
1

Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2005 2:26 PM
To: Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 'billeast@sc.rr.com'; 'marshallb@dnr.sc.gov';

'flyhotair@greenwood.net'; 'tufford@sc.edu'; 'dchristie@infoave.net'; 'tyle6544@bellsouth.net';
'kayakduke@bellsouth.net'; 'gjobsis@americanrivers.org'; 'Bkawasi@sc.rr.com'; 'Elymay2
@aol.com'; 'mdmurr@sc.rr.com'; 'parkin@parkinhunter.com'; 'wwending@sc.rr.com';
'PatrickM@scccl.org'; 'crafton@usit.net'; 'rkidder@pbtcomm.net';
'RESKKEENER@PBTCOMM.Net'; 'ahler@dnr.sc.gov'; 'royparker38@earthlink.net';
'r1shealy@aol.com'; 'bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net'; 'suzrhodes@juno.com';
'tbrooks@newberrycounty.net'; 'truple@sc.rr.com'; 'tboozer@scana.com';
'tbebber@scprt.com'; 'rscott@lex-co.com'; 'BertFloyd@sc.rr.com';
BARGENTIERI@scana.com; 'btrump@scana.com'; 'rbickley@lex-co.com';
RMAHAN@scana.com; 'bill25@sc.rr.com'; 'bigbillcutler@aol.com'; 'amanda_hill@fws.gov';
'mark_leao@fws.gov'; 'pagec@dnr.sc.gov'; 'dhancock@scana.com'; 'ryanity@scana.com';
'tpowers@newberrycounty.net'; 'vhoffman@scana.com'; 'millerca@dhec.sc.gov';
'k.westbury@saludacounty.sc.gov'; 'ccompton@lex-co.com'

Subject: Lake and Land Mgt RSVP and Notes

Good Afternoon All:

Attached is the Final copy of the Lake and Land Management Meeting Notes from November 2nd. Thanks to all of the
members who were involved in providing comment for this set of notes. For those of you who are involved in other RCG's,
you will be receiving several more draft sets of notes this week for those respective RCG's. I appreciate your patience in
this process, as this process continues the notes will be issued back to you at a faster pace. Getting routines set up the
first time is always the most time consuming.

Second item, I am in the process of setting up lunches for next week's meetings. If you know that you, or someone who is
not on the list, is coming to the December 8th, meeting please let me know. I would hate to have too few lunches. Please
let me know by December 1st. Thanks so much! Alison

FINAL NOTES Lake
and Land Mgt ...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Bob Keener, LMA & LMSCA
Beth Trump, SCE&G
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services
George Duke, LMHC
Mark Leao, USFWS
Chris Page, SCDNR
Ralph Crafton, LMA
Dan Tufford, USC
Dick Christie, SCDNR
Don Tyler, LMA & LMHC
Richard Kidder, LMA
Roy Parker, LMA
Tim Flach, The State (observer)

Robert Yanity, SCE&G
Bill Marshall, SCDNR & LSSRAC
Tom Ruple, LMA
Van Hoffman, SCANA Services
Andy Miller, SCDHEC
Randall Shealy, Lake Murray Historical Soc.
Bill Cutler, LW & SCCCL
Steve Bell, LW
Patrick Moore, SCCCL & Am. Rivers
Teresa Powers, Newberry Co.
Amanda Hill, USFWS
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Beth Trump, SCE&G
Rhett Bickley, Lexington Co.
Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Bill Mathias, LMA & Lake Murray Power

Squadron

DATE: November 2, 2005

ACTION ITEMS:

Outline of SMP guidelines/Land Use:
Tommy Boozer and Randy Mahan

Draft Mission Statement:
Alison Guth and Randy Mahan

GIS Mapping:
Tommy Boozer and David Hancock

Multi-slip dock application on SCANA website with link to relicensing website.
Alison Guth
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HOMEWORK ITEMS:

Review Shoreline Management Plan Booklet
Review ICD
Review Study Requests associated with Lake and Land Management

AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING:

Presentation on the Operation of Saluda Hydro
Lee Xanthakos
Discussion on Issues
Further Discussion on Procedures

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: December 8, 2005 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND PURPOSE

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and everyone introduced themselves.

He introduced Tommy Boozer as the presentation speaker and noted that a Mission Statement
would be developed with the goals for the group a little later in the afternoon.

DISCUSSION

The discussion floor was then turned over to Tommy Boozer, of SCE&G, who began a presentation
on Lake Murray�s Shoreline Management, Lake Management, Land Use, and Aquatic Plant
Management. (Presentation can be viewed on the website)

Tommy began with a discussion on the history of the lake noting that the lake land was purchased
in 1927. He continued to discuss the history of the lake in a little more detail before beginning
discussion on the Shoreline Management Plan (SMP). He noted that there is a booklet that gives
information about the current SMP that he would be passing out. Tommy also noted that they were
updating floatation requirements to replace them with encapsulated flotation.

Tommy showed several more pictures and noted that for the past 10-12 years, they have tried to
promote a certain type of dock. Examples included on-shore sitting areas, common areas, and
narrow docks. He also presented examples of marine rails, and noted that there were not many left
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anymore. Tommy then gave an example of an SCE&G permitted water removal system and noted
that they were for irrigation use only.

Discussion then moved to excavations, in which David Hancock pointed out that the only time they
allow excavation to take place was when the land was dry.

In a discussion on erosion prevention, Tommy showed examples of rip-rap and noted that it was
beneficial because it was the easiest to install on the shoreline and probably the most inexpensive.
He also pointed out that seawalls are only allowed on the 360-foot elevation. You are not allowed
to do any earth-fill encroachments.

Looking at other alternatives, Tommy showed an exhibit done in conjunction with the National
Resource Conservation Service. This exhibit included a mixture of rip-rap, vegetation and
interlocking blocks. He noted that one problem with interlocking blocks was when bushes were
planted in the blocks, the water tended to undermine the root system. In order to use this material,
you need to do some kind of grating or sloping. He noted that they were getting ready to send out a
Shoreline Buffer Zone Restoration Plan for review.

Tommy discussed the Lake Murray Public Recreation areas and listed the following numbers: There
are 16 Public Parks, 11 Future Parks, 23 Impromptu areas, 31 Public Marinas and Landings, 57
Private Marinas, and 65 islands open to the public (David Hancock noted that there are about 48
islands on the lake that are privately owned). Tommy pointed out that impromptu areas can be
defined as areas at the end of a road where people could park and walk down to fish.

Discussions then began to center on Land Use classifications, to which Tommy noted that SCE&G
is in the process of updating all of the classifications and submitting them to the FERC.

Easement Property was defined as property that SCE&G has sold down to 360. He noted that only
about 12 percent is owned by individuals.

It was noted that buffer zones are shown by signs or paint to identify property line between an
individual�s property and SCE&G�s.  Tommy noted that it was an effective tool in reminding the
property owner where the buffer zone was.

It was noted that fringe land is the property available for SCE&G to sell.

Bob Keener asked Tommy as to whether SCE&G was running into problems on the measurement
of the 75 setback?
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Tommy Boozer replied that they had not. That is actually surveyed and it follows the contour, a
horizontal distance.

Bob Keener then asked if it was understood by homeowners that it is measured horizontally.

Beth Trump noted that if SCE&G was going to sell, it is clearly marked.

Docks were discussed and it was noted that when they first started the inventory, there were 7800,
and now there are over 9000. It was noted that all docks that were on the Lake before 1978, when
they did survey, were grandfathered in, including docks with sitting areas on the end or middle of
docks and boat houses. Tommy also noted that the dock permitting program is always changing.

David Hancock noted that SCE&G performs a shoreline inspection every year, meaning that they
start an inventory and inspection of the docks that were built and permitted throughout the year and
identify what has been built without a permit. They encouraged people to call if they notice
something happening that they believe is not allowed.

Tommy presented a picture of an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA). Not all ESAs are
restricted to the back of coves. Many are on open water.

Aquatic Plant Management was the next topic, and Tommy noted that hydrilla moved in in 1993
and then �exploded� during the drought.  It was noted that treatments and drawdowns have been
done to control it. Yellow primrose has encroached deeper in the past years but has started to die
back.

A picture was shown of hydrilla infestation. It was noted that Cindy Aulbach Smith investigated
hydrilla by diving, using an underwater camera, and rake in all the areas that traditionally had
hydrilla and found that there was only a couple of short strands there.

It was noted that herbicide spraying is still an option in some areas, especially in public access
areas.

In March 2003, they had 64,500 grass carp placed in areas around lake. Moreover, it was noted that
they have been very successful in aquatic weed control.

David Hancock noted that the SMP is reviewed and changed every 5 years due to license
requirements. He noted that they may ask for 10 year increments in the next license because
sometimes it takes 5 years to get out the SMP, so they are constantly reviewing the SMP.

George Duke asked �Besides Tommy and David. Who deals with the lake?� 
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Tommy replied that along with David Hancock and himself, staff included Curtis Stockman, Mary
Ann Taylor, Mary Fitts (Secretary), and 4 other individuals do maintenance to public access areas.

George Duke then noted that �The Lake has expanded, but it doesn�t seem like you have grown.� 

Randy Mahan replied that the technology has grown substantially, but he does agree that we may
need more people out there.

Tommy Boozer noted that there are a couple things they need to look at.  �Staffing has a lot to do 
with experience and we have been out there for many years. We are looking at the possibility of
setting up more interaction between the communities. We need to promote information in
community newsletters. You are never going to be able to stop violations, but property owners and
neighbors can help. We are also looking at assessing more fees on the lake in order to pay for new
staff and new equipment.� 

Beth Trump also noted, �Land Management Group augments lake management groups. We are
coming up with supplemental photography that will help bring information up quickly.� 

The group asked �Is that information going to be on web?� 

Beth Trump:  �No, a lot of this information is not public.� 

Bill Cutler asked:  �What kind of outcomes are we shooting for and what features are we putting in
place? If I understand it correctly, why I have to put in a buffer zone? I am more likely to follow
the rules.� 

Randy Mahan replied:  �We are going to try to do better in public education in a number of areas.� 

David Hancock noted:  �LMA and other groups can also help out with education.� 

Alan Stuart mentioned that one of the homework assignments needs to include thought on what
presentations are needed in this group. It was noted that Lee�s presentation may be another option
for the next group meeting or a presentation from the Natural Resource Conservation Service on
buffer zones. The group agreed it was a good idea.

Bob Keener:  �One concern I have is we talked about education. Tommy mentioned Harbor Watch
several times and several years ago. I and some other people wrote to FERC about what happened
there and FERC said you had to develop a shoreline renourishment plan. What has happened with
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that? I would be interested in seeing an update on those projects and what has been done. It is
obvious that they have a lot on their plate.

Ron Ahle:  �One thing that I have noticed is missing is success criteria or goals to be met in a time
period. If you have that plan, it is easier to see what is expected and I can see us coming up with
some good ideas on how to ensure that.� 

Tommy Boozer:  �We are in the process of coming up with a plan that will be reviewed and we are
going to address areas that had violations and bring other areas up to standard. It is a draft and it
will be open for comment. We wanted to develop a plan that we could see the success in, and we
need to get the backing of property owners and other folks to buy in.� 

David Hancock (in reference to Bob Keener�s question above):  �I can say that we have, and they
have, planted thousands of trees within the last 5 years. A few have not survived, but lots have
survived and we continue to plant.� 

The group then shifted gears to discuss the Operating Procedures. Alan noted that they prepared
some draft Operating Procedures, upon which they received comments from SCCCL/Am. Rivers
with 9 signatories. He also noted that one of SCCCL�s recommendations was to form a procedural 
group. Alan mentioned that LMA had stated that they did not support an official group for
procedures. Randy noted that he would rather develop an ad hoc group as needed instead of
defining such a strict box from the beginning.

Randy Mahan:  �If it comes down to it, and we need this committee, then we will by all means form
an ad hoc group.  However, let�s not form such a tight box right away.� 

Alan also pointed out that there had been some confusion with the �parking lot�.  He noted that any 
discussion item placed in the parking lot would be addressed in some manner. He noted that a
parking lot was put into place so that items irrelevant to the discussion topic would not disrupt the
day. It was also noted that with regards to the media, you might speak on behalf of your
organization; however, you are not permitted to speak on behalf of the Lake and Land Management
Resource Conservation Group.

Randy Mahan:  �I do not anticipate that the RCG will be putting out news releases. Minutes will be
posted on the website. Any information that the individual wants, they can get from the website.
Anyone can make a statement on their own behalf, but not on behalf of the RCG.� 

The group began to discuss the status of the Operating Procedures and it was noted that they were in
the process of being revised to include new comments. They will be finalized in the next couple
weeks. Patrick Moore requested that a definition section was included in the procedures.
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Steve Bell:  �Since there will not be a procedural committee, are you still accepting comments?� 

Randy Mahan:  �Yes.  However, they need to be submitted in a timely fashion.� 

Bill Cutler:  �There is a specific rational behind recommendations. I am firmly convinced that there
are things regarding the nature of the process that can�t be avoided. The comments that we submit
express a formalization or framework. The issues are: who are stakeholders; what are the interests
of the stakeholders; what is the picture of success; how are solution options generated; how are
solution options evaluated; and having agreed upon it, what is the preferred solution and is that
solution valid and why? I challenge you to take a look at the questions; omitting questions may
have adverse consequences on the outcome. � 

Bill Marshall questioned whether the scope of this RCG was exclusively the lake or if downstream
was included.

Randy Mahan noted that it included anything in or impacted by project, downstream included.

Bill Cutler:  �What about outside the project, like runoff and such?� 

Randy Mahan:  �That is certainly an appropriate scope of inquiry for someone. My question is: is it
an appropriate scope for the relicensing of a project? In terms of overall regional development, I
am not sure that there is much we will have to deal with in licensing process.� 

The group briefly discussed whether or not to group the meetings by issue, in that fashion those
who did not have an interest in downstream resources or such did not have to attend that meeting.
Randy Mahan noted that he did not have a problem grouping the issues when it made logical sense
to group the issues; however he noted that it was up to the committee to decide.

Bob Keener:  �I think it is real important that those who are primarily oriented on the lake
understand what goes on downstream, and if downstream oriented individuals understand lake
issues, then hopefully, we can support each other and there will not have a us versus them
syndrome.

The group agreed with Mr. Keener and decided that if necessary, at the end of an agenda, you can
have it as an isolated item for discussion.

LUNCH BREAK

Round table discussion on goals people would like to see as a result of regulation.
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SCE&G noted that they would like to see a 10 year or so appropriate SMP review time period,
unless something arises that needs to be addressed in the middle of a review process

Bill Cutler noted that he would like to see a robust product that is adaptable to changing realities.

Patrick Moore pointed out that he would like to see a full and comprehensive evaluation on what
effects the water has on water levels in Broad and Congaree, a comprehensive analysis on the
effects on downstream resources.

Amanda Hill noted on behalf of the USFWS, that they would like to see a completion of current
SMP, per the June 23rd order.

Bill Argentieri replied:  �We were discussing that the June 23rd order required submission to FERC,
and what we have noted that some of those same issues are going to be discussed in this forum, but
we need to send something to FERC in the interim. We are developing several plans that we are
going to pass around to the agencies and we are submitting that to FERC. Not to say these plans
won�t end up in the new plan we submit with the application.    

Amanda Hill: �Sounds good.  That is what we want to see.� 

Randy Mahan:  �What we are talking about is the sediment and erosion control program. We think
it is going to meet current FERC obligation and, hopefully, agencies will think it is good enough for
now, but it can still be improved on in the future.� 

Randy Mahan: We may want a goal on developing the concepts on how to enforce violations and
prevent people from ignoring. Maybe an education program.

Alan Stuart then led the group into discussions on what the ultimate goal of the group would be.
George Duke mentioned that he would like to see the issues put into a �time machine� and their 
significance to the future looked at.

Ron Ahle noted:  (to Alan Stuart) �A goal for this group is that we should be looking at the
shoreline management plan and guidelines, and updating these to the current conditions of the lake
and get a management plan that everyone can agree upon, that will be of benefit to the lake.� 

Amanda Hill added:  �And identify those things that are not in the existing plan and include them in
the new plan.� 
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Randy Mahan:  �Then you have to define the appropriate elements in the plan related to various
issues.  Our goal is to get a settlement agreement.� 

From this point, the group then worked on developing a mission statement. Bill Cutler noted that
there were several items that should be included in the content of the mission statement, these
included: the scope of the group, goal of the group, method of approach. Randy Mahan came up
with a �strawman� draft mission statement and noted that they wanted to include all properties
within the PBL upstream and downstream and all boundaries outside PBL that the project through
its SMP could have a material impact on.

As an aside, Randall Shealy noted the following: �At some point, are we going to be talking about
how it is not fair that Lexington and Richland counties get all of the tax breaks and the Newberry
and Saluda have to keep things natural. You should come up with some sort of percentage that
should be developed versus natural. It is not fair for the other counties. Split it by counties and go
by so many buildings per shore mile, so much development per shore mile.

Ron Ahle noted:  �That needed to happen 50 years ago. We would love to divide it out for each
county and it is too late to do that.� 

Randall replied:  �[the past] can�t be changed, but you can say from this date forward [it will
change].�

Randy Mahan:  �I agree with you, but I agree that the challenge is to look at what we have left and
look at that in a way that addresses all these issues including the unfairness to Saluda and
Newberry. You only have a limited amount of shoreline left and you can�t have it completely
balanced, but you can have a goal of trying to get as much consensus as possible. We are going to
do the best we can.� 

Back on the topic of the Mission Statement, Bill Cutler noted that one thing in the mission
statement that wasn�t listed but implied, would be cooperating with the other RCGs.

The Agenda was the next discussion topic and Alan noted that Lee Xanthakos of SCE&G System
Control has a very good presentation on the operation of Saluda. Tommy Boozer also noted that he
would put a call into NRCS to see if they could give a presentation as well.

Alan Stuart noted that one Homework Assignment would include a review of the Study Requests
(passed out in the meeting). Randy Mahan noted that SCE&G believes that they already have
information for some of the requests and may only need to do a tabletop study.
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Randy also suggested a homework item include a review of operating procedures and ICD. He
noted that the ICD has a lot of information that may have been missed previously; he also
recommended that the group look at shoreline management plan book.

The group wrapped up discussions and the meeting was adjourned.

ADDITIONS AND/OR COMMENTS PROVIDED SUBSEQUENT TO THE MEETING:

Regarding the discussion of Operating Procedures on Page 6, Bill Marshall noted the following:
The Lower Saluda Scenic River Advisory Council also submitted a letter to SCE&G recommending
the formation of a procedural group.
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6/18/2007

Charlie,

We typically begin around 9:30 to accommodate those folks having to travel from the
Charleston area. I suspect we'll begin around that time on December 8th. I have CC'd Alison
Guth our licensing coordinator who'll make sure you are added to the master and distribution
list for future mailings with respect to this resource group.

Look forward to seeing you on the 8th.

regards,
Alan

-----Original Message-----
From: Charlie Compton [mailto:ccompton@lex-co.com]
Sent: Monday, November 14, 2005 10:18 AM
To: Alan.Stuart@KleinschmidtUSA.com
Cc: Ron Scott
Subject: Lake and Land Management Resource Group - Lake Murray

Alan Stuart,

I am planning to attend meetings of the Lake and Land Management Resource Group as an additional
representative from Lexington County. On December 8th I will be involved all morning leading a training
program, so I may be late if it starts at 9:30am as it did on November 2nd. Let me know if you think it will
extend into the afternoon.

Thanks,

Charlie Compton
Lexington County Planning Director
212 South Lake Drive
Lexington, South Carolina 29072
(803) 785-8121
ccompton@lex-co.com
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Monday, November 14, 2005 3:55 PM
To: BARGENTIERI@scana.com; 'btrump@scana.com'; 'rbickley@lex-co.com'; Alan Stuart; 'Tony

Bebber'; RMAHAN@scana.com; 'bill25@sc.rr.com'; 'bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net';
'bigbillcutler@aol.com'; 'PatrickM@scccl.org'; 'ahler@dnr.sc.gov'; 'Amanda Hill';
'mark_Leao@fws.gov'; 'pagec@dnr.sc.gov'; 'crafton@usit.net'; 'tufford@sc.edu';
'dchristie@infoave.net'; 'tyle6544@bellsouth.net'; 'rkidder@pbtcomm.net'; 'royparker38
@earthlink.net'; 'dhancock@SCANA.com'; 'RESKKEENER@PBTCOMM.Net'; 'BOOZER,
THOMAS C'; 'ryanity@scana.com'; 'tpowers@newberrycounty.net';
'kayakduke@bellsouth.net'; 'marshallb@dnr.sc.gov'; 'truple@sc.rr.com';
'vhoffman@scana.com'; 'C. Andy Miller'; 'r1shealy@aol.com'

Subject: Lake and Land Management Meeting Notes

Good Afternoon,

I hope everyone is doing well. Attached to this email is a draft copy of the notes taken during the Lake and Land
Management meeting held November 2nd. These are for your review, please let me know if they accurately reflect what
you recall from the meeting. Please return comments, changes and questions to me by November 28th, if possible, so that
I may finalize the document and post it to the website. Thanks again for your interest and involvement in regards to this
issue.

Sincerely,

Alison Guth

2005-11-02 draft
Meeting Minut...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Bob Keener, LMA & LMSCA
Beth Trump, SCE&G
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services
George Duke, LMHC
Mark Leao, USFWS
Chris Page, SCDNR
Ralph Crafton, LMA
Dan Tufford, USC
Dick Christie, SCDNR
Don Tyler, LMA & LMHC
Richard Kidder, LMA
Roy Parker, LMA
Tim Flach, The State (observer)

Robert Yanity, SCE&G
Bill Marshall, SCDNR & LSSRAC
Tom Ruple, LMA
Van Hoffman, SCANA Services
Andy Miller, SCDHEC
Randall Shealy, Lake Murray Historical Soc.
Bill Cutler, LW & SCCCL
Steve Bell, LW
Patrick Moore, SCCCL & Am. Rivers
Teresa Powers, Newberry Co.
Amanda Hill, USFWS
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Beth Trump, SCE&G
Rhett Bickley, Lexington Co.
Bill Mathias, LMA & Lake Murray Power

Squadron

DATE: November 2, 2005

ACTION ITEMS:

 Outline of SMP guidelines/Land Use:
Tommy Boozer and Randy Mahan

 Draft Mission Statement:
Alison Guth and Randy Mahan

 GIS Mapping:
Tommy Boozer and David Hancock

 Multi-slip dock application on SCANA website with link to relicensing website.
Alison Guth
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HOMEWORK ITEMS:

 Review Shoreline Management Plan Booklet
 Review ICD
 Review Study Requests associated with Lake and Land Management

AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING:

 Presentation on the Operation of Saluda Hydro
Lee Xanthakos

 Discussion on Issues
 Further Discussion on Procedures

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: December 8, 2005 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND PURPOSE

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and everyone introduced themselves.

He introduced Tommy Boozer as the presentation speaker and noted that a Mission Statement
would be developed with the goals for the group a little later in the afternoon.

DISCUSSION

The discussion floor was then turned over to Tommy Boozer, of SCE&G, who began a presentation
on Lake Murray’s Shoreline Management, Lake Management, Land Use, and Aquatic Plant
Management. (Presentation can be viewed on the website)

Tommy began with a discussion on the history of the lake noting that the lake land was purchased
in 1927. He continued to discuss the history of the lake in a little more detail before beginning
discussion on the Shoreline Management Plan (SMP). He noted that there is a booklet that gives
information about the current SMP that he would be passing out. Tommy also noted that they were
updating floatation requirements to replace them with encapsulated flotation.

Tommy showed several more pictures and noted that for the past 10-12 years, they have tried to
promote a certain type of dock. Examples included on-shore sitting areas, common areas, and
narrow docks. He also presented examples of marine rails, and noted that there were not many left
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anymore. Tommy then gave an example of an SCE&G permitted water removal system and noted
that they were for irrigation use only.

Discussion then moved to excavations, in which David Hancock pointed out that the only time they
allow excavation to take place was when the land was dry.

In a discussion on erosion prevention, Tommy showed examples of rip-rap and noted that it was
beneficial because it was the easiest to install on the shoreline and probably the most inexpensive.
He also pointed out that seawalls are only allowed on the 360. You are not allowed to do any earth-
fill encroachments.

Looking at other alternatives, Tommy showed an exhibit done in conjunction with the National
Resource Conservation Service. This exhibit included a mixture of rip-rap, vegetation and
interlocking blocks. He noted that one problem with interlocking blocks was when bushes were
planted in the blocks, the water tended to undermine the root system. In order to use this material,
you need to do some kind of grating or sloping. He noted that they were getting ready to send out a
Shoreline Restoration Plan for review.

Tommy discussed the Lake Murray Public Recreation areas and listed the following numbers: There
are 16 Public Parks, 11 Future Parks, 23 Impromptu areas, 31 Public Marinas and Landings, 57
Private Marinas, and 65 islands open to the public (David Hancock noted that there are about 48
islands on the lake that are privately owned). Tommy pointed out that impromptu areas can be
defined as areas at the end of a road where people could park and walk down to fish.

Discussions then began to center on Land Use classifications, to which Tommy noted that SCE&G
is in the process of updating all of the classifications and submitting them to the FERC.

Easement Property was defined as property that SCE&G has sold down to 360. He noted that only
about 12 percent is owned by individuals.

It was noted that buffer zones are shown by signs or paint to identify property line between an
individual’s property and SCE&G’s. Tommy noted that it was an effective tool in reminding the
property owner where the buffer zone was.

It was noted that fringe land is the property available for SCE&G to sell.

Bob Keener asked Tommy as to whether SCE&G was running problems on the measurement of the
75 setback?
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Tommy Boozer replied that they had not. That is actually surveyed and it follows the contour, a
horizontal distance.

Bob Keener then asked if it was understood by homeowners that it is measured horizontally.

Beth Trump noted that if SCE&G was going to sell, it is clearly marked.

Docks were discussed and it was noted that when they first started the inventory, there was 7800,
and now there are over 9000. It was noted that all docks that were on the Lake before 1978, when
they did survey, were grandfathered in, including docks with sitting areas on the end or middle of
docks and boat houses. Tommy also noted that the dock permitting program is always changing.

David Hancock noted that SCE&G performs a shoreline inspection every year, meaning that they
start an inventory and inspection of the docks that were built and permitted throughout the year and
identify what has been built without a permit. They encouraged people to call if they notice
something happening that they believe is not allowed.

Tommy presented a picture of an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA). Not all ESAs are
restricted to the back of coves. Many are on open water.

Aquatic Plant Management was the next topic, and Tommy noted that hydrilla moved in in 1993
and then “exploded” during the drought. It was noted that treatments and drawdowns have been
done to control it. Yellow primrose has encroached deeper in the past years but has started to die
back.

A picture was shown of hydrilla infestation. It was noted that Cindy Aulbach Smith investigated
hydrilla by diving, using an underwater camera, and rake in all the areas that traditionally had
hydrilla and found that there was only a couple of short strands there.

It was noted that herbicide spraying is still an option in some areas, especially in public access
areas.

In March 2003, they had 6,450 grass carp placed in areas around lake. Moreover, it was noted that
they have been very successful in aquatic weed control.

David Hancock noted that the SMP is reviewed and changed every 5 years due to license
requirements. He noted that they may ask for 10 year increments in the next license because
sometimes it takes 5 years to get out the SMP, so they are constantly reviewing the SMP.

George Duke asked “Besides Tommy and David. Who deals with the lake?”



MEETING MINUTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT RESOURCE GROUP

SCE&G Training Center

Page 5 of 10

Tommy replied that along with David Hancock and himself, staff included Curtis Stockman, Mary
Ann Taylor (Secretary), and 4 other individuals do maintenance to public access areas.

George Duke then noted that “The Lake has expanded, but it doesn’t seem like you have grown.”

Randy Mahan replied that the technology has grown substantially, but he does agree that we may
need more people out there.

Tommy Boozer noted that there are a couple things they need to look. “Staffing has a lot to do with
experience and we have been out there for many years. We are looking at the possibility of setting
up more interaction between the communities. We need to promote information in community
newsletters. You are never going to be able to stop violations, but property owners and neighbors
can help. We are also looking at assessing more fees on the lake in order to pay for new staff and
new equipment.”

Beth Trump also noted, “Land Management Group augments lake management groups. We are
coming up with supplemental photography that will help bring information up quickly.”

The group asked “Is that information going to be on web?”

Beth Trump: “No, a lot of this information is not public.”

Bill Cutler asked: “What kind of outcomes are we shooting for and what features are we putting in
place? If I understand it correctly, why I have to put in a buffer zone? I am more likely to follow
the rules.”

Randy Mahan replied: “We are going to try to do better in public education in a number of areas.”

David Hancock noted: “LMA and other groups can also help out with education.”

Alan Stuart mentioned that one of the homework assignments needs to include thought on what
presentations are needed in this group. It was noted that Lee’s presentation may be another option
for the next group meeting or a presentation from the National Resource Conservation Service on
buffer zones. The group agreed it was a good idea.

Bob Keener: “One concern I have is we talked about education. Tommy mentioned harbor watch
several times and several years ago. I and some other people wrote to FERC about what happened
there and FERC said you had to develop a shoreline renourishment plan. What has happened with
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that? I would be interested in seeing an update on those projects and what has been done. It is
obvious that they have a lot on their plate.

Ron Ahle: “One thing that I have noticed is missing is success criteria or goals to be met in a time
period. If you have that plan, it is easier to see what is expected and I can see us coming up with
some good ideas on how to ensure that.”

Tommy Boozer: “We are in the process of coming up with a plan that will be reviewed and we are
going to address areas that had violations and bring other areas up to standard. It is a draft and it
will be open for comment. We wanted to develop a plan that we could see the success in, and we
need to get the backing of property owners and other folks to buy in.”

David Hancock (in reference to Bob Keener’s question above): “I can say that we have, and they
have, planted thousands of trees within the last 5 years. A few have not survived, but lots have
survived and we continue to plant.”

The group then shifted gears to discuss the Operating Procedures. Alan noted that they prepared
some draft Operating Procedures, upon which they received comments from SCCCL/Am. Rivers
with 9 signatories. He also noted that one of SCCCL’s recommendations was to form a procedural
group. Alan mentioned that LMA had stated that they did not support an official group for
procedures. Randy noted that he would rather develop an ad hoc group as needed instead of
defining such a strict box from the beginning..

Randy Mahan: “If it comes down to it, and we need this committee, then we will by all means form
an ad hoc group. However, let’s not form such a tight box right away.”

Alan also pointed out that there had been some confusion with the “parking lot”. He noted that any
discussion item placed in the parking lot would be addressed in some manner. He noted that a
parking lot was put into place so that items irrelevant to the discussion topic would not disrupt the
day. It was also noted that with regards to the media, you might speak on behalf of your
organization; however, you are not permitted to speak on behalf of the Lake and Land Management
Resource Conservation Group.

Randy Mahan: “I do not anticipate that the RCG will be putting out news releases. Minutes will be
posted on the website. Any information that the individual wants, they can get from the website.
Anyone can make a statement on their own behalf, but not on behalf of the RCG.”

The group began to discuss the status of the Operating Procedures and it was noted that they were in
the process of being revised to include new comments. They will be finalized in the next couple
weeks. Patrick Moore requested that a definition section was included in the procedures.
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Steve Bell: “Since there will not be a procedural committee, are you still accepting comments?”

Randy Mahan: “Yes. However, they need to be submitted in a timely fashion.”

Bill Cutler: “There is a specific rational behind recommendations. I am firmly convinced that there
are things regarding the nature of the process that can’t be avoided. The comments that we submit
express a formalization or framework. The issues are: who are stakeholders; what are the interests
of the stakeholders; what is the picture of success; how are solution options generated; how are
solution options evaluated; and having agreed upon it, what is the preferred solution and is that
solution valid and why? I challenge you to take a look at the questions; omitting questions may
have adverse consequences on the outcome. “

An individual questioned whether the scope of this RCG was exclusively the lake or if downstream
was included.

Randy Mahan noted that it included anything in or impacted by project, downstream included.

Bill Cutler: “What about outside the project, like runoff and such?”

Randy Mahan: “That is certainly an appropriate scope of inquiry for someone. My question is: is it
an appropriate scope for the relicensing of a project? In terms of overall regional development, I
am not sure that there is much we will have to deal with in licensing process.”

The group briefly discussed whether or not to group the meetings by issue, in that fashion those
who did not have an interest in downstream resources or such did not have to attend that meeting.
Randy Mahan noted that he did not have a problem grouping the issues when it made logical sense
to group the issues; however he noted that it was up to the committee to decide.

Bob Keener: “I think it is real important that those who are primarily oriented on the lake
understand what goes on downstream, and if downstream oriented individuals understand lake
issues, then hopefully, we can support each other and there will not have a us versus them
syndrome.

The group agreed with Mr. Keener and decided that if necessary, at the end of an agenda, you can
have it as an isolated item for discussion.

LUNCH BREAK

Round table discussion on goals people would like to see as a result of regulation.
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SCE&G noted that they would like to see a 10 year or so appropriate SMP review time period,
unless something arises that needs to be addressed in the middle of a review process

Bill Cutler noted that he would like to see a robust product that is adaptable to changing realities.

Patrick Moore pointed out that he would like to see a full and comprehensive evaluation on what
effects the water has on water levels in Broad and Congaree, a comprehensive analysis on the
effects on downstream resources.

Amanda Hill noted on behalf of the USFWS, that they would like to see a completion of current
SMP, per the June 23rd order.

Bill Argentieri replied: “We were discussing that the June 23rd order required submission to FERC,
and what we have noted that some of those same issues are going to be discussed in this forum, but
we need to send something to FERC in the interim. We are developing several plans that we are
going to pass around to the agencies and we are submitting that to FERC. Not to say these plans
won’t end up in the new plan we submit with the application.

Amanda Hill: “Sounds good. That is what we want to see.”

Randy Mahan: “What we are talking about is the sediment and erosion control program. We think
it is going to meet current FERC obligation and, hopefully, agencies will think it is good enough for
now, but it can still be improved on in the future.”

Randy Mahan: We may want a goal on developing the concepts on how to enforce violations and
prevent people from ignoring. Maybe an education program.

Alan Stuart then led the group into discussions on what the ultimate goal of the group would be.
George Duke mentioned that he would like to see the issues put into a “time machine” and their
significance to the future looked at.

Ron Ahle noted: (to Alan Stuart) “A goal for this group is that we should be looking at the
shoreline management plan and guidelines, and updating these to the current conditions of the lake
and get a management plan that everyone can agree upon, that will be of benefit to the lake.”

Amanda Hill added: “And identify those things that are not in the existing plan and include them in
the new plan.”
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Randy Mahan: “Then you have to define the appropriate elements in the plan related to various
issues. Our goal is to get a settlement agreement.”

From this point, the group then worked on developing a mission statement. Bill Cutler noted that
there were several items that should be included in the content of the mission statement, these
included: the scope of the group, goal of the group, method of approach. Randy Mahan came up
with a “strawman” draft mission statement and noted that they wanted to include all properties
within the PBL upstream and downstream and all boundaries outside PBL that the project through
its SMP could have a material impact on.

As an aside, Randall Shealy noted the following: “At some point, are we going to be talking about
how it is not fair that Lexington and Richland counties get all of the tax breaks and the Newberry
and Saluda have to keep things natural. You should come up with some sort of percentage that
should be developed versus natural. It is not fair for the other counties. Split it by counties and go
by so many buildings per shore mile, so much development per shore mile.

Ron Ahle noted: “That needed to happen 50 years ago. We would love to divide it out for each
county and it is too late to do that.”

Randall replied: “[the past] can’t be changed, but you can say from this date forward [it will
change].”

Randy Mahan: “I agree with you, but I agree that the challenge is to look at what we have left and
look at that in a way that addresses all these issues including the unfairness to Saluda and
Newberry. You only have a limited amount of shoreline left and you can’t have it completely
balanced, but you can have a goal of trying to get as much consensus as possible. We are going to
do the best we can.”

Back on the topic of the Mission Statement, Bill Cutler noted that one thing in the mission
statement that wasn’t listed but implied, would be cooperating with the other RCGs.

The Agenda was the next discussion topic and Alan noted that Lee Xanthakos of SCE&G System
Control has a very good presentation on the operation of Saluda. Tommy Boozer also noted that he
would put a call into NRCS to see if they could give a presentation as well.

Alan Stuart noted that one Homework Assignment would include a review of the Study Requests
(passed out in the meeting). Randy Mahan noted that SCE&G believes that they already have
information for some of the requests and may only need to do a tabletop study.
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Randy also suggested a homework item include a review of operating procedures and ICD. He
noted that the ICD has a lot of information that may have been missed previously; he also
recommended that the group look at shoreline management plan book.

The group wrapped up discussions and the meeting was adjourned.
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Good Afternoon All: 
 
Attached is the Final copy of the Lake and Land Management Meeting Notes from November 
2nd.  Thanks to all of the members who were involved in providing comment for this set of notes.  
For those of you who are involved in other RCG's, you will be receiving several more draft sets of 
notes this week for those respective RCG's.  I appreciate your patience in this process, as this 
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Second item, I am in the process of setting up lunches for next week's meetings.  If you know that 
you, or someone who is not on the list, is coming to the December 8th, meeting please let me 
know.  I would hate to have too few lunches.  Please let me know by December 1st.  Thanks so 
much!  Alison   
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and Land Mgt ...

 
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
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Due Date:

· Prepare and distribute meeting notes from April 4 meeting


Alison Guth






May 1, 2005

Meeting Notes:


These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart opened the meeting at approximately 10:10 am and the group began to discuss the first item on the agenda which was the Sedimentation and Erosion Plan.


Sedimentation and Erosion Plan:

Alan began the discussion by asking the group for ideas on how the erosion plan should be structured.  SCE&G noted that initially there needs to be agreement upon appropriate boundaries and provisions for the erosion control plan.  Tommy Boozer explained to the group that there are several areas around the lake where erosion problems have been identified, and discussions arose on how erosion problems were being exacerbated by wind and wave action.  Gina Kirkland questioned SCE&G if anyone regularly checked to see if buffer zones were being maintained by landowners besides the county.  SCE&G noted that they report any violations if they see them.  SCE&G then asked the agencies on how they should police erosion issues due to land clearing.  It was decided that it is generally DHEC’s responsibility, and subsequently the responsibility of the counties to whom DHEC has assigned authority.  Gina continued to note that DHEC has transferred that authority to Richland and Lexington counties, however, DHEC’s staff is limited so it is difficult to make sure the county does its job.  She added that it is also hard to prosecute violators because you have to catch them.  SCE&G noted that they have a level of control through their dock permitting.  Gina pointed out that there may need to be more public education for individuals who live on the shoreline.  SCE&G noted their current work with the Lake Murray Association to help build a stronger public information system.  However, they agreed that stronger emphasis needed to be placed on public education in the plan.  

Tommy begin to describe studies that SCE&G is performing using different shoreline stabilization structures.  He explained that they have done studies with interlocking block, which has performed very well, however is also very expensive.  Tommy continued to note that SCE&G is still studying other means of stabilization.  Ed Duncan asked what the status was of the erosion survey and if there has been a report developed explaining how the issue could be remedied.  Tommy replied that the survey was already completed and turned in, however, it solely identifies the problem.  He continued to state that a realistic scope needed to be developed in regards to solving this issue.  Ron Ahle pointed out that he believes that SCE&G should take care of eroding banks that they could access, and prioritize accordingly.  He explained that the erosion plan could be enhanced by having specific areas to fix identified.  

The group continued their discussions on educating the public.  Gina noted that SCE&G may want to look into putting in kiosks holding educational flyers containing information on such issues as Best Management Practices and No Discharge, additionally this may have potential for a 319 grant.  Tommy noted that they were working with Harbor Watch and noted that real estate agents were also a good starting place for encouraging education.  He suggested having the land deeds drafted up to include restrictions already written in.  

The group discussed SCE&G’s regulation of bio-engineering, as well as re-vegetation and re-stabilization options.  David Hancock noted that rip-rap was their choice stabilization material.  To which Randy Mahan added that there were appropriate places for rip-rap and appropriate places for vegetation.  He explained that vegetation worked well on coves with gentle slopes, and additionally, that criteria exists that determines whether shoreline would be better for rip-rap or vegetation.  Gina added that plant material absorbs pollutants, so it would be beneficial to keep as much area vegetated as possible; to which SCE&G explained that they do not permit all rip-rap applications, so they do promote vegetation in that respect.  Citing the shoreline enhancement program started in 1978, Tommy noted that they continue to give away and plant thousands of trees.  Tommy continued to state that they may need to consult with someone who could advise them as to what vegetation would be best suited for the shoreline so that SCE&G could provide a list of species to landowners.  Dick Christie replied that “Living on the Water’s Edge”, published by Clemson addresses this issue.

Dick mentioned that DNR would like to see a draft of the Erosion Plan before it is sent to FERC and they would need about two weeks to look at it.  Alan mentioned that SCE&G is doing quite a bit to remedy this issue, they just need to put it all onto paper so others can see how much they are actually doing to help this issue.  The group re-capped on several points which included the following:  development of a public education program and consultation with developers,  perform a shoreline inventory assessment and prioritize sites for improvement.  This discussion was concluded noting that there may be a need for digital pictures attached to the report.  

Buffer Zone Management Plan:


Alan spoke about the buffer zone management plan and addressed cleared areas.  He noted that some areas have been cleared manually while others have lost vegetation due to environmental factors (beetles, etc.)  Randy mentioned that SCE&G has not yet performed a compliance inventory on buffer zones.  However, Tommy noted that they have done much work to restore areas where vegetation has been removed.  David explained that years ago the shoreline management plan allowed and encouraged homeowners to plant grass in the setback and clear underbrush 3” in diameter or less.  He continued to note that the predominate tree is loblolly pine, to which the pine beetles have caused quite a bit of damage, which may account for the bare areas that the USFWS cited in their letter estimating about 30 violations of the buffer zones.  David continued to note that concurrence needed to be established between the agencies and SCE&G about what a violation actually was, so that no assumptions were made.  Ron added that once the areas that are out of compliance are identified, SCE&G could then give the residents options for planting.  He noted that since FERC has new buffer regulations, SCE&G could tell the residents to remove the sod and let the vegetation come in naturally.  Tommy pointed out that problems will develop when SCE&G has to go to individuals who have owned the property for 20 years and tell them that they have to let it grow back up.  

Dick questioned the group on how they could measure the success of a management plan, and what the general vision for a buffer zone was.  Upon discussing this, the group determined that this was difficult to assess generally because every property had a different starting point.  It was mentioned that there needed to be a variety of dominant vs. co-dominant species, and possibly management steered toward a closed canopy in the 75 ft. setback.  Randy noted that it may be beneficial to implement a policy which would allow no clearing on new setbacks, with just a meandering path down to water.  The agencies agreed that would be a good plan.


Ron mentioned that DNR and SCE&G should perform a lake-wide survey together.  Ed noted that they might want to take a look at good buffer zones first to allow for comparison.  


Woody Debris Program: 

Alan began the discussion by asking Dick if he had given any thought to Lake Murray in regards to the Woody Debris Program.  Dick replied that they have given it thought and there were some concerns for stump management.  Randy noted that SCE&G’s preference was for stumps to be generally left alone.  However, he continued to point out, that in some situations stumps were sawn off near docks and it became a safety issue.  Randy stated that now that the backs of coves were being protected, where quite a bit of the existing stumps were located, these stumps would also be protected.  


The group discussed the need to identify stump fields and noted that Hal Beard may be able to provide some insight to where these stump fields were located.  Dick questioned how the Shoreline Management Plan should be dealt with in order to ensure the future supply of woody debris, while, however, still promoting safety.  He noted that woody debris could be protected by protecting lands, and if a tree falls, SCE&G may want to secure it.  Amanda Hill noted that in areas of future development, SCE&G may want to identify the woody debris and write in that woody debris cannot be removed unless it is impeding navigation or safety.  Randy pointed out that they need to first develop a definition of what “large woody debris” actually was.  He noted that problems arise when people ask for woody debris to be removed.  If  SCE&G decides not to remove it, and someone gets hurt, lawsuits could arise.  Dick noted that if it was a transient log then it would be best if it was removed from the water and secured onshore.  Tommy stated that they did indeed already haul logs to undeveloped areas.  Ron suggested that if SCE&G is going to implement a 75’ buffer zone then SCE&G may want to include the woody debris as part of the buffer zone, noting the buffer zone in the woody debris plan.  Ed pointed out that according to FERC woody debris needs to be marked before development.  In conclusion all the agencies concurred that future developments should have no disturbance of the woody debris in the buffer, unless safety issues arise.

Waterfowl Hunting Areas:


In reference to waterfowl hunting areas, Randy questioned the group if they should identify specific areas.  He continued to note that they don’t want to enforce non-hunting vs. hunting areas.  Randy questioned DNR whether the hunting setback was 300 yards from the shore, or from the buffer.   Dick answered that it was from the circumference from the house.  Gina noted that a problem arises when people think that areas that are not specifically designated for hunting, mean that no hunting is allowed in these areas.  Tommy noted that it was the hunters responsibility to know the regulations.  

Amanda noted that the USFWS has been asking for wildlife management areas, and questioned whether SCE&G could group the waterfowl areas into the management areas.  Dick noted that when looking for areas to designate as waterfowl hunting areas, SCE&G needed to identify areas with long contiguous shoreline.  Due to the fact that the entire lake was considered a waterfowl hunting area, Randy noted that SCE&G cannot create any more areas, the only thing they could do was protect it.  The group decided to table the waterfowl hunting area issue until DNR could further discuss it.  Alan noted in reference to this, SCE&G will go ahead and prepare the other three plans and submit them.  Everyone agreed that this was sufficient.  


Other Issues Addressed:


DNR mentioned that it may be a good idea to use USGS maps in order to identify where streams existed.  Ed explained that SCE&G could compare best management practices with stream criteria, and after the stream was identified, protect a buffer on either side of it. However, no resolution was reached in regards to this during the meeting.

Discussions turned to ESA’s, Ron asked Tommy for an update on the ESA’s for developed areas.  Tommy noted that they are going to stick to the same criteria as they do with future development areas.  He noted that on Thursday (4/7) SCE&G is going out to do some GPS points, if that point occurs on an ESA, it will be noted accordingly.  Ron concluded that SCE&G should send in their documented GPS data.  

Alan explained to the group that SCE&G was working with Ed Eudaly and Tom Murphy in regards to wood stork flyovers, however no wood storks have been spotted and herons are occupying the nesting areas.  He mentioned that monthly updates were available on the website.       





From: Alison Guth
To: "Daniel Tufford"; 
Subject: RE: Contact information
Date: Thursday, December 15, 2005 10:00:51 AM

Dan, 
I am sure that you are referring to Tom Brooks.  His phone number is 803-276-6247, email 
tbrooks@newberrycounty.net. Also, Did you ever receive the  second set of revised operating 
procedures?  I sent them Tuesday and got an email back from your server that it was trying to deliver 
it.  Thanks! Alison  
-----Original Message----- 
From: Daniel Tufford [mailto:tufford@sc.edu]  
Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2005 8:23 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Contact information 
 
Hello Alison, 
There was a person at the Lake and Land Management meeting last week who I believe was from 
Newberry County. I arrived at the meeting during lunch and in the summary discussion afterwards he 
made a couple of comments with reference to something he had said during the morning session. I had 
wanted to follow-up with him but he left before I could get to him. 
I recall you said the contact information would be available at some point. Can you give me his now? 
Sorry I do not have a name. If there was more than one from Newberry County I will call them all until I 
get the right one. 
Regards, 
Daniel L. Tufford, Ph.D. 
Research Assistant Professor 
University of South Carolina 
Department of Biological Sciences 
Sumwalt 209F                      (office) 
701 Sumter Street, Room 401       (mail) 
Columbia, SC 29208 
e-mail: tufford@sc.edu 
web: http://www.biol.sc.edu/~tufford 
Ph: 803.777.3292 Fx: 803.777.4002 

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
mailto:tufford@sc.edu
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Kacie Jensen

Subject: Updated: Lake and Land TWC - Natural Resource Values Sub-Committee
Location: Lake Murray Training Center - Room 103A

Start: Wed 12/20/2006 9:30 AM
End: Wed 12/20/2006 2:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Lake and Land - Natural Resource Values Sub Committee
Optional Attendees: 'ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R'; 'Tony Bebber'; HANCOCK, DAVID E

Hello All,

Just a reminder that we will be having a Natural Resource Values Committee meeting on Wednesday, December 20th. If
you have not already done so, please RSVP for this meeting by the close of business on Friday. Thanks, Alison

Previous Message:

Good Morning Natural Resource Committee,

From the emails that have been floating around, it appears that December 20th is the current date of choice for a meeting
to review the strawman workplan that Ron is developing for land rebalancing. I have reserved a room at the training
center from 9:30 to 2:00 (we can go longer if need be). Please let me know if you will be able to make it to this meeting.
Thanks! Alison
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Wednesday, December 13, 2006 12:21 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David

Hancock; Dick Christie; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle;
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Charlie
Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George Duke;
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer
O'Rourke; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos
(laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Linda Schneider ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael
Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter;
Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Regis Parsons
(rparsons12@alltel.net); Richard Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com);
ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers; Tom Brooks

Subject: Final 11-21 Lake and Land TWC Notes

Hello All,

Attached are the final meeting notes from the Lake and Land TWC meeting on November 21. Thanks, Alison

2006-11-21 Final
Meeting Minut...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates George Duke, LMHOC
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Dick Christie, SCDNR Trisha Priester, Lexington Co.
Roy Parker, LMA David Hancock, SCE&G
Steve Bell, Lake Watch John Frick, landowner
Van Hoffman, SCANA Joy Downs, LMA
Tony Bebber, SCPRT

HOMEWORK:
.

Tommy, David � Contact Orbis to determine if fringeland dimensions and characteristics
currently available (lengths, depths, acreage, ft. of ESA, PBL to 360�, Min width, max 
width, mean width) as well as number the land parcels
Van - Develop Economics Resource Group Strawman Workplan
Ron A. � Develop Natural Resources Group Strawman Workplan
John F. � Back property values strawman   

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: January 17, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Welcome and Review of Rebalancing Goal Statement and Criteria

Alan Stuart welcomed the group and noted that today the group would work on developing a
mission statement for rebalancing. Ron Ahle noted that he had completed this strawman as a
homework assignment from the last meeting. The group reviewed the strawman interactively and
Ron explained the reasoning behind his mission statement. He pointed out that he had divided it
into three parts: The Issue, The Task, and The Goal. He noted that he has initially removed the
private values from the list of Evaluation Criteria because he believes that in the first sweep the
group should look at the public values. He continued to explain that the group would re-visit the
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private values during a second evaluation of the lands. There was some concern expressed that
public and private values could not be separated. John Frick explained that there are instances
where there is insufficient fringeland and suggested that it could be possible to work with the back
property owners. Ron noted that items like this would be evaluated second. The group was
generally agreeable to the Mission Statement that Ron had drafted (attached below).

Group Discussion of Scoring Criteria

Ron also discussed his concept of scoring the land parcels. He suggested that land parcels will be
ranked based on quantitative or qualitative values developed by the group. Ron pointed out that
under his method of scoring, the parcels of land would each receive a score (1-poor; 3 � good; 5 � 
excellent) for each one of the criteria. The sum of the points would subsequently be added up to
achieve a final grade for that parcel. Ron explained that this method of scoring worked well
because of the many variables that were being evaluated.

Tommy Boozer asked if the evaluation of lands could be accomplished through aerial photography
rather than extensive field work. Ron replied that he believed that aerial photography would be an
acceptable means of evaluation and the group agreed.

Evaluation Criteria Review

Ron began to review the revised list of evaluation criteria. He explained that a few items from the
original list were combined, such as continuity and adjacency, and ESA�s and Conservation Areas.  
Trisha Priester noted that it may still be necessary to keep zoning issues in the revised list. Tommy
pointed out that the majority of the land that was being reviewed was below the 360�, which is not 
affected by zoning. Ron agreed and noted that zoning may be something that the group looks at
along with the private values. The group decided that a discussion on zoning issues would be a
parking lot item to discuss at a later point.

Ron continued to explain why some items were not included in the first list. He also explained that
his vision for this process would be to eventually see many more fringelands with similar protection
to that of Forest and Game Management. The group began to discuss that there may be land swaps
with current Forest and Game Lands. Van Hoffman suggested that the group take a conservation
easement type of approach with trades of lands on the upper Saluda or lands outside the PBL. Alan
noted that the FERC only has responsibility within the project boundary. Subsequently, there may
be recommendations that this group makes for land swaps that the FERC cannot agree to in a
settlement agreement. The group agreed that this would be discussed further when looking at
options that they had in the �toolbox�.

In a continuation of discussions on the evaluation criteria, Ron noted that each value will be defined
so that one can score a parcel of land quickly and easily. For example, Ron noted general habitat
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quality could be defined so that a score of 5 will be naturally forested, a pine monoculture would
receive a 3 and if there was no vegetation it would receive a 1. There was also some discussion on
how recreation values would be assessed. Tony Bebber noted that in many places public access is
needed more than boat ramps and such. Tommy reminded the group that information on where
future recreation areas are needed will come out of the Recreation Surveys.

After lunch the group came to some conclusions on how the criteria should be dealt with. Alan
proposed that the group be divided into two subcommittees, the Natural Resource Values Sub-
Committee, and the Economic Value Subcommittee. Alan continued to explain that the groups
would function independently of one another during the scoring process and come back together at
the end to compare their scorings of the parcels of land

Alan noted that initially the groups would meet separately to develop their workplans and swap the
plans with the other group for comment. Alan continued to explain that recreation would be
evaluated separately under each committee. He explained that the Natural Resource committee
would evaluate land parcels based on passive recreation, while the Economic committee would
evaluate active recreation. Ron further explained that passive recreation can be viewed as
recreation that does not change the character of the land (e.g. hiking trails), while active recreation
changes the character of the land (e.g. boat ramps). Alan asked Tony if he was agreeable to the way
in which the recreation was separated. Tony noted that it appeared acceptable to him. Dick noted
that ESAs may be evaluated differently on each committee. He noted that an ESA may charge
negatively against the overall score of the land on the Economic committee, while positively toward
the Natural Resource Committee.

Group Assignments:

The group members were assigned to the following positions and everyone agreed that they were
content with their standings on the committees.

Natural Resource Value Sub-Committee Economic Value Sub-committee
SCE&G (David Hancock) SCE&G (Tommy Boozer)
SCDNR (Ron Ahle) SCANA (Van Hoffman)
USFWS Roy Parker
Steve Bell John Frick
Joy Downs George Duke
Tony Bebber Counties (Newberry, Saluda, Lexington,

Richland)

After some discussion the TWC came up with the following Actions List for the groups.
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1. Each group will separately develop Workplan/Criteria Descriptions/Scoring Mechanisms through
email and conference calls and/or meetings.
2. Both groups will meet back at the Training Center on January 17 th.

They will meet separately in the morning to finalize their workplans
Both groups will come back together in the afternoon to compare and comment on
workplans

3. Groups will then view aerial maps to develop initial scoring for land parcels.
4. Orbis will then come in separately for each group to go over land parcels and the groups will
subsequently score each parcel (possibly 2 days for each group).
5. TWC will meet back together as a whole to compare scorings on land parcels

Additional Tools and Homework Assignments:

The TWC noted that a homework item for Orbis would be to assign numbers to each of the parcels,
as well as identify the characteristics of the parcels (lengths, depths, acreage, ft. of ESA, PBL to
360�, Min width, max width, mean width).  Ron noted that he would begin drafting the strawman
workplan for the Natural Resource Group, while Van Hoffman noted that he would begin
developing the strawman for the Economics Group.

In a discussion on what tools were needed for the upcoming meetings, Joy noted that it may be
beneficial to have the radius maps for the marinas. David Hancock also suggested having a few
maps depicting land parcels that the group could run through as a scoring exercise. Also, for
scoring consistency, the TWC noted that each of the groups will score land based on a 1 to 5 scale.
The group will also begin by looking at future development lands. John Frick noted that he would
work on developing a way to incorporate the value of land to the back property owners with and
without designated fringeland in front of their property.

Group adjourned
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Mission Statement

Issue: Thirty percent of the project fringelands are currently being managed for wildlife and
silvaculture. Approximately half of that (15%) is currently classified as future development lands.
The remaining 70% of project lands have been sold and/or converted to other uses. The question is
how much of the project fringelands need to be set aside for public uses?

Task: In order to understand the public values of the remaining future development lands, it is the
task of the TWC to assess these values considering the following factors:

Future Development Land Guidelines

Natural Resource Value Sub-Committee Economic Value Sub-committee
SCE&G (David Hancock) SCE&G (Tommy Boozer)
SCDNR (Ron Ahle) SCANA (Van Hoffman)
USFWS Counties (Newberry, Saluda, Lexington,

Richland)
Steve Bell Roy Parker
Joy Downs John Frick
Tony Bebber George Duke

General habitat quality Length of Fringeland
Tract Size Depth of Fringeland
Fish spawning & nursery habitat Active Recreation
Length of undeveloped shoreline Property Value
Depth of Fringeland Development Potential
Waterfowl hunting Economic
Habitat in surrounding region ESA
Aesthetics Conservation Areas
Passive Recreation
Adjacency
ESA�s & Cons areas
Endangered Species
Topography (slope)

Information to be provided by Orbis for each Fringeland tract:

Identify each tract by a designation number or letter
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Length of shoreline
Acreage
Feet of ESA
PBL to 360 contour line
Minimum/Maximum/Mean Width of tract

Once public resource values have been identified, it is the task of the TWC to find ways to protect
these values while considering the needs of SCE&G and the back property owners.

Back property owners
Continuity
Development pressure
Zoning (Density)
Economics

Goal: The goal is to protect public resources values of project lands in accordance with the Federal
Power Act through rebalancing and other shoreline classification modifications and restrictions.
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Kacie Jensen

Subject: Updated: Economics Values Sub-Committee - Lake and Land TWC
Location: SCE&G Maintenance Facility - Bush River Rd

Start: Tue 12/12/2006 9:30 AM
End: Tue 12/12/2006 2:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Lake and Land - Economic Resource Values Subcommittee
Optional Attendees: 'BOOZER, THOMAS C'; 'HOFFMAN, VAN B'; 'MAHAN, RANDOLPH R'; ARGENTIERI,

WILLIAM R

Dear Economic Values Sub-Committee,

Just a reminder that we have a Sub-Committee meeting next Tuesday, December 12th at 9:30. Please remember that
this is at the SCE&G Maintenance Facility, off of Bush River Rd (the same location as Saluda Hydro and McMeekin).
There will be someone there to meet you at the gate, so please be on time. If you do arrive late, give my cell phone a call
at (864) 906-4119 and someone will come to let you in. Thanks! Alison

Previous Message:
Hello Economics Group,

There were discussions at the Lake and Land TWC meeting that the Economics group would meet to discuss the
Strawman Workplan for land rebalancing before finalization on January 17th. The original date that was chosen was Dec.
14th, however, due to conflicts with other meetings it has been requested that the meeting date be changed to the 12th.
Please RSVP by December 1st so that we can work out the details of the meeting. Thanks! Alison
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2006 4:36 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David

Hancock; Dick Christie; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle;
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Charlie
Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George Duke;
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer
O'Rourke; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos
(laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Linda Schneider ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael
Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter;
Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Regis Parsons
(rparsons12@alltel.net); Richard Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com);
ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers; Tom Brooks

Subject: Final Meeting Notes From 10-31

Hello all,

Attached is the final set of meeting notes from the Lake and Land TWC meeting on 10-31. Thanks, Alison

2006-10-31 Final
Meeting Minut...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183



MEETING NOTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC

SCE&G Carolina Research Park
October 31, 2006

Final acg 12-6-06
________________________________________________________________________________________________

1

ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates George Duke, LMHOC
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Dick Christie, SCDNR Rhett Bickley, Lexington Co.
Roy Parker, LMA David Hancock, SCE&G
Steve Bell, Lake Watch John Frick, landowner
Van Hoffman, SCANA Amanda Hill, USFWS
Tony Bebber, SCPRT

HOMEWORK:
.

Tommy, David and Van � GIS map depicting width of fringelands
DNR � Develop Goal/Mission Statement for land rebalancing
Entire Group � To review Evaluation Criteria and possible ways of scoring

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: November 21, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Welcome and Fringeland Presentation:

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that Van Hoffman would be providing the group with a
presentation on fringelands. The group viewed the presentation which included various examples
of land parcels around Lake Murray. Van included aerial shots that depicted how the 100 ft setback
could affect the fringeland. Van also showed the group examples of land that includes conservation
areas, such as shallow water habitat.

The group discussed the sale of fringelands. Ron Ahle noted that the intrinsic values that the Lake
provides need to be kept in perspective when looking at potential reclassification. These include the
back property owners interests, wildlife interests, and development interests, among others. The
group discussed some of the limitations involved with areas of fringeland that are less than 75 ft. It
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was explained that SCE&G cannot sell fringelands that are less than 75 ft, however it can be
possible to permit a dock in those areas. There was also brief discussion regarding some incentives
for widening buffer zones.

After his presentation, Van noted that Lexington County was working on new sediment control
measures. He explained that Lexington County may come in to discuss this and provide a
presentation to the TWC.

Presentation on Rebalancing:

After lunch, Ron Ahle began his presentation entitled Rebalancing of Shoreline Uses on Lake
Murray: The DNR�s Perspective.  The group reviewed the values of the shoreline and the benefits
of riparian setbacks . Ron explained that there may be other ways for managing the 75 ft setbacks
which include: a widening to 100ft, increasing the no clearing zone, maintaining a closed canopy by
replacing diseased or hazardous trees, increase penalties and fines, improve educational outreach,
and involve stakeholders in monitoring. Ron also noted his concern at allowing docks in shallow
coves. Tommy Boozer noted that if an area is identified as shallow cove, SCE&G does not allow
the individual to dredge.

During the presentation, the group also looked at easement properties with ESA�s.  Ron noted that 
they had concerns that the selling of ESA land with development behind it will eventually lead to
the reduction of habitat. Ron also presented the group with DNR�s selection criteria for the 
protection of lands that included the following:

� General habitat quality
� Fish spawning and nursery habitat
� Length and depth of undeveloped shoreline
� Waterfowl hunting opportunities
� Habitat in surrounding region
� Aesthetics
� Recreational values
� Adjacency

The group then began to discuss the rebalancing efforts by DNR and SCE&G, and the proposals
that were made. Ron noted that the above stated criteria was used by DNR when making the
proposal, and choices were not made based on the back property owner. He also noted that longer
stretches of land are desirable because there are certain values that are lost with smaller stretches.

Other Information Needs:
Ron concluded his presentation and Alan asked if there were any more presentations that were
desired by the group before intensive rebalancing discussions. The group noted that although there
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were no more presentations needed, there were several information needs that existed. Ron noted
that a map depicting the widths of the fringelands would be a necessary tool during rebalancing
discussions. Tommy noted that they would work on using the current GIS to put together these
maps as best as possible. Ron noted that they would only need to include the future development
lands that can be sold.

Rebalancing Evaluation Criteria:

The group then noted that they would develop a list of evaluation criteria, similar to DNR�s, to use 
when evaluating land. Interactively, the group developed the following list of general criteria that
will be refined later:

Evaluation Criteria:
General habitat quality
Fish Spawning and nursery habitat
Length of undeveloped shoreline
Depth of undeveloped Shoreline
Waterfowl hunting opportunities
Habitat in surrounding region
Aesthetics
Recreational values, public use and access
Adjacency
Back property owners
ESA�s
Conservation areas
Continuity
Development pressure
Zoning (Density)
Economics
Endangered Species (federal, or state)
Unique habitat
Water Quality

The group considered what other tools were needed for discussions on rebalancing. Dick noted that
it would be important to make sure all the keys to the maps were correct. Tommy noted that they
would be. Steve Bell also noted that he would like to look at all the properties that DNR and the
USFWS identified individually. The group noted that at an upcoming meeting they would look at
the areas one by one using the evaluation criteria that they developed. Tommy noted that they
would have Orbis come in to project the maps so that the group could view them. DNR also



MEETING NOTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC

SCE&G Carolina Research Park
October 31, 2006

Final acg 12-6-06
________________________________________________________________________________________________

4

pointed out that they had a set of ESA maps with the classifications listed that they would bring to
the meeting.

Discussion Review:

The group decided that at the next meeting they would refine the Evaluation Criteria to a list that
was more workable. The group would also consider a method of scoring areas of land based on the
Evaluation Criteria. DNR noted that they would work on developing a scoring mechanism as a
homework item, and Alan encouraged the whole group to consider scoring options before the next
meeting. The group noted that the first areas that they would consider for rebalancing would be
Future Development, which would consist of approximately 102 miles of shoreline.

Alan pointed out that it would be important for the group to have a goal statement that would guide
the group through rebalancing. DNR was tasked with developing a strawman of a goal statement
for the next meeting. Van also briefly touched on the economic benefits of the fringelands with the
group. Van explained that the fringelands were important to the company in that the money from
their sales is placed into other acquisitions so that it does not have to be borrowed. He further noted
that their primary use is to set up 10-31 land exchanges to buy substation sites. Van noted that this
helps to keep rates down and the company also earns a return off of the basis.

The group concluded the meeting and reviewed the action items. Tommy noted that when the
group began to review the maps with Orbis it may be best to have a meeting two days in a row. The
group agreed. The next meeting date was set for November 21 at the Lake Murray Training Center.
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Bob Keener, LMA & LMSCA 
Beth Trump, SCE&G 
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services 
George Duke, LMHC 
Mark Leao, USFWS 
Chris Page, SCDNR 
Ralph Crafton, LMA 
Dan Tufford, USC 
Dick Christie, SCDNR 
Don Tyler, LMA & LMHC 
Richard Kidder, LMA 
Roy Parker, LMA 
Tim Flach, The State (observer) 
 

 
Robert Yanity, SCE&G 
Bill Marshall, SCDNR & LSSRAC 
Tom Ruple, LMA 
Van Hoffman, SCANA Services 
Andy Miller, SCDHEC 
Randall Shealy, Lake Murray Historical Soc. 
Bill Cutler, LW & SCCCL 
Steve Bell, LW 
Patrick Moore, SCCCL & Am. Rivers 
Teresa Powers, Newberry Co. 
Amanda Hill, USFWS 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Beth Trump, SCE&G 
Rhett Bickley, Lexington Co. 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT 
Bill Mathias, LMA & Lake Murray Power  
           Squadron  
 

 

 
DATE:  November 2, 2005 
 
 
ACTION ITEMS: 
 

 Outline of SMP guidelines/Land Use: 
   Tommy Boozer and Randy Mahan 
 

 Draft Mission Statement:     
  Alison Guth and Randy Mahan 
 

 GIS Mapping:      
  Tommy Boozer and David Hancock 
 

 Multi-slip dock application on SCANA website with link to relicensing website. 
  Alison Guth 
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HOMEWORK ITEMS: 
 

 Review Shoreline Management Plan Booklet 
 Review ICD 
 Review Study Requests associated with Lake and Land Management 

 
AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING: 
 

 Presentation on the Operation of Saluda Hydro  
  Lee Xanthakos 

 Discussion on Issues 
 Further Discussion on Procedures 

 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  December 8, 2005 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND PURPOSE 
 
Alan Stuart opened the meeting and everyone introduced themselves. 
 
He introduced Tommy Boozer as the presentation speaker and noted that a Mission Statement 
would be developed with the goals for the group a little later in the afternoon. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The discussion floor was then turned over to Tommy Boozer, of SCE&G, who began a presentation 
on Lake Murray’s Shoreline Management, Lake Management, Land Use, and Aquatic Plant 
Management.  (Presentation can be viewed on the website) 
 
Tommy began with a discussion on the history of the lake noting that the lake land was purchased 
in 1927. He continued to discuss the history of the lake in a little more detail before beginning 
discussion on the Shoreline Management Plan (SMP).  He noted that there is a booklet that gives 
information about the current SMP that he would be passing out.  Tommy also noted that they were 
updating floatation requirements to replace them with encapsulated flotation.  
 
Tommy showed several more pictures and noted that for the past 10-12 years, they have tried to 
promote a certain type of dock.  Examples included on-shore sitting areas, common areas, and 
narrow docks.  He also presented examples of marine rails, and noted that there were not many left 
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anymore.  Tommy then gave an example of an SCE&G permitted water removal system and noted 
that they were for irrigation use only. 
 
Discussion then moved to excavations, in which David Hancock pointed out that the only time they 
allow excavation to take place was when the land was dry. 
 
In a discussion on erosion prevention, Tommy showed examples of rip-rap and noted that it was 
beneficial because it was the easiest to install on the shoreline and probably the most inexpensive.  
He also pointed out that seawalls are only allowed on the 360-foot elevation.  You are not allowed 
to do any earth-fill encroachments.   
 
Looking at other alternatives, Tommy showed an exhibit done in conjunction with the National 
Resource Conservation Service.  This exhibit included a mixture of rip-rap, vegetation and 
interlocking blocks.  He noted that one problem with interlocking blocks was when bushes were 
planted in the blocks, the water tended to undermine the root system.  In order to use this material, 
you need to do some kind of grating or sloping.  He noted that they were getting ready to send out a 
Shoreline Buffer Zone Restoration Plan for review.  
 
Tommy discussed the Lake Murray Public Recreation areas and listed the following numbers: There 
are 16 Public Parks, 11 Future Parks, 23 Impromptu areas, 31 Public Marinas and Landings, 57 
Private Marinas, and 65 islands open to the public (David Hancock noted that there are about 48 
islands on the lake that are privately owned).  Tommy pointed out that impromptu areas can be 
defined as areas at the end of a road where people could park and walk down to fish. 
 
Discussions then began to center on Land Use classifications, to which Tommy noted that SCE&G 
is in the process of updating all of the classifications and submitting them to the FERC. 
 
Easement Property was defined as property that SCE&G has sold down to 360.  He noted that only 
about 12 percent is owned by individuals. 
 
It was noted that buffer zones are shown by signs or paint to identify property line between an 
individual’s property and SCE&G’s.  Tommy noted that it was an effective tool in reminding the 
property owner where the buffer zone was. 
 
It was noted that fringe land is the property available for SCE&G to sell.   
 
Bob Keener asked Tommy as to whether SCE&G was running into problems on the measurement 
of the 75 setback? 
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Tommy Boozer replied that they had not.  That is actually surveyed and it follows the contour, a 
horizontal distance. 
 
Bob Keener then asked if it was understood by homeowners that it is measured horizontally. 
 
Beth Trump noted that if SCE&G was going to sell, it is clearly marked. 
 
Docks were discussed and it was noted that when they first started the inventory, there were 7800, 
and now there are over 9000.  It was noted that all docks that were on the Lake before 1978, when 
they did survey, were grandfathered in, including docks with sitting areas on the end or middle of 
docks and boat houses.  Tommy also noted that the dock permitting program is always changing. 
 
David Hancock noted that SCE&G performs a shoreline inspection every year, meaning that they 
start an inventory and inspection of the docks that were built and permitted throughout the year and 
identify what has been built without a permit.  They encouraged people to call if they notice 
something happening that they believe is not allowed. 
 
Tommy presented a picture of an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA).  Not all ESAs are 
restricted to the back of coves.  Many are on open water. 
 
Aquatic Plant Management was the next topic, and Tommy noted that hydrilla moved in in 1993 
and then “exploded” during the drought.  It was noted that treatments and drawdowns have been 
done to control it.  Yellow primrose has encroached deeper in the past years but has started to die 
back.   
 
A picture was shown of hydrilla infestation.  It was noted that Cindy Aulbach Smith investigated 
hydrilla by diving, using an underwater camera, and rake in all the areas that traditionally had 
hydrilla and found that there was only a couple of short strands there. 
 
It was noted that herbicide spraying is still an option in some areas, especially in public access 
areas. 
 
In March 2003, they had 64,500 grass carp placed in areas around lake.  Moreover, it was noted that 
they have been very successful in aquatic weed control. 
 
David Hancock noted that the SMP is reviewed and changed every 5 years due to license 
requirements.  He noted that they may ask for 10 year increments in the next license because 
sometimes it takes 5 years to get out the SMP, so they are constantly reviewing the SMP.   
 
George Duke asked “Besides Tommy and David. Who deals with the lake?” 
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Tommy replied that along with David Hancock and himself, staff included Curtis Stockman, Mary 
Ann Taylor, Mary Fitts (Secretary), and 4 other individuals do maintenance to public access areas. 
 
George Duke then noted that “The Lake has expanded, but it doesn’t seem like you have grown.” 
 
Randy Mahan replied that the technology has grown substantially, but he does agree that we may 
need more people out there. 
 
Tommy Boozer noted that there are a couple things they need to look at.  “Staffing has a lot to do 
with experience and we have been out there for many years.  We are looking at the possibility of 
setting up more interaction between the communities.  We need to promote information in 
community newsletters.  You are never going to be able to stop violations, but property owners and 
neighbors can help. We are also looking at assessing more fees on the lake in order to pay for new 
staff and new equipment.” 
 
Beth Trump also noted, “Land Management Group augments lake management groups.  We are 
coming up with supplemental photography that will help bring information up quickly.” 
 
The group asked “Is that information going to be on web?” 
 
Beth Trump:  “No, a lot of this information is not public.” 
 
Bill Cutler asked:  “What kind of outcomes are we shooting for and what features are we putting in 
place?  If I understand it correctly, why I have to put in a buffer zone?  I am more likely to follow 
the rules.” 
 
Randy Mahan replied:  “We are going to try to do better in public education in a number of areas.” 
 
David Hancock noted:  “LMA and other groups can also help out with education.” 
 
Alan Stuart mentioned that one of the homework assignments needs to include thought on what 
presentations are needed in this group. It was noted that Lee’s presentation may be another option 
for the next group meeting or a presentation from the Natural Resource Conservation Service on 
buffer zones.  The group agreed it was a good idea. 
 
Bob Keener:  “One concern I have is we talked about education.  Tommy mentioned Harbor Watch 
several times and several years ago.  I and some other people wrote to FERC about what happened 
there and FERC said you had to develop a shoreline renourishment plan.  What has happened with 
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that?  I would be interested in seeing an update on those projects and what has been done.  It is 
obvious that they have a lot on their plate. 
 
Ron Ahle:  “One thing that I have noticed is missing is success criteria or goals to be met in a time 
period.  If you have that plan, it is easier to see what is expected and I can see us coming up with 
some good ideas on how to ensure that.” 
 
Tommy Boozer:  “We are in the process of coming up with a plan that will be reviewed and we are 
going to address areas that had violations and bring other areas up to standard.  It is a draft and it 
will be open for comment.  We wanted to develop a plan that we could see the success in, and we 
need to get the backing of property owners and other folks to buy in.” 
 
David Hancock (in reference to Bob Keener’s question above):  “I can say that we have, and they 
have, planted thousands of trees within the last 5 years.  A few have not survived, but lots have 
survived and we continue to plant.” 
 
The group then shifted gears to discuss the Operating Procedures.  Alan noted that they prepared 
some draft Operating Procedures, upon which they received comments from SCCCL/Am. Rivers 
with 9 signatories.    He also noted that one of SCCCL’s recommendations was to form a procedural 
group.  Alan mentioned that LMA had stated that they did not support an official group for 
procedures. Randy noted that he would rather develop an ad hoc group as needed instead of 
defining such a strict box from the beginning. 
 
Randy Mahan:  “If it comes down to it, and we need this committee, then we will by all means form 
an ad hoc group.  However, let’s not form such a tight box right away.” 
 
Alan also pointed out that there had been some confusion with the “parking lot”.  He noted that any 
discussion item placed in the parking lot would be addressed in some manner.  He noted that a 
parking lot was put into place so that items irrelevant to the discussion topic would not disrupt the 
day.  It was also noted that with regards to the media, you might speak on behalf of your 
organization; however, you are not permitted to speak on behalf of the Lake and Land Management 
Resource Conservation Group. 
 
Randy Mahan:  “I do not anticipate that the RCG will be putting out news releases.  Minutes will be 
posted on the website.  Any information that the individual wants, they can get from the website.  
Anyone can make a statement on their own behalf, but not on behalf of the RCG.” 
 
The group began to discuss the status of the Operating Procedures and it was noted that they were in 
the process of being revised to include new comments.  They will be finalized in the next couple 
weeks.  Patrick Moore requested that a definition section was included in the procedures.   
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Steve Bell:  “Since there will not be a procedural committee, are you still accepting comments?” 
 
Randy Mahan:  “Yes.  However, they need to be submitted in a timely fashion.” 
 
Bill Cutler:  “There is a specific rational behind recommendations.  I am firmly convinced that there 
are things regarding the nature of the process that can’t be avoided.  The comments that we submit 
express a formalization or framework.  The issues are: who are stakeholders; what are the interests 
of the stakeholders; what is the picture of success; how are solution options generated; how are 
solution options evaluated; and having agreed upon it, what is the preferred solution and is that 
solution valid and why?  I challenge you to take a look at the questions; omitting questions may 
have adverse consequences on the outcome. “ 
 
Bill Marshall questioned whether the scope of this RCG was exclusively the lake or if downstream 
was included. 
 
Randy Mahan noted that it included anything in or impacted by project, downstream included. 
 
Bill Cutler:  “What about outside the project, like runoff and such?” 
 
Randy Mahan:  “That is certainly an appropriate scope of inquiry for someone.  My question is: is it 
an appropriate scope for the relicensing of a project?  In terms of overall regional development, I 
am not sure that there is much we will have to deal with in licensing process.” 
 
The group briefly discussed whether or not to group the meetings by issue, in that fashion those 
who did not have an interest in downstream resources or such did not have to attend that meeting.  
Randy Mahan noted that he did not have a problem grouping the issues when it made logical sense 
to group the issues; however he noted that it was up to the committee to decide.   
 
Bob Keener:  “I think it is real important that those who are primarily oriented on the lake 
understand what goes on downstream, and if downstream oriented individuals understand lake 
issues, then hopefully, we can support each other and there will not have a us versus them 
syndrome. 
 
The group agreed with Mr. Keener and decided that if necessary, at the end of an agenda, you can 
have it as an isolated item for discussion. 
 
LUNCH BREAK 
 
Round table discussion on goals people would like to see as a result of regulation. 
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SCE&G noted that they would like to see a 10 year or so appropriate SMP review time period, 
unless something arises that needs to be addressed in the middle of a review process 
 
Bill Cutler noted that he would like to see a robust product that is adaptable to changing realities. 
 
Patrick Moore pointed out that he would like to see a full and comprehensive evaluation on what 
effects the water has on water levels in Broad and Congaree, a comprehensive analysis on the 
effects on downstream resources. 
 
Amanda Hill noted on behalf of the USFWS, that they would like to see a completion of current 
SMP, per the June 23rd order. 
 
Bill Argentieri replied:  “We were discussing that the June 23rd order required submission to FERC, 
and what we have noted that some of those same issues are going to be discussed in this forum, but 
we need to send something to FERC in the interim.  We are developing several plans that we are 
going to pass around to the agencies and we are submitting that to FERC.  Not to say these plans 
won’t end up in the new plan we submit with the application.    
 
Amanda Hill: “Sounds good.  That is what we want to see.” 
 
Randy Mahan:  “What we are talking about is the sediment and erosion control program.  We think 
it is going to meet current FERC obligation and, hopefully, agencies will think it is good enough for 
now, but it can still be improved on in the future.” 
 
Randy Mahan:  We may want a goal on developing the concepts on how to enforce violations and 
prevent people from ignoring.  Maybe an education program. 
 
Alan Stuart then led the group into discussions on what the ultimate goal of the group would be.  
George Duke mentioned that he would like to see the issues put into a “time machine” and their 
significance to the future looked at. 
 
Ron Ahle noted:  (to Alan Stuart) “A goal for this group is that we should be looking at the 
shoreline management plan and guidelines, and updating these to the current conditions of the lake 
and get a management plan that everyone can agree upon, that will be of benefit to the lake.” 
 
Amanda Hill added:  “And identify those things that are not in the existing plan and include them in 
the new plan.” 
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Randy Mahan:  “Then you have to define the appropriate elements in the plan related to various 
issues.  Our goal is to get a settlement agreement.” 
 
From this point, the group then worked on developing a mission statement.  Bill Cutler noted that 
there were several items that should be included in the content of the mission statement, these 
included:  the scope of the group, goal of the group, method of approach.  Randy Mahan came up 
with a “strawman” draft mission statement and noted that they wanted to include all properties 
within the PBL upstream and downstream and all boundaries outside PBL that the project through 
its SMP could have a material impact on. 
 
As an aside, Randall Shealy noted the following: “At some point, are we going to be talking about 
how it is not fair that Lexington and Richland counties get all of the tax breaks and the Newberry 
and Saluda have to keep things natural.  You should come up with some sort of percentage that 
should be developed versus natural.  It is not fair for the other counties.  Split it by counties and go 
by so many buildings per shore mile, so much development per shore mile. 
 
Ron Ahle noted:  “That needed to happen 50 years ago.  We would love to divide it out for each 
county and it is too late to do that.” 
 
Randall replied:  “[the past] can’t be changed, but you can say from this date forward [it will 
change].” 
 
Randy Mahan:  “I agree with you, but I agree that the challenge is to look at what we have left and 
look at that in a way that addresses all these issues including the unfairness to Saluda and 
Newberry.  You only have a limited amount of shoreline left and you can’t have it completely 
balanced, but you can have a goal of trying to get as much consensus as possible.  We are going to 
do the best we can.” 
 
Back on the topic of the Mission Statement, Bill Cutler noted that one thing in the mission 
statement that wasn’t listed but implied, would be cooperating with the other RCGs. 
 
The Agenda was the next discussion topic and Alan noted that Lee Xanthakos of SCE&G System 
Control has a very good presentation on the operation of Saluda.  Tommy Boozer also noted that he 
would put a call into NRCS to see if they could give a presentation as well.   
 
Alan Stuart noted that one Homework Assignment would include a review of the Study Requests 
(passed out in the meeting).  Randy Mahan noted that SCE&G believes that they already have 
information for some of the requests and may only need to do a tabletop study. 
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Randy also suggested a homework item include a review of operating procedures and ICD.  He 
noted that the ICD has a lot of information that may have been missed previously; he also 
recommended that the group look at shoreline management plan book. 
 
The group wrapped up discussions and the meeting was adjourned. 
 
ADDITIONS AND/OR COMMENTS PROVIDED SUBSEQUENT TO THE MEETING: 
 
Regarding the discussion of Operating Procedures on Page 6, Bill Marshall noted the following:  
The Lower Saluda Scenic River Advisory Council also submitted a letter to SCE&G recommending 
the formation of a procedural group. 
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2006 1:49 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; David Hancock; Dick

Christie; John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron
Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber;
George Duke; Kim Westbury; Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net)

Subject: Draft Lake and Land TWC Notes - Nov 21

Hello All,

Attached are the meeting notes from the Nov. 21 Lake and Land TWC. Please have any changes or additions back to me
by December 11th for finalization. Thank You! Alison

2006-11-21 draft
Meeting Minut...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates George Duke, LMHOC
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Dick Christie, SCDNR Trisha Priester, Lexington Co.
Roy Parker, LMA David Hancock, SCE&G
Steve Bell, Lake Watch John Frick, landowner
Van Hoffman, SCANA Joy Downs, LMA
Tony Bebber, SCPRT

HOMEWORK:
.
 Tommy, David – Contact Orbis to determine if fringeland dimensions and characteristics

currently available (lengths, depths, acreage, ft. of ESA, PBL to 360’, Min width, max
width, mean width) as well as number the land parcels

 Van - Develop Economics Resource Group Strawman Workplan
 Ron A. – Develop Natural Resources Group Strawman Workplan
 John F. – Back property values strawman

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: January 17, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Welcome and Review of Rebalancing Goal Statement and Criteria

Alan Stuart welcomed the group and noted that today the group would work on developing a
mission statement for rebalancing. Ron Ahle noted that he had completed this strawman as a
homework assignment from the last meeting. The group reviewed the strawman interactively and
Ron explained the reasoning behind his mission statement. He pointed out that he had divided it
into three parts: The Issue, The Task, and The Goal. He noted that he has initially removed the
private values from the list of Evaluation Criteria because he believes that in the first sweep the
group should look at the public values. He continued to explain that the group would re-visit the
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private values during a second evaluation of the lands. There was some concern expressed that
public and private values could not be separated. John Frick explained that there are instances
where there is insufficient fringeland and suggested that it could be possible to work with the back
property owners. Ron noted that items like this would be evaluated second. The group was
generally agreeable to the Mission Statement that Ron had drafted (attached below).

Group Discussion of Scoring Criteria

Ron also discussed his concept of scoring the land parcels. He suggested that land parcels will be
ranked based on quantitative or qualitative values developed by the group. Ron pointed out that
under his method of scoring, the parcels of land would each receive a score (1-poor; 3 – good; 5 –
excellent) for each one of the criteria. The sum of the points would subsequently be added up to
achieve a final grade for that parcel. Ron explained that this method of scoring worked well
because of the many variables that were being evaluated.

Tommy Boozer asked if the evaluation of lands could be accomplished through aerial photography
rather than extensive field work. Ron replied that he believed that aerial photography would be an
acceptable means of evaluation and the group agreed.

Evaluation Criteria Review

Ron began to review the revised list of evaluation criteria. He explained that a few items from the
original list were combined, such as continuity and adjacency, and ESA’s and Conservation Areas.
Trisha Priester noted that it may still be necessary to keep zoning issues in the revised list. Tommy
pointed out that the majority of the land that was being reviewed was below the 360’, which is not
affected by zoning. Ron agreed and noted that zoning may be something that the group looks at
along with the private values. The group decided that a discussion on zoning issues would be a
parking lot item to discuss at a later point.

Ron continued to explain why some items were not included in the first list. He also explained that
his vision for this process would be to eventually see many more fringelands with similar protection
to that of Forest and Game Management. The group began to discuss that there may be land swaps
with current Forest and Game Lands. Van Hoffman suggested that the group take a conservation
easement type of approach with trades of lands on the upper Saluda or lands outside the PBL. Alan
noted that the FERC only has responsibility within the project boundary. Subsequently, there may
be recommendations that this group makes for land swaps that the FERC cannot agree to in a
settlement agreement. The group agreed that this would be discussed further when looking at
options that they had in the “toolbox”.

In a continuation of discussions on the evaluation criteria, Ron noted that each value will be defined
so that one can score a parcel of land quickly and easily. For example, Ron noted general habitat
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quality could be defined so that a score of 5 will be naturally forested, a pine monoculture would
receive a 3 and if there was no vegetation it would receive a 1. There was also some discussion on
how recreation values would be assessed. Tony Bebber noted that in many places public access is
needed more than boat ramps and such. Tommy reminded the group that information on where
future recreation areas are needed will come out of the Recreation Surveys.

After lunch the group came to some conclusions on how the criteria should be dealt with. Alan
proposed that the group be divided into two subcommittees, the Natural Resource Values Sub-
Committee, and the Economic Value Subcommittee. Alan continued to explain that the groups
would function independently of one another during the scoring process and come back together at
the end to compare their scorings of the parcels of land

Alan noted that initially the groups would meet separately to develop their workplans and swap the
plans with the other group for comment. Alan continued to explain that recreation would be
evaluated separately under each committee. He explained that the Natural Resource committee
would evaluate land parcels based on passive recreation, while the Economic committee would
evaluate active recreation. Ron further explained that passive recreation can be viewed as
recreation that does not change the character of the land (e.g. hiking trails), while active recreation
changes the character of the land (e.g. boat ramps). Alan asked Tony if he was agreeable to the way
in which the recreation was separated. Tony noted that it appeared acceptable to him. Dick noted
that ESAs may be evaluated differently on each committee. He noted that an ESA may charge
negatively against the overall score of the land on the Economic committee, while positively toward
the Natural Resource Committee.

Group Assignments:

The group members were assigned to the following positions and everyone agreed that they were
content with their standings on the committees.

Natural Resource Value Sub-Committee Economic Value Sub-committee
SCE&G (David Hancock) SCE&G (Tommy Boozer)
SCDNR (Ron Ahle) SCANA (Van Hoffman)
USFWS Roy Parker
Steve Bell John Frick
Joy Downs George Duke
Tony Bebber Counties (Newberry, Saluda, Lexington,

Richland)

After some discussion the TWC came up with the following Actions List for the groups.
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1. Each group will separately develop Workplan/Criteria Descriptions/Scoring Mechanisms through
email and conference calls and/or meetings.
2. Both groups will meet back at the Training Center on January 17th .

 They will meet separately in the morning to finalize their workplans
 Both groups will come back together in the afternoon to compare and comment on

workplans
3. Groups will then view aerial maps to develop initial scoring for land parcels.
4. Orbis will then come in separately for each group to go over land parcels and the groups will
subsequently score each parcel (possibly 2 days for each group).
5. TWC will meet back together as a whole to compare scorings on land parcels

Additional Tools and Homework Assignments:

The TWC noted that a homework item for Orbis would be to assign numbers to each of the parcels,
as well as identify the characteristics of the parcels (lengths, depths, acreage, ft. of ESA, PBL to
360’, Min width, max width, mean width). Ron noted that he would begin drafting the strawman
workplan for the Natural Resource Group, while Van Hoffman noted that he would begin
developing the strawman for the Economics Group.

In a discussion on what tools were needed for the upcoming meetings, Joy noted that it may be
beneficial to have the radius maps for the marinas. David Hancock also suggested having a few
maps depicting land parcels that the group could run through as a scoring exercise. Also, for
scoring consistency, the TWC noted that each of the groups will score land based on a 1 to 5 scale.
The group will also begin by looking at future development lands. John Frick noted that he would
work on developing a way to incorporate the value of land to the back property owners with and
without designated fringeland in front of their property.

Group adjourned
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Mission Statement

Issue: Thirty percent of the project fringelands are currently being managed for wildlife and
silvaculture. Approximately half of that (15%) is currently classified as future development lands.
The remaining 70% of project lands have been sold and/or converted to other uses. The question is
how much of the project fringelands need to be set aside for public uses?

Task: In order to understand the public values of the remaining future development lands, it is the
task of the TWC to assess these values considering the following factors:

Future Development Land Guidelines

Natural Resource Value Sub-Committee Economic Value Sub-committee
SCE&G (David Hancock) SCE&G (Tommy Boozer)
SCDNR (Ron Ahle) SCANA (Van Hoffman)
USFWS Counties (Newberry, Saluda, Lexington,

Richland)
Steve Bell Roy Parker
Joy Downs John Frick
Tony Bebber George Duke

General habitat quality Length of Fringeland
Tract Size Depth of Fringeland
Fish spawning & nursery habitat Active Recreation
Length of undeveloped shoreline Property Value
Depth of Fringeland Development Potential
Waterfowl hunting Economic
Habitat in surrounding region ESA
Aesthetics Conservation Areas
Passive Recreation
Adjacency
ESA’s & Cons areas
Endangered Species
Topography (slope)

Information to be provided by Orbis for each Fringeland tract:

Identify each tract by a designation number or letter
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Length of shoreline
Acreage
Feet of ESA
PBL to 360 contour line
Minimum/Maximum/Mean Width of tract

Once public resource values have been identified, it is the task of the TWC to find ways to protect
these values while considering the needs of SCE&G and the back property owners.

 Back property owners
 Continuity
 Development pressure
 Zoning (Density)
 Economics

Goal: The goal is to protect public resources values of project lands in accordance with the Federal
Power Act through rebalancing and other shoreline classification modifications and restrictions.



From: Alison Guth 
Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2006 4:36 PM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl 

Sundius; David Hancock; Dick Christie; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy 
Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom 
Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber 

Cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel 
Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American 
Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O'Rourke; Kim 
Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos 
(laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Linda Schneider ; Mark Leao; 
Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer 
(msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; 
Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Regis Parsons 
(rparsons12@alltel.net); Richard Kidder; Robert Keener 
(SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa 
Powers; Tom Brooks 

Subject: Final Meeting Notes From 10-31 
Hello all, 
 
Attached is the final set of meeting notes from the Lake and Land TWC meeting on 10-31.  
Thanks, Alison 
 

2006-10-31 Final 
Meeting Minut...

 
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G    
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates  George Duke, LMHOC 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G   Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Dick Christie, SCDNR   Rhett Bickley, Lexington Co. 
Roy Parker, LMA    David Hancock, SCE&G 
Steve Bell, Lake Watch   John Frick, landowner 
Van Hoffman, SCANA   Amanda Hill, USFWS 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT     
 
 
 
 
HOMEWORK: 

. 
• Tommy, David and Van – GIS map depicting width of fringelands   
• DNR – Develop Goal/Mission Statement for land rebalancing  
• Entire Group – To review Evaluation Criteria and possible ways of scoring 

 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  November 21, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at Lake Murray Training Center 
 
MEETING NOTES: 
 
These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 
 
Welcome and Fringeland Presentation: 
 
Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that Van Hoffman would be providing the group with a 
presentation on fringelands.  The group viewed the presentation which included various examples 
of land parcels around Lake Murray.  Van included aerial shots that depicted how the 100 ft setback 
could affect the fringeland.  Van also showed the group examples of land that includes conservation 
areas, such as shallow water habitat.   
 
The group discussed the sale of fringelands.  Ron Ahle noted that the intrinsic values that the Lake 
provides need to be kept in perspective when looking at potential reclassification.  These include the 
back property owners interests, wildlife interests, and development interests, among others.  The 
group discussed some of the limitations involved with areas of fringeland that are less than 75 ft.  It 
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was explained that SCE&G cannot sell fringelands that are less than 75 ft, however it can be 
possible to permit a dock in those areas.  There was also brief discussion regarding some incentives 
for widening buffer zones.   
 
After his presentation, Van noted that Lexington County was working on new sediment control 
measures.  He explained that Lexington County may come in to discuss this and provide a 
presentation to the TWC.   
 
Presentation on Rebalancing: 
 
After lunch, Ron Ahle began his presentation entitled Rebalancing of Shoreline Uses on Lake 
Murray: The DNR’s Perspective.  The group reviewed the values of the shoreline and the benefits 
of riparian setbacks .  Ron explained that there may be other ways for managing the 75 ft setbacks 
which include: a widening to 100ft, increasing the no clearing zone, maintaining a closed canopy by 
replacing diseased or hazardous trees, increase penalties and fines, improve educational outreach, 
and involve stakeholders in monitoring.  Ron also noted his concern at allowing docks in shallow 
coves.  Tommy Boozer noted that if an area is identified as shallow cove,  SCE&G does not allow 
the individual to dredge.    
 
During the presentation, the group also looked at easement properties with ESA’s.  Ron noted that 
they had concerns that the selling of ESA land with development behind it will eventually lead to 
the reduction of habitat.  Ron also presented the group with DNR’s selection criteria for the 
protection of lands that included the following: 
 

• General habitat quality 
• Fish spawning and nursery habitat 
• Length and depth of undeveloped shoreline 
• Waterfowl hunting opportunities 
• Habitat in surrounding region 
• Aesthetics 
• Recreational values 
• Adjacency 

 
The group then began to discuss the rebalancing efforts by DNR and SCE&G, and the proposals 
that were made.  Ron noted that the above stated criteria was used by DNR when making the 
proposal, and choices were not made based on the back property owner.  He also noted that longer 
stretches of land are desirable because there are certain values that are lost with smaller stretches.   
 
Other Information Needs: 
Ron concluded his presentation and Alan asked if there were any more presentations that were 
desired by the group before intensive rebalancing discussions.  The group noted that although there 
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were no more presentations needed, there were several information needs that existed.  Ron noted 
that a map depicting the widths of the fringelands would be a necessary tool during rebalancing 
discussions.   Tommy noted that they would work on using the current GIS to put together these 
maps as best as possible.  Ron noted that they would only need to include the future development 
lands that can be sold.      
 
Rebalancing Evaluation Criteria: 
 
The group then noted that they would develop a list of evaluation criteria, similar to DNR’s, to use 
when evaluating land.  Interactively, the group developed the following list of general criteria that 
will be refined later:   
 
Evaluation Criteria: 

• General habitat quality 
• Fish Spawning and nursery habitat 
• Length of undeveloped shoreline 
• Depth of undeveloped Shoreline 
• Waterfowl hunting opportunities 
• Habitat in surrounding region 
• Aesthetics 
• Recreational values, public use and access 
• Adjacency 
• Back property owners 
• ESA’s 
• Conservation areas 
• Continuity 
• Development pressure 
• Zoning (Density) 
• Economics 
• Endangered Species (federal, or state) 
• Unique habitat 
• Water Quality 

 
The group considered what other tools were needed for discussions on rebalancing.  Dick noted that 
it would be important to make sure all the keys to the maps were correct.  Tommy noted that they 
would be.  Steve Bell also noted that he would like to look at all the properties that DNR and the 
USFWS identified individually.  The group noted that at an upcoming meeting they would look at 
the areas one by one using the evaluation criteria that they developed.  Tommy noted that they 
would have Orbis come in to project the maps so that the group could view them.    DNR also 
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pointed out that they had a set of ESA maps with the classifications listed that they would bring to 
the meeting.   
 
Discussion Review: 
 
The group decided that at the next meeting they would refine the Evaluation Criteria to a list that 
was more workable.  The group would also consider a method of scoring areas of land based on the 
Evaluation Criteria.  DNR noted that they would work on developing a scoring mechanism as a 
homework item, and Alan encouraged the whole group to consider scoring options before the next 
meeting.  The group noted that the first areas that they would consider for rebalancing would be 
Future Development, which would consist of approximately 102 miles of shoreline.       
 
Alan pointed out that it would be important for the group to have a goal statement that would guide 
the group through rebalancing.  DNR was tasked with developing a strawman of a goal statement 
for the next meeting.  Van also briefly touched on the economic benefits of the fringelands with the 
group.  Van explained that the fringelands were important to the company in that the money from 
their sales is placed into other acquisitions so that it does not have to be borrowed.  He further noted 
that their primary use is to set up 10-31 land exchanges to buy substation sites.  Van noted that this 
helps to keep rates down and the company also earns a return off of the basis.   
 
The group concluded the meeting and reviewed the action items.  Tommy noted that when the 
group began to review the maps with Orbis it may be best to have a meeting two days in a row.  The 
group agreed.  The next meeting date was set for November 21 at the Lake Murray Training Center.   



1

Kacie Jensen

From: Jennifer Summerlin
Sent: Wednesday, November 08, 2006 9:56 AM
To: 'Van Hoffman'; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 'Amanda Hill'; 'Bill Argentieri'; 'David Hancock'; 'Dick

Christie'; 'John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com)'; 'Joy Downs'; 'Randy Mahan'; 'Rhett Bickley';
'Ron Ahle'; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Roy Parker'; 'Steve Bell'; 'Tom Ruple'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'Tony
Bebber'

Subject: Saluda Relicensing:September 19th Lake and Land Management TWC meeting notes

Hello Everyone,

Attached for your reference are the Final Lake and Land Management TWC meeting notes from the September 19th
meeting. Please note that all comments have been incorporated into the notes. If you have questions, please let me
know. As always, the meeting notes will be posted on the Saluda Relicensing website.

2006-09-19 Lake
and Land TWC F...

Thanks,

Jennifer Summerlin
Scientist Technician
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive, Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P:803.822.3177
F:803.822.3183
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ATTENDEES:

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Jeni Summerlin, Kleinschmidt Associates Steve Bell, Lake Watch
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services Tony Bebber, SCPRT
David Hancock, SCE&G John Frick, Lake Murray Homeowner
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Joy Downs, LMA Rhett Bickley, Lex. Co Sheriff’s Dept.
Roy Parker, LMA Van Hoffman, SCE&G

ACTION ITEMS:

 Review multi-slip dock permit criteria
Everyone
 Develop citing criteria for multi-slip dock permits
Everyone

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: October 10, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center
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MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve as a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart welcomed everyone and noted that the purpose of today’s meeting would be to discuss
criteria for private multi-slip dock permits for Lake Murray. He noted that David Hancock
calculated the number of private and public multi-slip docks located around Lake Murray. David
noted that there were 904 slips at public multi-slips marinas, 1350 slips at private multi-slip marinas
(subdivisions, sporting clubs), and 268 proposed slips at multi-slip marinas that have not been
permitted. He pointed out that there are a total of 9,000 individual docks in Lake Murray.

There was a brief discussion on the rights of homeowners, and Steve Bell noted that he was
concerned about the amount of space the multi-slip docks would use and how it will impact
recreational users . Steve Bell told the group that private facilities serve only the personal and
private use of the upland property owner (or community), and those structures can impair publicly
owned natural resources and legitimate public uses of near shore areas. An that these type facilities
do not advance legislative goals or federal and state management objectives to protect publicly
owned resources. This is the reason why governments have enacted permitting regulations which
control private use of public resources.”

Randy Mahan explained that there are water and FERC rights, but SCE&G owns the land around
Lake Murray except for the private property owners who did not give up their title. Randy
suggested to the group that public and private use of the shoreline should be discussed first.
Tommy Boozer noted that the group should develop criteria for multi-slip dock permits. It was
noted that the goal of the Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee was to
protect the shoreline. Tommy noted that multi-slip docks will aid in protecting the shoreline in that
it will reduce the amount of individual docks along the shoreline.
Steve B recommended that the review of private multi-slip docking facilities should include
defining the issues and listing them in issue matrix or spread sheet. Steve B. also recommended that
a step by step process be used to resolve the issues. Steve B reminded the group that the issues
relating to individual dock permitting criteria had not been resolved noting there were concerns
about the potential total build out of 24,000 docks. Steve B indicated his concern stakeholder
concerns can fall in the cracks if not properly tracked.

The group began discussing criteria for residential multi- dock permits, and Tommy noted that the
only people who would have access to these multi-slip docks would be lake-front property owners.
The group developed the following list of specific criteria for the multi-slip dock general permit:
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 The easement property owner may either have single private docks or a Residential
Multi-slip Dock as described below for each 100-foot wide buildable lot on the 360-
foot contour;

 No more than one 20 slip Residential Multi-slip Dock per 1,000 feet linear shoreline
on the 360-foot contour;

 A minimum of 400 feet distance of shoreline on the 360 foot contour will be needed
for the Residential Multi-slip Dock option;

 Easement property owner may request 1.5 slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot
contour with no buffer;

 Easement property owner may request two slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot
contour if they agree to maintain a 25-foot non-disturbance buffer zone;

 One boat per slip for a Residential Multi-slip Dock;
 Residential Multi-slip Docks must be placed at least 150 feet from the adjoining

property;
 This option is available for multi-unit or multi-lot properties;
 Final placement of Residential Multi-slip Docks are subject to SCE&G Lake

Management direction;

Alan noted, and the group agreed, that the list of criteria for the multi-slip dock permits should be
reviewed by all committee members to provide comments for the next meeting. Track changes for
general requirements for residential multi-slip docks can be viewed in Appendix A.. He also
mentioned that the group should begin thinking about citing criteria (depth of cover, allowable
length of docks,, etc.). The group agreed to have the next meeting on October 10, 2006 at the Lake
Murray Training Center.
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Appendix A

Lake Murray Multi-Use Docks Projects
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LAKE MURRAY MULTI-USE DOCKS PROJECTS

Definition
Multi-use docks are docks that will accommodate four (4) or more watercraft simultaneously and
for which a user fee or maintenance fee is charged for the use or upkeep of the facility -
Commercial, Private, Private Residential.

TYPES OF MULTI-USE DOCK MARINAS

Commercial Marina:
Facility opens to the General Public.
Boat Launching, Boat Storage – Wet and Dry
Food, Gas, Boat Repairs, etc.
Example: Jake’s Landing,

Dreher Island State Park (Marina)
Lake Murray Marina
Light House Marina
South Shore Marina
Siesta Cove

Private Marina
Multi-use Docks and Boat Ramp
Sail Clubs, Yacht Club, Private Clubs
Pay a membership fee to participate
Example: Windward Point Yacht Club

Columbia Sail Club
Pine Island

Private Residential Marina

Multi-slip Docks and Boat Ramp, Residential Development Both on Water and Off Water Lots,
Condominiums, Multi-family Development, Subdivisions
Not open to the General Public
Example: Spence Point

Land’s End
Night Harbor
Harbor Watch
Timberlake
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Common Access Areas – Residential / 360 and Setback Access
Boat Ramp and Courtesy Dock
On and Off Water Lots
Example: Clear Water

Forty Love
Harbor View
Indian Fork
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REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

1. Initial consultation with SCE&G Lake Management Department

2. County Zoning Requirements

3. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers – Approval Permit

4. S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control – Approval Permit

5. S. C. Department of Natural Resources

6. U. S. Fish and wildlife Service

7. State Historic Preservation Office
S. C. Department of Archives and History

8. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

9. South Carolina Electric & Gas Company – Approved Permit

EXISTING PERMITTING CONDITIONS

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS – Commercial Marinas

1. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time will
be permitted any closer than ¼ mile radius to an existing Commercial Multi-use Facility as
of {Date}.

2. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100)
watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ½ mile radius to an existing
Commercial Multi-use Facility as of {Date}.

3. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a
time will be permitted any closer than 1 mile radius to an existing Commercial Multi-use
Facility as of {Date}.

Comment: Consider Private multi-slip
facilities for this restriction.
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4. Any proposed Commercial Marina facility located within the ½ mile radius of an existing
facility but separated by a peninsula will be located on the opposite side of the peninsula and
will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 contour of three
(3) miles between the existing and proposed Multi-use Facility.

5. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time must be
located a minimum of 150' from each outside edge of the dock walkway to the nearest
common property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent property
owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever provides for greater
distance.

6. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100)
watercraft at a time must be located a minimum of 250' from each outside edge of the dock
walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed development property
and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever
provides for greater distance.

7. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a
time must be located a minimum of 300' from each outside edge of the dock walkway to the
nearest common property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent
property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever provides for
greater distance.

8. The proposed Commercial Marina should be located within the confines of the imaginary
projected property lines as they extend lakeward.

9. Commercial Marina facilities must be located a minimum of 100 feet from an
Environmentally Sensitive Area.

10. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time shall be
located within a minimum distance of 350 feet extending from the 360 foot to the 360 foot
contour across the cove or waterway.

11. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100)
watercraft at a time shall be located within a minimum distance of 500 feet extending from
the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.

Comment: Provide diagram or sketch
for these requirements.

Comment: Provide diagram or sketch
for these requirements.
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12. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a
time shall be located within a minimum distance of 750 feet extending from the 360 foot to
the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.

13. No Commercial Marina facility may encroach or extend more than one-third the distance
across any cove area or waterway.

14. A maximum development limit of 200 on-water slips to accommodate watercraft will be
permitted. The buildout period must conform to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers and S.C.
Department of Health and Environmental Control permit time frame.

15.

16. No Commercial Marina facilities will be permitted to have covers over the slips.

17. Excavations for Commercial Marina facilities to improve public access may be considered
on a case-by-case basis with consultation of appropriate State and federal resource agencies
and regulatory authorities.

18. The construction or use of Commercial Marina facilities must in no way be detrimental to the
existing water quality.

19. Applicant will be required to conduct a 5-year Baseline Environmental Water Quality
Monitoring Plan – see attached sheet.

20. Commercial Marina facilities with greater than ten (10) watercraft or which accommodate
watercraft with marine sanitation facilities will be required to install, operate, and maintain
sewer pump-out disposal systems that are available for public use.

21. Commercial Marina facilities must provide public restrooms.

22. Commercial Marina facilities are encouraged to provide public fishing access areas.

23. Commercial Marina facilities must comply with all local, county, state and federal
regulations.

24. Applicant must sign and complete the Commercial Marina Application Agreement before
SCE&G will process a permit request.

Comment: Look into this further.
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Discussion

NEW CRITERIA FOR MULTI-USE DOCKS

Commercial Marina
 Size (minimum and/or maximum number of slips)
 Location
 Environmental issues (aesthetics, WQ, dredging, traffic, parking lot runoff, dry storage,

PetroSoil material for oil absorption)
 Local authorities (traffic to facility, road issues)
 Layout, scope of facilities (fuel, parking, waste pump-out facility)
 Economics – profitability of new and existing marinas
 What % of lake users are accommodated by commercial marinas
 Provide incentives for privately owned commercial marinas vs SCE&G managed or existing

facilities
 Minimum criteria that an applicant will need to request a permit for a new commercial marina

Private Marina
Private Residential Marina/Slips
Common Access Areas

Expanding of Existing Marina Facilities
Public and Private

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS – Residential Multi-slip Docks

Easement Property:

1. The easement property owner may either have single private docks or a Residential Multi-slip
Dock as described below for each 100-foot wide buildable lot on the 360-foot contour.

2. No more than one 20 slip Residential Multi-slip Dock per 1,000 feet linear shoreline on the 360-
foot contour.

3. A minimum of 400 feet distance of shoreline on the 360 foot contour will be needed for the
Residential Multi-slip Dock option.

Comment: To be reviewed before this
section is finalized.
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4. Easement property owner may request 1.5 slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot contour with no
buffer.

5. Easement property owner may request two slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot contour if they
agree to maintain a 25-foot non-disturbance buffer zone.

6. One boat per slip for a Residential Multi-slip Dock.

7. Residential Multi-slip Docks must be placed at least 150 feet from the adjoining property.

8. This option is available for multi-unit or multi-lot properties.

9. Final placement of Residential Multi-slip Docks are subject to SCE&G Lake Management
direction.

Comment: This should be true for all
multi-slip docks.
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Criteria for Multi-slip vs. Private Individual Docks
Number of slips per shoreline footage
Example: Two (2) slips per 100 feet of shoreline

Maximum number
Minimum number

Incentives
Shoreline Protection/Buffer

Multi-slip Dock
Easement Property vs. Setback Property
Footage of shoreline of ESA to be included in total shoreline footage

Definition of Cove
100’ to 400’ width

Aerial Photographs
Tapp Property
McMeekin Property
Rawls Property
R. B. Baker Tract
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Friday, November 03, 2006 1:57 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; David Hancock; Dick

Christie; John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron
Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Charlie
Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George Duke;
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer
O'Rourke; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos
(laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Linda Schneider ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael
Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter;
Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Regis Parsons
(rparsons12@alltel.net); Richard Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com);
ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tom
Brooks

Subject: Final 10-10 Notes

Hello All,

Attached are the Final Meeting Notes from the October 10th Lake and Land Management TWC Meeting. Thanks, Alison

2006-10-10 Final
Meeting Minut...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates Randy Mahan, SCANA Services, Inc.
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Dick Christie, SCDNR Tom Eppink, SCANA Services, Inc.
Roy Parker, LMA Kenneth Fox, LMA
Steve Bell, Lake Watch John Frick, landowner
Van Hoffman, SCANA Mike Murrell, LMA
Tony Bebber, SCPRT David Hancock, SCE&G

HOMEWORK:

Van H. - Fringeland presentation
David H and Tommy B. - Future development strawman
David H and Tommy B. � Marina siting maps 
Ron  A.� verify DNR�s proposal for rebalancing . 
Van H. � Map depicting width of fringelands   
Tommy B. & David H. � provide group with current aerial photography 
Develop introduction section to criteria � Dick Christie, SCE&G 
Revise the term �greenspace� � TWC Members 

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: October 31, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at Carolina Research Park

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Discussion about Meeting Topic:

The group began discussions and Alan S. noted that based on the last meeting, they would finalize
the draft of the criteria for multi-slip docks on easement property. Steve B. asked for an
clarification of the issues regarding private multi-slip docks. David H. replied that it was his
understanding that multi-slip docks were considered a benefit in that it prevented individual docks
from occupying every 100 ft of shoreline. Steve B. agreed and added that the main benefit as he
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understood it is the reduction in size of the public marinas and their impacts on public waters.
Tommy B. also noted that private multi-slip developments provide off-water access with a
community dock and ramp.

Residential Multi-Slip Docks on Easement Property Criteria Review:

As the group began to interactively review the criteria, Tommy explained that the criteria was
designed with incentives for multi-slip facilities. It was explained that if a certain amount of land
was counted toward a multi-slip facility�s slip count, then a developer would not be allowed to also
add individual docks on that property. Ron A. pointed out that a developer should not be allowed
slip credit for areas with environmentally sensitive areas. He continued to explain that this would
encourage the developer to place individual docks on all the areas that were possible and count the
ESA�s toward a multi-slip dock.  After much discussion on this topic the group decided that the 
developer could only count ESA�s toward his slip credit if he is to implement a buffer area.  It was 
also encouraged that the buffer area be deeded to the homeowners association of that development.

The group then discussed the need for an introduction section to the criteria explaining the
objective. This was assigned as a homework item. The group also had discussions regarding the
length of shoreline for slip credit. The group considered rounding odd and half numbers of slip
credits up to even numbers (ex, 37.5 would be rounded up to 38). The group decided that for
properties without the implemented buffer, the numbers would be rounded down, but the number
would be rounded up for those that did implement a buffer area.

The Lake Murray Association expressed concern that there are tracts of land that could be sold that
are large enough to qualify for very large multi-slip facilities. David H. reminded the TWC that the
criteria still had a 200 slip limitation in place. Steve B. noted that he believed a slip limitation was
important to have in place.

The group also discussed how far a multi-slip facility needs to be placed from an adjacent property
owner and from what point with that length be measured. It was explained that the facility must be
located 150 ft from the adjacent property owner measured from the point where the dock crosses the
360�.  Ron A. expressed that the measurement should be taken from the corner of the first slip, in
the event the facility was running parallel with the shoreline. Tommy B. noted that a multi-slip
facility running flat up against the shoreline was not something that they typically would permit.
Tommy B. continued to explain that if they had to go with a orientation like that they would try to
place it out perpendicular with the shoreline, or center it up along the shoreline. Tommy B. further
noted that they would not place a facility over the projected property line. Steve B. noted that if the
multi-slip dock does not extend past the projected property line then he was satisfied. The group
agreed that the final placement of the facility will be up to the discretion of SCE&G. Ron A. agreed
that he was content with the decision and noted that his main concerns were regarding the sprawling
of facilities.
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The group discussed that the definition of the buffer zone that SCE&G manages needs to be
distinguished from the voluntary buffer zone that the group was proposing. The group temporarily
renamed the voluntary buffer zone �greenspace�.  The group noted that the definition of greenspace 
would be included in the objective section of the criteria. There was some disagreement among the
group that greenspace was the best definition for the area, subsequently, a homework item for the
group was to come up with alternative definitions.

The TWC expressed concern about homeowners pulling their pontoon boats onto the shoreline and
leaving them there for long periods of time. Tommy B. noted that it is currently not a problem
along Lake Murray Shoreline, however it is possible that it could become a problem in the future.
Tommy B. added that he believed that lake levels would have a lot of control over this issue. Randy
M. suggested placing a statement in the Lake Murray Handbook that included items on how to be a
good neighbor, such as not parking your boat on the shoreline, not leaving trash around, etc. The
group agreed to put this issue in the parking lot for further discussion.

After lunch the group reviewed and agreed to the criteria developed for Residential Multi-slips on
Easement Property. The TWC concluded that it provided good incentives for the homeowner to
implement a multi-slip facility as opposed to individual docks. The group also briefly discussed
changing the General Permit. Tommy B. noted that they may hold off on any revisions to the
General Permit until the final SMP comes out. It was also noted that the size of boats would be
limited to 30 ft at new residential multi-slip facilities.

Alan S. noted that the next item for discussion was the Private Marinas (yacht clubs). The group
agreed that Private Marinas would fall under the same criteria as developed for Residential Multi-
slip marinas.

The group then began to review homework items and prepare and agenda for the next meeting.

Homework items were listed as follows:

Van H. - Fringeland presentation
David H and Tommy B. - Future development strawman
David H and Tommy B. � Marina siting maps 
Ron  A.� verify DNR�s proposal for rebalancing . 
Van H. � Map depicting width of fringelands   
Tommy B. & David H. � provide group with current aerial photography 

Agenda items for the next meeting:

Presentation on Fringelands � Van Hoffman 
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Review of Fringeland Width Maps � Developed by Van Hoffman 
Presentation of DNR�s Proposal for Rebalancing � Ron Ahle 

Agenda items for an upcoming meeting:

Land rebalancing and reclassification � need recreation study results 
Aquatic plant management presentation � Steve DeKozlowski 

Ron A. also noted that DNR would like to see a map showing the locations of docks on fringelands
that have not been sold. Ron continued to note that it would be also helpful to see a map depicting
the width of fringelands, especially those that are less than 75�.  Van H and David H. noted that 
there were difficulties when developing this map but that they would work on developing an
adequate map for the next meeting. Group decided to schedule the next meeting for October 31st at
Carolina Research Park.
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D R A F T
STRAW MAN

RESIDENTIAL MULTI-SLIP DOCKS AND PRIVATE MARINAS

EASEMENT PROPERTY

1. In lieu of individual docks, multi-slip docks may be permitted based on shoreline footage.

2. No individual dock will be permitted within a multi-slip dock development.

3. To participate in the multi-slip dock program the development must have a minimum of 500
feet of shoreline. Property with less than 500 feet will be evaluated for individual or shared
docks.

4. An ESA is not to be included in the total shoreline distance when evaluating multi-slip
docks unless a minimum 50-foot Greenspace is established on the entire shoreline. One slip
will be allowed for each 100 feet of shoreline with an ESA with a minimum 50-foot
Greenspace on the entire shoreline. And two slips per 100 feet of shoreline of non-ESA
shoreline.

5. Up to 1.5 slips per 100 feet of shoreline will be allowed with no Greenspaces or no ESA
shoreline. With a minimum 50-foot Greenspace on the entire shoreline, two slips per 100
feet will be approved.

6. Fractions of slips for properties without a Greenspace will be rounded down to an even
number of slips. (e.g., between 14 ½ and 15 ½ slips will be rounded down to 14 slips.)

7. Multi-slip docks must be a minimum of 150 feet from the adjoining property from each
outside edge of the dock walkway at the 360-foot contour line to the nearest common
property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent property
owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever provides for
greater distance..

8. Final placement of the multi-slip facility will be subject to the SCE&G Lake Management
approval.

9. A minimum distance of 500 feet across cove measured from the 360-foot contour elevation
to 360-foot contour elevation.
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10. The minimum 50-foot Greenspace Landscape Plan that must be consistent with the
established Buffer Zone Management Plan Guidelines shall be submitted and approved by
SCE&G Lake Management.

11. Access to multi-slip docks must be provided by the developer.

12. An access path will be allowed in the Greenspace and must be identified in the Greenspace
Landscape Plan.

13. SCE&G requires the developer to establish a homeowner�s association to administer the
neighborhood multi-slip dock program. The Greenspace should be deeded to the
homeowner�s association.  SCE&G encourages the homeowner�s association to create an 
environmental stewardship committee within the homeowner�s association to help monitor 
the Greenspace.

14. Multi-slip dock facilities which accommodate watercraft with marine sanitation
facilities will be required to install, operate, and maintain sewer pump-out disposal
systems.
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Kacie Jensen

Subject: Updated: L&LM TWC - Agenda, Meeting Notes and Outlook Calendar Date Correction
Location: Lake Murray Training Center - Room 100

Start: Tue 11/21/2006 9:30 AM
End: Tue 11/21/2006 2:30 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Lake & Land Mgt TWC; George Duke
Optional Attendees: 'ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R'; 'MAHAN, RANDOLPH R'; 'HANCOCK, DAVID E'; Tony Bebber;

BOOZER, THOMAS C

Hello All,

I apologize about sending the wrong date to your calendars, for those of you who have Outlook. As stated in the body of
the email, the Lake and Land Management TWC is November 21. Accepting this email should allow the correct date to be
placed on your Outlook Calendars. I have also attached an agenda for the upcoming meeting and the draft set of meeting
notes from the last meeting. Please have any comments or changes to the meeting notes back to me by December 4th.
Thanks, and I apologize for the confusion on the meeting date. Alison

2006-10-31 draft
Meeting Minut...

Lake and Land
Management TWC A...

Previous Message:
Good Afternoon All,

We have a Lake and Land Management TWC meeting scheduled for next Tuesday, November 21. This will occur at the
Lake Murray Training Center at 9:30. I will have a formal agenda, as well as the meeting notes from the last meeting, to
you by tomorrow morning. We will be developing a goal/mission statement for rebalancing as well as refining the criteria
(listed below) that we developed at the last meeting. I believe that SCDNR had a homework item of developing a
strawman of the mission statement for rebalancing. The group will also give consideration to a scoring method for lands
using the agreed upon criteria. A homework item for the group is to review the criteria listed below and give thought to a
method of scoring prior to the meeting. We will begin by discussing Future Development Lands. Thanks, Alison

Rebalancing Evaluation Criteria:
 General habitat quality
 Fish Spawning and nursery habitat
 Length of undeveloped shoreline
 Depth of undeveloped Shoreline
 Waterfowl hunting opportunities
 Habitat in surrounding region
 Aesthetics
 Recreational values, public use and access
 Adjacency
 Back property owners
 ESA’s
 Conservation areas
 Continuity



2

 Development pressure
 Zoning (Density)
 Economics
 Endangered Species (federal, or state)
 Unique habitat

Water Quality
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ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates George Duke, LMHOC
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Dick Christie, SCDNR Rhett Bickley, Lexington Co.
Roy Parker, LMA David Hancock, SCE&G
Steve Bell, Lake Watch John Frick, landowner
Van Hoffman, SCANA Amanda Hill, USFWS
Tony Bebber, SCPRT

HOMEWORK:
.
 Tommy, David and Van – GIS map depicting width of fringelands
 DNR – Develop Goal/Mission Statement for land rebalancing
 Entire Group – To review Evaluation Criteria and possible ways of scoring

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: November 21, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Welcome and Fringeland Presentation:

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that Van Hoffman would be providing the group with a
presentation on fringelands. The group viewed the presentation which included various examples
of land parcels around Lake Murray. Van included aerial shots that depicted how the 100 ft setback
could affect the fringeland. Van also showed the group examples of land that includes conservation
areas, such as shallow water habitat.

The group discussed the sale of fringelands. Ron Ahle noted that the intrinsic values that the Lake
provides need to be kept in perspective when looking at potential reclassification. These include the
back property owners interests, wildlife interests, and development interests, among others. The
group discussed some of the limitations involved with areas of fringeland that are less than 75 ft. It
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was explained that SCE&G cannot sell fringelands that are less than 75 ft, however it can be
possible to permit a dock in those areas. There was also brief discussion regarding some incentives
for widening buffer zones.

After his presentation, Van noted that Lexington County was working on new sediment control
measures. He explained that Lexington County may come in to discuss this and provide a
presentation to the TWC.

Presentation on Rebalancing:

After lunch, Ron Ahle began his presentation entitled Rebalancing of Shoreline Uses on Lake
Murray: The DNR’s Perspective. The group reviewed the values of the shoreline and the benefits
of riparian setbacks . Ron explained that there may be other ways for managing the 75 ft setbacks
which include: a widening to 100ft, increasing the no clearing zone, maintaining a closed canopy by
replacing diseased or hazardous trees, increase penalties and fines, improve educational outreach,
and involve stakeholders in monitoring. Ron also noted his concern at allowing docks in shallow
coves. Tommy Boozer noted that if an area is identified as shallow cove, SCE&G does not allow
the individual to dredge.

During the presentation, the group also looked at easement properties with ESA’s. Ron noted that
they had concerns that the selling of ESA land with development behind it will eventually lead to
the reduction of habitat. Ron also presented the group with DNR’s selection criteria for the
protection of lands that included the following:

• General habitat quality
• Fish spawning and nursery habitat
• Length and depth of undeveloped shoreline
• Waterfowl hunting opportunities
• Habitat in surrounding region
• Aesthetics
• Recreational values
• Adjacency

The group then began to discuss the rebalancing efforts by DNR and SCE&G, and the proposals
that were made. Ron noted that the above stated criteria was used by DNR when making the
proposal, and choices were not made based on the back property owner. He also noted that longer
stretches of land are desirable because there are certain values that are lost with smaller stretches.

Other Information Needs:
Ron concluded his presentation and Alan asked if there were any more presentations that were
desired by the group before intensive rebalancing discussions. The group noted that although there
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were no more presentations needed, there were several information needs that existed. Ron noted
that a map depicting the widths of the fringelands would be a necessary tool during rebalancing
discussions. Tommy noted that they would work on using the current GIS to put together these
maps as best as possible. Ron noted that they would only need to include the future development
lands that can be sold.

Rebalancing Evaluation Criteria:

The group then noted that they would develop a list of evaluation criteria, similar to DNR’s, to use
when evaluating land. Interactively, the group developed the following list of general criteria that
will be refined later:

Evaluation Criteria:
 General habitat quality
 Fish Spawning and nursery habitat
 Length of undeveloped shoreline
 Depth of undeveloped Shoreline
 Waterfowl hunting opportunities
 Habitat in surrounding region
 Aesthetics
 Recreational values, public use and access
 Adjacency
 Back property owners
 ESA’s
 Conservation areas
 Continuity
 Development pressure
 Zoning (Density)
 Economics
 Endangered Species (federal, or state)
 Unique habitat
 Water Quality

The group considered what other tools were needed for discussions on rebalancing. Dick noted that
it would be important to make sure all the keys to the maps were correct. Tommy noted that they
would be. Steve Bell also noted that he would like to look at all the properties that DNR and the
USFWS identified individually. The group noted that at an upcoming meeting they would look at
the areas one by one using the evaluation criteria that they developed. Tommy noted that they
would have Orbis come in to project the maps so that the group could view them. DNR also
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pointed out that they had a set of ESA maps with the classifications listed that they would bring to
the meeting.

Discussion Review:

The group decided that at the next meeting they would refine the Evaluation Criteria to a list that
was more workable. The group would also consider a method of scoring areas of land based on the
Evaluation Criteria. DNR noted that they would work on developing a scoring mechanism as a
homework item, and Alan encouraged the whole group to consider scoring options before the next
meeting. The group noted that the first areas that they would consider for rebalancing would be
Future Development, which would consist of approximately 102 miles of shoreline.

Alan pointed out that it would be important for the group to have a goal statement that would guide
the group through rebalancing. DNR was tasked with developing a strawman of a goal statement
for the next meeting. Van also briefly touched on the economic benefits of the fringelands with the
group. Van explained that the fringelands were important to the company in that the money from
their sales is placed into other acquisitions so that it does not have to be borrowed. He further noted
that their primary use is to set up 10-31 land exchanges to buy substation sites. Van noted that this
helps to keep rates down and the company also earns a return off of the basis.

The group concluded the meeting and reviewed the action items. Tommy noted that when the
group began to review the maps with Orbis it may be best to have a meeting two days in a row. The
group agreed. The next meeting date was set for November 21 at the Lake Murray Training Center.



Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management TWC

Meeting Agenda

November 21, 2006
9:30 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

 9:30 to 10:30 Discuss/Develop Goal Statement/Mission Statement for Rebalancing -
Group

 10:30 to 10:45 Break

 10:45 to 12:00 Review and Summarize Evaluation Criteria Developed at October
31 Meeting - Group

 12:00 to 12:45 Lunch

 12:45 to 2:00 Discuss Scoring Criteria for Land Rebalancing - Group

 2:00 to 2:30 Add Discussion Points to Issues Matrix, Develop List of Homework
Assignments, Agenda and Date for Next Meeting

Adjourn



From: Alison Guth 
Sent: Friday, November 03, 2006 1:57 PM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; David 

Hancock; Dick Christie; John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); Joy Downs; 
Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve 
Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber 

Cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel 
Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American 
Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O'Rourke; Kim 
Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos 
(laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Linda Schneider ; Mark Leao; 
Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer 
(msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; 
Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Regis Parsons 
(rparsons12@alltel.net); Richard Kidder; Robert Keener 
(SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa 
Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tom Brooks 

Subject: Final 10-10 Notes 
Hello All, 
 
Attached are the Final Meeting Notes from the October 10th Lake and Land Management TWC 
Meeting.  Thanks, Alison 

2006-10-10 Final 
Meeting Minut...

 
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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From: Tony Bebber [tbebber@scprt.com]

Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2006 9:43 AM

To: Jennifer Summerlin; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill;
BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David Hancock; Dick Christie; jsfrick@mindspring.com; Joy Downs;
RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple;
Tommy Boozer

Subject: RE: Saluda Relicensing:Lake and Land Management Meeting Notes, September 19th

Page 1 of 1Saluda Relicensing:Lake and Land Management Meeting Notes, September 19th

10/24/2007

I have inserted minor comments in the attachment.

Tony Bebber, AICP
Planning Manager, Recreation, Planning & Engineering Office
SC Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism
1205 Pendleton Street
Columbia, SC 29201
Phone 803-734-0189
Fax 803-734-1042
tbebber@scprt.com

Shaping & Sharing a Better South Carolina

websites: www.DiscoverSouthCarolina.com www.SouthCarolinaParks.com www.SCTrails.net

From: Jennifer Summerlin [mailto:Jennifer.Summerlin@KleinschmidtUSA.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 01, 2006 3:04 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; David Hancock; Dick Christie;
jsfrick@mindspring.com; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve
Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber
Subject: Saluda Relicensing:Lake and Land Management Meeting Notes, September 19th

All:

Attached are the September 19, 2006 Lake and Land Management TWC meeting notes. Comments have been
incorporated into the notes. If there are any other comments, please have them to me by Friday November 3rd
so I can finalize them.

<<2006-09-19 Lake and Land TWC Draft-JMS.doc>>

Thanks,

Jennifer Summerlin
Scientist Technician
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive, Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P:803.822.3177
F:803.822.3183
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Kacie Jensen

From: Jennifer Summerlin
Sent: Wednesday, November 01, 2006 3:04 PM
To: 'Van Hoffman'; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 'Amanda Hill'; 'Bill Argentieri'; 'David Hancock'; 'Dick

Christie'; 'John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com)'; 'Joy Downs'; 'Randy Mahan'; 'Rhett Bickley';
'Ron Ahle'; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Roy Parker'; 'Steve Bell'; 'Tom Ruple'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'Tony
Bebber'

Subject: Saluda Relicensing:Lake and Land Management Meeting Notes, September 19th

All:

Attached are the September 19, 2006 Lake and Land Management TWC meeting notes. Comments have been
incorporated into the notes. If there are any other comments, please have them to me by Friday November 3rd so I can
finalize them.

2006-09-19 Lake
and Land TWC D...

Thanks,

Jennifer Summerlin
Scientist Technician
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive, Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P:803.822.3177
F:803.822.3183
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ATTENDEES:

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Jeni Summerlin, Kleinschmidt Associates Steve Bell, Lake Watch
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services Tony Bebber, SCPRT
David Hancock, SCE&G John Frick, Lake Murray Homeowner
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Joy Downs, LMA Rhett Bickley, Lex. Co Sheriff’s Dept.
Roy Parker, LMA Van Hoffman, SCE&G

ACTION ITEMS:

 Review multi-slip dock permit criteria
Everyone
 Develop citing criteria for multi-slip dock permits
Everyone

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: October 10, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center
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MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve as a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart welcomed everyone and noted that the purpose of today’s meeting would be to discuss
criteria for private multi-slip dock permits for Lake Murray. He noted that David Hancock
calculated the number of private and public multi-slip docks located around Lake Murray. David
noted that there were 904 slips at public multi-slips marinas, 1350 slips at private multi-slip marinas
(subdivisions, sporting clubs), and 268 proposed slips at multi-slip marinas that have not been
permitted. He pointed out that there are a total of 9,000 individual docks in Lake Murray.

There was a brief discussion on the rights of homeowners, and Steve Bell noted that he was
concerned about the amount of space the multi-slip docks would use and how it will impact
recreational users . Steve Bell told the group that private facilities serve only the personal and
private use of the upland property owner (or community), and those structures can impair publicly
owned natural resources and legitimate public uses of near shore areas. An that these type facilities
do not advance legislative goals or federal and state management objectives to protect publicly
owned resources. This is the reason why governments have enacted permitting regulations which
control private use of public resources.”

Randy Mahan explained that there are water and FERC rights, but SCE&G owns the land around
Lake Murray except for the private property owners who did not give up their title. Randy
suggested to the group that public and private use of the shoreline should be discussed first.
Tommy Boozer noted that the group should develop criteria for multi-slip dock permits. It was
noted that the goal of the Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee was to
protect the shoreline. Tommy noted that multi-slip docks will aid in protecting the shoreline in that
it will reduce the amount of individual docks along the shoreline.
Steve B recommended that the review of private multi-slip docking facilities should include
defining the issues and listing them in issue matrix or spread sheet. Steve B. also recommended that
a step by step process be used to resolve the issues. Steve B reminded the group that the issues
relating to individual dock permitting criteria had not been resolved noting there were concerns
about the potential total build out of 24,000 docks. Steve B indicated his concern stakeholder
concerns can fall in the cracks if not properly tracked.

The group began discussing criteria for residential multi- dock permits, and Tommy noted that the
only people who would have access to these multi-slip docks would be lake-front property owners.
The group developed the following list of specific criteria for the multi-slip dock general permit:
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 The easement property owner may either have single private docks or a Residential
Multi-slip Dock as described below for each 100-foot wide buildable lot on the 360-
foot contour;

 No more than one 20 slip Residential Multi-slip Dock per 1,000 feet linear shoreline
on the 360-foot contour;

 A minimum of 400 feet distance of shoreline on the 360 foot contour will be needed
for the Residential Multi-slip Dock option;

 Easement property owner may request 1.5 slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot
contour with no buffer;

 Easement property owner may request two slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot
contour if they agree to maintain a 25-foot non-disturbance buffer zone;

 One boat per slip for a Residential Multi-slip Dock;
 Residential Multi-slip Docks must be placed at least 150 feet from the adjoining

property;
 This option is available for multi-unit or multi-lot properties;
 Final placement of Residential Multi-slip Docks are subject to SCE&G Lake

Management direction;

Alan noted, and the group agreed, that the list of criteria for the multi-slip dock permits should be
reviewed by all committee members to provide comments for the next meeting. Track changes for
general requirements for residential multi-slip docks can be viewed in Appendix A.. He also
mentioned that the group should begin thinking about citing criteria (depth of cover, allowable
length of docks,, etc.). The group agreed to have the next meeting on October 10, 2006 at the Lake
Murray Training Center.
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Appendix A

Lake Murray Multi-Use Docks Projects
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LAKE MURRAY MULTI-USE DOCKS PROJECTS

Definition
Multi-use docks are docks that will accommodate four (4) or more watercraft simultaneously and
for which a user fee or maintenance fee is charged for the use or upkeep of the facility -
Commercial, Private, Private Residential.

TYPES OF MULTI-USE DOCK MARINAS

Commercial Marina:
Facility opens to the General Public.
Boat Launching, Boat Storage – Wet and Dry
Food, Gas, Boat Repairs, etc.
Example: Jake’s Landing,

Dreher Island State Park
Lake Murray Marina
Light House Marina
South Shore Marina
Siesta Cove

Private Marina
Multi-use Docks and Boat Ramp
Sail Clubs, Yacht Club, Private Clubs
Pay a membership fee to participate
Example: Windward Point Yacht Club

Columbia Sail Club
Pine Island

Private Residential Marinas

Multi-slip Docks and Boat Ramp, Residential Development Both on Water and Off Water Lots,
Condominiums, Multi-family Development, Subdivisions
Not open to the General Public
Example: Spence Point

Land’s End
Night Harbor
Harbor Watch
Timberlake
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Common Access Areas – Residential / 360 and Setback Access
Boat Ramp and Courtesy Dock
On and Off Water Lots
Example: Clear Water

Forty Love
Harbor View
Indian Fork
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REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

1. Initial consultation with SCE&G Lake Management Department

2. County Zoning Requirements

3. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers – Approval Permit

4. S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control – Approval Permit

5. S. C. Department of Natural Resources

6. U. S. Fish and wildlife Service

7. State Historic Preservation Office
S. C. Department of Archives and History

8. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

9. South Carolina Electric & Gas Company – Approved Permit

EXISTING PERMITTING CONDITIONS

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS – Commercial Marinas

1. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time will
be permitted any closer than ¼ mile radius to an existing Commercial Multi-use Facility as
of {Date}.

2. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100)
watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ½ mile radius to an existing
Commercial Multi-use Facility as of {Date}.

3. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a
time will be permitted any closer than 1 mile radius to an existing Commercial Multi-use
Facility as of {Date}.
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4. Any proposed Commercial Marina facility located within the ½ mile radius of an existing
facility but separated by a peninsula will be located on the opposite side of the peninsula and
will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 contour of three
(3) miles between the existing and proposed Multi-use Facility.

5. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time must be
located a minimum of 150' from each outside edge of the dock walkway to the nearest
common property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent property
owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever provides for greater
distance.

6. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100)
watercraft at a time must be located a minimum of 250' from each outside edge of the dock
walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed development property
and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever
provides for greater distance.

7. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a
time must be located a minimum of 300' from each outside edge of the dock walkway to the
nearest common property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent
property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever provides for
greater distance.

8. The proposed Commercial Marina should be located within the confines of the imaginary
projected property lines as they extend lakeward.

9. Commercial Marina facilities must be located a minimum of 100 feet from an
Environmentally Sensitive Area.

10. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time shall be
located within a minimum distance of 350 feet extending from the 360 foot to the 360 foot
contour across the cove or waterway.

11. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100)
watercraft at a time shall be located within a minimum distance of 500 feet extending from
the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.
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12. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a
time shall be located within a minimum distance of 750 feet extending from the 360 foot to
the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.

13. No Commercial Marina facility may encroach or extend more than one-third the distance
across any cove area or waterway.

14. A maximum development limit of 200 on-water slips to accommodate watercraft will be
permitted. The buildout period must conform to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers and S.C.
Department of Health and Environmental Control permit time frame.

15.

16. No Commercial Marina facilities will be permitted to have covers over the requested slips.

17. Excavations for Commercial Marina facilities to improve public access may be considered
on a case-by-case basis with consultation with appropriate State and federal resource agencies
and regulatory authorities.

18. The construction or use of Commercial Marina facilities must in no way be detrimental to the
existing water quality.

19. Applicant will be required to conduct a 5-year Baseline Environmental Water Quality
Monitoring Plan – see attached sheet.

20. Commercial Marina facilities with greater than ten (10) watercraft or which accommodate
watercraft with marine sanitation facilities will be required to install, operate, and maintain
sewer pump-out disposal systems.

21. Commercial Marina facilities must provide public restrooms.

22. Commercial Marina facilities are encouraged to provide public fishing access areas.

23. Commercial Marina facilities must comply with all local, county, state and federal
regulations.

24. Applicant must sign and complete the Commercial Marina Application Agreement before
SCE&G will process a permit request.
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Discussion

NEW CRITERIA FOR MULTI-USE DOCKS

Commercial Marina
 Size (minimum and/or maximum number of slips)
 Location
 Environmental issues (aesthetics, WQ, dredging, traffic, parking lot runoff, dry storage,

PetroSoil material for oil absorption)
 Local authorities (traffic to facility, road issues)
 Layout, scope of facilities (fuel, parking, waste pump-out facility)
 Economics – profitability of new and existing marinas
 What % of lake users are accommodated by commercial marinas
 Provide incentives for privately owned commercial marinas vs SCE&G managed or existing

facilities
 Minimum criteria that an applicant will need to request a permit for a new commercial marina

Private Marina
Private Residential Marina/Slips
Common Access Areas

Expanding of Existing Marina Facilities
Public and Private

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS – Residential Multi-slip Docks

Easement Property:

1. The easement property owner may either have single private docks or a Residential Multi-slip
Dock as described below for each 100-foot wide buildable lot on the 360-foot contour.

2. No more than one 20 slip Residential Multi-slip Dock per 1,000 feet linear shoreline on the 360-
foot contour.

3. A minimum of 400 feet distance of shoreline on the 360 foot contour will be needed for the
Residential Multi-slip Dock option.
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4. Easement property owner may request 1.5 slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot contour with no
buffer.

5. Easement property owner may request two slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot contour if they
agree to maintain a 25-foot non-disturbance buffer zone.

6. One boat per slip for a Residential Multi-slip Dock.

7. Residential Multi-slip Docks must be placed at least 150 feet from the adjoining property.

8. This option is available for multi-unit or multi-lot properties.

9. Final placement of Residential Multi-slip Docks are subject to SCE&G Lake Management
direction.
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Criteria for Multi-slip vs. Private Individual Docks
Number of slips per shoreline footage
Example: Two (2) slips per 100 feet of shoreline

Maximum number
Minimum number

Incentives
Shoreline Protection/Buffer

Multi-slip Dock
Easement Property vs. Setback Property
Footage of shoreline of ESA to be included in total shoreline footage

Definition of Cove
100’ to 400’ width

Aerial Photographs
Tapp Property
McMeekin Property
Rawls Property
R. B. Baker Tract
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I:\Land\Lake Murray\Multi-Use Docks Projects 1 

 
ATTENDEES: 
 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G    
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates  Randy Mahan, SCANA Services, Inc. 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G   Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Dick Christie, SCDNR   Tom Eppink, SCANA Services, Inc. 
Roy Parker, LMA    Kenneth Fox, LMA 
Steve Bell, Lake Watch   John Frick, landowner 
Van Hoffman, SCANA   Mike Murrell, LMA 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT    David Hancock, SCE&G 
 
 
 
 
HOMEWORK: 
 

• Van H. - Fringeland presentation 
• David H and Tommy B. - Future development strawman 
• David H and Tommy B. – Marina siting maps 
• Ron  A.– verify DNR’s proposal for rebalancing . 
• Van H. – Map depicting width of fringelands   
• Tommy B. & David H. – provide group with current aerial photography 
• Develop introduction section to criteria – Dick Christie, SCE&G 
• Revise the term “greenspace” – TWC Members 

 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  October 31, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at Carolina Research Park 
 
MEETING NOTES: 
 
These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 
 
Discussion about Meeting Topic: 
 
The group began discussions and Alan S. noted that based on the last meeting, they would finalize 
the draft of the criteria for multi-slip docks on easement property.  Steve B. asked for an 
clarification of the issues regarding private multi-slip docks.  David H. replied that it was his 
understanding that multi-slip docks were considered a benefit in that it prevented individual docks 
from occupying every 100 ft of shoreline.  Steve B. agreed and added that the main benefit as he 



MEETING NOTES 
 

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY 
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING 

LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC 
 

SCE&G Training Center 
October 10, 2006 

Final acg 11-3-06 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

I:\Land\Lake Murray\Multi-Use Docks Projects 2 

understood it is the reduction in size of the public marinas and their impacts on public waters.  
Tommy B. also noted that private multi-slip developments provide off-water access with a 
community dock and ramp.   
 
Residential Multi-Slip Docks on Easement Property Criteria Review: 
 
As the group began to interactively review the criteria, Tommy explained that the criteria was 
designed with incentives for multi-slip facilities.  It was explained that if a certain amount of land 
was counted toward a multi-slip facility’s slip count, then a developer would not be allowed to also 
add individual docks on that property.  Ron A. pointed out that a developer should not be allowed 
slip credit for areas with environmentally sensitive areas.  He continued to explain that this would 
encourage the developer to place individual docks on all the areas that were possible and count the 
ESA’s toward a multi-slip dock.  After much discussion on this topic the group decided that the 
developer could only count ESA’s toward his slip credit if he is to implement a buffer area.  It was 
also encouraged that the buffer area be deeded to the homeowners association of that development.    
 
The group then discussed the need for an introduction section to the criteria explaining the 
objective.  This was assigned as a homework item.  The group also had discussions regarding the 
length of shoreline for slip credit.  The group considered rounding odd and half numbers of slip 
credits up to even numbers (ex, 37.5 would be rounded up to 38).  The group decided that for 
properties without the implemented buffer, the numbers would be rounded down, but the number 
would be rounded up for those that did implement a buffer area.  
 
The Lake Murray Association expressed concern that there are tracts of land that could be sold that 
are large enough to qualify for very large multi-slip facilities.  David H. reminded the TWC that the 
criteria still had a 200 slip limitation in place.  Steve B. noted that he believed a slip limitation was 
important to have in place.   
 
The group also discussed how far a multi-slip facility needs to be placed from an adjacent property 
owner and from what point with that length be measured.  It was explained that the facility must be 
located 150 ft from the adjacent property owner measured from the point where the dock crosses the 
360’.  Ron A. expressed that the measurement should be taken from the corner of the first slip, in 
the event the facility was running parallel with the shoreline.  Tommy B. noted that a multi-slip 
facility running flat up against the shoreline was not something that they typically would permit.  
Tommy B. continued to explain that if they had to go with a orientation like that they would try to 
place it out perpendicular with the shoreline, or center it up along the shoreline.   Tommy B. further 
noted that they would not place a facility over the projected property line.  Steve B. noted that if the 
multi-slip dock does not extend past the projected property line then he was satisfied.  The group 
agreed that the final placement of the facility will be up to the discretion of SCE&G.  Ron A. agreed 
that he was content with the decision and noted that his main concerns were regarding the sprawling 
of facilities. 
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The group discussed that the definition of the buffer zone that SCE&G manages needs to be 
distinguished from the voluntary buffer zone that the group was proposing.  The group temporarily 
renamed the voluntary buffer zone “greenspace”.  The group noted that the definition of greenspace 
would be included in the objective section of the criteria.  There was some disagreement among the 
group that greenspace was the best definition for the area, subsequently, a homework item for the 
group was to come up with alternative definitions. 
 
The TWC expressed concern about homeowners pulling their pontoon boats onto the shoreline and 
leaving them there for long periods of time.  Tommy B. noted that it is currently not a problem 
along Lake Murray Shoreline, however it is possible that it could become a problem in the future.  
Tommy B. added that he believed that lake levels would have a lot of control over this issue.  Randy 
M. suggested placing a statement in the Lake Murray Handbook that included items on how to be a 
good neighbor, such as not parking your boat on the shoreline, not leaving trash around, etc.  The 
group agreed to put this issue in the parking lot for further discussion. 
 
After lunch the group reviewed and agreed to the criteria developed for Residential Multi-slips on 
Easement Property.  The TWC concluded that it provided good incentives for the homeowner to 
implement a multi-slip facility as opposed to individual docks.  The group also briefly discussed 
changing the General Permit.  Tommy B. noted that they may hold off on any revisions to the 
General Permit until the final SMP comes out.    It was also noted that the size of boats would be 
limited to 30 ft at new residential multi-slip facilities.   
 
Alan S. noted that the next item for discussion was the Private Marinas (yacht clubs).  The group 
agreed that Private Marinas would fall under the same criteria as developed for Residential Multi-
slip marinas.   
 
The group then began to review homework items and prepare and agenda for the next meeting.   
 
Homework items were listed as follows: 
 

• Van H. - Fringeland presentation 
• David H and Tommy B. - Future development strawman 
• David H and Tommy B. – Marina siting maps 
• Ron  A.– verify DNR’s proposal for rebalancing . 
• Van H. – Map depicting width of fringelands   
• Tommy B. & David H. – provide group with current aerial photography 

 
Agenda items for the next meeting: 
 

• Presentation on Fringelands – Van Hoffman 
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• Review of Fringeland Width Maps – Developed by Van Hoffman 
• Presentation of DNR’s Proposal for Rebalancing – Ron Ahle 

 
Agenda items for an upcoming meeting: 
 

• Land rebalancing and reclassification – need recreation study results 
• Aquatic plant management presentation – Steve DeKozlowski 

   
Ron A. also noted that DNR would like to see a map showing the locations of docks on fringelands 
that have not been sold.  Ron continued to note that it would be also helpful to see a map depicting 
the width of fringelands, especially those that are less than 75’.  Van H and David H. noted that 
there were difficulties when developing this map but that they would work on developing an 
adequate map for the next meeting.  Group decided to schedule the next meeting for October 31st at 
Carolina Research Park. 
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D R A F T  
STRAW MAN 

 
RESIDENTIAL MULTI-SLIP DOCKS AND PRIVATE MARINAS 

 
EASEMENT PROPERTY 

 
1. In lieu of individual docks, multi-slip docks may be permitted based on shoreline footage.  

 
2. No individual dock will be permitted within a multi-slip dock development.   

 
3. To participate in the multi-slip dock program the development must have a minimum of 500 

feet of shoreline.  Property with less than 500 feet will be evaluated for individual or shared 
docks.  

 
4. An ESA is not to be included in the total shoreline distance when evaluating multi-slip 

docks unless a minimum 50-foot Greenspace is established on the entire shoreline.  One slip 
will be allowed for each 100 feet of shoreline with an ESA with a minimum 50-foot 
Greenspace on the entire shoreline.  And two slips per 100 feet of shoreline of non-ESA 
shoreline. 

 
5. Up to 1.5 slips per 100 feet of shoreline will be allowed with no Greenspaces or no ESA 

shoreline.   With a minimum 50-foot Greenspace on the entire shoreline, two slips per 100 
feet will be approved.  

 
6. Fractions of slips for properties without a Greenspace will be rounded down to an even 

number of slips.  (e.g., between 14 ½ and 15 ½ slips will be rounded down to 14 slips.) 
 

7. Multi-slip docks must be a minimum of 150 feet from the adjoining property from each 
outside edge of the dock walkway at the 360-foot contour line to the nearest common 
property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent property 
owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever provides for 
greater distance..  

 
8. Final placement of the multi-slip facility will be subject to the SCE&G Lake Management 

approval.  
 

9. A minimum distance of 500 feet across cove measured from the 360-foot contour elevation 
to 360-foot contour elevation. 
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10. The minimum 50-foot Greenspace Landscape Plan that must be consistent with the 
established Buffer Zone Management Plan Guidelines shall be submitted and approved by 
SCE&G Lake Management.  

 
11. Access to multi-slip docks must be provided by the developer.  

 
12. An access path will be allowed in the Greenspace and must be identified in the Greenspace 

Landscape Plan.  
 

13. SCE&G requires the developer to establish a homeowner’s association to administer the 
neighborhood multi-slip dock program.  The Greenspace should be deeded to the 
homeowner’s association.  SCE&G encourages the homeowner’s association to create an 
environmental stewardship committee within the homeowner’s association to help monitor 
the Greenspace. 

 
14. Multi-slip dock facilities which accommodate watercraft with marine sanitation 

facilities will be required to install, operate, and maintain sewer pump-out disposal 
systems. 
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From: Jennifer Summerlin 
Sent: Wednesday, November 08, 2006 9:56 AM 
To: 'Van Hoffman'; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 'Amanda Hill'; 'Bill Argentieri'; 'David 

Hancock'; 'Dick Christie'; 'John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com)'; 'Joy Downs'; 
'Randy Mahan'; 'Rhett Bickley'; 'Ron Ahle'; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Roy Parker'; 
'Steve Bell'; 'Tom Ruple'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'Tony Bebber' 

Subject: Saluda Relicensing:September 19th Lake and Land Management TWC 
meeting notes 

Hello Everyone, 
 
Attached for your reference are the Final Lake and Land Management TWC meeting notes from 
the September 19th meeting.  Please note that all comments have been incorporated into the 
notes.  If you have questions, please let me know.  As always, the meeting notes will be posted 
on the Saluda Relicensing website. 
 

2006-09-19 Lake 
and Land TWC F...

 
 
Thanks, 
 
Jennifer Summerlin 
Scientist Technician 
Kleinschmidt Associates 
101 Trade Zone Drive, Suite 21A 
West Columbia, SC 29170 
P:803.822.3177 
F:803.822.3183 
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ATTENDEES: 
 
 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G   Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Jeni Summerlin, Kleinschmidt Associates Steve Bell, Lake Watch 
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services  Tony Bebber, SCPRT   
David Hancock, SCE&G   John Frick, Lake Murray Homeowner 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G   Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Joy Downs, LMA    Rhett Bickley, Lex. Co Sheriff’s Dept. 
Roy Parker, LMA    Van Hoffman, SCE&G 
 
  
 
 
 
ACTION ITEMS: 
 

• Review multi-slip dock permit criteria 
Everyone 
• Develop citing criteria for multi-slip dock permits 
Everyone 

 
 
 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  October 10, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
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MEETING NOTES: 
 
These notes serve as a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 
 
Alan Stuart welcomed everyone and noted that the purpose of today’s meeting would be to discuss 
criteria for private multi-slip dock permits for Lake Murray.  He noted that David Hancock 
calculated the number of private and public multi-slip docks located around Lake Murray.  David 
noted that there were 904 slips at public multi-slips marinas, 1350 slips at private multi-slip marinas 
(subdivisions, sporting clubs), and 268 proposed slips at multi-slip marinas that have not been 
permitted.  He pointed out that there are a total of 9,000 individual docks in Lake Murray. 
 
There was a brief discussion on the rights of homeowners, and Steve Bell noted that he was 
concerned about the amount of space the multi-slip docks would use and how it will impact 
recreational users . Steve Bell told the group that private facilities serve only the personal and 
private use of the upland property owner (or community),  and those structures can impair publicly 
owned natural resources and legitimate public uses of near shore areas. An that these type facilities 
do not advance legislative goals or federal and state management objectives to protect publicly 
owned resources. This is the reason why governments have enacted permitting regulations which 
control private use of public resources.”   
 
  Randy Mahan explained that there are water and FERC rights, but SCE&G owns the land around 
Lake Murray except for the private property owners who did not give up their title.  Randy 
suggested to the group that public and private use of the shoreline should be discussed first.  
Tommy Boozer noted that the group should develop criteria for multi-slip dock permits.  It was 
noted that the goal of the Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee was to 
protect the shoreline.  Tommy noted that multi-slip docks will aid in protecting the shoreline in that 
it will reduce the amount of individual docks along the shoreline. 
Steve B recommended that the review of private multi-slip docking facilities should include 
defining the issues and listing them in issue matrix or spread sheet. Steve B. also recommended that 
a step by step process be used to resolve the issues. Steve B reminded the group that the issues 
relating to individual dock permitting criteria had not been resolved noting there were concerns 
about the potential total build out of 24,000 docks. Steve B indicated his concern stakeholder 
concerns can fall in the cracks if not properly tracked.     
 
The group began discussing criteria for residential multi- dock permits, and Tommy noted that the 
only people who would have access to these multi-slip docks would be lake-front property owners.  
The group developed the following list of specific criteria for the multi-slip dock general permit: 
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• The easement property owner may either have single private docks or a Residential 
Multi-slip Dock as described below for each 100-foot wide buildable lot on the 360-
foot contour; 

• No more than one 20 slip Residential Multi-slip Dock per 1,000 feet linear shoreline 
on the 360-foot contour; 

• A minimum of 400 feet distance of shoreline on the 360 foot contour will be needed 
for the Residential Multi-slip Dock option; 

• Easement property owner may request 1.5 slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot 
contour with no buffer; 

• Easement property owner may request two slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot 
contour if they agree to maintain a 25-foot non-disturbance buffer zone; 

• One boat per slip for a Residential Multi-slip Dock; 
• Residential Multi-slip Docks must be placed at least 150 feet from the adjoining 

property; 
• This option is available for multi-unit or multi-lot properties; 
• Final placement of Residential Multi-slip Docks are subject to SCE&G Lake 

Management direction; 
 
Alan noted, and the group agreed, that the list of criteria for the multi-slip dock permits should be 
reviewed by all committee members to provide comments for the next meeting.  Track changes for 
general requirements for residential multi-slip docks can be viewed in Appendix A..  He also 
mentioned that the group should begin thinking about citing criteria (depth of cover, allowable 
length of docks,, etc.).  The group agreed to have the next meeting on October 10, 2006 at the Lake 
Murray Training Center. 
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Appendix A 
 

Lake Murray Multi-Use Docks Projects 
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LAKE MURRAY MULTI-USE DOCKS PROJECTS 

 
Definition 
Multi-use docks are docks that will accommodate four (4) or more watercraft simultaneously and 
for which a user fee or maintenance fee is charged for the use or upkeep of the facility - 
Commercial, Private, Private Residential. 
 
TYPES OF MULTI-USE DOCK MARINAS 
 
Commercial Marina: 
Facility opens to the General Public. 
Boat Launching, Boat Storage – Wet and Dry 
Food, Gas, Boat Repairs, etc. 
Example: Jake’s Landing,  

Dreher Island State Park (Marina) 
Lake Murray Marina 
Light House Marina 
South Shore Marina 
Siesta Cove 

 
Private Marina 
Multi-use Docks and Boat Ramp 
Sail Clubs, Yacht Club, Private Clubs 
Pay a membership fee to participate 
Example:  Windward Point Yacht Club  

Columbia Sail Club 
Pine Island 
 

Private Residential Marina 
 
Multi-slip Docks and Boat Ramp, Residential Development Both on Water and Off Water Lots, 
Condominiums, Multi-family Development, Subdivisions 
Not open to the General Public 
Example:  Spence Point 
  Land’s End 
  Night Harbor 
  Harbor Watch 
  Timberlake 
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Common Access Areas – Residential / 360 and Setback Access 
Boat Ramp and Courtesy Dock 
On and Off Water Lots 
Example: Clear Water 
  Forty Love 
  Harbor View 
  Indian Fork 
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REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 
 

1. Initial consultation with SCE&G Lake Management Department 
 

2. County Zoning Requirements 
 

3. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers – Approval Permit 
 

4. S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control – Approval Permit 
 

5. S. C. Department of Natural Resources 
 

6. U. S. Fish and wildlife Service 
 

7. State Historic Preservation Office 
S. C. Department of Archives and History 

 
8. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

 
9. South Carolina Electric & Gas Company – Approved Permit 

 
 

EXISTING PERMITTING CONDITIONS 
 

 
GENERAL REQUIREMENTS – Commercial Marinas 

 
1. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time will 

be permitted any closer than ¼ mile radius to an existing Commercial Multi-use Facility as 
of {Date}.  

 
2. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100) 

watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ½ mile radius to an existing 
Commercial Multi-use Facility as of {Date}.  

 
3. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a 

time will be permitted any closer than 1 mile radius to an existing Commercial Multi-use 
Facility as of {Date}. 

 

Comment: Consider Private multi-slip 
facilities for this restriction.  
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4. Any proposed Commercial Marina facility located within the ½ mile radius of an existing 
facility but separated by a peninsula will be located on the opposite side of the peninsula and 
will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 contour of three 
(3) miles between the existing and proposed Multi-use Facility.  

 
5. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time must be 

located a minimum of 150' from each outside edge of the dock walkway to the nearest 
common property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent property 
owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever provides for greater 
distance. 

 
   

6. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100) 
watercraft at a time must be located a minimum of 250' from each outside edge of the dock 
walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed development property 
and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever 
provides for greater distance. 

 
7. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a 

time must be located a minimum of 300' from each outside edge of the dock walkway to the 
nearest common property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent 
property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever provides for 
greater distance. 

 
8. The proposed Commercial Marina should be located within the confines of the imaginary 

projected property lines as they extend lakeward. 
 

9. Commercial Marina facilities must be located a minimum of 100 feet from an 
Environmentally Sensitive Area. 

 
10. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time shall be 

located within a minimum distance of 350 feet extending from the 360 foot to the 360 foot 
contour across the cove or waterway.   

 
11. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100) 

watercraft at a time shall be located within a minimum distance of 500 feet extending from 
the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.   

 

Comment: Provide diagram or sketch 
for these requirements. 

Comment: Provide diagram or sketch 
for these requirements. 
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12. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a 
time shall be located within a minimum distance of 750 feet extending from the 360 foot to 
the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.   

 
13. No Commercial Marina facility may encroach or extend more than one-third the distance 

across any cove area or waterway. 
 

14. A maximum development limit of 200 on-water slips to accommodate watercraft will be 
permitted.  The buildout period must conform to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers and S.C. 
Department of Health and Environmental Control permit time frame.  

 
15.  

 
16. No Commercial Marina facilities will be permitted to have covers over the slips. 

 
17. Excavations for Commercial Marina facilities to improve public access may be considered 

on a case-by-case basis with consultation of appropriate State and federal resource agencies 
and regulatory authorities.  

 
18. The construction or use of Commercial Marina facilities must in no way be detrimental to the 

existing water quality. 
 

19. Applicant will be required to conduct a 5-year Baseline Environmental Water Quality 
Monitoring Plan – see attached sheet.  

 
20. Commercial Marina facilities with greater than ten (10) watercraft or which accommodate 

watercraft with marine sanitation facilities will be required to install, operate, and maintain 
sewer pump-out disposal systems that are available for public use.   

 
21. Commercial Marina facilities must provide public restrooms. 

 
22. Commercial Marina facilities are encouraged to provide public fishing access areas. 

 
23. Commercial Marina facilities must comply with all local, county, state and federal 

regulations.  
 

24. Applicant must sign and complete the Commercial Marina Application Agreement before 
SCE&G will process a permit request.  

 

Comment: Look into this further. 
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Discussion 

 
NEW CRITERIA FOR MULTI-USE DOCKS 

 
Commercial Marina 
• Size (minimum and/or maximum number of slips) 
• Location 
• Environmental issues (aesthetics, WQ, dredging, traffic, parking lot runoff, dry storage, 

PetroSoil material for oil absorption) 
• Local authorities (traffic to facility, road issues) 
• Layout, scope of facilities (fuel, parking, waste pump-out facility) 
• Economics – profitability of new and existing marinas 
• What % of lake users are accommodated by commercial marinas 
• Provide incentives for privately owned commercial marinas vs SCE&G managed or existing 

facilities 
• Minimum criteria that an applicant will need to request a permit for a new commercial marina 
 
 
Private Marina 
Private Residential Marina/Slips 
Common Access Areas 
 
Expanding of Existing Marina Facilities 
Public and Private 
 

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS – Residential Multi-slip Docks 
 

Easement Property: 
 
1. The easement property owner may either have single private docks or a Residential Multi-slip 

Dock as described below for each 100-foot wide buildable lot on the 360-foot contour. 
 
2. No more than one 20 slip Residential Multi-slip Dock per 1,000 feet linear shoreline on the 360-

foot contour.   
 
3. A minimum of 400 feet distance of shoreline on the 360 foot contour will be needed for the 

Residential Multi-slip Dock option. 
 

Comment: To be reviewed before this 
section is finalized. 
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4. Easement property owner may request 1.5 slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot contour with no 
buffer. 

 
5. Easement property owner may request two slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot contour if they 

agree to maintain a 25-foot non-disturbance buffer zone. 
 
6. One boat per slip for a Residential Multi-slip Dock. 
 
7. Residential Multi-slip Docks must be placed at least 150 feet from the adjoining property. 
 
8. This option is available for multi-unit or multi-lot properties. 
 
9. Final placement of Residential Multi-slip Docks are subject to SCE&G Lake Management 

direction. 

Comment:  This should be true for all 
multi-slip docks. 
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Criteria for Multi-slip vs. Private Individual Docks 
Number of slips per shoreline footage 
Example: Two (2) slips per 100 feet of shoreline 
 Maximum number 
 Minimum number 
 
 
 
 
 
Incentives 
Shoreline Protection/Buffer 
 
Multi-slip Dock 
Easement Property vs. Setback Property 
Footage of shoreline of ESA to be included in total shoreline footage 
 
 
 
 
 
Definition of Cove 
100’ to 400’ width 
 
 
 
 
Aerial Photographs 
Tapp Property  
McMeekin Property 
Rawls Property 
R. B. Baker Tract 
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Thursday, October 19, 2006 5:15 PM
To: 'Kenneth Fox'; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; David

Hancock; Dick Christie; John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); Joy Downs; Randy Mahan;
Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer;
Tony Bebber

Cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Charlie
Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George Duke;
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer
O'Rourke; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos
(laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy;
Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling;
Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Regis Parsons (rparsons12
@alltel.net); Richard Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com;
Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tom Brooks

Subject: Draft Lake and Land TWC Notes - Oct 10

Good Afternoon,

Attached are the draft meeting notes from the last Lake and Land Management TWC. Please have any comments or
corrections back to me by November 2. Thanks, Alison

2006-10-10 draft
Meeting Minut...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates Randy Mahan, SCANA Services, Inc.
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Dick Christie, SCDNR Tom Eppink, SCANA Services, Inc.
Roy Parker, LMA Kenneth Fox, LMA
Steve Bell, Lake Watch John Frick, landowner
Van Hoffman, SCANA Mike Murrell, LMA
Tony Bebber, SCPRT David Hancock, SCE&G

HOMEWORK:

 Van H. - Fringeland presentation
 David H and Tommy B. - Future development strawman
 David H and Tommy B. – Marina siting maps
 Ron A.– verify DNR’s proposal for rebalancing .
 Van H. – Map depicting width of fringelands
 Tommy B. & David H. – provide group with current aerial photography
 Develop introduction section to criteria – Dick Christie, SCE&G
 Revise the term “greenspace” – TWC Members

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: October 31, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at Carolina Research Park

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Discussion about Meeting Topic:

The group began discussions and Alan S. noted that based on the last meeting, they would finalize
the draft of the criteria for multi-slip docks on easement property. Steve B. asked for an
clarification of the issues regarding private multi-slip docks. David H. replied that it was his
understanding that multi-slip docks were considered a benefit in that it prevented individual docks
from occupying every 100 ft of shoreline. Steve B. agreed and added that the main benefit as he
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understood it is the reduction in size of the public marinas and their impacts on public waters.
Tommy B. also noted that private multi-slip developments provide off-water access with a
community dock and ramp.

Residential Multi-Slip Docks on Easement Property Criteria Review:

As the group began to interactively review the criteria, Tommy explained that the criteria was
designed with incentives for multi-slip facilities. It was explained that if a certain amount of land
was counted toward a multi-slip facility’s slip count, then a developer would not be allowed to also
add individual docks on that property. Ron A. pointed out that a developer should not be allowed
slip credit for areas with environmentally sensitive areas. He continued to explain that this would
encourage the developer to place individual docks on all the areas that were possible and count the
ESA’s toward a multi-slip dock. After much discussion on this topic the group decided that the
developer could only count ESA’s toward his slip credit if he is to implement a buffer area. It was
also encouraged that the buffer area be deeded to the homeowners association of that development.

The group then discussed the need for an introduction section to the criteria explaining the
objective. This was assigned as a homework item. The group also had discussions regarding the
length of shoreline for slip credit. The group considered rounding odd and half numbers of slip
credits up to even numbers (ex, 37.5 would be rounded up to 38). The group decided that for
properties without the implemented buffer, the numbers would be rounded down, but the number
would be rounded up for those that did implement a buffer area.

The Lake Murray Association expressed concern that there are tracts of land that could be sold that
are large enough to qualify for very large multi-slip facilities. David H. reminded the TWC that the
criteria still had a 200 slip limitation in place. Steve B. noted that he believed a slip limitation was
important to have in place.

The group also discussed how far a multi-slip facility needs to be placed from an adjacent property
owner and from what point with that length be measured. It was explained that the facility must be
located 150 ft from the adjacent property owner measured from the point where the dock crosses the
360’. Ron A. expressed that the measurement should be taken from the corner of the first slip, in
the event the facility was running parallel with the shoreline. Tommy B. noted that a multi-slip
facility running flat up against the shoreline was not something that they typically would permit.
Tommy B. continued to explain that if they had to go with a orientation like that they would try to
place it out perpendicular with the shoreline, or center it up along the shoreline. Tommy B. further
noted that they would not place a facility over the projected property line. Steve B. noted that if the
multi-slip dock does not extend past the projected property line then he was satisfied. The group
agreed that the final placement of the facility will be up to the discretion of SCE&G. Ron A. agreed
that he was content with the decision and noted that his main concerns were regarding the sprawling
of facilities.
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The group discussed that the definition of the buffer zone that SCE&G manages needs to be
distinguished from the voluntary buffer zone that the group was proposing. The group temporarily
renamed the voluntary buffer zone “greenspace”. The group noted that the definition of greenspace
would be included in the objective section of the criteria. There was some disagreement among the
group that greenspace was the best definition for the area, subsequently, a homework item for the
group was to come up with alternative definitions.

The TWC expressed concern about homeowners pulling their pontoon boats onto the shoreline and
leaving them there for long periods of time. Tommy B. noted that it is currently not a problem
along Lake Murray Shoreline, however it is possible that it could become a problem in the future.
Tommy B. added that he believed that lake levels would have a lot of control over this issue. Randy
M. suggested placing a statement in the Lake Murray Handbook that included items on how to be a
good neighbor, such as not parking your boat on the shoreline, not leaving trash around, etc. The
group agreed to put this issue in the parking lot for further discussion.

After lunch the group reviewed and agreed to the criteria developed for Residential Multi-slips on
Easement Property. The TWC concluded that it provided good incentives for the homeowner to
implement a multi-slip facility as opposed to individual docks. The group also briefly discussed
changing the General Permit. Tommy B. noted that they may hold off on any revisions to the
General Permit until the final SMP comes out. It was also noted that the size of boats would be
limited to 30 ft at new residential multi-slip facilities.

Alan S. noted that the next item for discussion was the Private Marinas (yacht clubs). The group
agreed that Private Marinas would fall under the same criteria as developed for Residential Multi-
slip marinas.

The group then began to review homework items and prepare and agenda for the next meeting.

Homework items were listed as follows:

 Van H. - Fringeland presentation
 David H and Tommy B. - Future development strawman
 David H and Tommy B. – Marina siting maps
 Ron A.– verify DNR’s proposal for rebalancing .
 Van H. – Map depicting width of fringelands
 Tommy B. & David H. – provide group with current aerial photography

Agenda items for the next meeting:

 Presentation on Fringelands – Van Hoffman
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 Review of Fringeland Width Maps – Developed by Van Hoffman
 Presentation of DNR’s Proposal for Rebalancing – Ron Ahle

Agenda items for an upcoming meeting:

 Land rebalancing and reclassification – need recreation study results
 Aquatic plant management presentation – Steve DeKozlowski

Ron A. also noted that DNR would like to see a map showing the locations of docks on fringelands
that have not been sold. Ron continued to note that it would be also helpful to see a map depicting
the width of fringelands, especially those that are less than 75’. Van H and David H. noted that
there were difficulties when developing this map but that they would work on developing an
adequate map for the next meeting. Group decided to schedule the next meeting for October 31st at
Carolina Research Park.
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D R A F T
STRAW MAN

RESIDENTIAL MULTI-SLIP DOCKS AND PRIVATE MARINAS

EASEMENT PROPERTY

1. In lieu of individual docks, multi-slip docks may be permitted based on shoreline footage.

2. No individual dock will be permitted within a multi-slip dock development.

3. To participate in the multi-slip dock program the development must have a minimum of 500
feet of shoreline. Property with less than 500 feet will be evaluated for individual or shared
docks.

4. An ESA is not to be included in the total shoreline distance when evaluating multi-slip
docks unless a minimum 50-foot Greenspace is established on the entire shoreline. One slip
will be allowed for each 100 feet of shoreline with an ESA with a minimum 50-foot
Greenspace on the entire shoreline. And two slips per 100 feet of shoreline of non-ESA
shoreline.

5. Up to 1.5 slips per 100 feet of shoreline will be allowed with no Greenspaces or no ESA
shoreline. With a minimum 50-foot Greenspace on the entire shoreline, two slips per 100
feet will be approved.

6. Fractions of slips for properties without a Greenspace will be rounded down to an even
number of slips. (e.g., between 14 ½ and 15 ½ slips will be rounded down to 14 slips.)

7. Multi-slip docks must be a minimum of 150 feet from the adjoining property from each
outside edge of the dock walkway at the 360-foot contour line to the nearest common
property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent property
owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever provides for
greater distance..

8. Final placement of the multi-slip facility will be subject to the SCE&G Lake Management
approval.

9. A minimum distance of 500 feet across cove measured from the 360-foot contour elevation
to 360-foot contour elevation.
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10. The minimum 50-foot Greenspace Landscape Plan that must be consistent with the
established Buffer Zone Management Plan Guidelines shall be submitted and approved by
SCE&G Lake Management.

11. Access to multi-slip docks must be provided by the developer.

12. An access path will be allowed in the Greenspace and must be identified in the Greenspace
Landscape Plan.

13. SCE&G requires the developer to establish a homeowner’s association to administer the
neighborhood multi-slip dock program. The Greenspace should be deeded to the
homeowner’s association. SCE&G encourages the homeowner’s association to create an
environmental stewardship committee within the homeowner’s association to help monitor
the Greenspace.

14. Multi-slip dock facilities which accommodate watercraft with marine sanitation
facilities will be required to install, operate, and maintain sewer pump-out disposal
systems.
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Kacie Jensen

From: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2006 11:25 AM
To: Jennifer Summerlin; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill;

BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David Hancock; Dick Christie; jsfrick@mindspring.com; Joy
Downs; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Tom
Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Cc: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
Subject: Re: Saluda Relicensing: September 19th Lake and Land Management TWC meeting notes

2006-09-19_Lake_a
nd_Land_TWC_D...

Jennifer- Below are track changes--Steve Bell- 730-8121
>
> From: "Jennifer Summerlin" <Jennifer.Summerlin@KleinschmidtUSA.com>
> Date: 2006/10/03 Tue AM 10:28:14 EDT
> To: "Van Hoffman" <vhoffman@scana.com>,
> "Alan Stuart" <alan.stuart@kleinschmidtusa.com>,
> "Alison Guth" <alison.guth@kleinschmidtusa.com>,
> "Amanda Hill" <amanda_hill@fws.gov>,
> "Bill Argentieri" <bargentieri@scana.com>,
> "David Hancock" <dhancock@scana.com>,
> "Dick Christie" <dchristie@infoave.net>,
> <jsfrick@mindspring.com>,
> "Joy Downs" <elymay2@aol.com>,
> "Randy Mahan" <rmahan@scana.com>,
> "Rhett Bickley" <rbickley@lex-co.com>,
> "Ron Ahle" <ahler@dnr.sc.gov>,
> "Ronald Scott" <rscott@lex-co.com>,
> "Roy Parker" <royparker38@earthlink.net>,
> "Steve Bell" <bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net>,
> "Tom Ruple" <truple@sc.rr.com>,
> "Tommy Boozer" <tboozer@scana.com>,
> "Tony Bebber" <tbebber@scprt.com>
> Subject: Saluda Relicensing: September 19th Lake and Land Management
> TWC meeting notes
>
> Hello Folks,
>
> Please disregard the previous email containing the September 19th Lake
> and Land Management TWC meeting notes. I had to make a few changes.
> Attached for your review are the edited September 19th Lake and Land
> Management meeting notes! Sorry for the confusion! Have a great day!
>
> <<2006-09-19 Lake and Land TWC Draft-jms-1.doc>>
>
> Jennifer Summerlin
> Scientist Technician
> Kleinschmidt Associates
> 101 Trade Zone Drive, Suite 21A
> West Columbia, SC 29170
> P:803.822.3177
> F:803.822.3183
>
>
>
>
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Kacie Jensen

From: Dave Anderson
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2006 9:22 AM
To: Dave Anderson; 'Van Hoffman'; 'Alan Axson'; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 'Amanda Hill'; 'Bill

Argentieri'; 'Bill Brebner '; 'Bill Marshall'; 'Charlene Coleman'; 'Charlie Rentz'; Dave Anderson;
'David Hancock'; 'Dick Christie'; 'George Duke'; 'Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers)'; 'Guy Jones';
'Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com)'; 'Jeff Duncan'; 'Jennifer O'Rourke'; Jennifer Summerlin; 'Jim
Devereaux'; 'JoAnn Butler'; 'Joy Downs'; 'Karen Kustafik'; 'Keith Ganz-Sarto'; Kelly Maloney;
'Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov)'; 'Lee Barber'; 'Malcolm Leaphart'; 'Mark Leao'; Marty
Phillips; 'Mike Waddell'; 'Miriam Atria'; 'Norman Ferris'; 'Patricia Wendling'; 'Patrick Moore';
'Ralph Crafton'; 'Randy Mahan'; 'Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net)'; 'Richard Mikell';
'Steve Bell'; 'Suzanne Rhodes'; 'Tim Vinson'; 'Tom Brooks'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'Tony Bebber'

Subject: Reminder: 09-20-06 Downstream Flows TWC Meeting Notes

Just a reminder that any comments/edits are due by October 18th.
____________

Please have any comments/edits to me by October 18th. Note I have included the version of the study plan we
discussed at the meeting and the comment matrix that was provided to the DFTWC prior to the meeting. While we
have finalized this study plan since the meeting (a final version will be distributed later today), I thought providing the
documents we discussed would provide some perspective for the meeting notes.

<< File: 2006-09-20 DFTWC Meeting Note (DRAFT).doc >> << File: Draft Flow Assessment Study Plan (9-13-
06).doc >> << File: Response to Comments on Draft Plan (09-13-06).doc >>
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Thursday, October 05, 2006 3:52 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Argentieri;

Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz;
Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; George
Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer
O'Rourke; John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); Joy Downs; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ;
Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ;
Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com);
Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; Ralph Crafton;
Randal Shealy; Randy Mahan; Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net); Rhett Bickley; Richard
Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker;
ryanity@scana.com; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Subject: Final Sept. 5 Lake and Land Notes

Dear Lake and Land RCG and TWC Members,

Attached is the final set of meeting notes from the September 5 TWC meeting. Email me if you have any questions.
Thanks, Alison

2006-9-5 Final
Meeting Minutes...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183



MEETING NOTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC

SCE&G Training Center
September 5, 2006

Final acg 10-5-06

I:\Land\Lake\Commonar.doc
Revised 08-21-2006

ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates Randy Mahan, SCANA Services, Inc.
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Rhett Bickley, Lexington County Dick Christie, SCDNR
Joy Downs, LMA Roy Parker, LMA
Steve Bell, Lake Watch John Frick, landowner
Kim Westbury, Saluda County Van Hoffman, SCANA
Tony Bebber, SCPRT

HOMEWORK:

Tommy and David to review proposed changes to Commercial Marina Criteria on radius
map.

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: September 19, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at Carolina Research Park

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan welcomed the group and noted that discussions will be regarding Commercial Marinas. Alan
explained that, with the guidance of Tommy Boozer, the group would progress through the current
criteria for Commercial Marinas. Tommy noted that while reviewing the criteria, that the group
should keep in mind that Commercial Marinas are areas where public access should be promoted.

Before the group directly made changes to the criteria, Tommy reviewed background data with the
group. He noted that if a permit is approved for a public marina, than it was important that it stay a
public marina under that permit. Tommy also briefly reviewed the general requirements. There
was some discussion on incentives that may be provided to the Commercial Marinas in particular.
Examples that were discussed included the allowance of more slips at facilities that are open to the
public.
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During discussions on the permitting process, Tommy proposed an alternative process for
permitting Commercial Marinas that has been considered by SCE&G. He explained that this
process would require the marina or proposed marina to meet basic critiera before progressing
through an in-depth committee review process with SCE&G, agencies, and possibly a few NGO
individuals. He noted that during the committee review the potential marina owners could provide
the committee with a presentation on what was planned for the marina. The group agreed with this
concept.

Joy Downs noted that it may be beneficial to encourage dry storage rather than wet slips at marinas
and asked the group what incentives could be provided to marinas to put dry storage in place. Steve
Bell agreed, and noted that he believed that the boat �parking lots� on the lake needed to be kept as 
small as possible. However, he added that the business owners still needed to be considered in the
equation, and he thought it a good idea to talk with the marina owners. In the discussion on dry
storage options, Van Hoffman pointed out that dry storage was not without its drawbacks due to the
large buildings that effect aesthetics and the need to excavate an area. Group discussed that there
were drawbacks to both wet slips as well as dry.

There was some discussion on information gathering from marina operators, and Steve Bell
suggested that a survey be given to marina operators. Steve Bell added that it may help to answer
questions on if size limitations on facilities are going to prevent the facilities from continuing
business or new facilities from coming in. There was agreement among some individuals in the
group that a survey was needed. Roy Parker also suggested looking at a few marinas that serve as
desirable examples aesthetics wise, water quality wise, etc. Dick Christie added that another
information need may be what percentage of the boating public actually use commercial marinas.

After some brainstorming the group began to list what criteria was needed from a prospective
marina owner if a new marina was proposed. Interactively the group developed the following list of
criteria:

New Commercial Marina Information Needs
Size (minimum and/or maximum number of slips)
Location
Environmental issues (aesthetics, WQ, dredging, traffic, parking lot runoff, dry storage,
PetroSoil material for oil absorption)
Local authorities (traffic to facility, road issues)
Layout, scope of facilities (fuel, parking, waste pump-out facility)
Economics � profitability of new and existing marinas
What % of lake users are accommodated by commercial marinas
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Provide incentives for privately owned commercial marinas vs. SCE&G managed or
existing facilities
Minimum criteria that an applicant will need to request a permit for a new commercial
marina

Roy asked if Tommy would give his view on a desirable marina, as well as the issues regarding the
public marinas. Tommy briefly discussed a few of the items that he frequently deals with regarding
public marinas and highlighted that most of them frequently ask for more slips as well note that they
cannot compete with State and SCE&G sites such as Billy Dreher Island. Speaking to the question
of which marina may be a desirable example, Tommy explained that many provide the same access
and amenities, however, some are more recently renovated, citing Lighthouse Marina as an
example. Tommy did not note, however, that being recently renovated made Lighthouse Marina
any better of an example than some of the older facilities that provided the same access.

After the group concluded the general discussion and suggestions, the group moved to talk about
the initial criteria that would be required of a new marina in order to make a proposal for a permit.
Alan recapped that there would be general criteria that the prospective marina would have to meet
before providing information, answering the above listed information needs, to a panel for review.
Draft changes from the interactive review of the current criteria is attached below.

The group generally agreed that the criteria for the commercial marinas should be less stringent than
private marinas. Such as a higher number of slips may be allowed per area for a commercial marina
than a private marina. Tommy noted that he would review all proposed changes on the radius map
and the group would revisit items if needed.

While reviewing the criteria Ron suggested that buffer zones be established horizontally between
ESA�s and commercial marinas where the dock crosses the 360.  The group came to the agreement 
on a 100-foot distance along the 360-foot contour from an ESA.

The group took some time to review and discuss the definition of a narrow cove. After some
discussion the group decided that depending on the number of slips, there would need to be at least
350� to 750� extending from the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway where
the dock is located.

Steve Bell noted that he was concerned that if the number of slips is not limited, a landowner may
be able to expand greatly into the waterway. Tommy acknowledged his concern but also noted that
he would like to retain the flexibility to allow for 250 slips or so at a site that has been set aside and
there is minimum impact to adjoining property owners. Tommy cited Dreher Island as an example.
Dick Christie suggested leaving a maximum at 200 and increasing it during a subsequent review
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period if necessary. Steve also asked if this issue could be placed in the parking lot for review at a
later date.

The group concluded the discussion on the criteria for Commercial Marinas and noted that they
would be discussing Private Marinas on September 19th, 2006. Before adjourning there was a brief
review of items that the group would still give thought to:

The review process for commercial marinas
Criteria for the commercial marina review process
Incentives for dry storage
Size of commercial marinas (# of slips)
Expiration of permit if there is a change of use
Protection of aesthetics
Buffer zones for dry storage areas
Survey of marina users
Economics
Percent of boaters using public marinas.
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LAKE MURRAY MULTI-USE DOCKS PROJECTS

Definition
Multi-use docks are docks that will accommodate four (4) or more watercraft
simultaneously and for which a user fee or maintenance fee is charged for the use or
upkeep of the facility - Commercial, Private, Private Residential.

TYPES OF MULTI-USE DOCK MARINAS

Commercial Marina:
Facility opens to the General Public.
Boat Launching, Boat Storage � Wet and Dry 
Food, Gas, Boat Repairs, etc.
Example: Jake�s Landing,  

Dreher Island State Park
Lake Murray Marina
Light House Marina
South Shore Marina
Siesta Cove

Private Marina
Multi-use Docks and Boat Ramp
Sail Clubs, Yacht Club, Private Clubs
Pay a membership fee to participate
Example: Windward Point Yacht Club

Columbia Sail Club
Pine Island

Private Residential Marinas

Multi-slip Docks and Boat Ramp, Residential Development Both on Water and Off Water
Lots, Condominiums, Multi-family Development, Subdivisions
Not open to the General Public
Example: Spence Point
  Land�s End 

Night Harbor
Harbor Watch
Timberlake

Common Access Areas � Residential / 360 and Setback Access
Boat Ramp and Courtesy Dock
On and Off Water Lots
Example: Clear Water

Forty Love
Harbor View
Indian Fork

Deleted: Private

Deleted: Public
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REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

1. Initial consultation with SCE&G Lake Management Department

2. County Zoning Requirements

3. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers � Approval Permit 

4. S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control � Approval Permit 

5. S. C. Department of Natural Resources

6. U. S. Fish and wildlife Service

7. State Historic Preservation Office
S. C. Department of Archives and History

8. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

9. South Carol ina Electric & Gas Company � Approved Permit 

EXISTING PERMITTING CONDITIONS

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS � Commercial Marinas

1. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time
will be permitted any closer than ¼ mile radius to an existing Multi-use Facility.

2. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating between eleven (11) and one
hundred (100) watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ½ mile radius to
an existing Multi-use Facility.

3. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating more than one hundred (100)
watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than 1 mile radius to an existing
Multi-use Facility.

4. Any proposed Commercial Marina facility located within the ½ mile radius of an
existing facility but separated by a peninsula will be located on the opposite side of
the peninsula and will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance
along the 360 contour of three (3) miles between the existing and proposed Multi-
use Facility.

5. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time
must be located a minimum of 150' from each outside edge of the dock walkway to
the nearest common property line between the proposed development property and
the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which
ever provides for greater distance.

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

Formatted: Not Highlight

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

Formatted: Justified, Numbered +
Level: 1 + Numbering Style: 1, 2, 3,
� + Start at:  1 + Alignment:  Left +
Aligned at: 0.25" + Tab after: 0.5"
+ Indent at: 0.5"

Deleted: multi-use docking

Deleted: less

Deleted: m

Deleted: f

Deleted: multi-use docking

Deleted: more than

Deleted: ten

Deleted: 0

Deleted: that

Deleted: m

Deleted: f

Deleted: multi-use docking

Deleted: m

Deleted: dock f

Comment: Provide diagram or sketch
for these requirements.



I:\Land\Lake Murray\Multi-Use Docks Projects 7

6. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred
(100) watercraft at a time must be located a minimum of 250' from each outside edge
of the dock walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed
development property and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County
zoning requirements; which ever provides for greater distance.

7. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100)
watercraft at a time must be located a minimum of 300' from each outside edge of
the dock walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed
development property and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County
zoning requirements; which ever provides for greater distance.

8. The proposed Commercial Marina should be located within the confines of the
imaginary projected property lines as they extend lakeward.

9. Commercial Marina facilities must be located a minimum of 100 feet from an
Environmentally Sensitive Area.

10.Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time
shall be located within a minimum distance of 350 feet extending from the 360 foot to
the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.

11.Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred
(100) watercraft at a time shall be located within a minimum distance of 500 feet
extending from the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.

12.Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100)
watercraft at a time shall be located within a minimum distance of 750 feet extending
from the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.

13.No Commercial Marina facility may encroach or extend more than one-third the
distance across any cove area or waterway.

14.A maximum development limit of 200 on-water slips to accommodate watercraft will
be permitted. The buildout period must conform to the U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers and S.C. Department of Health and Environmental Control permit time
frame.

15.

16.No Commercial Marina facilities will be permitted to have covers over the requested
slips.

17.Excavations for Commercial Marina facilities to improve public access may be
considered on a case-by-case basis with consultation with appropriate State and
federal resource agencies and regulatory authorities.

18.The construction or use of Commercial Marina facilities must in no way be
detrimental to the existing water quality.
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19.Applicant will be required to conduct a 5-year Baseline Environmental Water Quality
Monitoring Plan � see attached sheet.  

20.Commercial Marina facilities with greater than ten (10) watercraft or which
accommodate watercraft with marine sanitation facilities will be required to install,
operate, and maintain sewer pump-out disposal systems.

21.Commercial Marina facilities must provide public restrooms.

22.Commercial Marina facilities are encouraged to provide public fishing access areas.

23.Commercial Marina facilities must comply with all local, county, state and federal
regulations.

24.Applicant must sign and complete the Commercial Marina Application Agreement
before SCE&G will process a permit request.

Discussion

NEW CRITERIA FOR MULTI-USE DOCKS

Commercial Marina
Size (minimum and/or maximum number of slips)
Location
Environmental issues (aesthetics, WQ, dredging, traffic, parking lot runoff, dry storage,
PetroSoil material for oil absorption)
Local authorities (traffic to facility, road issues)
Layout, scope of facilities (fuel, parking, waste pump-out facility)

 Economics � profi tability of new and existing marinas 
What % of lake users are accommodated by commercial marinas
Provide incentives for privately owned commercial marinas vs SCE&G managed or
existing facilities
Minimum criteria that an applicant will need to request a permit for a new commercial
marina

Private Marina
Private Residential Marina/Slips
Common Access Areas

Expanding of Existing Marina Facilities
Public and Private
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Criteria for Multi-slip vs. Private Individual Docks
Number of slips per shoreline footage
Example: Two (2) slips per 100 feet of shoreline

Maximum number
Minimum number

Incentives
Shoreline Protection/Buffer

Multi-slip Dock
Easement Property vs. Setback Property
Footage of shoreline of ESA to be included in total shoreline footage

Definition of Cove
100� to 400� width 

Aerial Photographs
Tapp Property
McMeekin Property
Rawls Property
R. B. Baker Tract
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located in an area where water depths are adequate for the development of the
project without requiring any excavation.



From: Alison Guth 
Sent: Thursday, October 05, 2006 3:52 PM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; Bertina 

Floyd; Bill Argentieri; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel 
Tufford; David Allen; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; George Duke; 
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts 
(ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O'Rourke; John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); 
Joy Downs; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner 
(turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda 
Lester ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer 
(msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; 
Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Randy Mahan; 
Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net); Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; 
Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
ryanity@scana.com; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers 
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber 

Subject: Final Sept. 5 Lake and Land Notes 
Dear Lake and Land RCG and TWC Members, 
 
Attached is the final set of meeting notes from the September 5 TWC meeting.  Email me if you 
have any questions.  Thanks, Alison 
 

2006-9-5 Final 
Meeting Minutes...

 
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G    
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates  Randy Mahan, SCANA Services, Inc. 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G   Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Rhett Bickley, Lexington County  Dick Christie, SCDNR 
Joy Downs, LMA    Roy Parker, LMA 
Steve Bell, Lake Watch   John Frick, landowner 
Kim Westbury, Saluda County  Van Hoffman, SCANA 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT     
 
 
 
HOMEWORK: 
 

• Tommy and David to review proposed changes to Commercial Marina Criteria on radius 
map. 

 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  September 19, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at Carolina Research Park 
 
MEETING NOTES: 
 
These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 
 
Alan welcomed the group and noted that discussions will be regarding Commercial Marinas.  Alan 
explained that, with the guidance of Tommy Boozer, the group would progress through the current 
criteria for Commercial Marinas.  Tommy noted that while reviewing the criteria, that the group 
should keep in mind that Commercial Marinas are areas where public access should be promoted.   
 
Before the group directly made changes to the criteria, Tommy reviewed background data with the 
group.  He noted that if a permit is approved for a public marina, than it was important that it stay a 
public marina under that permit.  Tommy also briefly reviewed the general requirements.  There 
was some discussion on incentives that may be provided to the Commercial Marinas in particular.   
Examples that were discussed included the allowance of more slips at facilities that are open to the 
public.   
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During discussions on the permitting process, Tommy proposed an alternative process for 
permitting Commercial Marinas that has been considered by SCE&G.  He explained that this 
process would require the marina or proposed marina to meet basic critiera before progressing 
through an in-depth committee review process with SCE&G, agencies, and possibly a few NGO 
individuals.  He noted that during the committee review the potential marina owners could provide 
the committee with a presentation on what was planned for the marina.  The group agreed with this 
concept. 
 
Joy Downs noted that it may be beneficial to encourage dry storage rather than wet slips at marinas 
and asked the group what incentives could be provided to marinas to put dry storage in place.  Steve 
Bell agreed, and noted that he believed that the boat “parking lots” on the lake needed to be kept as 
small as possible.  However, he added that the business owners still needed to be considered in the 
equation, and he thought it a good idea to talk with the marina owners.  In the discussion on dry 
storage options, Van Hoffman pointed out that dry storage was not without its drawbacks due to the 
large buildings that effect aesthetics and the need to excavate an area.  Group discussed that there 
were drawbacks to both wet slips as well as dry.  
 
There was some discussion on information gathering from marina operators, and Steve Bell 
suggested that a survey be given to marina operators.  Steve Bell added that it may help to answer 
questions on if size limitations on facilities are going to prevent the facilities from continuing 
business or new facilities from coming in.  There was agreement among some individuals in the 
group that a survey was needed.  Roy Parker also suggested looking at a few marinas that serve as 
desirable examples aesthetics wise, water quality wise, etc.  Dick Christie added that another 
information need may be what percentage of the boating public actually use commercial marinas.   
 
After some brainstorming the group began to list what criteria was needed from a prospective 
marina owner if a new marina was proposed.  Interactively the group developed the following list of 
criteria: 
 

New Commercial Marina Information Needs 
• Size (minimum and/or maximum number of slips) 
• Location 
• Environmental issues (aesthetics, WQ, dredging, traffic, parking lot runoff, dry storage, 

PetroSoil material for oil absorption) 
• Local authorities (traffic to facility, road issues) 
• Layout, scope of facilities (fuel, parking, waste pump-out facility) 
• Economics – profitability of new and existing marinas 
• What % of lake users are accommodated by commercial marinas 
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• Provide incentives for privately owned commercial marinas vs. SCE&G managed or 
existing facilities 

• Minimum criteria that an applicant will need to request a permit for a new commercial 
marina 

 
 
Roy asked if Tommy would give his view on a desirable marina, as well as the issues regarding the 
public marinas.  Tommy briefly discussed a few of the items that he frequently deals with regarding 
public marinas and highlighted that most of them frequently ask for more slips as well note that they 
cannot compete with State and SCE&G sites such as Billy Dreher Island.  Speaking to the question 
of which marina may be a desirable example, Tommy explained that many provide the same access 
and amenities, however, some are more recently renovated, citing Lighthouse Marina as an 
example.  Tommy did not note, however, that being recently renovated made Lighthouse Marina 
any better of an example than some of the older facilities that provided the same access.   
 
After the group concluded the general discussion and suggestions, the group moved to talk about 
the initial criteria that would be required of a new marina in order to make a proposal for a permit.  
Alan recapped that there would be general criteria that the prospective marina would have to meet 
before providing information, answering the above listed information needs, to a panel for review.  
Draft changes from the interactive review of the current criteria is attached below. 
 
The group generally agreed that the criteria for the commercial marinas should be less stringent than 
private marinas.  Such as a higher number of slips may be allowed per area for a commercial marina 
than a private marina.  Tommy noted that he would review all proposed changes on the radius map 
and the group would revisit items if needed.   
 
While reviewing the criteria Ron suggested that buffer zones be established horizontally between 
ESA’s and commercial marinas where the dock crosses the 360.  The group came to the agreement 
on a 100-foot distance along the 360-foot contour from an ESA. 
 
The group took some time to review and discuss the definition of a narrow cove.  After some 
discussion the group decided that depending on the number of slips, there would need to be at least 
350’ to 750’ extending from the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway where 
the dock is located. 
 
Steve Bell noted that he was concerned that if the number of slips is not limited, a landowner may 
be able to expand greatly into the waterway.  Tommy acknowledged his concern but also noted that 
he would like to retain the flexibility to allow for 250 slips or so at a site that has been set aside and 
there is minimum impact to adjoining property owners.  Tommy cited Dreher Island as an example.  
Dick Christie suggested leaving a maximum at 200 and increasing it during a subsequent review 
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period if necessary.  Steve also asked if this issue could be placed in the parking lot for review at a 
later date. 
 
The group concluded the discussion on the criteria for Commercial Marinas and noted that they 
would be discussing Private Marinas on September 19th, 2006.  Before adjourning there was a brief 
review of items that the group would still give thought to: 
 

• The review process for commercial marinas 
• Criteria for the commercial marina review process 
• Incentives for dry storage 
• Size of commercial marinas (# of slips) 
• Expiration of permit if there is a change of use 
• Protection of aesthetics 
• Buffer zones for dry storage areas 
• Survey of marina users 
• Economics 
• Percent of boaters using public marinas.   
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LAKE MURRAY MULTI-USE DOCKS PROJECTS 

 
Definition 
Multi-use docks are docks that will accommodate four (4) or more watercraft 
simultaneously and for which a user fee or maintenance fee is charged for the use or 
upkeep of the facility - Commercial, Private, Private Residential. 
 
TYPES OF MULTI-USE DOCK MARINAS 
 
Commercial Marina: 
Facility opens to the General Public. 
Boat Launching, Boat Storage – Wet and Dry 
Food, Gas, Boat Repairs, etc. 
Example: Jake’s Landing,  

Dreher Island State Park 
Lake Murray Marina 
Light House Marina 
South Shore Marina 
Siesta Cove 

 
Private Marina 
Multi-use Docks and Boat Ramp 
Sail Clubs, Yacht Club, Private Clubs 
Pay a membership fee to participate 
Example:  Windward Point Yacht Club  

Columbia Sail Club 
Pine Island 
 

Private Residential Marinas 
 
Multi-slip Docks and Boat Ramp, Residential Development Both on Water and Off Water 
Lots, Condominiums, Multi-family Development, Subdivisions 
Not open to the General Public 
Example:  Spence Point 
  Land’s End 
  Night Harbor 
  Harbor Watch 
  Timberlake 
 
Common Access Areas – Residential / 360 and Setback Access 
Boat Ramp and Courtesy Dock 
On and Off Water Lots 
Example: Clear Water 
  Forty Love 
  Harbor View 
  Indian Fork 

Deleted: Private

Deleted: Public
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REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 
 

1. Initial consultation with SCE&G Lake Management Department 
 

2. County Zoning Requirements 
 

3. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers – Approval Permit 
 

4. S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control – Approval Permit 
 

5. S. C. Department of Natural Resources 
 

6. U. S. Fish and wildlife Service 
 

7. State Historic Preservation Office 
S. C. Department of Archives and History 

 
8. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

 
9. South Carolina Electric & Gas Company – Approved Permit 

 
 

EXISTING PERMITTING CONDITIONS 
 

 
GENERAL REQUIREMENTS – Commercial Marinas 

 
1. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time 

will be permitted any closer than ¼ mile radius to an existing Multi-use Facility.  
 

2. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating between eleven (11) and one 
hundred (100) watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ½ mile radius to 
an existing Multi-use Facility.  

 
3. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating more than one hundred (100) 

watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than 1 mile radius to an existing 
Multi-use Facility. 

 
4. Any proposed Commercial Marina facility located within the ½ mile radius of an 

existing facility but separated by a peninsula will be located on the opposite side of 
the peninsula and will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance 
along the 360 contour of three (3) miles between the existing and proposed Multi-
use Facility.  

 
5. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time 

must be located a minimum of 150' from each outside edge of the dock walkway to 
the nearest common property line between the proposed development property and 
the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which 
ever provides for greater distance. 
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6. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred 

(100) watercraft at a time must be located a minimum of 250' from each outside edge 
of the dock walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed 
development property and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County 
zoning requirements; which ever provides for greater distance. 

 
7. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) 

watercraft at a time must be located a minimum of 300' from each outside edge of 
the dock walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed 
development property and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County 
zoning requirements; which ever provides for greater distance. 

 
8. The proposed Commercial Marina should be located within the confines of the 

imaginary projected property lines as they extend lakeward. 
 

9. Commercial Marina facilities must be located a minimum of 100 feet from an 
Environmentally Sensitive Area. 

 
10. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time 

shall be located within a minimum distance of 350 feet extending from the 360 foot to 
the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.   

 
11. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred 

(100) watercraft at a time shall be located within a minimum distance of 500 feet 
extending from the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.   

 
12. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) 

watercraft at a time shall be located within a minimum distance of 750 feet extending 
from the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.   

 
13. No Commercial Marina facility may encroach or extend more than one-third the 

distance across any cove area or waterway. 
 

14. A maximum development limit of 200 on-water slips to accommodate watercraft will 
be permitted.  The buildout period must conform to the U. S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and S.C. Department of Health and Environmental Control permit time 
frame.  

 
15.  

 
16. No Commercial Marina facilities will be permitted to have covers over the requested 

slips. 
 

17. Excavations for Commercial Marina facilities to improve public access may be 
considered on a case-by-case basis with consultation with appropriate State and 
federal resource agencies and regulatory authorities.  

 
18. The construction or use of Commercial Marina facilities must in no way be 

detrimental to the existing water quality. 
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19. Applicant will be required to conduct a 5-year Baseline Environmental Water Quality 

Monitoring Plan – see attached sheet.  
 

20. Commercial Marina facilities with greater than ten (10) watercraft or which 
accommodate watercraft with marine sanitation facilities will be required to install, 
operate, and maintain sewer pump-out disposal systems.   

 
21. Commercial Marina facilities must provide public restrooms. 

 
22. Commercial Marina facilities are encouraged to provide public fishing access areas. 

 
23. Commercial Marina facilities must comply with all local, county, state and federal 

regulations.  
 

24. Applicant must sign and complete the Commercial Marina Application Agreement 
before SCE&G will process a permit request.  

 
 

Discussion 
 

NEW CRITERIA FOR MULTI-USE DOCKS 
 

Commercial Marina 
• Size (minimum and/or maximum number of slips) 
• Location 
• Environmental issues (aesthetics, WQ, dredging, traffic, parking lot runoff, dry storage, 

PetroSoil material for oil absorption) 
• Local authorities (traffic to facility, road issues) 
• Layout, scope of facilities (fuel, parking, waste pump-out facility) 
• Economics – profitability of new and existing marinas 
• What % of lake users are accommodated by commercial marinas 
• Provide incentives for privately owned commercial marinas vs SCE&G managed or 

existing facilities 
• Minimum criteria that an applicant will need to request a permit for a new commercial 

marina 
 
 
Private Marina 
Private Residential Marina/Slips 
Common Access Areas 
 
Expanding of Existing Marina Facilities 
Public and Private 
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Criteria for Multi-slip vs. Private Individual Docks 
Number of slips per shoreline footage 
Example: Two (2) slips per 100 feet of shoreline 
 Maximum number 
 Minimum number 
 
 
 
 
 
Incentives 
Shoreline Protection/Buffer 
 
Multi-slip Dock 
Easement Property vs. Setback Property 
Footage of shoreline of ESA to be included in total shoreline footage 
 
 
 
 
 
Definition of Cove 
100’ to 400’ width 
 
 
 
 
Aerial Photographs 
Tapp Property  
McMeekin Property 
Rawls Property 
R. B. Baker Tract 
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located in an area where water depths are adequate for the development of the 
project without requiring any excavation.  

 

 



From: Alison Guth 
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 2:04 PM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; Bertina 

Floyd; Bill Argentieri; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel 
Tufford; David Allen; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; George Duke; 
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts 
(ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O'Rourke; John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); 
Joy Downs; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner 
(turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda 
Lester ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer 
(msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; 
Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Randy Mahan; 
Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net); Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; 
Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
ryanity@scana.com; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers 
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber 

Subject: Final Meeting Notes - 8-22 & 8-24 
Hello all,  
 
Attached are the final meeting notes from the August 22nd Lake and Land Management RCG 
and the August 24th Lake and Land Management TWC.  Thanks, Alison 
 

2006-8-22 Final 
Meeting Minute...

2006-8-24 final 
Meeting Minute...

 
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES:

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Jeni Summerlin, Kleinschmidt Associates Steve Bell, Lake Watch
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services Tony Bebber, SCPRT
David Hancock, SCE&G John Frick, Lake Murray Homeowner
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Joy Downs, LMA Rhett Bickley, Lex. Co Sheriff’s Dept.
Roy Parker, LMA Van Hoffman, SCE&G

ACTION ITEMS:

 Review multi-slip dock permit criteria
Everyone
 Develop citing criteria for multi-slip dock permits
Everyone

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: October 10, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center
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MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve as a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart welcomed everyone and noted that the purpose of today’s meeting would be to discuss
criteria for private multi-slip dock permits for Lake Murray. He noted that David Hancock
calculated the number of private and public multi-slip docks located around Lake Murray. David
noted that there were 904 slips at public multi-slips marinas, 1350 slips at private multi-slip marinas
(subdivisions, sporting clubs), and 268 proposed slips at multi-slip marinas that have not been
permitted. He pointed out that there are a total of 9,000 individual docks in Lake Murray.

There was a brief discussion on the rights of homeowners, and Steve Bell noted that he was
concerned about the amount of space the multi-slip docks would use and how it will impact
homeowners. Randy Mahan explained that there are water and FERC rights, but SCE&G owns the
land around Lake Murray except for the private property owners who did not give up their title.
Randy suggested to the group that public and private use of the shoreline should be discussed first.
Tommy Boozer noted that the group should develop criteria for multi-slip dock permits. It was
noted that the goal of the Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee was to
protect the shoreline. Tommy noted that multi-slip docks will aid in protecting the shoreline in that
it will reduce the amount of individual docks along the shoreline.

The group began discussing criteria for residential multi- dock permits, and Tommy noted that the
only people who would have access to these multi-slip docks would be lake-front property owners.
The group developed the following list of specific criteria for the multi-slip dock general permit:

 The easement property owner may either have single private docks or a Residential
Multi-slip Dock as described below for each 100-foot wide buildable lot on the 360-
foot contour;

 No more than one 20 slip Residential Multi-slip Dock per 1,000 feet linear shoreline
on the 360-foot contour;

 A minimum of 400 feet distance of shoreline on the 360 foot contour will be needed
for the Residential Multi-slip Dock option;

 Easement property owner may request 1.5 slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot
contour with no buffer;

 Easement property owner may request two slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot
contour if they agree to maintain a 25-foot non-disturbance buffer zone;

 One boat per slip for a Residential Multi-slip Dock;
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 Residential Multi-slip Docks must be placed at least 150 feet from the adjoining
property;

 This option is available for multi-unit or multi-lot properties;
 Final placement of Residential Multi-slip Docks are subject to SCE&G Lake

Management direction;

Alan noted, and the group agreed, that the list of criteria for the multi-slip dock permits should be
reviewed by all committee members to provide comments for the next meeting. Track changes for
general requirements for residential multi-slip docks can be viewed in Appendix A.. He also
mentioned that the group should begin thinking about citing criteria (depth of cover, allowable
length of docks,, etc.). The group agreed to have the next meeting on October 10, 2006 at the Lake
Murray Training Center.
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Appendix A

Lake Murray Multi-Use Docks Projects
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LAKE MURRAY MULTI-USE DOCKS PROJECTS

Definition
Multi-use docks are docks that will accommodate four (4) or more watercraft simultaneously and
for which a user fee or maintenance fee is charged for the use or upkeep of the facility -
Commercial, Private, Private Residential.

TYPES OF MULTI-USE DOCK MARINAS

Commercial Marina:
Facility opens to the General Public.
Boat Launching, Boat Storage – Wet and Dry
Food, Gas, Boat Repairs, etc.
Example: Jake’s Landing,

Dreher Island State Park
Lake Murray Marina
Light House Marina
South Shore Marina
Siesta Cove

Private Marina
Multi-use Docks and Boat Ramp
Sail Clubs, Yacht Club, Private Clubs
Pay a membership fee to participate
Example: Windward Point Yacht Club

Columbia Sail Club
Pine Island

Private Residential Marinas

Multi-slip Docks and Boat Ramp, Residential Development Both on Water and Off Water Lots,
Condominiums, Multi-family Development, Subdivisions
Not open to the General Public
Example: Spence Point

Land’s End
Night Harbor
Harbor Watch
Timberlake

Deleted: Private

Deleted: Public



MEETING NOTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC

Carolina Research Park, SCE&G Building
September 19, 2006

draft JMS 10-2-06

Page 6 of 12

Common Access Areas – Residential / 360 and Setback Access
Boat Ramp and Courtesy Dock
On and Off Water Lots
Example: Clear Water

Forty Love
Harbor View
Indian Fork
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REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

1. Initial consultation with SCE&G Lake Management Department

2. County Zoning Requirements

3. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers – Approval Permit

4. S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control – Approval Permit

5. S. C. Department of Natural Resources

6. U. S. Fish and wildlife Service

7. State Historic Preservation Office
S. C. Department of Archives and History

8. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

9. South Carolina Electric & Gas Company – Approved Permit

EXISTING PERMITTING CONDITIONS

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS – Commercial Marinas

1. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time will
be permitted any closer than ¼ mile radius to an existing Commercial Multi-use Facility as
of {Date}.

2. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100)
watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ½ mile radius to an existing
Commercial Multi-use Facility as of {Date}.

3. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a
time will be permitted any closer than 1 mile radius to an existing Commercial Multi-use
Facility as of {Date}.
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4. Any proposed Commercial Marina facility located within the ½ mile radius of an existing
facility but separated by a peninsula will be located on the opposite side of the peninsula and
will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 contour of three
(3) miles between the existing and proposed Multi-use Facility.

5. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time must be
located a minimum of 150' from each outside edge of the dock walkway to the nearest
common property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent property
owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever provides for greater
distance.

6. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100)
watercraft at a time must be located a minimum of 250' from each outside edge of the dock
walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed development property
and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever
provides for greater distance.

7. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a
time must be located a minimum of 300' from each outside edge of the dock walkway to the
nearest common property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent
property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever provides for
greater distance.

8. The proposed Commercial Marina should be located within the confines of the imaginary
projected property lines as they extend lakeward.

9. Commercial Marina facilities must be located a minimum of 100 feet from an
Environmentally Sensitive Area.

10. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time shall be
located within a minimum distance of 350 feet extending from the 360 foot to the 360 foot
contour across the cove or waterway.

11. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100)
watercraft at a time shall be located within a minimum distance of 500 feet extending from
the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.
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12. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a
time shall be located within a minimum distance of 750 feet extending from the 360 foot to
the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.

13. No Commercial Marina facility may encroach or extend more than one-third the distance
across any cove area or waterway.

14. A maximum development limit of 200 on-water slips to accommodate watercraft will be
permitted. The buildout period must conform to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers and S.C.
Department of Health and Environmental Control permit time frame.

15.

16. No Commercial Marina facilities will be permitted to have covers over the requested slips.

17. Excavations for Commercial Marina facilities to improve public access may be considered
on a case-by-case basis with consultation with appropriate State and federal resource agencies
and regulatory authorities.

18. The construction or use of Commercial Marina facilities must in no way be detrimental to the
existing water quality.

19. Applicant will be required to conduct a 5-year Baseline Environmental Water Quality
Monitoring Plan – see attached sheet.

20. Commercial Marina facilities with greater than ten (10) watercraft or which accommodate
watercraft with marine sanitation facilities will be required to install, operate, and maintain
sewer pump-out disposal systems.

21. Commercial Marina facilities must provide public restrooms.

22. Commercial Marina facilities are encouraged to provide public fishing access areas.

23. Commercial Marina facilities must comply with all local, county, state and federal
regulations.

24. Applicant must sign and complete the Commercial Marina Application Agreement before
SCE&G will process a permit request.
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Discussion

NEW CRITERIA FOR MULTI-USE DOCKS

Commercial Marina
 Size (minimum and/or maximum number of slips)
 Location
 Environmental issues (aesthetics, WQ, dredging, traffic, parking lot runoff, dry storage,

PetroSoil material for oil absorption)
 Local authorities (traffic to facility, road issues)
 Layout, scope of facilities (fuel, parking, waste pump-out facility)
 Economics – profitability of new and existing marinas
 What % of lake users are accommodated by commercial marinas
 Provide incentives for privately owned commercial marinas vs SCE&G managed or existing

facilities
 Minimum criteria that an applicant will need to request a permit for a new commercial marina

Private Marina
Private Residential Marina/Slips
Common Access Areas

Expanding of Existing Marina Facilities
Public and Private

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS – Residential Multi-slip Docks

Easement Property:

1. The easement property owner may either have single private docks or a Residential Multi-slip
Dock as described below for each 100-foot wide buildable lot on the 360-foot contour.

2. No more than one 20 slip Residential Multi-slip Dock per 1,000 feet linear shoreline on the 360-
foot contour.

3. A minimum of 400 feet distance of shoreline on the 360 foot contour will be needed for the
Residential Multi-slip Dock option.
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4. Easement property owner may request 1.5 slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot contour with no
buffer.

5. Easement property owner may request two slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot contour if they
agree to maintain a 25-foot non-disturbance buffer zone.

6. One boat per slip for a Residential Multi-slip Dock.

7. Residential Multi-slip Docks must be placed at least 150 feet from the adjoining property.

8. This option is available for multi-unit or multi-lot properties.

9. Final placement of Residential Multi-slip Docks are subject to SCE&G Lake Management
direction.
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Criteria for Multi-slip vs. Private Individual Docks
Number of slips per shoreline footage
Example: Two (2) slips per 100 feet of shoreline

Maximum number
Minimum number

Incentives
Shoreline Protection/Buffer

Multi-slip Dock
Easement Property vs. Setback Property
Footage of shoreline of ESA to be included in total shoreline footage

Definition of Cove
100’ to 400’ width

Aerial Photographs
Tapp Property
McMeekin Property
Rawls Property
R. B. Baker Tract
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Kacie Jensen

From: Jennifer Summerlin
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2006 10:28 AM
To: 'Van Hoffman'; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 'Amanda Hill'; 'Bill Argentieri'; 'David Hancock'; 'Dick

Christie'; 'John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com)'; 'Joy Downs'; 'Randy Mahan'; 'Rhett Bickley';
'Ron Ahle'; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Roy Parker'; 'Steve Bell'; 'Tom Ruple'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'Tony
Bebber'

Subject: Saluda Relicensing: September 19th Lake and Land Management TWC meeting notes

Hello Folks,

Please disregard the previous email containing the September 19th Lake and Land Management TWC meeting notes. I
had to make a few changes. Attached for your review are the edited September 19th Lake and Land Management
meeting notes! Sorry for the confusion! Have a great day!

2006-09-19 Lake
and Land TWC D...

Jennifer Summerlin
Scientist Technician
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive, Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P:803.822.3177
F:803.822.3183
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ATTENDEES:

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Jeni Summerlin, Kleinschmidt Associates Steve Bell, Lake Watch
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services Tony Bebber, SCPRT
David Hancock, SCE&G John Frick, Lake Murray Homeowner
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Joy Downs, LMA Rhett Bickley, Lex. Co Sheriff’s Dept.
Roy Parker, LMA Van Hoffman, SCE&G

ACTION ITEMS:

 Review multi-slip dock permit criteria
Everyone
 Develop citing criteria for multi-slip dock permits
Everyone

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: October 10, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center
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MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve as a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart welcomed everyone and noted that the purpose of today’s meeting would be to discuss
criteria for private multi-slip dock permits for Lake Murray. He noted that David Hancock
calculated the number of private and public multi-slip docks located around Lake Murray. David
noted that there were 904 slips at public multi-slips marinas, 1350 slips at private multi-slip marinas
(subdivisions, sporting clubs), and 268 proposed slips at multi-slip marinas that have not been
permitted. He pointed out that there are a total of 9,000 individual docks in Lake Murray.

There was a brief discussion on the rights of homeowners, and Steve Bell noted that he was
concerned about the amount of space the multi-slip docks would use and how it will impact
homeowners. Randy Mahan explained that there are water and FERC rights, but SCE&G owns the
land around Lake Murray except for the private property owners who did not give up their title.
Randy suggested to the group that public and private use of the shoreline should be discussed first.
Tommy Boozer noted that the group should develop criteria for multi-slip dock permits. It was
noted that the goal of the Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee was to
protect the shoreline. Tommy noted that multi-slip docks will aid in protecting the shoreline in that
it will reduce the amount of individual docks along the shoreline.

The group began discussing criteria for residential multi- dock permits, and Tommy noted that the
only people who would have access to these multi-slip docks would be lake-front property owners.
The group developed the following list of specific criteria for the multi-slip dock general permit:

 The easement property owner may either have single private docks or a Residential
Multi-slip Dock as described below for each 100-foot wide buildable lot on the 360-
foot contour;

 No more than one 20 slip Residential Multi-slip Dock per 1,000 feet linear shoreline
on the 360-foot contour;

 A minimum of 400 feet distance of shoreline on the 360 foot contour will be needed
for the Residential Multi-slip Dock option;

 Easement property owner may request 1.5 slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot
contour with no buffer;

 Easement property owner may request two slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot
contour if they agree to maintain a 25-foot non-disturbance buffer zone;

 One boat per slip for a Residential Multi-slip Dock;
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 Residential Multi-slip Docks must be placed at least 150 feet from the adjoining
property;

 This option is available for multi-unit or multi-lot properties;
 Final placement of Residential Multi-slip Docks are subject to SCE&G Lake

Management direction;

Alan noted, and the group agreed, that the list of criteria for the multi-slip dock permits should be
reviewed by all committee members to provide comments for the next meeting. Track changes for
general requirements for residential multi-slip docks can be viewed in Appendix A.. He also
mentioned that the group should begin thinking about citing criteria (depth of cover, allowable
length of docks,, etc.). The group agreed to have the next meeting on October 10, 2006 at the Lake
Murray Training Center.
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Appendix A

Lake Murray Multi-Use Docks Projects
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LAKE MURRAY MULTI-USE DOCKS PROJECTS

Definition
Multi-use docks are docks that will accommodate four (4) or more watercraft simultaneously and
for which a user fee or maintenance fee is charged for the use or upkeep of the facility -
Commercial, Private, Private Residential.

TYPES OF MULTI-USE DOCK MARINAS

Commercial Marina:
Facility opens to the General Public.
Boat Launching, Boat Storage – Wet and Dry
Food, Gas, Boat Repairs, etc.
Example: Jake’s Landing,

Dreher Island State Park
Lake Murray Marina
Light House Marina
South Shore Marina
Siesta Cove

Private Marina
Multi-use Docks and Boat Ramp
Sail Clubs, Yacht Club, Private Clubs
Pay a membership fee to participate
Example: Windward Point Yacht Club

Columbia Sail Club
Pine Island

Private Residential Marinas

Multi-slip Docks and Boat Ramp, Residential Development Both on Water and Off Water Lots,
Condominiums, Multi-family Development, Subdivisions
Not open to the General Public
Example: Spence Point

Land’s End
Night Harbor
Harbor Watch
Timberlake
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Common Access Areas – Residential / 360 and Setback Access
Boat Ramp and Courtesy Dock
On and Off Water Lots
Example: Clear Water

Forty Love
Harbor View
Indian Fork
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REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

1. Initial consultation with SCE&G Lake Management Department

2. County Zoning Requirements

3. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers – Approval Permit

4. S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control – Approval Permit

5. S. C. Department of Natural Resources

6. U. S. Fish and wildlife Service

7. State Historic Preservation Office
S. C. Department of Archives and History

8. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

9. South Carolina Electric & Gas Company – Approved Permit

EXISTING PERMITTING CONDITIONS

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS – Commercial Marinas

1. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time will
be permitted any closer than ¼ mile radius to an existing Commercial Multi-use Facility as
of {Date}.

2. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100)
watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ½ mile radius to an existing
Commercial Multi-use Facility as of {Date}.

3. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a
time will be permitted any closer than 1 mile radius to an existing Commercial Multi-use
Facility as of {Date}.
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4. Any proposed Commercial Marina facility located within the ½ mile radius of an existing
facility but separated by a peninsula will be located on the opposite side of the peninsula and
will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 contour of three
(3) miles between the existing and proposed Multi-use Facility.

5. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time must be
located a minimum of 150' from each outside edge of the dock walkway to the nearest
common property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent property
owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever provides for greater
distance.

6. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100)
watercraft at a time must be located a minimum of 250' from each outside edge of the dock
walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed development property
and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever
provides for greater distance.

7. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a
time must be located a minimum of 300' from each outside edge of the dock walkway to the
nearest common property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent
property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever provides for
greater distance.

8. The proposed Commercial Marina should be located within the confines of the imaginary
projected property lines as they extend lakeward.

9. Commercial Marina facilities must be located a minimum of 100 feet from an
Environmentally Sensitive Area.

10. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time shall be
located within a minimum distance of 350 feet extending from the 360 foot to the 360 foot
contour across the cove or waterway.

11. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100)
watercraft at a time shall be located within a minimum distance of 500 feet extending from
the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.
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12. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a
time shall be located within a minimum distance of 750 feet extending from the 360 foot to
the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.

13. No Commercial Marina facility may encroach or extend more than one-third the distance
across any cove area or waterway.

14. A maximum development limit of 200 on-water slips to accommodate watercraft will be
permitted. The buildout period must conform to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers and S.C.
Department of Health and Environmental Control permit time frame.

15.

16. No Commercial Marina facilities will be permitted to have covers over the requested slips.

17. Excavations for Commercial Marina facilities to improve public access may be considered
on a case-by-case basis with consultation with appropriate State and federal resource agencies
and regulatory authorities.

18. The construction or use of Commercial Marina facilities must in no way be detrimental to the
existing water quality.

19. Applicant will be required to conduct a 5-year Baseline Environmental Water Quality
Monitoring Plan – see attached sheet.

20. Commercial Marina facilities with greater than ten (10) watercraft or which accommodate
watercraft with marine sanitation facilities will be required to install, operate, and maintain
sewer pump-out disposal systems.

21. Commercial Marina facilities must provide public restrooms.

22. Commercial Marina facilities are encouraged to provide public fishing access areas.

23. Commercial Marina facilities must comply with all local, county, state and federal
regulations.

24. Applicant must sign and complete the Commercial Marina Application Agreement before
SCE&G will process a permit request.
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Discussion

NEW CRITERIA FOR MULTI-USE DOCKS

Commercial Marina
 Size (minimum and/or maximum number of slips)
 Location
 Environmental issues (aesthetics, WQ, dredging, traffic, parking lot runoff, dry storage,

PetroSoil material for oil absorption)
 Local authorities (traffic to facility, road issues)
 Layout, scope of facilities (fuel, parking, waste pump-out facility)
 Economics – profitability of new and existing marinas
 What % of lake users are accommodated by commercial marinas
 Provide incentives for privately owned commercial marinas vs SCE&G managed or existing

facilities
 Minimum criteria that an applicant will need to request a permit for a new commercial marina

Private Marina
Private Residential Marina/Slips
Common Access Areas

Expanding of Existing Marina Facilities
Public and Private

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS – Residential Multi-slip Docks

Easement Property:

1. The easement property owner may either have single private docks or a Residential Multi-slip
Dock as described below for each 100-foot wide buildable lot on the 360-foot contour.

2. No more than one 20 slip Residential Multi-slip Dock per 1,000 feet linear shoreline on the 360-
foot contour.

3. A minimum of 400 feet distance of shoreline on the 360 foot contour will be needed for the
Residential Multi-slip Dock option.
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4. Easement property owner may request 1.5 slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot contour with no
buffer.

5. Easement property owner may request two slips per 100-foot lot on the 360-foot contour if they
agree to maintain a 25-foot non-disturbance buffer zone.

6. One boat per slip for a Residential Multi-slip Dock.

7. Residential Multi-slip Docks must be placed at least 150 feet from the adjoining property.

8. This option is available for multi-unit or multi-lot properties.

9. Final placement of Residential Multi-slip Docks are subject to SCE&G Lake Management
direction.
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Criteria for Multi-slip vs. Private Individual Docks
Number of slips per shoreline footage
Example: Two (2) slips per 100 feet of shoreline

Maximum number
Minimum number

Incentives
Shoreline Protection/Buffer

Multi-slip Dock
Easement Property vs. Setback Property
Footage of shoreline of ESA to be included in total shoreline footage

Definition of Cove
100’ to 400’ width

Aerial Photographs
Tapp Property
McMeekin Property
Rawls Property
R. B. Baker Tract
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Kacie Jensen

From: Jennifer Summerlin
Sent: Monday, October 02, 2006 4:43 PM
To: 'Van Hoffman'; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 'Amanda Hill'; 'Bill Argentieri'; 'David Hancock'; 'Dick

Christie'; 'John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com)'; 'Joy Downs'; 'Randy Mahan'; 'Rhett Bickley';
'Ron Ahle'; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Roy Parker'; 'Steve Bell'; 'Tom Ruple'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'Tony
Bebber'

Cc: Alison Guth
Subject: Saluda Relicensing: Sept. 19th Lake and Land Management TWC meeting notes

Hello Folks,

Attached for your review are the September 19, 2006 Lake and Land management TWC meeting notes. Please review
and have comments back by October 16th.

2006-09-19 Lake
and Land TWC D...

Thanks,

Jennifer Summerlin
Scientist Technician
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive, Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P:803.822.3177
F:803.822.3183



MEETING NOTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

SAFETY RESOURCE GROUP

Carolina Research Park, SCE&G Building
September 19, 2006

draft JMS 10-2-06

Page 1 of 3

ATTENDEES:

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Jeni Summerlin, Kleinschmidt Associates Steve Bell, Lake Watch
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services Tony Bebber, SCPRT
David Hancock, SCE&G John Frick, Lake Murray Homeowner
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Joy Downs, LMA Rhett Bickley, Lex. Co Sheriff’s Dept.
Roy Parker, LMA Van Hoffman, SCE&G

ACTION ITEMS:

 Review multi-slip dock permit criteria
Everyone
 Develop citing criteria for multi-slip dock permits
Everyone

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: October 10, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center
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MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve as a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart welcomed everyone and noted that the purpose of today’s meeting would be to discuss
criteria for private multi-slip dock permits for Lake Murray. He noted that David Hancock
calculated the number of private and public multi-slip docks located around Lake Murray. David
noted that there were 904 slips at public multi-slips marinas, 1350 slips at private multi-slip marinas
(subdivisions, sporting clubs), and 268 proposed slips at multi-slip marinas that have not been
permitted. He pointed out that there are a total of 9,000 individual docks in Lake Murray.

There was a brief discussion on the rights of homeowners, and Steve Bell noted that he was
concerned about the amount of space the multi-slip docks would use and how it will impact
homeowners. Randy Mahan explained that there are water and FERC rights, but SCE&G owns the
land around Lake Murray except for the private property owners who did not give up their title.
Randy suggested to the group that public and private use of the shoreline should be discussed first.
Tommy Boozer noted that the group should develop criteria for multi-slip dock permits. It was
noted that the goal of the Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee was to
protect the shoreline. Tommy noted that multi-slip docks will aid in protecting the shoreline in that
it will reduce the amount of individual docks along the shoreline.

The group began discussing criteria for residential multi- dock permits, and Tommy noted that the
only people who would have access to these multi-slip docks would be lake-front property owners.
The group developed the following list of specific criteria for the multi-slip dock general permit:

 Minimum of 400 ft of shoreline to have a multi-slip dock on 300 ft of contour;
 Up-to 1.5 slips / 100 ft of shoreline (no buffer);
 1 slip = 1 boat;
 150 ft from adjoining property;
 Available for multi-units or lots;
 1 multi-slip dock per 1000 ft linear shoreline; and
 Final placement of facility subject to SCE&G Lake and Land Management

approval.

Alan noted, and the group agreed, that the list of criteria for the multi-slip dock permits should be
reviewed by all committee members to provide comments for the next meeting. He also mentioned
that the group should begin thinking about citing criteria (depth of cover, allowable length of



MEETING NOTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

SAFETY RESOURCE GROUP

Carolina Research Park, SCE&G Building
September 19, 2006

draft JMS 10-2-06

Page 3 of 3

docks,, etc.). The group agreed to have the next meeting on October 10, 2006 at the Lake Murray
Training Center.
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mile shoreline distance between marinas. Ron Ahle asked why they chose the 3 mile distance on a
peninsula rather than the ½ mile radius. Randy Mahan replied that a 3 mile distance would be far
enough that keep boat traffic at a distance where the marinas would not be impacting one another.

Tommy went on to discuss common access areas. He noted that if there is a common access area in
a community then they will not permit individual boat ramps in that community. After the
presentation the group looked at the Lake Murray Multi-slip Radius Map. While the group looked
over the map, David Hancock noted that many of the facilities on the map were in place before the
criteria came out. Ron noted that when criteria is developed he believed that there needed to be
something in the criteria that allows for an objection by the agencies if there is significant spawning
habitat. There was some discussion on private marinas vs. public marinas. The group noted the
need for public multi-slip facilities and questioned if there was a need to make special concessions
for those facilities. The group discussed how this could be incorporated while still developing fair
criteria. Ron Ahle suggested having a less restrictive rule that the public facility only has to be a ¼
mile from another facility rather than ½ mile.

John Frick noted that if a developer buys 3000 ft of shoreline that it may have less of an
environmental impact for him to put in a multi-slip dock rather than individual docks. Tommy
noted that he and David had discussed that issue and noted they have also considered asking the
developer to put in a buffer in order to receive a certain amount of extra slips.

The group discussed whether or not there was a need for more recreation facilities on the Lake.
Alan noted that they will be able to better understand this question with the data from the recreation
studies. Randy noted that the group needed to make sure that they documented the rationale behind
the decisions they made because many of the decisions would be affecting the expectations that
people would have for their property. He also noted that they would be presenting the changes to
the public.

As a homework item review from the last meeting the group discussed the statistical analysis of the
total number of docks that could exist on Lake Murray for each 100’ of shoreline. Group noted that
this would be good information to keep on file while making considerations. The group then looked
at the newly updated ESA data. Ron noted that he would be interested in knowing how many
deeper fringeland tracts are around the lake. He noted that this would be important to know during
discussions on rebalancing. David noted that in order to do that there would need to be survey work
done because there is inconsistencies with the GIS information. He noted that the PBL is correct on
the ground and the plats but it is not consistent with the GIS. Tommy noted that they would look
into this issue further.
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The group noted that the first set of criteria they would discuss was the criteria on common access
areas. The group briefly discussed what the definition of a narrow cove should be. Ron noted that
at another project they had termed a narrow cove anything “that was behind a constriction point of
300 ft or less”. There was discussion on whether or not to permit common access in coves with
narrow openings. There was some agreement among individuals that this may not be an issue
because there were not many areas like this around the Lake that needed to be dealt with.

The group continued to review through the criteria (criteria with group accepted changes attached
below). As the group went through each one of the items they spent some time discussing how
much shoreline should be required in a development for the common access area. The group also
discussed how many feet of shoreline should be required for developments greater than 75 units, and
if they were to include the lake front lots in that number. The group decided that the lake front lots
would be included. The group also concluded that they would like to implement a minimum of 100
feet of shoreline with common areas serving more than 75 property/residential units having an
additional 1.5 feet of linear shoreline per each property/residential unit served. The group noted that
this would be good to have in place if there was a condominium or apartment complex built.

The group also noted that common access areas serving 10 or fewer property/residential units will
meet the established existing guidelines for private docks, generally permitting up to 750 square feet
in size and 75 feet in length. Common access areas serving more than 10 property/residential units
may be eligible for a slip dock. This would allow a place where people could park their boat for short
periods of time

When the group had finished discussing the criteria, they noted that the next TWC meeting would be
scheduled for September 5th at 9:30 and they will be discussing commercial marinas.
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
LAKE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

COMMON ACCESS AREA GUIDELINES
BOAT RAMPS AND COURTESY DOCKS

1. Initial consultation and site inspection by SCE&G Lake
Management representative.

2. County Zoning Requirements: SCE&G requires a letter from the
County Zoning Administration stating that the proposed site location
meets existing County regulations to construct a Boat Ramp or Courtesy
Dock.

3. No common access area, dock or ramp will be permitted to be located in a cove
less than 200’ wide measured from the 360’ to 360’ contour across the cove. 3.

Existing slope and water depth must accommodate ramp
and dock at a minimum lake level elevation of 352’. Ramps will be
constructed of reinforced concrete and may not exceed12 feet wide.

4. No destruction or removal of critical shoreline vegetation growing
below the 360' contour will be permitted for the installation of a boat
ramp or dock. Critical vegetation includes but is not limited to species
such as button bush, willows and significant hardwood species.

5. From the end of the proposed courtesy dock, there must be a
minimum of 150' across the cove to the 360' contour on the opposite
shore Clearance between structures on opposing banks must be a
minimum of 75 feet.

6. Common areas must be located within the confines of the
proposed development with a minimum of 100' to the nearest adjoining
property , or a buildable lot designated on both sides of the common
area with a minimum linear shoreline footage of 100 feet.

7. ` All common areas must have a minimum of 100' of linear
shoreline. Common areas serving more than 75 property/residential
units must have an additional 1.5 feet of linear shoreline per each
property/residential unit served.
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9.

Common Access Area Guidelines
Boat Ramps and Courtesy Docks
Page 2

10. Common access areas serving 10 or fewer property/residential
units will meet the established existing guidelines for private docks,
generally permitting up to 750 square feet in size and 75 feet in length.
Common access areas serving more than 10 property/residentials units
may be eligible for a slip dock. waterway.

11. All common access docks are approved for short term day use
only.
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third the distance across the
affected

Deleted: No slips or overnight
docking of boats will be allowed at
the Courtesy Dock.
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Friday, September 01, 2006 4:21 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Argentieri;

Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie
Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Don Tyler;
George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com);
Jennifer O'Rourke; John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); John Oswald ; Joy Downs; Kim
Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos
(laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy;
Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling;
Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Randy Mahan; Regis Parsons
(rparsons12@alltel.net); Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; Robert Keener
(SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; ryanity@scana.com; Steve Bell;
Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple;
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Subject: Draft Meeting Notes - 8-22 Lake and Land

Hello all,

Attached are the draft meeting notes from our August 22 Lake and Land RCG meeting. Please have any changes back to
me by Sept. 15th for finalization. Thanks, Alison

2006-8-22 draft
Meeting Minut...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Steve Bell, LW
Roy Parker, LMA
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services
Bob Keener, LMA, LMSCA
Tom Bowles, SCE&G
Don Tyler, LMA, LMHOC
Tom Ruple, LMA
Trisha Priester, Lexington County
Teresa Powers, Newberry County
Jennifer O’Rourke, SCWF

Phil Hamby, Landowner
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Rhett Bickley – Lexington County
Van Hoffman – SCE&G
Amanda Hill, USFWS
Dick Christie, SCDNR
Bill Mathias, LMA, LMPS
Mike Murrell, LMA
Bertina Floyd, LMHOC
Bill Marshall, SCDNR, LSSRAC
Regis Parsons, Landowner
Joy Downs, LMA

DATE: August 22, 2006

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

 RCG members to make recommendations for what they would like to see in regards to
public outreach to the TWC

 Alan and Tommy to contact individuals at Alabama Power and Georgia Power to see how
their public outreach programs are being accepted

 TWC to take field trip to review the ESAs.

 Ron Ahle to put together some information on the biological benefits of a periodic
drawdown for TWC discussion

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: November 14, 2006 at 9:30 a.m. (Tentative)
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center
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INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and welcomed the group. It was noted that the first item of the
agenda was for Alison Guth to give a presentation on public outreach for shoreline management
plans at hydropower projects. After the presentation the floor was opened for group discussion on
this topic.

The group discussed a variety of public outreach options that included newsletters at kiosks, notices
on bill stuffers, and quarterly newsletters. Tommy Boozer noted that the website could be used as
an information portal and have links with the Department of Natural Resources (DNR), Lake
Murray Association (LMA), and Lake Murray Power Squadron (LMPS) websites. There was also
discussion on publishing a quarterly or annual newsletter similar to the example from Alabama
Power Company given in Alison’s presentation. Ron Ahle noted that he believed that the
newsletter would allow for the development of incentive and recognition programs for shoreline
improvement. The group generally liked the idea of a recognition program for shoreline
improvements. Tommy noted that it may also be beneficial if Steve Bell wrote about some of the
shoreline management issues in his articles in the Lake Murray News.

Don Tyler asked how a property owner would obtain a copy of the SMP if they did not apply for a
dock permit. Tommy replied that they are currently working on ways to tie it into title transfers.

The group continued to discuss public outreach options. It was noted that one important item to
have in a newsletter would be a section including standard information on lake management
contacts and regulations. There was the suggestion of having the newsletter as a pdf that would be
available on the website. The group noted pro’s and con’s of having a solely electronic newsletter.
It was noted that although the electronic version may be the way things are progressing, many
people would not think to look it up. Overall, the group noted that if a newsletter was chosen as a
form of public outreach it would need to be diverse and cover many issues on Lake Murray, not
solely lake and land management issues. The group decided that a homework item would be for the
group members to make recommendations for what they would like to see in regards to public
outreach to the TWC.

Alan noted that he would work with Tommy to contact individuals at Alabama Power and Georgia
Power to see how their public outreach programs are being accepted. The group also noted public
outreach would be addressed in the license in a brief manner, and the nuts and bolts of the public
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outreach program would not be included as a part of the license. This would allow for modification
of a public outreach program without having to change the license.

The next item for discussion was the issues matrix. As the group interactively reviewed the issues
matrix for Lake and Land, they made comments and asked question on the issues. Alan noted that
the goal of the issues matrix is to make sure that everyone’s issue has been addressed or is being
addressed.

Joy Downs asked if the RCG would see the newly drafted SMP section by section or as a whole.
Alan noted that he would leave that up to the group to decide. After some discussion the group
decided that the RCG would see the SMP as a whole, although they could track each issue through
the issues matrix and through the notes.

While the group continued to discuss the matrix, Steve Bell noted that he believed the TWC would
need to go out on the Lake to review the ESAs. The TWC members generally agreed that a field
trip to review the ESAs may be beneficial. Although, David Hancock added that USFWS and DNR
had already been out with the consultant to map the ESAs. Tommy also noted that they were in the
process of putting together a map that included the ESAs and where they were within each land
classification.

There was some discussion on whether or not there should be a periodic drawdown for vegetation
control. The group briefly discussed the positives and negatives of a drawdown and Ron Ahle
noted he would put together some information on the biological benefits of a periodic drawdown
that will be discussed in more detail in the TWC.

The group continued to review the issues matrix and the group discussed the issues regarding Two-
Bird cove. SCE&G explained that they had had no choice but to act on the FERC order to
designate Two-Bird Cove as a special recreation area. Bill Argentieri explained that they first
received this order in October of 2004, which SCE&G appealed stating that they recommended
against it. However, in December of 2004 the FERC rejected their appeal and required SCE&G to
designate the areas. Several of the group members who live in Two-Bird Cove expressed their
concern. Phil Hamby expressed his concern that there may be public facilities placed in the cove on
SCE&G owned property. Tommy noted that SCE&G had no plans of doing that and the FERC
order required no facilities be placed there. He also noted that a good deal of the property in the
cove is classified as ESA. Ron noted that when they reviewed the FERC order it was originally
concerning sailboats, which he was not as apprehensive about because they would not be able to go
far back in the shallow cove. Ron noted that he was concerned that it included all boats because the
area is a significant in regards to habitat. For clarification purposes, Alan asked SCE&G what they
were planning on doing as part of the designation. Tommy noted that they had no plans or
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intentions of doing anything as part of the designation. Tommy further noted that the only thing
they may have to do is identify the areas on Exhibit R maps. Ron suggested that the TWC come up
with a few alternative coves to present to the FERC that the sailboat groups would agree to. Regis
Parsons noted that he thought the landowners would be happy with that alternative if it was also
coupled with the de-designation of Two-Bird Cove.

Alan noted that there would be continued dialogue on this topic in future discussions on Fringelands
and Land Classifications. Amanda Hill and Ron both noted that they would like to revisit this topic
because they were not anticipating the level of high intensity use of this cove by all boats, not just
sailboats.

The group concluded the meeting and noted that the next RCG meeting was tentatively scheduled
for November 14th, 2006.
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Issue/Request Requested by: TWC Assignment/
Category

Assignment*

Description Status/Date
Discussed

Current Action Items Resolutions

Map of Intermittent
and Perennial
Streams

DNR Buffer Zone
Restoration and
Management

Parts of the SMP that have not
been resolved include a map
identifying intermittent and
perennial streams and their
associated 75' buffer

Include maps in SMP Tentatively
Complete to the
Satisfaction of
the TWC (August
2005??)

Existing Studies USFWS,
Newberry County

Information
Needs/Study
Requests

Tentatively
Complete to the
Satisfaction of
the TWC

Federal and State
Regulations
Technical Committee

Lake Watch Information
Needs/Study
Requests

A technical committee should be
formed to determine and review
all Federal and State regulations
that relate to or have impact on
the management of the
reservoir, the lower Saluda and
lands within the project
boundaries. The committee
should also meet with FERC and
discuss and clarify all FERC
regulations/ requirements.

April 20, 2006 -
Allan Creamer
(FERC Rep for the
Saluda Project)
attended a
question and
answer session at
the Quarterly
Public Meeting to
answer the groups
relicensing
questions

Continue to review
regulations as issues
are
identified/addressed

Tentatively
Complete to the
Satisfaction of
the TWC

Updated Shoreline
Classification

USFWS, DNR,
Newberry County

Shoreline
Classification

Updated classification that
describes the existing use of the
property, acreage and mileage of
shoreline for Lake Murray and
Lower Saluda River. Including
information on how many acres,
within the PBL are associated
with environmental, forest and
game and vegetated land
classifications, as well as
wetlands

March 28, 2006 -
Tommy presented
this information to
the TWC. Maps
are also currently
being updated to
include all
information

Include in SMP Tentatively
Complete to the
Satisfaction of
the TWC

LUSMP Technical
Committee

Lake Watch Shoreline Permitting
sub-committee
(General Shoreline
Management)

The technical committee would
review the existing LUSMP and
make changes after discussion
with the larger group. One
outcome would be to put
together in one document the
entire LUSMP

Tentatively
Complete to the
Satisfaction of
the TWC - This is
being
accomplished
through the Lake
and Land
Management
Technical Working
Committee
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Buffer Zone
Restoration Technical
Committee

Lake Watch Buffer Zone
Restoration and
Management

A technical committee should be
formed to assess all buffer zones
on the lake for compliance with
current and past guidelines and
restriction. Cause of excessive
clearing should be determined,
restoration plan should be re-
evaluated and updated if
necessary

March 16, 2006 -
TWC discussed the
Buffer Zone
Management Plan
and agreed on a
monitoring and
compliance section
that would include
the submittal of a
revegetation plan
by the land owner
and that the
landowner provide
photo
documentation of
replanted area for
a period of 5 years

TWC discussed these
issues and arrived at
consensus regarding
the Monitoring and
Compliance section of
the Plan. It would
include items such as
the submittal of a
revegetation plan by
the land owner and
that the landowner
must provide photo
documentation of
replanted area for a
period of 5 years

Tentatively
Complete to the
Satisfaction of
the TWC

Communications/
Procedural Technical
Committee

Lake Watch Other A technical committee should be
formed to study how SCE&G
and stakeholders can better
communicate and work together
to achieve the goals and
objectives implemented in the
new license plan

November 1, 2005
- Group discussed
this issue and it
was concluded that
if increased
communication
between group was
needed then joint
group meetings
would be held

Steve Bell to develop
recommendations

Excavation Policy Newberry County,
USFWS

Shoreline Permitting
sub-committee
(Excavation)

review the current excavation
policy

June 15, 2006 -
TWC reviewed and
made group
consensus
changes to
Excavation Policy.
SCE&G to
incorporate
changes

1st Draft
Complete to the
Satisfaction of
the TWC
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Erosion and
Sedimentation
Control Plan

DNR Erosion and
Sedimentation

Parts of the plan (SMP) that
have not been resolved include:
an erosion and sedimentation
control plan

May 8, 2006 -
TWC reviewed
DNR drafted
shoreline
stabilization plan
that details the
criteria for
shoreline
stabilization
permits and
consequences for
violators. May 26,
2006 - TWC
continued to review
strawman shoreline
stabilization criteria
developed by
SCDNR.
Incorporated group
consensus
changes

1st Draft
Complete to the
Satisfaction of
the TWC

FERC Lake Murray
Shoreline
Management Plan
Update

Newberry County Shoreline Permitting
sub-committee
(General Shoreline
Management)

General Outline to be developed
by SCE&G

April 26, 2005 -
RCG reviewed and
made changes to
the new SMP
general outline.
Group consensus
changes to be
incorporated

1st Draft
Complete to the
Satisfaction of
the TWC

Limited Brushing
Criteria

DNR Shoreline Permitting It was requested that a limited
brushing permit be implemented
to cut back growth of invasive
plants and to educate the
landowner.

April 25, 2006 -
TWC agreed on
limited brushing
guidelines and
created a
document that
details, among
other items,
species that can
and cannot be
cleared.

1st Draft
Complete to the
Satisfaction of
the TWC

Woody Debris and
Stump Management
Plan

DNR ESA Identification
and Management

Parts of the SMP that have not
been resolved include a woody
debris and stump management
plan

March 28, 2006 -
The TWC agreed
to make the Woody
Debris
Management Plan
a component of the
SMP. TWC
reviewed plan and
comments were
incorporated

1st Draft
Complete to the
Satisfaction of
the TWC
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Completion of a
Buffer Zone
Management Plan

USFWS, DNR,
Newberry County

Buffer Zone
Restoration and
Management

Complete a Buffer Zone and
Management Plan that includes
Restoration Measures for buffer
zone areas that have been
improperly cleared by
landowners. Newberry county
requests that the buffer zone
property be mapped and posted
with the applicable restrictions in
order to be made available
through local government offices

March 16, 2006 -
TWC progressed
through Buffer
Zone and Riparian
Management Plan
and incorporated
changes based on
group consensus.
SCE&G to
incorporate
changes into
document

1st Draft
Complete to the
Satisfaction of
the TWC

Restriction
Guidelines in Buffer
Surrounding ESA's

DNR ESA Identification
and Management

Parts of the SMP that have not
been resolved include guidelines
for restrictions within the 50'
buffer surrounding the ESA's

March 28, 2006 -
TWC discussed the
implementation of
a 15ft buffer
around continuous
ESA's.

SCE&G to consider
implementation of 15ft
buffer on either side
adjacent to continuous
ESA on easement and
future development
property. DNR noted
that this would be
acceptable

Proposal under
consideration by
SCE&G

Map Showing ESA's
for Easement
Properties

DNR ESA Identification
and Management

Parts of the SMP that have not
been resolved include a map
showing ESA's in front of all
easement properties

March 28, 2006 -
SCE&G is in the
process of
developing
updated map
including these
items

SCE&G developing
map
Combined with Item 1
SCE&G still needs to
place all ESA locations
in one viewing tool
TWC ground-truth
verification of ESA
Map

Completed

ESA Management
Policy

DNR, USFWS,
Newberry County

ESA Identification
and Management

Development and incorporation
of specific management
restrictions into the SMP to
control encroachments into
ESA's, conservation areas, and
other areas

March 28, 2006 -
TWC discussed the
permitting of docks
in ESA's on
easement property
and the
establishment of a
buffer around
continuous ESA's.

SCE&G tasked with
developing general
criteria regarding the
permitting of docks on
ESAs on easement
property

Ongoing
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Reservoir Level
Study

CCL/American
Rivers, City of
Columbia PRT,
LSSRAC, LMA

Lake level fluctuation as it
pertains to aquatic habitat,
downstream flows, and
recreation. More specifically the
effects of drawdown on
recreational boating, the ability to
release downstream flows using
a hydrologic/operations a model
including effects of inundation
patterns on the Congaree. A
look at the effects of yearly lake
level fluctuations on the Saluda
and Congaree as well as the
Congaree National Park. Also,
to evaluate potential seasonal
target elevations for Lake Murray
that attempt to balance all
related interest, including
lakeside homeowners, municipal
water users, environmental
interests, power production
capabilities, and downstream
river users

Ongoing:
Operations TWC is
in the process of
developing a
Hydraulic
Operations Model
that will answer
many of these
questions.

Posting of Drawdown
Dates/
Periodic Drawdowns

Newberry County Newberry County requests the
posting of draw-down dates due
to safety concerns for lake users.

Ron Ahle will prepare
a presentation on the
WQ and F&W benefits
of periodic
drawdowns.

Ongoing: SCE&G
in the process of
developing Web-
based information
system that
includes
information on
planned releases

Review of TVA and
USACE Shoreline
Management Policies

Lake Watch Shoreline Permitting It is recommended that studies
on Shoreline Development
Impacts on TVA Rivers and
Lakes and US Army Corps
studies associated with shoreline
management updates be used
as part of the information
available to address issues in
this committee

May 8, 2006 -
TWC reviewed
TVA and Corps
guidelines for bank
stabilization while
discussing what
guidelines on Lake
Murray should
entail.

Ongoing
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Total Build-Out Study SCPRT,
Newberry County,
USFWS, LMHC

Land
Reclassification

A "build-out" scenario should be
used to identify areas to avoid or
target for new recreational
access and identify areas in
SMP that need to be amended

July 12, 2006 -
TWC discussed
this item, SCE&G
to estimate the
maximum number
of docks possible
on the lake at the
request of Lake
Watch July 19,
2006 - Recreation
Management TWC
in process of
developing Boat
Density Study Plan
which will provide
information on
what areas of the
lake are most used
and where areas
for improvement
would be

SCE&G to provide
number for maximum
number of docks
possible. Rec
Management TWC to
finalize and provide
data from Boat Density
Study

Ongoing: AWS
been working
with Bill Mathias
and AWS to
develop a
study/work plan

Residential,
Commercial, and
Common Docks

USFWS,
Newberry County,
Lake Watch

Shoreline Permitting
sub-committee
(Residential,
Commercial, Public,
Private, and Multi-
Slip Dock Permitting)

It was requested that the group
review the Residential,
Commercial, Public, Private and
Muilt-Slip dock policies

June 15, 2006 -
Group reviewed
and made changes
to General
requirements for
Private Docks and
Common Docks.
Lake Watch noted
that they needed
until the July 12,
2006 meeting to
review the General
Requirements
document. July
12, 2006 Lake
Watch noted that in
order to agree with
criteria on Private
and Common
docks they would
need information
on the maximum
number of docks
possible on Lake
Murray. SCE&G to
calculate number

SCE&G to calculate
maximum possible
number of docks on
Lake Murray

TBD: Meeting on
August 24
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Rebalancing of
Shoreline
Classifications

DNR, SCPRT Land
Reclassification

Rebalancing of shoreline
classifications in order to provide
sufficient recreation and nature-
based tourism opportunities for
the growing regional population
throughout the license period.
Acreage should be added to all
small recreation sites to allow for
future expansion as recreational
needs change and to provide
options for shore based
recreation.

TBD

Future Fringeland
Sale Policy

USFWS,
Newberry County

Land
Reclassification sub-
committee (Lake
Murray Land Sales)

Review the current policies on
the sale of fringeland

TBD

Two-Bird Cove
Hurricane Hole Cove

Landowners Land
Reclassification

Would like the de-designation of
Two Bird Cove as a special
recreation area

Explore alternatives to
recreation in the Two
Bird Cove area and
remove "Special
Recreation"
designation.

TBD

Activities in the
Fringeland

TBD

Obtain dock without
purchase of
fringeland

TBD
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INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 
 
Alan Stuart opened the meeting and welcomed the group.  It was noted that the first item of the 
agenda was for Alison Guth to give a presentation on public outreach for shoreline management 
plans at hydropower projects.  After the presentation the floor was opened for group discussion on 
this topic.   
 
The group discussed a variety of public outreach options that included newsletters at kiosks, notices 
on bill stuffers, and quarterly newsletters.  Tommy Boozer noted that the website could be used as 
an information portal and have links with the Department of Natural Resources (DNR), Lake 
Murray Association (LMA), and Lake Murray Power Squadron (LMPS) websites.   There was also 
discussion on publishing a quarterly or annual newsletter similar to the example from Alabama 
Power Company given in Alison’s presentation.  Ron Ahle noted that he believed that the 
newsletter would allow for the development of incentive and recognition programs for shoreline 
improvement.  The group generally liked the idea of a recognition program for shoreline 
improvements.  Tommy noted that it may also be beneficial if Steve Bell wrote about some of the 
shoreline management issues in his articles in the Lake Murray News.   
 
Don Tyler asked how a property owner would obtain a copy of the SMP if they did not apply for a 
dock permit.  Tommy replied that they are currently working on ways to tie it into title transfers.   
 
The group continued to discuss public outreach options.  It was noted that one important item to 
have in a newsletter would be a section including standard information on lake management 
contacts and regulations.  There was the suggestion of having the newsletter as a pdf that would be 
available on the website.  The group noted pro’s and con’s of having a solely electronic newsletter.  
It was noted that although the electronic version may be the way things are progressing, many 
people would not think to look it up.  Overall, the group noted that if a newsletter was chosen as a 
form of public outreach it would need to be diverse and cover many issues on Lake Murray, not 
solely lake and land management issues.  The group decided that a homework item would be for the 
group members to make recommendations for what they would like to see in regards to public 
outreach to the TWC.   
 
Alan noted that he would work with Tommy to contact individuals at Alabama Power and Georgia 
Power to see how their public outreach programs are being accepted.  The group also noted public 
outreach would be addressed in the license in a brief manner, and the nuts and bolts of the public 
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outreach program would not be included as a part of the license.  This would allow for modification 
of a public outreach program without having to change the license.     
 
The next item for discussion was the issues matrix.  As the group interactively reviewed the issues 
matrix for Lake and Land, they made comments and asked question on the issues.  Alan noted that 
the goal of the issues matrix is to make sure that everyone’s issue has been addressed or is being 
addressed.   
 
Joy Downs asked if the RCG would see the newly drafted SMP section by section or as a whole.  
Alan noted that he would leave that up to the group to decide.  After some discussion the group 
decided that the RCG would see the SMP as a whole, although they could track each issue through 
the issues matrix and through the notes.   
 
While the group continued to discuss the matrix, Steve Bell noted that he believed the TWC would 
need to go out on the Lake to review the ESAs.  The TWC members generally agreed that a field 
trip to review the ESAs may be beneficial.  Although, David Hancock added that USFWS and DNR 
had already been out with the consultant to map the ESAs.  Tommy also noted that they were in the 
process of putting together a map that included the ESAs and where they were within each land 
classification.   
 
There was some discussion on whether or not there should be a periodic drawdown for vegetation 
control.  The group briefly discussed the positives and negatives of a drawdown and Ron Ahle 
noted he would put together some information on the biological benefits of a periodic drawdown 
that will be discussed in more detail in the TWC.   
 
The group continued to review the issues matrix and the group discussed the issues regarding Two-
Bird cove.  SCE&G explained that they had had no choice but to act on the FERC order to 
designate Two-Bird Cove as a special recreation area.  Bill Argentieri explained that they first 
received this order in October of 2004, which SCE&G appealed stating that they recommended 
against it.  However, in December of 2004 the FERC rejected their appeal and required SCE&G to 
designate the areas.  Several of the group members who live in Two-Bird Cove expressed their 
concern.  Phil Hamby expressed his concern that there may be public facilities placed in the cove on 
SCE&G owned property.  Tommy noted that SCE&G had no plans of doing that and the FERC 
order required no facilities be placed there.  He also noted that a good deal of the property in the 
cove is classified as ESA.  Ron noted that when they reviewed the FERC order it was originally 
concerning sailboats, which he was not as apprehensive about because they would not be able to go 
far back in the shallow cove.  Ron noted that he was concerned that it included all boats because the 
area is a significant in regards to habitat.  For clarification purposes, Alan asked SCE&G what they 
were planning on doing as part of the designation.  Tommy noted that they had no plans or 
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intentions of doing anything as part of the designation.  Tommy further noted that the only thing 
they may have to do is identify the areas on Exhibit R maps.  Ron suggested that the TWC come up 
with a few alternative coves to present to the FERC that the sailboat groups would agree to.  Regis 
Parsons noted that he thought the landowners would be happy with that alternative if it was also 
coupled with the de-designation of Two-Bird Cove.   
 
Alan noted that there would be continued dialogue on this topic in future discussions on Fringelands 
and Land Classifications.  Amanda Hill and Ron both noted that they would like to revisit this topic 
because they were not anticipating the level of high intensity use of this cove by all boats, not just 
sailboats.     
 
The group concluded the meeting and noted that the next RCG meeting was tentatively scheduled 
for November 14th, 2006. 
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Issue/Request Requested by: TWC Assignment/ 
Category 

Assignment* 

Description Status/Date 
Discussed 

Current Action Items Resolutions 

Map of Intermittent 
and Perennial 
Streams 

DNR Buffer Zone 
Restoration and 
Management 

Parts of the SMP that have not 
been resolved include a map 
identifying intermittent and 
perennial streams and their 
associated 75' buffer 

  Include maps in SMP Tentatively 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC (August 
2005??) 

Existing Studies USFWS, 
Newberry County 

Information 
Needs/Study 
Requests 

 

    Tentatively 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 

Federal and State 
Regulations 
Technical Committee 

Lake Watch Information 
Needs/Study 
Requests 

A technical committee should be 
formed to determine and review 
all Federal and State regulations 
that relate to or have impact on 
the management of the 
reservoir, the lower Saluda and 
lands within the project 
boundaries.  The committee 
should also meet with FERC and 
discuss and clarify all FERC 
regulations/ requirements. 

April 20, 2006 - 
Allan Creamer 
(FERC Rep for the 
Saluda Project) 
attended a 
question and 
answer session at 
the Quarterly 
Public Meeting to 
answer the groups 
relicensing 
questions 

Continue to review 
regulations as issues 
are 
identified/addressed 

Tentatively 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 

Updated Shoreline 
Classification  

USFWS, DNR, 
Newberry County 

Shoreline 
Classification 

Updated classification that 
describes the existing use of the 
property, acreage and mileage of 
shoreline for Lake Murray and 
Lower Saluda River. Including 
information on how many acres, 
within the PBL are associated 
with environmental, forest and 
game and vegetated land 
classifications, as well as 
wetlands 

March 28, 2006 - 
Tommy presented 
this information to 
the TWC.  Maps 
are also currently 
being updated to 
include all 
information 

Include in SMP Tentatively 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 

LUSMP Technical 
Committee 

Lake Watch Shoreline Permitting 
sub-committee 
(General Shoreline 
Management) 

The technical committee would 
review the existing LUSMP and 
make changes after discussion 
with the larger group.  One 
outcome would be to put 
together in one document the 
entire LUSMP 

    Tentatively 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC - This is 
being 
accomplished 
through the Lake 
and Land 
Management 
Technical Working 
Committee 
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Buffer Zone 
Restoration Technical 
Committee 

Lake Watch Buffer Zone 
Restoration and 
Management 

A technical committee should be 
formed to assess all buffer zones 
on the lake for compliance with 
current and past guidelines and 
restriction.  Cause of excessive 
clearing should be determined, 
restoration plan should be re-
evaluated and updated if 
necessary 

March 16, 2006 - 
TWC discussed the 
Buffer Zone 
Management Plan 
and agreed on a 
monitoring and 
compliance section 
that would include 
the submittal of a 
revegetation plan 
by the land owner 
and that the 
landowner provide 
photo 
documentation of 
replanted area for 
a period of 5 years 

TWC discussed these 
issues and arrived at 
consensus regarding 
the Monitoring and 
Compliance section of 
the Plan.  It would 
include items such as 
the submittal of a 
revegetation plan by 
the land owner and 
that the landowner 
must provide photo 
documentation of 
replanted area for a 
period of 5 years 

Tentatively 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 

Communications/ 
Procedural Technical 
Committee 

Lake Watch Other A technical committee should be 
formed to study how SCE&G 
and stakeholders can better 
communicate and work together 
to achieve the goals and 
objectives implemented in the 
new license plan 

November 1, 2005 
- Group discussed 
this issue and it 
was concluded that 
if increased 
communication 
between group was 
needed then joint 
group meetings 
would be held  

Steve Bell to develop 
recommendations 

  

Excavation Policy Newberry County, 
USFWS 

Shoreline Permitting 
sub-committee 
(Excavation) 

review the current excavation 
policy 

June 15, 2006 - 
TWC reviewed and 
made group 
consensus 
changes to 
Excavation Policy.  
SCE&G to 
incorporate 
changes 

  1st Draft 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 
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Erosion and 
Sedimentation 
Control Plan 

DNR Erosion and 
Sedimentation 

Parts of the plan (SMP) that 
have not been resolved include: 
an erosion and sedimentation 
control plan 

May 8, 2006 - 
TWC reviewed 
DNR drafted  
shoreline 
stabilization plan 
that details the 
criteria for 
shoreline 
stabilization 
permits and 
consequences for 
violators.  May 26, 
2006 - TWC 
continued to review 
strawman shoreline 
stabilization criteria 
developed by 
SCDNR.  
Incorporated group 
consensus 
changes 

  1st Draft 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 

FERC Lake Murray 
Shoreline 
Management Plan 
Update  

Newberry County Shoreline Permitting 
sub-committee 
(General Shoreline 
Management) 

General Outline to be developed 
by SCE&G 

April 26, 2005 - 
RCG reviewed and 
made changes to 
the new SMP 
general outline.  
Group consensus 
changes to be 
incorporated 

  1st Draft 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 

Limited Brushing 
Criteria 

DNR Shoreline Permitting It was requested that a limited 
brushing permit be implemented 
to cut back growth of invasive 
plants and to educate the 
landowner. 

April 25, 2006 - 
TWC agreed on 
limited brushing 
guidelines and 
created a 
document that 
details, among 
other items, 
species that can 
and cannot be 
cleared. 

  1st Draft 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 

Woody Debris and 
Stump Management 
Plan 

DNR ESA Identification 
and Management 

Parts of the SMP that have not 
been resolved include a woody 
debris and stump management 
plan 

March 28, 2006 - 
The TWC agreed 
to make the Woody 
Debris 
Management Plan 
a component of the 
SMP. TWC 
reviewed plan and 
comments were 
incorporated 

  1st Draft 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 



 

 
 

Page 8 of 11 

Completion of a 
Buffer Zone 
Management Plan 

USFWS, DNR, 
Newberry County 

Buffer Zone 
Restoration and 
Management 

Complete a Buffer Zone and 
Management Plan that includes 
Restoration Measures for buffer 
zone areas that have been 
improperly cleared by 
landowners.  Newberry county 
requests that the buffer zone 
property be mapped and posted 
with the applicable restrictions in 
order to be made available 
through local government offices 

March 16, 2006 - 
TWC progressed 
through Buffer 
Zone and Riparian 
Management Plan 
and incorporated 
changes based on 
group consensus.  
SCE&G to 
incorporate 
changes into 
document 

  1st Draft 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 

Restriction 
Guidelines in Buffer 
Surrounding ESA's 

DNR ESA Identification 
and Management 

Parts of the SMP that have not 
been resolved include guidelines 
for restrictions within the 50' 
buffer surrounding the ESA's 

March 28, 2006 - 
TWC discussed the 
implementation of 
a 15ft buffer 
around continuous 
ESA's.  

SCE&G to consider 
implementation of 15ft 
buffer on either side 
adjacent to continuous 
ESA on easement and 
future development 
property.  DNR noted 
that this would be 
acceptable 

Proposal under 
consideration by 
SCE&G 

Map Showing ESA's 
for Easement 
Properties 

DNR ESA Identification 
and Management 

Parts of the SMP that have not 
been resolved include a map 
showing ESA's in front of all 
easement properties 

March 28, 2006 - 
SCE&G is in the 
process of 
developing 
updated map 
including these 
items 

SCE&G developing 
map 
Combined with Item 1 
SCE&G still needs to 
place all ESA locations 
in one viewing tool 
TWC ground-truth 
verification of ESA 
Map 

Completed 

ESA Management 
Policy 

DNR, USFWS, 
Newberry County 

ESA Identification 
and Management 

Development and incorporation 
of specific management 
restrictions into the SMP to 
control encroachments into 
ESA's, conservation areas, and 
other areas  

March 28, 2006 - 
TWC discussed the 
permitting of docks 
in ESA's on 
easement property 
and the 
establishment of a 
buffer around 
continuous ESA's. 

SCE&G tasked with 
developing general 
criteria regarding the 
permitting of docks on 
ESAs on easement 
property  

Ongoing 
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Reservoir Level 
Study 

CCL/American 
Rivers, City of 
Columbia PRT, 
LSSRAC, LMA 

  Lake level fluctuation as it 
pertains to aquatic habitat, 
downstream flows, and 
recreation.  More specifically the 
effects of drawdown on 
recreational boating, the ability to 
release downstream flows using 
a hydrologic/operations a model 
including effects of inundation 
patterns on the Congaree.  A 
look at the effects of yearly lake 
level fluctuations on the Saluda 
and Congaree as well as the 
Congaree National Park.  Also, 
to evaluate potential seasonal 
target elevations for Lake Murray 
that attempt to balance all 
related interest, including 
lakeside homeowners, municipal 
water users, environmental 
interests, power production 
capabilities, and downstream 
river users 

    Ongoing: 
Operations TWC is 
in the process of 
developing a 
Hydraulic 
Operations Model 
that will answer 
many of these 
questions.   

Posting of Drawdown 
Dates/ 
Periodic Drawdowns 

Newberry County   Newberry County requests the 
posting of draw-down dates due 
to safety concerns for lake users. 

  Ron Ahle will prepare 
a presentation on the 
WQ and F&W benefits 
of periodic 
drawdowns. 

Ongoing: SCE&G 
in the process of 
developing Web-
based information 
system that 
includes 
information on 
planned releases 

Review of TVA and 
USACE Shoreline 
Management Policies 

Lake Watch Shoreline Permitting It is recommended that studies 
on Shoreline Development 
Impacts on TVA Rivers and 
Lakes and US Army Corps 
studies associated with shoreline 
management updates be used 
as part of the information 
available to address issues in 
this committee  

May 8, 2006 - 
TWC reviewed 
TVA and Corps 
guidelines for bank 
stabilization while 
discussing what 
guidelines on Lake 
Murray should 
entail. 

  Ongoing  
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Total Build-Out Study SCPRT, 
Newberry County, 
USFWS, LMHC 

Land 
Reclassification  

A "build-out" scenario should be 
used to identify areas to avoid or 
target for new recreational 
access and identify areas in 
SMP that need to be amended 

July 12, 2006 - 
TWC discussed 
this item, SCE&G 
to estimate the 
maximum number 
of docks possible 
on the lake at the 
request of Lake 
Watch   July 19, 
2006 - Recreation 
Management TWC 
in process of 
developing Boat 
Density Study Plan 
which will provide 
information on 
what areas of the 
lake are most used 
and where areas 
for improvement 
would be 

SCE&G to provide 
number for maximum 
number of docks 
possible.  Rec 
Management TWC to 
finalize and provide 
data from Boat Density 
Study     

Ongoing: AWS 
been working 
with Bill Mathias 
and AWS to 
develop a 
study/work plan 

Residential, 
Commercial, and 
Common Docks 

USFWS, 
Newberry County, 
Lake Watch 

Shoreline Permitting 
sub-committee 
(Residential, 
Commercial, Public, 
Private, and Multi-
Slip Dock Permitting) 

It was requested that the group 
review the Residential, 
Commercial, Public, Private and 
Muilt-Slip dock policies 

June 15, 2006 - 
Group reviewed 
and made changes 
to General 
requirements for 
Private Docks and 
Common Docks.  
Lake Watch noted 
that they needed 
until the July 12, 
2006 meeting to 
review the General 
Requirements 
document.  July 
12, 2006 Lake 
Watch noted that in 
order to agree with 
criteria on Private 
and Common 
docks they would 
need information 
on the maximum 
number of docks 
possible on Lake 
Murray.  SCE&G to 
calculate number 

SCE&G to calculate 
maximum possible 
number of docks on 
Lake Murray  

TBD: Meeting on 
August 24 
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Rebalancing of 
Shoreline 
Classifications 

DNR, SCPRT Land 
Reclassification 

Rebalancing of shoreline 
classifications in order to provide 
sufficient recreation and nature-
based tourism opportunities for 
the growing regional population 
throughout the license period.  
Acreage should be added to all 
small recreation sites to allow for 
future expansion as recreational 
needs change and to provide 
options for shore based 
recreation. 

    TBD 

Future Fringeland 
Sale Policy 

USFWS, 
Newberry County 

Land 
Reclassification sub-
committee (Lake 
Murray Land Sales) 

Review the current policies on 
the sale of fringeland 

    TBD 

Two-Bird Cove 
Hurricane Hole Cove 

Landowners Land 
Reclassification 

Would like the de-designation of 
Two Bird Cove as a special 
recreation area 

  Explore alternatives to 
recreation in the Two 
Bird Cove area and 
remove "Special 
Recreation" 
designation. 

TBD 

Activities in the 
Fringeland 

          TBD 

Obtain dock without 
purchase of 
fringeland 

          TBD 
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G    
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates  Randy Mahan, SCANA Services, Inc. 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G   Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
David Hancock, SCE&G   Rhett Bickley, Lexington County 
Joy Downs, LMA    Roy Parker, LMA 
Steve Bell, Lake Watch   John Frick, landowner 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT     
 
 
 
HOMEWORK: 
 

• Tommy/David to develop recommendations for increasing the size /slips of common access 
areas accommodating larger shoreline properties 

 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  September 5, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
 
MEETING NOTES: 
 
These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 
 
Alan opened the meeting and noted that the first item on the agenda would be for Tommy to give a 
presentation on SCE&G’s existing multi-use dock policy. 
 
While discussing the presentation with the group, Tommy explained that the definition of a multi-
use dock was a dock that would accommodate four or more watercraft simultaneously.  Tommy 
added that under the residential dock policy they could accommodate at most four people at a 
common dock.  However, Tommy reminded the group that they had recommended to change that 
number to two people at most per common dock.  Tommy also noted that the terms multi-use and 
multi-slip could be used interchangeably.   
 
During the presentation Tommy also discussed the general requirements of multi-use marinas.  
Tommy explained that when a marina greater than 10 slips went into an area, no other marinas were 
allowed within a half-mile radius of the facility, except on a peninsula which there is a required 3 
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mile shoreline distance between marinas.  Ron Ahle asked why they chose the 3 mile distance on a 
peninsula rather than the ½ mile radius.  Randy Mahan replied that a 3 mile distance would be far 
enough that keep boat traffic at a distance where the marinas would not be impacting one another.   
 
Tommy went on to discuss common access areas.  He noted that if there is a common access area in 
a community then they will not permit individual boat ramps in that community.  After the 
presentation the group looked at the Lake Murray Multi-slip Radius Map.  While the group looked 
over the map, David Hancock noted that many of the facilities on the map were in place before the 
criteria came out.  Ron noted that when criteria is developed he believed that there needed to be 
something in the criteria that allows for an objection by the agencies if there is significant spawning 
habitat.  There was some discussion on private marinas vs. public marinas.  The group noted the 
need for public multi-slip facilities and questioned if there was a need to make special concessions 
for those facilities.  The group discussed how this could be incorporated while still developing fair 
criteria.  Ron Ahle suggested having a less restrictive rule that the public facility only has to be a ¼ 
mile from another facility rather than ½ mile.   
 
John Frick noted that if a developer buys 3000 ft of shoreline that it may have less of an 
environmental impact for him to put in a multi-slip dock rather than individual docks.  Tommy 
noted that he and David had discussed that issue and noted they have also considered asking the 
developer to put in a buffer in order to receive a certain amount of extra slips.   
 
The group discussed whether or not there was a need for more recreation facilities on the Lake.  
Alan noted that they will be able to better understand this question with the data from the recreation 
studies.  Randy noted that the group needed to make sure that they documented the rationale behind 
the decisions they made because many of the decisions would be affecting the expectations that 
people would have for their property.  He also noted that they would be presenting the changes to 
the public.   
 
As a homework item review from the last meeting the group discussed the statistical analysis of the 
total number of docks that could exist on Lake Murray for each 100’ of shoreline.  Group noted that 
this would be good information to keep on file while making considerations.  The group then looked 
at the newly updated ESA data.  Ron noted that he would be interested in knowing how many 
deeper fringeland tracts are around the lake.  He noted that this would be important to know during 
discussions on rebalancing.  David noted that in order to do that there would need to be survey work 
done because there is inconsistencies with the GIS information.  He noted that the PBL is correct on 
the ground and the plats but it is not consistent with the GIS.  Tommy noted that they would look 
into this issue further.   
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The group noted that the first set of criteria they would discuss was the criteria on common access 
areas.  The group briefly discussed what the definition of a narrow cove should be.  Ron noted that 
at another project they had termed a narrow cove anything “that was behind a constriction point of 
300 ft or less”.  There was discussion on whether or not to permit common access in coves with 
narrow openings.  There was some agreement among individuals that this may not be an issue 
because there were not many areas like this around the Lake that needed to be dealt with.   
 
The group continued to review through the criteria (criteria with group accepted changes attached 
below).  As the group went through each one of the items they spent some time discussing how 
much shoreline should be required in a development for the common access area.  The group also 
discussed how many feet of shoreline should be required for developments greater than 75 units, and 
if they were to include the lake front lots in that number.  The group decided that the lake front lots 
would be included.  The group also concluded that they would like to implement a minimum of 100 
feet of shoreline with common areas serving more than 75 property/residential units having an 
additional 1.5 feet of linear shoreline per each property/residential unit served.  The group noted that 
this would be good to have in place if there was a condominium or apartment complex built.   
 
The group also noted that common access areas serving 10 or fewer property/residential units will 
meet the established existing guidelines for private docks, generally permitting up to 750 square feet 
in size and 75 feet in length. Common access areas serving more than 10 property/residential units 
may be eligible for a slip dock.  This would allow a place where people could park their boat for short 
periods of time 
 
When the group had finished discussing the criteria, they noted that the next TWC meeting would be 
scheduled for September 5th at 9:30 and they will be discussing commercial marinas.    
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY 
LAKE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT  

 
COMMON ACCESS AREA GUIDELINES 
BOAT RAMPS AND COURTESY DOCKS 

 
 1.   Initial consultation and site inspection by SCE&G Lake 

Management   representative.  
 

 2.   County Zoning Requirements:  SCE&G requires a letter from the 
County Zoning Administration stating that the proposed site location 
meets existing County regulations to construct a Boat Ramp or Courtesy 
Dock.  

3.   No common access area, dock or ramp will be permitted to be located in a cove 
less than 200’ wide measured from the 360’ to 360’ contour across the cove.  3. 
  Existing slope and water depth must  accommodate ramp 
and dock at a minimum lake level elevation of 352’. Ramps will be 
constructed of reinforced concrete and may not exceed12 feet wide.   
 

 4.   No destruction or removal of critical shoreline vegetation growing 
below the 360' contour will be permitted for the installation of a boat 
ramp or dock.  Critical vegetation includes but is not limited to species 
such as button bush, willows and significant hardwood species.  
 

 5.   From the end of the proposed courtesy dock, there must be a 
minimum of 150' across the cove to the 360' contour on the opposite 
shore  Clearance between structures on opposing banks must be a 
minimum of 75 feet.  
 

 6.   Common areas must be located within the confines of the 
proposed development with a minimum of 100' to the nearest adjoining 
property , or a buildable lot designated on both sides of the common 
area with a minimum linear shoreline footage of 100 feet.  
 

 7.  ` All common areas must have a minimum of 100' of linear 
shoreline.  Common areas serving more than 75 property/residential 
units must have an additional 1.5 feet of linear shoreline per each 
property/residential unit served.  
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Deleted: No common area dock or 
ramp will be permitted to be 
located at the end of a narrow cove 
area.
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Common Access Area Guidelines 
Boat Ramps and Courtesy Docks 
Page 2 
 
 
 

10.  Common access areas serving 10 or fewer property/residential 
units will meet the established existing guidelines for private docks, 
generally permitting up to 750 square feet in size and 75 feet in length. 
Common access areas serving more than 10 property/residentials units 
may be eligible for a slip dock.  waterway.  
 

11.  All common access docks are approved for short term day use 
only.  
 

 

Deleted: Common areas must 
provide adequate roads and 
parking area to accommodate the 
use of the facility by the 
Homeowners Association.

Deleted:         Ramps will be 
constructed of reinforced concrete 
and generally up to            12 feet 
wide.  Required length to be 
functional. 

Deleted: Docks will follow the

Deleted:  

Comment: Tommy/David to develop 
recommendations for increasing the size 
/slips of common access areas 
accomodating larger shoreline properties. 

Deleted:  or not to extend one 
third the distance across the 
affected

Deleted: No slips or overnight 
docking of boats will be allowed at 
the Courtesy Dock. 



From: Alison Guth 
Sent: Tuesday, August 08, 2006 1:51 PM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; David 

Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony 
Bebber 

Cc: 'jsfrick@mindspring.com'; Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill 
Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; 
Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George Duke; Gerrit 
Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); 
Jennifer O'Rourke; John Oswald ; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner 
(turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda 
Lester ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer 
(msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; 
Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Regis Parsons 
(rparsons12@alltel.net); Richard Kidder; Robert Keener 
(SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa 
Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tom Brooks 

Subject: 7/12/06 final meeting notes 
Hello all, 
 
Attached are the final meeting notes from the July 12th Lake and Land Management TWC 
Meeting.  Thanks for all of your comments.  Alison 
 

2006-7-12 final 
Meeting Minute...

 
 
 
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Dick Christie, SCDNR 
Steve Bell, LW 
 

 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Rhett Bickley – Lexington County 
Van Hoffman – SCE&G 
Randy Mahan – SCANA Services 
Tom Eppink – SCANA Services 
John Frick, Landowner 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT 
Roy Parker, LMA 

 
 

DATE:  July 12, 2006 
 
 
HOMEWORK ITEMS: 
 

• SCE&G to work on list of activities that are not allowed 
• SCE&G to estimate the maximum number of docks possible on the lake at the request of 

Lake Watch. 
• Dick Christie to develop section on Aquatic Plants for SMP booklet and email to SCE&G 
• Group to consider incentives to landowners for multi-slip docks and habitat improvements 

for boat ramps. 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  August 24, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
Alan opened the meeting and noted that the group would begin by reviewing the Shoreline 
Management Program Booklet.  Although this was not the first item on the agenda it was noted that 
discussion on the first item would require the presence of another individual that had not yet shown 
up.   
 
The group began to discuss the booklet item by item.  The group noted that the goal was to make 
the booklet deal solely with permitting.  As the group discussed the items in the booklet, changes 
were made directly to the document projected on the screen (document attached).  During 
discussions on the section in the booklet pertaining to undeveloped areas, it was noted that that 
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particular section would need to be addressed in more detail during TWC discussion on land 
reclassification.    
 
It was noted that discussion on fisheries management would not be included in the smaller booklet, 
but in the more detailed SMP.  In place of extended discussion on this topic in the booklet, the 
group noted that DNR’s website would be listed as a reference for information on fisheries 
management.  The group also noted that the phone number for Marine Enforcement should be 
included under the section entitled Boating Safety.  There was continued discussion on the purpose 
and function of the booklet and it was noted that another separate booklet would be put together for 
Recreation, while this booklet strictly contained the dos and don’ts in the Shoreline Management 
Program.   
 
The group briefly discussed the Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA)s.  John Frick asked if the 
ESA classifications would shift over time due to die-offs.  Ron Ahle replied that although the button 
bushes may die from time to time in an area, the habitat that is suitable for growth will remain, and 
they will come back over time.  Ron also noted that periodic updates to ESA’s may be beneficial to 
protect areas that were not originally identified.   
 
Dick Christie made a few suggestions to the SMP booklet for the group to consider.  He noted that 
it may be beneficial to list Shoreline Classifications at the beginning of the booklet.  He explained 
that this section could include discussion on what activities are allowed in areas such as Forest and 
Game Management, what acreage is included in those lands, etc.  Tommy Boozer also added that 
discussion on what activities can be performed in the Buffer Zone should be included as well.   
 
The group continued to progress through the booklet and noted that there would be a brief reference 
to SCE&G Park facilities; although the points on Criteria for Establishing New Facilities would be 
taken out, while the other items could be placed in the recreation booklet.   
 
As the group began discussion on dock policies, Ron suggested that the group come up with some 
proposals for incentive programs.  The group noted that incentive programs would be discussed at a 
later date and the group was tasked to consider incentives in the meantime, as well as review 
incentive programs at other projects.   
 
The group briefly discussed boat ramps and Tommy explained this issue to the group.   Tommy 
noted that they do not permit a boat ramp to an individual that has access to a community boat 
ramp.  He explained that the only instances in which SCE&G does permit a boat ramp are when the 
individual owns down to the 360, is not associated with a common access area and they have no 
vegetation to consider.  Ron suggested that the group consider not allowing private residential boat 
ramps.  Alan noted that a ramp may be used as an incentive to have the homeowner plant button 
bushes on his property.  The group agreed that this may be an area for incentives.    
 
Discussion arose regarding boat lifts and Tommy explained that they only allow one boatlift per 
dock.  Tommy continued to note that he would like the groups’ input on the issue of jet ski lifts.  He 
pointed out that most of the jet ski or personal watercraft lifts are floating and have been considered 
temporary because they are fiberglass and are placed on the backside of docks.  Tommy noted that 
it currently has not been an issue due to the fact that the footprint of the dock does not change.  
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Tommy also explained that another issue that they have been confronted with is the homeowner 
wanting to purchase a jet dock in order to pull their boat up on.  He explained that they are currently 
handling this situation by informing the individuals that they cannot have the jet dock unless it took 
the place of their current dock and was a maximum size of 20’ x 12’.   Dick made the suggestion of 
defining “jet dock” in the booklet.  Tom Eppink noted that he believed it best that a permitting 
process be developed for jet ski lifts.   
 
Tony Bebber explained that in the Catawba relicensing issues with water toys, such as trampolines 
and large inflatable rafts, arose.  The group considered these issues and noted that water toys, such 
as trampolines, could not be left out for more than a day without being considered a mooring, 
adding to the total footprint of the area.  The group also decided to review Catawba’s policy on this.  
It was noted that the term “mooring” would also be defined in the booklet.  Tommy Boozer also 
explained that there are no approved ski jumps or ski courses on the lake.   
 
The group began to discuss earthfill encroachments.  It was noted that these encroachments 
happened many years ago and most are 5 to 10 ft.  Tommy explained that they sometimes have the 
encroachments removed, however in some cases it is more detrimental to remove an encroachment 
than to permit it.  Tommy also explained that the license allows SCE&G to sell those 
encroachments to the property owner.   
 
The next topic to discuss was fringelands, however the group noted that this topic would be 
discussed in more detail prior to a presentation on this issue by Van Hoffman. The group briefly 
discussed the section on water removal and noted that it would be revised and condensed.   
 
As the group continued through the document, it was noted that many of the items would be 
discussed in detail in the SMP, rather than in the booklet.  Dick noted that he would put together a 
section on aquatic plants for the booklet as a homework assignment.    
 
The group concluded the discussion on the SMP booklet and briefly noted the homework items 
before moving on to discuss the General Requirements for Docks.   
 
In discussions on the General Requirements for docks, Steve Bell requested an estimate on the 
maximum number of docks possible on Lake Murray.  When asked why this number was useful,  
Steve noted that it has been requested for consideration in whether the footprint is too large.  
SCE&G noted that they could calculate the maximum docks on the lake, however the number 
would be completely theoretical.  It was noted that more discussion on the General Requirements 
would occur after the number was distributed to the TWC.   
 
John Frick suggested an alternative proposal of increasing the spacing between docks to 400 ft, with 
agreement from some attendees of the concept of greater spacing.   Tommy noted that that would 
essentially be privatizing the lake because very few people could afford that much shoreline.  Also, 
John F. suggested that landward access to game management lands should be a requirement, else 
the designation as game management might be misleading since only lakeside access would be 
possible for the public.  The group came to consensus that issues regarding game management 
lands, land sales and fringe lands would be discussed in more detail at a future Lake and Land 
Management meeting.   Specifically, when the group focuses land sales, reclassification and 
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rebalancing discussions.  Tony suggested that the group should decide if shared docks and multi-
slip docks are preferable to the current pattern of individual docks, and discuss what incentives or 
requirements would encourage this.  The group decided to discuss this issue in more detail during 
discussions on incentives.     
 
Agenda for next meeting: 
It was noted that at the next meeting there would be discussion on multi-slip docks and common 
access areas.  Tommy would give a presentation on how multi-slip docks and common access areas 
are currently being permitted.   
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Lake Murray  
 

Policies and Procedures 
 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 Work of clearing the site for the Saluda River Hydroelectric Development was 
started in April of 1927 under a permit granted by the Federal Power Commission to the 
Lexington Water Power Company.  
 In July of 1930 Lake Murray reached an elevation of 300 feet.  The following 
December, the first electric power, 10,000 kilowatts, was delivered At the time of its 
completion, Saluda Dam was the largest earth dam in cubical content for power purposes 
in the worldi.  The dam itself is 211 feet high and contains over 11 million cubic yards of 
material.  Lake Murray is 41 miles long and 14 miles wide at its widest point and contains 
763 billion gallons of water.  It has a shoreline of approximately 650 miles including the 
islands. Residents and visitors to Lake Murray are familiar with its fluctuating water 
levels.  In the Saluda River watershed, about 75 percent of the normal rainfall comes in the 
first six months of the calendar year.  The lake level can reach 360 feet; however the 
normal high lake level is usually reached in May at about 358 feet above mean sea level.  
When rainfall decreases during the summer months and the demand for power increases, 
the elevation begins to drop with a normal minimum of about 350 feet elevation coming in 
the fall of the year. 
 Lake Murray, over the years, has been, and still is, a major power generation 
source and provider of recreational and commercial resources for the residents and 
visitors of South Carolina. 
 In the late 1960’s  a rapid change in the character and rate of development of the 
lake began to take place.  
 As development increases, due primarily to Lake Murray’s close proximity to the 
Columbia Metropolitan area, the very values that attract families and visitors in the first 
place could be destroyed unless the potential for environmental degradation is recognized 
by all parties concerned.  
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 South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, (SCE&G) as owner and Licensee of 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Project No. 516, realizes the need for formulation 
of rules and regulations to promote and enhance the recreational potential of Lake Murray 
and protect its environmental quality while continuing to use Lake Murray as a major part 
of SCE&G’s power production capabilities.  All lake management policies are consistent 
with the regulations and requirements of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) under whose authority SCE&G owns and operates Lake Murray for the generation 
of power.  
 SCE&G’s  Lake Management Department is responsible for enforcing FERC 
directives regarding unauthorized uses of Lake Murray waters and land below the 360 foot 
contour elevation.  
 FERC directives require SCE&G to prevent or halt unauthorized actions by taking 
measures to stop such actions. 
 SCE&G has implemented a Shoreline Management Permitting  Program (described 
in this booklet) to permit, upgrade, and properly maintain structures and facilities below the 
360 contour.  These regulations and inspection programs serve to maintain an 
environment at Lake Murray which has something to offer to everyone.  
 
Add Sections for ESA and Land Use Classification and what people can do on these lands 
 
   I.  ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES 
   
  1.  General Policy and Purpose 
 

a. The implementation by SCE&G of the Lake Murray Shoreline 
Management Program shall maintain and conserve the area’s natural and 
man-made resources. 

 
b. The purpose of the policy is to comply with the terms of the Project 
No. 516 License, the regulations and the orders of the FERC and to assist in 
providing a balance between recreation and environmental control. 
 

  2.  Water Quality Standards 
 

 SCE&G will conduct a continuing water quality monitoring program to 
ensure that the waters of Lake Murray continue to be of an “A” classification 
suitable for swimming, fishing and other water-related recreational activities.  

 
  3. Undeveloped Areas 
 

 SCE&G owned undeveloped land around the lake is managed by the 
Land Department. These properties will be maintained through a sound 
forest management program to ensure the health of the forest.  Timber will 
be managed in a multiple use manner in compliance with the S. C. Best 
Management Practices to maintain a balance of quality watershed 
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conditions, recreational opportunities, wildlife habitat and promotion of new 
timber growth. 

 
  II.  PUBLIC FISHING, BOATING AND HUNTING 
 
  1.  Fisheries Management  
    

 The South Carolina Department of Natural Resources maintains an 
annual stocking program during the months of April, May and June.  
Fisheries Management of the lake in future years will consist of annual 
checks of the population by predator stocking (striped bass).  Approximately 
20,000 Rainbow Trout are stocked in the Saluda River below the dam 
annually.  State fishing and safety regulations are enforced by the South 
Carolina Department of Natural Resources. 

 
  2.  Boating Safety 
  

 The boating laws of South Carolina are enforced by the South Carolina 
Department of Natural Resources Department on Lake Murray 
 

   3.  Public Hunting  
 

  Approximately 6,225 acres of watershed land within and adjacent to 
Project No. 516 are leased to the South Carolina Department of Natural 
Resources as a part of the statewide Game Management Program.  This land 
is located adjacent to the western portions of Lake Murray and in many cases, 
adjacent to other privately held lands that are also in the management 
program.  These public hunting areas are shown on Game Management Area 
Maps available through the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources. 
 

III. PUBLIC LANDINGS and Parksites 
 
Recreation will be placed in a separate brochure or map. 
 
 1.  SCE&G Park Facilities 
 

 SCE&G presently maintains 12 parks on Lake Murray, for a total of 56 
acres.   Each park provides a variety of recreational opportunities available to 
the public.  Recreational activities include boat launching, fishing and 
picnicking.  At the recreational facilities located on the north and south ends of 
the Lake Murray Dam a parking fee is charged to provide security and traffic 
control in congested areas. (Park season is from April 1 through September 
30).   
 
 In addition to the existing 12 developed public parks, there are 65 islands 
in Lake Murray consisting of 220 acres that are available for public recreation.  
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2.   Deleted: Criteria for Establishing 

New Company Facilities¶
¶
Additional park sites have been set 
aside by SCE&G.  When public 
demand justifies the need for 
additional parks, these sites will be 
developed in cooperation with state 
and county agencies or independently 
by SCE&G.
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3.    Saluda River Access 
Update with Saluda Shoals Park and Metts Landing.  Place in Recreation Brochure.  
 

 Public boat ramps are provided on the north and south sides of the 
Saluda River approximately 1 mile below the dam where Hope Ferry Road 
once crossed the river.  They can be reached from the south by Corley Mill 
Road and on the north by Bush River Road. 
  
 A canoe portage facility is located approximately seven miles below the 
Lake Murray Dam on the north side of the Saluda River off of Bush River Road.  
 

 4. Commercial Facilities 
 
Place in Recreation Brochure 

 Public access to the lake is also provided at privately-owned facilities.  
Boat launching and other recreation activities are available. 
 

 5. S. C. Department of Parks, Recreation and    Tourism 
 
Place in Recreation Brochure 
 

  Dreher Island State Park provides boat ramps, camping, swimming, 
nature trails, sailing, and overlook areas.  This 348 acre island is leased to PRT 
by SCE&G.  See www.southcarolinaparks.com or call 803-364-4152 for more 
information. 

 
Make new sections as follows: 
List all permitted activities, list all activities and provide a description of the activities. 
 
IV. DOCKS 
 
 1. General 

 
  SCE&G requires that all docks, fixed, floating or combinations, be 
inspected by SCE&G agents to comply with Section IV, Paragraph 6, and that 
an inspection decal be prominently displayed on the approved dock. 

 
 2. Policy 
   
    SCE&G requires that anyone desiring to repair, replace, add to, or 

construct a dock must file an application before a permit will be issued prior to 
start of construction. Docks, whether fixed or floating must not interfere with 
surface water activities or navigation and must be compatible with scenic 
values in the vicinity.  Use of common docks will be encouraged where 
practical. 
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 3.  General Requirements 
 

 A minimum lot width of 100 feet along the 360 foot contour is required 
before an individual residential dock application will be considered.   

 
   Lots measuring less than 100 feet in width along the 360 contour 

requesting a dock, will be required to construct common docks with adjacent 
property owner(s).  It is an applicant’s responsibility to make arrangements 
with his neighbor(s) for common dock facilities. Common docks may 
accommodate up to five (5) individual lakefront property owners.  A minimum 
distance of 100 feet is required between common docks and/or a common 
dock and an existing individual dock.  

 
 Lots measuring less than 100 feet in width in subdivisions established 
prior to 1989, where the adjacent lots have existing docks, may be considered 
for limited size docks. 

 
 If an existing lot having a permitted dock is subdivided, that dock permit 
will be canceled.  A new permit will be issued only if the shoreline width 
requirement is met or if a common dock for all resulting lots is requested. 
 

 4. Watercraft Limitations 
  
   No watercraft exceeding 30 feet in length will be permitted to be 

permanently docked at a residential or common area dock.  
 
   Watercraft exceeding 30 feet must be docked at a multi-use docking 

facility  
 
   It is against both federal and state laws to discharge sewage from any 

description of watercraft into the waters of South Carolina.  
 
 5. Application Procedure for New Construction,    Additions or 
Replacements 
 

 The applicant will be required to apply to SCE&G in writing and submit 
the following:  
 
a. Sketch showing location, design and dimensions of the proposed 
structure.  
 
b. Permitting fee required.  
 
c. Specific directions by land to applicant’s property on Lake Murray.  
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d. Plat of applicant’s property reflecting, among other things, county tax map 
information..  

 
 6. Dock Specifications 
 

a. Private docks whether permanent, floating or a combination of both, may 
generally be up to 450 square feet in overall size (surface area) and 75 feet in 
length provided they do not interfere with navigation, ingress or egress to 
adjoining property or are in any manner hazardous.  In some locations, such 
as narrow coves, the maximum size may not be permitted or docks may not be 
permitted at all.  Floating docks attached to permanent docks may be moved 
out as the water level recedes, provided they do not interfere with adjacent 
property owner’s access. 
 
b. A variance in the dimensions related to the length of docks may be 
granted in instances where conformity with existing structures would be 
practical and in cases where exceptions would be desirable due to curvature 
and/or slope of the shoreline.  However, the effects on navigation and the 
aesthetic values of the surrounding area will control issuance of any variance.  
 
c. All permanent docks must be built horizontally between the elevation of 
360 foot and 362 foot contour.  
 
d. Docks must be located a minimum of 15 feet from adjacent property lines 
and the projected length should not encroach across the imaginary projected 
lot lines.  The projection of the imaginary property line is a management tool to 
assist Lake Management Representatives and may be waived under certain 
circumstances.  Common docks, between adjacent property owners, are 
encouraged.  The sideline limitation of 15 feet will be waived for existing or 
proposed common use docks.  A copy of the written agreement between 
participating property owners will be furnished to SCE&G.  An acceptable form 
of agreement is available upon request.  
 
e. Covers on docks are not permissable unless the covered portion is 
located within 15ft. of the 360 foot contour. Handrailings  on docks are 
permissible, provided that the sides of docks are not enclosed so as to 
obscure cross-vision. 
 
f. Sinks, toilets, showers, etc., or any type of equipment or construction 
which will create or cause any liquid or solid waste to be discharged into the 
waters of the lake will not be permitted. 
 
g. Effective January 1, 1995, all new floating docks constructed on Lake 
Murray are required to use encased or encapsulated flotation.  Exposed foam 
bead flotation billets,  or metal drums will not be allowed.  Foam bead flotation 
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deteriorates, causing shoreline litter.  It is subject to destruction by animals and 
becomes waterlogged.  
 
The New regulation applies only to new dock construction.  Existing docks will 
be required to install encapsulated flotation when the old existing flotation 
needs to be replaced.  
 
h. Houseboats used for habitation may not be permanently moored at 
private docks.  Permanent mooring must be at marinas with sewer pump-out 
and treatment facilities.  
 

 7. Common Dock Policy 
 
    Common docks are docks which provide lake access for two to five family 

residential lots.  Common docks are encouraged for all lake property as an 
alternative to individual docks and will be required on property with poor access 
and/or limited lake frontage, or in such other circumstances that SCE&G deems 
appropriate.  Property owners are encouraged to adopt the common dock 
concept to reduce the number of docks on the shoreline and limit congestion in 
heavily developed areas.  

 
    SCE&G does not guarantee water access.  Each lot is affected by the 

existing contours of the lake bottom and the operation of the Saluda Hydro 
Electric Project. It is the applicant’s responsibility to review the shoreline area 
where the dock is to be located and to apply the restrictions outlined in Section 
IV-6 above to ensure the dock will meet the applicant’s needs and satisfy 
SCE&G’s shoreline management requirements.  

 
 8.  Multi-slip Dock Policy [Make sure this multi-slip term is consistent 
between this document and the SMP.] 
 
   The development and expansion of new or existing commercial docks will 

be negotiated on a case by case basis.  The necessary Federal State and 
Local approved permits must be obtained before final approval by South 
Carolina Electric and Gas and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 

 

Deleted: Commercial 
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 V. Boat Ramps, Marine Railways & Boat Lifts 
 
 1.  Policy 

 
 Boat ramps, marine railways, or boat lifts cannot be constructed, replaced 
or added to without a permit from SCE&G.  The use of boat ramps at public 
and semi-public facilities shall be encouraged in preference to construction of 
private ramps. Refer to Section IX - 2. concerning boatramps on fringeland. 
[add more detail of boat ramp details with incentives for improvements if they 
ramps are allowed, such as vegetation, slope, topography, etc.] 

 
 2. Application Procedure 
 
   Applications for permits to construct, add to, or replace boat ramps, 

marine railways, boat lifts shall be submitted to SCE&G in writing and must  
include the following:  

 
  a. Sketch showing location and dimensions of the proposed ramp, boat lift 

and/or marine railway.  
 
  b. Permitting fee required.  
 
  c. Specific directions, by land, to applicant’s property on Lake Murray.  
 
 3. Boat Ramp, Boat Lift, Personal Watercraft Lifts and/or Marine Railway 
Specifications 
 

a. Ramps will be constructed of concrete.  Asphalt compounds or petroleum 
base products are prohibited.  
 
b. All ramps should be located as not to interfere with neighboring property 
owners. Adjoining property owners are encouraged to agree to common use of 
the ramp.  A copy of the written agreement between participating property 
owners will be furnished to SCE&G.  

 
c. Ramps may generally be up to 15 feet wide and required length to be 
functional.  Public and  semi -public ramps may be granted a variance. 

 
d. Generally, marine railways to be constructed for access to the lake from 
facilities located above the 360 foot contour are permitted.  Railways 
constructed below the 360 foot contour area restricted to two foot elevation 
above the natural lake basin. 
 
e. Boat lifts should be located as not to interfere with the adjoining property 

owners’ access.  All boat lifts will be constructed at the owners’ dock.   No 
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covers are to be constructed over boatlifts. [only one boat lift will be 
approved per dock.]  [we need to address floating drive on docks under 
Dock Section of the SMP]  [address jet ski drive on docks – we do not 
object to them at this time.]   

 
f. Personal Watercraft lifts will require a permit from SCE&G  [We need to 

address jet ski lifts] 
 

g. Floating platforms or tubes (look at Duke SMP program for water toys)  
 

VI. Moorings (develop a definition of anchorages at USACE) 
  

 Absent exceptional circumstances, mooring on the waters of Lake Murray is 
not allowed.  
 
Ski jumps are not allowed.  Ski courses are not allowed on a permanent 
basis 

 
VII. Shoreline Stabilization 
 
No sand shall be placed below the 360 foot contour.  They shall take effective measures to 
keep sand from migrating below the 360 foot contour. 
 
 1. Policy 
 
   No rip-rapping, seawalls or retainer walls will be constructed, replaced, 

repaired or added to without a permit from SCE&G.  
 
 2. Application Procedure 
 
   Applicants for permits for erosion control shall be submitted to SCE&G in 

writing and must  
 include the following: 
 

a A copy of applicant’s deed and plat to the  property.  
 

  b. Area on plat where located and type of  erosion control proposed.  
 
  c. Permitting fee required.  
 

d. Specific directions by land, to applicant’s  property on Lake Murray.  
 

 3. Specifications 
 
  a. Rip -rapping  
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   Rip-rapping for erosion control at the 360 foot contour and below will 
generally be permitted provided it is aesthetically acceptable and 
materials used have prior approval by SCE&G.  (No concrete blocks, 
bricks, or building materials may be used as rip-rap below the 360 foot 
contour). 

 
  b. Seawalls or retainer walls 
 
   Seawalls or retainer walls for erosion control will be permitted 

provided they are constructed on the 360 foot contour.  Earth fills below 
the 360 foot contour are prohibited.  

 
 4. Limited Brushing 
 

 Trees, bushes, and vegetation growing below the 360 foot contour on the 
shoreline of Lake Murray play an important role in the overall environmental 
condition of the Lake.  The ecological impact the vegetation has on the fish 
and wildlife habitat is necessary to ensure a sound, healthy Lake environment.  
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company’s Shoreline Management Plan 
permits limited removal  of the shoreline vegetation for the construction and 
installation of docks.  Please be advised that unauthorized removal of 
shoreline vegetation (button bushes, willow trees, hardwood, etc.) will result in 
the cancellation of the dock permit and revegetation of the shoreline will be 
required.  Removal of mercantilable timber may require reimbursement subject 
to valuation by SCE&G’s Land Department.  Property owners must contact 
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company’s Lake Management Department prior 
to any removal of shoreline vegetation below the 360’ contour.  

 
VIII.  Excavations 
 1.  Policy 
 

 Excavation below the 360 foot contour is not permitted without 
authorization from SCE&G.  All authorized excavations must be in accordance 
with SCE&G specifications and requirements which may include an 
environmental assessment plan or report. 

 
 2.  Application Procedure 
 
    Applications for permits to excavate shall be submitted to SCE&G in 

writing and will include the following:  
 

a. A copy of applicant’s deed and  plat of    property.  
b. Specific directions, by land, to applicant’s    property on 
Lake Murray. 

  c. Drawing to scale of area to be excavated. 

Deleted: conceret 
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  d. Required local, state and federal permits.   Lake Management 
Department of SCE&G  will assist in preparation of required local, 
 state and federal permits. 

  e. An application for an excavation not 
   exceeding 150 cubic yards can be  
   processed by SCE&G personnel.  Any 
   commercial excavation or individual  
   individual excavation exceeding 150 cubic  
   yards must be processed through the U. S. 
   Army Corps of Engineers and State  agencies. 
  f. Permitting fee required. 
   
 
 3.  Excavation Specifications  
 
 a. All excavating must be done directly in   front of the permitee’s 

lot. 
  
 b. No excavation will be permitted when the   excavation site is 

covered with water.  
 
 c. All displaced soil must be moved above the  360 foot contour and must be 

stabilized   and top seeded to prevent erosion.  
 
 d. A 4 to 1 slope is the maximum slope    allowed without rip 

rap.  A 2 to 1 slope is   permitted if rip-rap is installed.  
 
 e Excavations of wooded or vegetated areas   located below the 360 

foot contour is   prohibited.  
 f. No excavation will be permitted to alter the   existing 360 contour.  
 
 g. Excavation activities will be allowed only  between October 1st of the 

current year   and January 15th of the next year.  Permits  expire 
January 15 following the date of   issuance 

 
IX. LAND USE 
 
 1. Encroachments 
 

 Earth fills and non-permitted structures below the 360 foot contour are 
prohibited.  Any that occurred prior to January 1, 1974, will be handled on a case 
by case basis.  

 
 2. Fringeland [insert diagram!!!] 
  Fringeland is that strip of land owned by SCE&G located between the 360 

foot contour and the FERC Project Boundary Line. Fringeland is real estate 
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and as such falls under the responsibility of the Land Department.  The use of 
all fringeland is categorized under a Land Use Classification Plan.  Fringeland 
under the Development Category is generally available for purchase by the 
adjoining back property owner subject to Land Department and FERC review 
and regulation.  However, as landowner, the Company retains the discretion to 
determine the availability of parcels for sale on an individual basis.  Residential 
landowners, who have property behind SCE&G fringeland will have the right of 
access by foot to and from the lake.  However, they will not be allowed to 
encroach with improvements, cut any trees or shrubs, place any water-
oriented encroachments (dock or ramp) or otherwise alter the fringeland 
without written consent from the Lake Management Department.  Appropriate 
action will be initiated to address such unauthorized violations.   Upon the sale 
of fringeland to an individual, SCE&G generally retains title to a 75 foot buffer 
zone adjacent to the 360 foot contour. 

  
   Any unauthorized clearing of the trees or underbrush in the 75 foot buffer 

zone will result in the immediate cancellation of the individual’s dock permit as 
well as possible legal action to require the revegetation of the affected area.  
Removal of merchantable timber will require reimbursement to South Carolina 
Electric & Gas Company subject to valuation of the Land Department.    

 
 X. WATER REMOVAL FROM THE LAKE [Move this section to after Moorings] 
 
 1. Application for a Permit  [Commercial and residential requests for water 
withdrawals should contact SCE&G for permit applications and additional 
information.  Water removal permits for residential property will be for irrigation purposes 
only.]  
 

 [note – verify this information is in the SMP]  Applications for a 
commercial permit to remove water may be submitted to SCE&G.  SCE&G will 
deny the application if it appears to conflict with the public interest.  If not, it will 
be forwarded to FERC for approval if required.  SCE&G will not endorse such 
applications.  SCE&G will impose limits in granting permits for approved 
applications.  The applicant will be required to compensate SCE&G for water 
withdrawn and to bear expenses of filing the application.   

Formatted: Font: Not Italic
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 2. Application Procedure 
 

 A commercial application to withdraw water from the lake must include a 
complete description of the purpose for the removal and processes to be used, 
the volumes to be withdrawn and ultimately to be returned to the project 
waters, and copies of all required local, state, and federal permits and reports.  
A fee will be required.  
 

XI. EFFLUENT DISCHARGES [for SMP only – make sure this information is in 
the SMP.]  
 
[We should include a statement in this document as follows:  Lake Murray is 
classified as a no sewage discharge lake.] 
  
 1. Policy 

 
 SCE&G personnel will continue to notify appropriate governmental 
officials of any unauthorized effluent discharges which are discovered.  
Anyone found to have an unauthorized discharge source within the project 
boundary line will be required to remove it.  

 
 2. Installation of Sewage Pumping Stations at    Marinas 
 

 Commercial marinas must have facilities to remove effluent wastes from 
boats pursuant to South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental 
Control regulations.  

 
XII. GOVERNMENTAL CONSENTS [make sure the first two paragraphs are 
included in the SMP and remove from this document.] 
 

The South Carolina Department of Natural Resources has jurisdiction over 
navigation, wildlife, fisheries on Lake Murray.  Applications for construction of new 
docks, boat ramps, excavations, filling and other encroachments may require 
evidence of consent from this agency.  

 
The S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control and the U. S. 

Environmental Protection Agency have jurisdiction over effluent discharges and 
activities affecting water quality in Lake Murray.  Permits and certificates from 
these agencies may also be required.   

 
Leave this statement in this document:  [Permits or consents from local 

governments with jurisdiction over zoning or other land use laws may be required.]  
 

XIII. GENERAL [include PFD, boating, other safety issues and/or websites to 
address these issues in more detail.] 
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Aquatic Plants [Dick Christie to develop a write-up for this section.] 

 
 The management of the Aquatic Weed Program on Lake Murray is a cooperative 
agreement between the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources and South 
Carolina Electric & Gas Company’s Lake Management Department.  Lake visitors are 
requested to help prevent the spread of aquatic weeds by clearing off boats and trailers 
before launching into the waters of Lake Murray.  
 
 It is against both State and Federal regulations for individuals to spray or treat aquatic 
growth in the waters of Lake Murray without the necessary permits.  Report all 
unauthorized spraying or  aquatic weed problems to South Carolina Electric & Gas 
Company’s Lake Management Department.  
 
Notice to Boaters  (Overhead Powerlines      
 Crossing Project Waters) 

 
Overhead powerlines cross  the waters of Lake Murray.  Boaters should be aware 
of powerlines and approach with caution.  

 
 Deeds, permits or other instruments affecting Project 516 lands and waters will 
contain all standard covenants customarily imposed upon project property and 
such other covenants as in the sole discretion of SCE&G may be desirable or 
appropriate.  The instrument may contain indemnity clauses and insurance 
provisions.  
 
 Inspection fees do not constitute a charge for admission to Project lands,.  
 
 SCE&G retains the right to vary the amount of inspection fees.  
 
 No vested right or rights enforceable by third parties are created by SCE&G’s 
Policies or Procedures.  
 
 All statements in this booklet are qualified by reference to SCE&G’s Policy 
Memorandum and Procedure Memorandum governing Lake Murray, both of which 
are subject to change at any time.  Regulations, Orders and Directives of the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission will take precedence. 
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Maps of Lake Murray showing public and commercial landings, parks, 
shoal markings and other information are available free of charge from 
the South Carolina Electric & Gas Company.  
 
Inquiries concerning policies, procedures, applications or regulations as 
outlined in this booklet should be directed to South Carolina Electric & 
Gas Company (096), Lake Murray Management Department, Columbia, 
South Carolina 29218.  Telephone (803) 748-3015.  
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particular section would need to be addressed in more detail during TWC discussion on land
reclassification.

It was noted that discussion on fisheries management would not be included in the smaller booklet,
but in the more detailed SMP. In place of extended discussion on this topic in the booklet, the
group noted that DNR’s website would be listed as a reference for information on fisheries
management. The group also noted that the phone number for Marine Enforcement should be
included under the section entitled Boating Safety. There was continued discussion on the purpose
and function of the booklet and it was noted that another separate booklet would be put together for
Recreation, while this booklet strictly contained the do’s and don’ts in the Shoreline Management
Program.

The group briefly discussed the Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA)s. John Frick asked if the
ESA classifications would shift over time due to die-offs. Ron Ahle replied that although the button
bushes may die from time to time in an area, the habitat that is suitable for growth will remain, and
they will come back over time. Ron also noted that periodic updates to ESA’s may be beneficial to
protect areas that were not originally identified.

Dick Christie made a few suggestions to the SMP booklet for the group to consider. He noted that
it may be beneficial to list Shoreline Classifications at the beginning of the booklet. He explained
that this section could include discussion on what activities are allowed in areas such as Forest and
Game Management, what acreage is included in those lands, etc. Tommy Boozer also added that
discussion on what activities can be performed in the Buffer Zone should be included as well.

The group continued to progress through the booklet and noted that there would be a brief reference
to SCE&G Park facilities; although the points on Criteria for Establishing New Facilities would be
taken out, while the other items could be placed in the recreation booklet.

As the group began discussion on dock policies, Ron suggested that the group come up with some
proposals for incentive programs. The group noted that incentive programs would be discussed at a
later date and the group was tasked to consider incentives in the meantime, as well as review
incentive programs at other projects.

The group briefly discussed boat ramps and Tommy explained this issue to the group. Tommy
noted that they do not permit a boat ramp to an individual that has access to a community boat
ramp. He explained that the only instances in which SCE&G does permit a boat ramp are when the
individual owns down to the 360, is not associated with a common access area and they have no
vegetation to consider. Ron suggested that the group consider not allowing private residential boat
ramps. Alan noted that a ramp may be used as an incentive to have the homeowner plant button
bushes on his property. The group agreed that this may be an area for incentives.

Discussion arose regarding boat lifts and Tommy explained that they only allow one boatlift per
dock. Tommy continued to note that he would like the groups’ input on the issue of jet ski lifts. He
pointed out that most of the jet ski or personal watercraft lifts are floating and have been considered
temporary because they are fiberglass and are placed on the backside of docks. Tommy noted that
it currently has not been an issue due to the fact that the footprint of the dock does not change.
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Tommy also explained that another issue that they have been confronted with is the homeowner
wanting to purchase a jet dock in order to pull their boat up on. He explained that they are currently
handling this situation by informing the individuals that they cannot have the jet dock unless it took
the place of their current dock and was a maximum size of 20’ x 12’. Dick made the suggestion of
defining “jet dock” in the booklet. Tom Eppink noted that he believed it best that a permitting
process be developed for jet ski lifts.

Tony Bebber explained that in the Catawba relicensing issues with water toys, such as trampolines
and air kites, arose. The group considered these issues and noted that water toys, such as
trampolines, could not be left out for more than a day without being considered a mooring, adding
to the total footprint of the area. The group also decided to review Catawba’s policy on this. It was
noted that the term “mooring” would also be defined in the booklet. Tommy Boozer also explained
that there are no approved ski jumps or ski courses on the lake.

The group began to discuss earthfill encroachments. It was noted that these encroachments
happened many years ago and most are 5 to 10 ft. Tommy explained that they sometimes have the
encroachments removed, however in some cases it is more detrimental to remove an encroachment
than to permit it. Tommy also explained that the license allows SCE&G to sell those
encroachments to the property owner.

The next topic to discuss was fringelands, however the group noted that this topic would be
discussed in more detail prior to a presentation on this issue by Van Hoffman. The group briefly
discussed the section on water removal and noted that it would be revised and condensed.

As the group continued through the document, it was noted that many of the items would be
discussed in detail in the SMP, rather than in the booklet. Dick noted that he would put together a
section on aquatic plants for the booklet as a homework assignment.

The group concluded the discussion on the SMP booklet and briefly noted the homework items
before moving on to discuss the General Requirements for Docks.

In discussions on the General Requirements for docks, Steve Bell requested an estimate on the
maximum number of docks possible on Lake Murray. When asked why this number was useful,
Steve noted that it has been requested for consideration in whether the footprint is too large.
SCE&G noted that they could calculate the maximum docks on the lake, however the number
would be completely theoretical. It was noted that more discussion on the General Requirements
would occur after the number was distributed to Lake Watch.

John Frick suggested an alternative proposal of increasing the spacing between docks to 400 ft.
Tommy noted that that would essentially be privatizing the lake because very few people could
afford that much shoreline. Tony made the suggestion of encouraging people to go to shared docks.
The group decided to discuss this issue in more detail during discussions on incentives.

Agenda for next meeting:
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It was noted that at the next meeting there would be discussion on multi-slip docks and common
access areas. Tommy would give a presentation on how multi-slip docks and common access areas
are currently being permitted.
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Lake Murray

Policies and Procedures

INTRODUCTION
Work of clearing the site for the Saluda River Hydroelectric Development was

started in April of 1927 under a permit granted by the Federal Power Commission to the
Lexington Water Power Company.

In July of 1930 Lake Murray reached an elevation of 300 feet. The following
December, the first electric power, 10,000 kilowatts, was delivered At the time of its
completion, Saluda Dam was the largest earth dam in cubical content for power purposes
in the worldi. The dam itself is 211 feet high and contains over 11 million cubic yards of
material. Lake Murray is 41 miles long and 14 miles wide at its widest point and contains
763 billion gallons of water. It has a shoreline of approximately 650 miles including the
islands. Residents and visitors to Lake Murray are familiar with its fluctuating water
levels. In the Saluda River watershed, about 75 percent of the normal rainfall comes in the
first six months of the calendar year. The lake level can reach 360 feet; however the
normal high lake level is usually reached in May at about 358 feet above mean sea level.
When rainfall decreases during the summer months and the demand for power increases,
the elevation begins to drop with a normal minimum of about 350 feet elevation coming in
the fall of the year.

Lake Murray, over the years, has been, and still is, a major power generation
source and provider of recreational and commercial resources for the residents and
visitors of South Carolina.

In the late 1960’s a rapid change in the character and rate of development of the
lake began to take place.

As development increases, due primarily to Lake Murray’s close proximity to the
Columbia Metropolitan area, the very values that attract families and visitors in the first
place could be destroyed unless the potential for environmental degradation is recognized
by all parties concerned.
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South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, (SCE&G) as owner and Licensee of
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Project No. 516, realizes the need for formulation
of rules and regulations to promote and enhance the recreational potential of Lake Murray
and protect its environmental quality while continuing to use Lake Murray as a major part
of SCE&G’s power production capabilities. All lake management policies are consistent
with the regulations and requirements of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) under whose authority SCE&G owns and operates Lake Murray for the generation
of power.

SCE&G’s Lake Management Department is responsible for enforcing FERC
directives regarding unauthorized uses of Lake Murray waters and land below the 360 foot
contour elevation.

FERC directives require SCE&G to prevent or halt unauthorized actions by taking
measures to stop such actions.

SCE&G has implemented a Shoreline Management Permitting Program (described
in this booklet) to permit, upgrade, and properly maintain structures and facilities below the
360 contour. These regulations and inspection programs serve to maintain an
environment at Lake Murray which has something to offer to everyone.

Add Sections for ESA and Land Use Classification and what people can do on these lands

I. ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES

1. General Policy and Purpose

a. The implementation by SCE&G of the Lake Murray Shoreline
Management Program shall maintain and conserve the area’s natural and
man-made resources.

b. The purpose of the policy is to comply with the terms of the Project
No. 516 License, the regulations and the orders of the FERC and to assist in
providing a balance between recreation and environmental control.

2. Water Quality Standards

SCE&G will conduct a continuing water quality monitoring program to
ensure that the waters of Lake Murray continue to be of an “A” classification
suitable for swimming, fishing and other water-related recreational activities.

3. Undeveloped Areas

SCE&G owned undeveloped land around the lake is managed by the
Land Department. These properties will be maintained through a sound
forest management program to ensure the health of the forest. Timber will
be managed in a multiple use manner in compliance with the S. C. Best
Management Practices to maintain a balance of quality watershed
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conditions, recreational opportunities, wildlife habitat and promotion of new
timber growth.

II. PUBLIC FISHING, BOATING AND HUNTING

1. Fisheries Management

The South Carolina Department of Natural Resources maintains an
annual stocking program during the months of April, May and June.
Fisheries Management of the lake in future years will consist of annual
checks of the population by predator stocking (striped bass). Approximately
20,000 Rainbow Trout are stocked in the Saluda River below the dam
annually. State fishing and safety regulations are enforced by the South
Carolina Department of Natural Resources.

2. Boating Safety

The boating laws of South Carolina are enforced by the South Carolina
Department of Natural Resources Department on Lake Murray

3. Public Hunting

Approximately 6,225 acres of watershed land within and adjacent to
Project No. 516 are leased to the South Carolina Department of Natural
Resources as a part of the statewide Game Management Program. This land
is located adjacent to the western portions of Lake Murray and in many cases,
adjacent to other privately held lands that are also in the management
program. These public hunting areas are shown on Game Management Area
Maps available through the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources.

III. PUBLIC LANDINGS and Parksites

Recreation will be placed in a separate brochure or map.

1. SCE&G Park Facilities

SCE&G presently maintains 12 parks on Lake Murray, for a total of 56
acres. Each park provides a variety of recreational opportunities available to
the public. Recreational activities include boat launching, fishing and
picnicking. At the recreational facilities located on the north and south ends of
the Lake Murray Dam a parking fee is charged to provide security and traffic
control in congested areas. (Park season is from April 1 through September
30).

In addition to the existing 12 developed public parks, there are 65 islands
in Lake Murray consisting of 220 acres that are available for public recreation.
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2. Deleted: Criteria for Establishing
New Company Facilities¶
¶
Additional park sites have been set
aside by SCE&G. When public
demand justifies the need for
additional parks, these sites will be
developed in cooperation with state
and county agencies or independently
by SCE&G.
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3. Saluda River Access
Update with Saluda Shoals Park and Metts Landing. Place in Recreation Brochure.

Public boat ramps are provided on the north and south sides of the
Saluda River approximately 1 mile below the dam where Hope Ferry Road
once crossed the river. They can be reached from the south by Corley Mill
Road and on the north by Bush River Road.

A canoe portage facility is located approximately seven miles below the
Lake Murray Dam on the north side of the Saluda River off of Bush River Road.

4. Commercial Facilities

Place in Recreation Brochure
Public access to the lake is also provided at privately-owned facilities.

Boat launching and other recreation activities are available.

5. S. C. Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism

Place in Recreation Brochure

Dreher Island State Park provides boat ramps, camping, swimming,
nature trails, sailing, and overlook areas. This 348 acre island is leased to PRT
by SCE&G

Make new sections as follows:
List all permitted activities, list all activities and provide a description of the activities.

IV. DOCKS

1. General

SCE&G requires that all docks, fixed, floating or combinations, be
inspected by SCE&G agents to comply with Section IV, Paragraph 6, and that
an inspection decal be prominently displayed on the approved dock.

2. Policy

SCE&G requires that anyone desiring to repair, replace, add to, or
construct a dock must file an application before a permit will be issued prior to
start of construction. Docks, whether fixed or floating must not interfere with
surface water activities or navigation and must be compatible with scenic
values in the vicinity. Use of common docks will be encouraged where
practical.

3. General Requirements

Deleted: 3.
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A minimum lot width of 100 feet along the 360 foot contour is required
before an individual residential dock application will be considered.

Lots measuring less than 100 feet in width along the 360 contour
requesting a dock, will be required to construct common docks with adjacent
property owner(s). It is an applicant’s responsibility to make arrangements
with his neighbor(s) for common dock facilities. Common docks may
accommodate up to five (5) individual lakefront property owners. A minimum
distance of 100 feet is required between common docks and/or a common
dock and an existing individual dock.

Lots measuring less than 100 feet in width in subdivisions established
prior to 1989, where the adjacent lots have existing docks, may be considered
for limited size docks.

If an existing lot having a permitted dock is subdivided, that dock permit
will be canceled. A new permit will be issued only if the shoreline width
requirement is met or if a common dock for all resulting lots is requested.

4. Watercraft Limitations

No watercraft exceeding 30 feet in length will be permitted to be
permanently docked at a residential or common area dock.

Watercraft exceeding 30 feet must be docked at a multi-use docking
facility

It is against both federal and state laws to discharge sewage from any
description of watercraft into the waters of South Carolina.

5. Application Procedure for New Construction, Additions or
Replacements

The applicant will be required to apply to SCE&G in writing and submit
the following:

a. Sketch showing location, design and dimensions of the proposed
structure.

b. Permitting fee required.

c. Specific directions by land to applicant’s property on Lake Murray.

d. Plat of applicant’s property reflecting, among other things, county tax map
information..
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6. Dock Specifications

a. Private docks whether permanent, floating or a combination of both, may
generally be up to 450 square feet in overall size (surface area) and 75 feet in
length provided they do not interfere with navigation, ingress or egress to
adjoining property or are in any manner hazardous. In some locations, such
as narrow coves, the maximum size may not be permitted or docks may not be
permitted at all. Floating docks attached to permanent docks may be moved
out as the water level recedes, provided they do not interfere with adjacent
property owner’s access.

b. A variance in the dimensions related to the length of docks may be
granted in instances where conformity with existing structures would be
practical and in cases where exceptions would be desirable due to curvature
and/or slope of the shoreline. However, the effects on navigation and the
aesthetic values of the surrounding area will control issuance of any variance.

c. All permanent docks must be built horizontally between the elevation of
360 foot and 362 foot contour.

d. Docks must be located a minimum of 15 feet from adjacent property lines
and the projected length should not encroach across the imaginary projected
lot lines. The projection of the imaginary property line is a management tool to
assist Lake Management Representatives and may be waived under certain
circumstances. Common docks, between adjacent property owners, are
encouraged. The sideline limitation of 15 feet will be waived for existing or
proposed common use docks. A copy of the written agreement between
participating property owners will be furnished to SCE&G. An acceptable form
of agreement is available upon request.

e. Covers on docks are not permissable unless the covered portion is
located within 15ft. of the 360 foot contour. Handrailings on docks are
permissible, provided that the sides of docks are not enclosed so as to
obscure cross-vision.

f. Sinks, toilets, showers, etc., or any type of equipment or construction
which will create or cause any liquid or solid waste to be discharged into the
waters of the lake will not be permitted.

g. Effective January 1, 1995, all new floating docks constructed on Lake
Murray are required to use encased or encapsulated flotation. Exposed foam
bead flotation billets, or metal drums will not be allowed. Foam bead flotation
deteriorates, causing shoreline litter. It is subject to destruction by animals and
becomes waterlogged.
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The New regulation applies only to new dock construction. Existing docks will
be required to install encapsulated flotation when the old existing flotation
needs to be replaced.

h. Houseboats used for habitation may not be permanently moored at
private docks. Permanent mooring must be at marinas with sewer pump-out
and treatment facilities.

7. Common Dock Policy

Common docks are docks which provide lake access for two to five family
residential lots. Common docks are encouraged for all lake property as an
alternative to individual docks and will be required on property with poor access
and/or limited lake frontage, or in such other circumstances that SCE&G deems
appropriate. Property owners are encouraged to adopt the common dock
concept to reduce the number of docks on the shoreline and limit congestion in
heavily developed areas.

SCE&G does not guarantee water access. Each lot is affected by the
existing contours of the lake bottom and the operation of the Saluda Hydro
Electric Project. It is the applicant’s responsibility to review the shoreline area
where the dock is to be located and to apply the restrictions outlined in Section
IV-6 above to ensure the dock will meet the applicant’s needs and satisfy
SCE&G’s shoreline management requirements.

8. Multi-slip Dock Policy [Make sure this multi-slip term is consistent
between this document and the SMP.]

The development and expansion of new or existing commercial docks will
be negotiated on a case by case basis. The necessary Federal State and
Local approved permits must be obtained before final approval by South
Carolina Electric and Gas and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

Deleted: Commercial
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V. Boat Ramps, Marine Railways & Boat Lifts

1. Policy

Boat ramps, marine railways, or boat lifts cannot be constructed, replaced
or added to without a permit from SCE&G. The use of boat ramps at public
and semi-public facilities shall be encouraged in preference to construction of
private ramps. Refer to Section IX - 2. concerning boatramps on fringeland.
[add more detail of boat ramp details with incentives for improvements if they
ramps are allowed, such as vegetation, slope, topography, etc.]

2. Application Procedure

Applications for permits to construct, add to, or replace boat ramps,
marine railways, boat lifts shall be submitted to SCE&G in writing and must
include the following:

a. Sketch showing location and dimensions of the proposed ramp, boat lift
and/or marine railway.

b. Permitting fee required.

c. Specific directions, by land, to applicant’s property on Lake Murray.

3. Boat Ramp, Boat Lift, Personal Watercraft Lifts and/or Marine Railway
Specifications

a. Ramps will be constructed of concrete. Asphalt compounds or petroleum
base products are prohibited.

b. All ramps should be located as not to interfere with neighboring property
owners. Adjoining property owners are encouraged to agree to common use of
the ramp. A copy of the written agreement between participating property
owners will be furnished to SCE&G.

c. Ramps may generally be up to 15 feet wide and required length to be
functional. Public and semi -public ramps may be granted a variance.

d. Generally, marine railways to be constructed for access to the lake from
facilities located above the 360 foot contour are permitted. Railways
constructed below the 360 foot contour area restricted to two foot elevation
above the natural lake basin.

e. Boat lifts should be located as not to interfere with the adjoining property
owners’ access. All boat lifts will be constructed at the owners’ dock. No

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

Deleted:

Deleted: e.

Deleted: lake view

Deleted: adjacent to

Deleted: permanent

Deleted: and be a minimum of 15
feet from their property line.



Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee

Page 16 of 24

covers are to be constructed over boatlifts. [only one boat lift will be
approved per dock.] [we need to address floating drive on docks under
Dock Section of the SMP] [address jet ski drive on docks – we do not
object to them at this time.]

f. Personal Watercraft lifts will require a permit from SCE&G [We need to
address jet ski lifts]

g. Floating platforms or tubes (look at Duke SMP program for water toys)

VI. Moorings (develop a definition of anchorages at USACE)

Absent exceptional circumstances, mooring on the waters of Lake Murray is
not allowed.

Ski jumps are not allowed. Ski courses are not allowed on a permanent
basis

VII. Shoreline Stabilization

No sand shall be placed below the 360 foot contour. They shall take effective measures to
keep sand from migrating below the 360 foot contour.

1. Policy

No rip-rapping, seawalls or retainer walls will be constructed, replaced,
repaired or added to without a permit from SCE&G.

2. Application Procedure

Applicants for permits for erosion control shall be submitted to SCE&G in
writing and must
include the following:

a A copy of applicant’s deed and plat to the property.

b. Area on plat where located and type of erosion control proposed.

c. Permitting fee required.

d. Specific directions by land, to applicant’s property on Lake Murray.

3. Specifications

a. Rip -rapping
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Rip-rapping for erosion control at the 360 foot contour and below will
generally be permitted provided it is aesthetically acceptable and
materials used have prior approval by SCE&G. (No concrete blocks,
bricks, or building materials may be used as rip-rap below the 360 foot
contour).

b. Seawalls or retainer walls

Seawalls or retainer walls for erosion control will be permitted
provided they are constructed on the 360 foot contour. Earth fills below
the 360 foot contour are prohibited.

4. Limited Brushing

Trees, bushes, and vegetation growing below the 360 foot contour on the
shoreline of Lake Murray play an important role in the overall environmental
condition of the Lake. The ecological impact the vegetation has on the fish
and wildlife habitat is necessary to ensure a sound, healthy Lake environment.
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company’s Shoreline Management Plan
permits limited removal of the shoreline vegetation for the construction and
installation of docks. Please be advised that unauthorized removal of
shoreline vegetation (button bushes, willow trees, hardwood, etc.) will result in
the cancellation of the dock permit and revegetation of the shoreline will be
required. Removal of mercantilable timber may require reimbursement subject
to valuation by SCE&G’s Land Department. Property owners must contact
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company’s Lake Management Department prior
to any removal of shoreline vegetation below the 360’ contour.

VIII. Excavations
1. Policy

Excavation below the 360 foot contour is not permitted without
authorization from SCE&G. All authorized excavations must be in accordance
with SCE&G specifications and requirements which may include an
environmental assessment plan or report.

2. Application Procedure

Applications for permits to excavate shall be submitted to SCE&G in
writing and will include the following:

a. A copy of applicant’s deed and plat of property.
b. Specific directions, by land, to applicant’s property on
Lake Murray.
c. Drawing to scale of area to be excavated.
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d. Required local, state and federal permits. Lake Management
Department of SCE&G will assist in preparation of required local,

state and federal permits.
e. An application for an excavation not

exceeding 150 cubic yards can be
processed by SCE&G personnel. Any
commercial excavation or individual
individual excavation exceeding 150 cubic
yards must be processed through the U. S.
Army Corps of Engineers and State agencies.

f. Permitting fee required.

3. Excavation Specifications

a. All excavating must be done directly in front of the permitee’s
lot.

b. No excavation will be permitted when the excavation site is
covered with water.

c. All displaced soil must be moved above the 360 foot contour and must be
stabilized and top seeded to prevent erosion.

d. A 4 to 1 slope is the maximum slope allowed without rip
rap. A 2 to 1 slope is permitted if rip-rap is installed.

e Excavations of wooded or vegetated areas located below the 360
foot contour is prohibited.
f. No excavation will be permitted to alter the existing 360 contour.

g. Excavation activities will be allowed only between October 1st of the
current year and January 15th of the next year. Permits expire
January 15 following the date of issuance

IX. LAND USE

1. Encroachments

Earth fills and non-permitted structures below the 360 foot contour are
prohibited. Any that occurred prior to January 1, 1974, will be handled on a case
by case basis.

2. Fringeland [insert diagram!!!]
Fringeland is that strip of land owned by SCE&G located between the 360

foot contour and the FERC Project Boundary Line. Fringeland is real estate

Deleted: .

Deleted:



Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee

Page 19 of 24

and as such falls under the responsibility of the Land Department. The use of
all fringeland is categorized under a Land Use Classification Plan. Fringeland
under the Development Category is generally available for purchase by the
adjoining back property owner subject to Land Department and FERC review
and regulation. However, as landowner, the Company retains the discretion to
determine the availability of parcels for sale on an individual basis. Residential
landowners, who have property behind SCE&G fringeland will have the right of
access by foot to and from the lake. However, they will not be allowed to
encroach with improvements, cut any trees or shrubs, place any water-
oriented encroachments (dock or ramp) or otherwise alter the fringeland
without written consent from the Lake Management Department. Appropriate
action will be initiated to address such unauthorized violations. Upon the sale
of fringeland to an individual, SCE&G generally retains title to a 75 foot buffer
zone adjacent to the 360 foot contour.

Any unauthorized clearing of the trees or underbrush in the 75 foot buffer
zone will result in the immediate cancellation of the individual’s dock permit as
well as possible legal action to require the revegetation of the affected area.
Removal of merchantable timber will require reimbursement to South Carolina
Electric & Gas Company subject to valuation of the Land Department.

X. WATER REMOVAL FROM THE LAKE [Move this section to after Moorings]

1. Application for a Permit [Commercial and residential requests for water
withdrawals should contact SCE&G for permit applications and additional
information. Water removal permits for residential property will be for irrigation purposes
only.]

[note – verify this information is in the SMP] Applications for a
commercial permit to remove water may be submitted to SCE&G. SCE&G will
deny the application if it appears to conflict with the public interest. If not, it will
be forwarded to FERC for approval if required. SCE&G will not endorse such
applications. SCE&G will impose limits in granting permits for approved
applications. The applicant will be required to compensate SCE&G for water
withdrawn and to bear expenses of filing the application.
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2. Application Procedure

A commercial application to withdraw water from the lake must include a
complete description of the purpose for the removal and processes to be used,
the volumes to be withdrawn and ultimately to be returned to the project
waters, and copies of all required local, state, and federal permits and reports.
A fee will be required.

XI. EFFLUENT DISCHARGES [for SMP only – make sure this information is in
the SMP.]

[We should include a statement in this document as follows: Lake Murray is
classified as a no sewage discharge lake.]

1. Policy

SCE&G personnel will continue to notify appropriate governmental
officials of any unauthorized effluent discharges which are discovered.
Anyone found to have an unauthorized discharge source within the project
boundary line will be required to remove it.

2. Installation of Sewage Pumping Stations at Marinas

Commercial marinas must have facilities to remove effluent wastes from
boats pursuant to South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental
Control regulations.

XII. GOVERNMENTAL CONSENTS [make sure the first two paragraphs are
included in the SMP and remove from this document.]

The South Carolina Department of Natural Resources has jurisdiction over
navigation, wildlife, fisheries on Lake Murray. Applications for construction of new
docks, boat ramps, excavations, filling and other encroachments may require
evidence of consent from this agency.

The S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control and the U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency have jurisdiction over effluent discharges and
activities affecting water quality in Lake Murray. Permits and certificates from
these agencies may also be required.

Leave this statement in this document: [Permits or consents from local
governments with jurisdiction over zoning or other land use laws may be required.]

XIII. GENERAL [include PFD, boating, other safety issues and/or websites to
address these issues in more detail.]



Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee

Page 21 of 24

Aquatic Plants [Dick Christie to develop a write-up for this section.]

The management of the Aquatic Weed Program on Lake Murray is a cooperative
agreement between the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources and South
Carolina Electric & Gas Company’s Lake Management Department. Lake visitors are
requested to help prevent the spread of aquatic weeds by clearing off boats and trailers
before launching into the waters of Lake Murray.

It is against both State and Federal regulations for individuals to spray or treat aquatic
growth in the waters of Lake Murray without the necessary permits. Report all
unauthorized spraying or aquatic weed problems to South Carolina Electric & Gas
Company’s Lake Management Department.

Notice to Boaters (Overhead Powerlines
Crossing Project Waters)

Overhead powerlines cross the waters of Lake Murray. Boaters should be aware
of powerlines and approach with caution.

Deeds, permits or other instruments affecting Project 516 lands and waters will
contain all standard covenants customarily imposed upon project property and
such other covenants as in the sole discretion of SCE&G may be desirable or
appropriate. The instrument may contain indemnity clauses and insurance
provisions.

Inspection fees do not constitute a charge for admission to Project lands,.

SCE&G retains the right to vary the amount of inspection fees.

No vested right or rights enforceable by third parties are created by SCE&G’s
Policies or Procedures.

All statements in this booklet are qualified by reference to SCE&G’s Policy
Memorandum and Procedure Memorandum governing Lake Murray, both of which
are subject to change at any time. Regulations, Orders and Directives of the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission will take precedence.
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Maps of Lake Murray showing public and commercial landings, parks,
shoal markings and other information are available free of charge from
the South Carolina Electric & Gas Company.

Inquiries concerning policies, procedures, applications or regulations as
outlined in this booklet should be directed to South Carolina Electric &
Gas Company (096), Lake Murray Management Department, Columbia,
South Carolina 29218. Telephone (803) 748-3015.
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South Carolina Electric & Gas Company
Lake Murray Management Department

Mail Code 096
Columbia, South Carolina 29218
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Wednesday, July 05, 2006 2:00 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David

Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald
Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Subject: Agenda and RSVP Request

Hello All,

Attached is the meeting agenda for next Wednesday's (7-12) Lake and Land Management TWC meeting. Please let me
know if you plan on attending, if you have not yet done so. This makes ordering lunches much easier for me :). Thanks,
Alison

Lake and Land
Management TWC A...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183



Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management TWC

Meeting Agenda

July 12, 2006
9:30 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

 9:30 to 10:30 Continued Review of General Requirements Document from Previous
Discussion on Private Docks

 10:30 to 10:35 Break

 10:35 to 11:45 Review of Items in the Shoreline Management Plan Booklet

 11:45 to 12:15 Lunch

 12:15 to 2:30 Continued Review of Items in the Shoreline Management Plan Booklet

 2:30 to 2:45 Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for Next
Meeting

Adjourn
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Wednesday, July 05, 2006 11:58 AM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David

Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald
Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com;
Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George
Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer
O'Rourke; John Oswald ; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov);
Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael
Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter;
Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Richard Kidder; Robert
Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tom Brooks

Subject: Final Meeting Notes

Hello All,

Attached are the final meeting notes from the 5-26 and 6-15 TWC meetings. Thanks, Alison

2006-5-26 final
Meeting Minute...

2006-6-15 final
Meeting Minute...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Steve Bell, LW
Roy Parker, LMA

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Rhett Bickley � Lexington County 
Van Hoffman � SCE&G 
Amanda Hill, USFWS
Dick Christie, SCDNR

DATE: May 26, 2006

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

Develop Erosion Evaluation Form � Tommy Boozer and David Hancock 

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: June 15, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and welcomed the group. He noted that the first item would be to
discuss the edits to the bank stabilization criteria. David Hancock and Tommy Boozer explained
that they would like that a permit be obtained from the Corps for any riprapping projects exceeding
1000 feet in length. There was some discussion on this issue. Ron Ahle made the suggestion that
the homeowner be required to obtain a permit for riprapping exceeding 500 feet or have the option
of bioengineering the bank for any lengths above 500 feet in lieu of obtaining the permit. Ahle also
noted that it was an opportunity to encourage people to employ bioengineering techniques. Stuart
asked, in the past few years, how many applications exceeding 500 feet are typically received by
SCE&G. Tommy Boozer replied that there had only been a few. After continued discussion on this
issue, the group decided to proceed with Ron Ahle�s presentation on bioengineering before a 
decision was made.
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Ahle began the presentation and noted that the purpose was to provide education on the various
bioengineering techniques that are available. He noted that a goal would be to provide stabilization
along with a vegetated shoreline and wildlife habitat. He explained that it was important to educate
the public that there are other ways to stabilize the shoreline naturally. He noted that an education
program could also inform people on where bioengineering supplies would be available and who
was able to do the work.

After Ahle presented a few examples of bank erosion, Roy Parker noted that he had observed, on
Bomb Island, that although there is vegetation and trees it continues to severely erode. Ahle noted
that he would address this later in his presentation.

Ahle began his presentation with a discussion on live stakings and noted that they were the most
appropriate for areas in the backs of coves. He explained that one important thing with live staking
is that the downside of the staking has a sharp point and is at or below normal pool elevation. Ahle
pointed out that the easiest and cheapest method for live staking is to use live cuttings. He also
noted in his presentation that the homeowner could have the work done costing in the ranges of
$1.50 to $3.50 a stake. Ahle explained that this method was applicable for escarpments that are less
than 1 foot. Steve Bell asked if an individual has an escarpment that is less than one foot, would it
be best to cut it out or fill it in. Ahle replied that it should probably be sloped back.

The next method of bioengineering that Ahle discussed was the installation of a Bio-log, with
vegetation planted behind and around. Ahle noted that this method would not prevent the
homeowner from being able to see the lake. Ahle explained that less desirable species would need
to be weeded out when they began to come in. Ahle also explained that the plants used would be
perennials. Dick Christie asked Ahle if the lake went down for a few years if some of the
vegetation was drought hardy. Van Hoffman replied that it may have to be watered and Ahle also
noted that he believed that you would still be able to maintain a good protected bank with
vegetation during a drought.

There was some discussion on the bioengineering method of Contour Wattleing. Hancock
expressed concern because many times in performing this bioengineering method the trees have to
be taken out 40 to 50 feet back. Boozer also noted that he was concerned that if the bioengineering
was made too difficult, many people are not going to want to do it. Ahle explained that Contour
Wattleing was probably not the most recommended method for bioengineering.

Parker pointed out that there are some individuals who like the look of riprap. Ahle noted that if
people become used to seeing the natural shoreline they many begin to like that better. Rhett
Bickley noted that the increased vegetation would also benefit water quality that may be an
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incentive to some. Ahle explained that he believed that one important key is that options are
available to allow the homeowner to choose what is best for them.

Ahle went on to explain a few more options for bioengineering. Ahle discussed live facine but
noted that it was probably not the best solution for the private property owner. He noted that brush
layering was another option for steeper slopes. He explained that with this method notches are cut
into the slope at angles. Ahle began to describe Brush Mattresses that are secured with wire lacing
and grow thick. Ahle noted that one of the drawbacks of this method is that it tends to be very
expensive.

Ahle noted that vegetated rip rap is another option for bioengineering. He explained that some
plants that might grow well among riprap are swamp mallow and hibiscus. Ahle pointed out that
vegetated rip-rap may be a transition if an individual is insistent on riprap.

The group went on to discuss what could be done on severely eroded banks. Ahle explained that
the bioengineering technique for this circumstance is a vegetated gabion wall which uses rock
baskets with plantings. He noted that a similar vegetated gabion mattress is used for a less steep
slope. Hancock pointed out that one drawback to a gabion was that the Lake may eventually break
it up. Ahle also explained a vegetated crib wall to the group. He concluded his presentation by
explaining what is called A-Jacks, interlocking structures that allow plants to grow in between.

Amanda Hill noted that on different slopes that different methodologies worked better. She noted
that it would be helpful to show the slope calculations along with the best associated bank
stabilization techniques. Ahle noted that one helpful thing that SCE&G could do to promote
bioengineering was to buy Bio-logs wholesale and provide them wholesale to homeowners.

The group began to discuss the options for bioengineering and Boozer explained to the group that
typically, individuals who buy a piece of property cannot do everything at one time financially. He
continued to note that they typically do it in phases, get the boat dock first, then look into
stabilization at a later date. Hill added that when the individuals do come to SCE&G for a boat
dock, that is when SCE&G should give them a consultation on options available for the future, in
terms of stabilization and such. Stuart suggested having a pamphlet on bank stabilization available
in those circumstances. Boozer also suggested using areas in the public parks to give examples of
bioengineering. Ahle and Hill agreed that that would be a good idea. Ahle added that the cabins in
front of Dreher Island would be a good place to set up one of the examples.

The group then began to discuss the topic of receiving a Corps permit for 1000 ft of rip-rap or the
suggested 500 feet of rip rap. Boozer suggested that if the riprap request was over 500 feet then it
should be reviewed by the USFWS and SCDNR. Ahle and Hill agreed. Boozer also noted that they
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would take the first shot at the development of an Erosion Evaluation Form that would be included
in the SCE&G application packet. Hill noted that instead of having a box in the application form
that asks if the homeowner is interested in riprap, to have a box that asks if the homeowner is
interested in bank stabilization, under which the different forms of stabilization could be listed,
including bioengineering.

After lunch the group began their discussion on limbing and Hancock gave a presentation to the
group that he had prepared on this topic. In his presentation, Hancock proposed that trees may be
limbed if they have a minimum DBH of 6� and a minimum height of 20�.  He noted in his proposal 
that an individual can only limb up to 8� in height. Hancock further noted that they would not allow
the limbing of willow trees, only pine, oak, sweet gum, and maple. Christie noted that without the
proper knowledge and tools, DBH may be difficult for the average person to decipher. Christie
went on to suggest that circumference be listed as well, in parenthesis. The group agreed to the
limbing proposal and concluded the meeting. It was noted that at the next meeting the group would
discuss excavations and Hancock passed out the excavation packet for review prior to the meeting.
The next meeting date was set for June 15th at 9:30 at the Lake Murray Training Center.

Shoreline Stabilization Memo edits attached below:

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Division of Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries

Environmental Programs Office

MEMORANDUM

To: L & LM TWC (Saluda Hydro Project)
From: Ron Ahle
Date: 5-05-06

Subject: Straw-man for Shoreline Stabilization Criteria
________________________________________________________________

Criteria for Shoreline Stabilization Permits [Provide good diagrams]

All shoreline stabilization efforts must be approved by SCE&G Lake Management prior to
implementation and/or construction.

Develop slope criteria matrix similar to what Ron provided at May 26 TWC.
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Provide a description or definition of bioengineering

Include an erosion evaluation form in the application package (SCE&G will develop this)

1) Since every possible situation cannot be anticipated, SCE&G Lake Management reserves the
right to make special rulings in cases not specifically covered by these guidelines.

2) Adjoining property owners should be aware that conducting all shoreline stabilization activities
at a federally licensed hydroelectric project (e.g., Saluda Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No.
P-516) is a privilege that can only be granted with authorization from the Licensee. No riprapping,
seawalls, or retaining walls may be constructed, replaced, repaired, or added to without a permit
from SCE&G. Furthermore, there are some areas of the lake where facilities may not be permitted
because of environmental considerations, development patterns, physical lake characteristics,
impacts to cultural resources, or other reasons.

3) New or expanding stabilization activities (excluding bio-engineering) may not be undertaken
within a 50 feet offset from an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) classification identified in the
Shoreline Management Plan (SMP). All shoreline stabilization activities affecting ESA will be
assessed on a case-by-case basis.

4) The applicant must be the owner of the tract of land immediately adjoining the high water mark
(360-foot elevation), or SCE&G-owned buffer zone or have the written permission of the easement
property owner on water rights tracts (i.e. SCE&G only has a flowage easement). SCE&G Lake
Management will hold the applicant fully responsible for ongoing adherence with the current SMP
( including maintaining structures in good repair). This responsibility transfers automatically along
with ownership.

5) All shoreline stabilization activities must comply with all local, state, and federal regulations, if
applicable. Prior to beginning any activity/construction within the high water mark (360-foot
elevation), the applicant must obtain all necessary governmental permits or approvals, and written
authorization from SCE&G Lake Management, especially for any stabilization activities associated
with native aquatic plants. Stop sentence here such as water willow beds.

6) Consultation with SCDNR and USFWS will be required for stabilization that exceeds 500 linear
feet of shoreline. Additionally, the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental
Control (SCDHEC) may require an individual permit for large shoreline stabilization projects.
7) In order to protect aquatic resources shoreline stabilization activities shall typically be performed
when water elevation is below work area. When water elevation is above the work area, Formatted: Font: Not Italic
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critical/emergency shoreline stabilization activities may be performed in the inundated work area
during the months of July through February.. The applicant should make every reasonable effort to
minimize any adverse impact on fish, wildlife, shoreline vegetation and other natural resources.

8) Riprap material must be SCDOT Class B or larger quarry-run stone, natural stone, or other
material approved by SCE&G. Tires, scrap metal, crushed block, construction/demolition debris or
other types of material are not allowed for stabilization.

9) Minimal clearing below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) is allowed to create corridors
for equipment access for stabilization projects. Access corridors should be incorporated into
permanent pier/dock access corridors (i.e. foot paths) where practical. Vegetation removed to
accommodate construction access for shoreline stabilization shall be replaced with native
vegetation.

10) Applicants are encouraged to avoid activities (including stabilization) that could have an
adverse impact upon existing native aquatic plants. Bio-engineering is a preferred shoreline
stabilization technique and is encouraged especially in eroded areas associated with emergent
aquatic vegetation. Shoreline stabilization activities are limited to the eroded bank. Any
unavoidable impacts to existing emergent aquatic vegetation, as a result of stabilization installation,
require replanting vegetation in the impacted area(s). Rip rap installed below the high water mark
(360-foot elevation) in vegetated areas must be limited to one layer deep to allow spaces between
the stone for vegetation recruitment.

11) The type of plantings utilized in bioengineering and landscape-planting projects should be
native to South Carolina, and must be reviewed and approved by SCE&G Lake Management prior
to introduction.

12) Approved bioengineering techniques are always the preferred method for shoreline
stabilization. However, approved bioengineering techniques are generally required for eroded
banks of two feet or less of erosional scarp. Approved bioengineering and/or vegetated riprap
techniques are preferred for eroded banks exceeding two feet of erosional scarp. ( Figure for
examples of acceptable bioengineering and vegetated rip-rap techniques).

13) Riprap use should be limited to only that area necessary to adequately stabilize the existing
eroded bank. Riprap should be confined to the area between 6 feet below the high water mark (360
foot elevation) and high water mark (360 foot elevation) except where the entire placement is on
above severely eroded banks. These areas must be sloped back or terraced to provide minimum
bank stability.

Deleted: No stabilization facility
installatio n is allowed during  March �  
June in order to protect fish spawning

Deleted: permittee

Deleted: must

Deleted: ¶

Deleted: that

Deleted: within

Deleted: Project boundary

Deleted: Native v

Deleted: similar to what was removed.

Deleted: and a

Deleted: normal lake level elevation
and associated with

Deleted: water willow beds

Deleted: water willow

Comment: Add to glossery

Deleted:

Deleted: must

Deleted: full pond elevation

Deleted: full pond elevation

Deleted: the FERC Project boundary or
where

Deleted: and where permissible based
on any local or state buffer requirements.



MEETING NOTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC

SCE&G Training Center
May 26, 2006

Final ACG 7-5-06

Page 7 of 7

14) Stabilization of eroded banks that are 2 feet in height or higher or that are not associated with
emergent aquatic vegetation can be stabilized using S_C_D_O_T_ Class B or larger size riprap with
filter cloth, bio-engineering using significant live staking and planting, or other forms of bio-
engineering within the riprap.

15) Retaining walls are only allowed for erosion control where the average eroded bank height is
greater than 3 feet and the wall is constructed at the high water mark (360-foot elevation). Earth
fills below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) are prohibited.

16) A layer of riprap (SCDOT Class B or larger) extending 6 feet lake-ward from full pond must be
placed along the entire base of all retaining walls. The 6-foot requirement is measured vertically for
steep slopes and horizontally for more gradual slopes where the vertical requirement would prove
impractical.

Consequences for Violations

1. SCE&G Lake Management representatives will issue Stop Work Directives for any violations
that are detected within the high water mark (360 foot elevation) of Lake Murray.
Consequences for violations will include one or more of the following:

Unwanted delays.

Suspension or cancellation of approved shoreline stabilization permit.

Modification or removal of non-complying structures and restoration of disturbed areas
at the owner�s expense. 

Cancellation of all current shoreline permits and loss of consideration for future
shoreline permits

________________________________________________________________

REMBERT C. DENNISBUILDING * P.O. BOX 167 * COLUMBIA, SC 29202
TELEPHONE: (803) 734-2728 *FACSIMILE: (803) 734-6020
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Dick Christie, SCDNR
Steve Bell, LW

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Rhett Bickley � Lexington County 
Van Hoffman � SCE&G 
Randy Mahan � SCANA Services 
Bill Mathias � LMA and LMPS 
Tom Eppink � SCANA Services 

DATE: June 15, 2006

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

Ron Ahle � to send Tommy Boozer and David Hancock Bank Erodability Index

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: July 12, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that the group was working toward wrapping up the bank
stabilization criteria. He explained that Tommy Boozer had an example to show the group on a
checklist for bank stabilization. This was a homework item assigned to Boozer and David Hancock
at a previous meeting. Boozer noted that the example handed out was developed for another lake,
however, they would take the format and apply it to Lake Murray.

The group reviewed the example document. Ron Ahle made the suggestion of including a bank
erodablity index. He further explained that there is a formula that looks at the measurements of the
bank itself and calculates the erodability index. Ahle noted that he would research the index and
bring the information back to the group. Boozer asked that Ahle send it to them so that they could
begin to review it. He also noted that in most cases the erodability index was something that the
contractor would determine.
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The group moved to discussions on excavations and reviewed the current criteria. Hancock
explained that currently the maximum amount they allow to be excavated is 150 cubic yards. He
further explained that typically the average excavation increases depth 2 to 4 feet around the dock.
Hancock noted that they typically try to get the docks to the 352� to 351� elevation.  Ahle suggested 
using the LIDAR information to assist contractors in determining elevations.

The group decided that it would proceed by developing a list of Benefits and Impacts of
excavations. The group developed the list below

Benefits:
Improved Access
Boating, Swimming, Fishing
Happy Individuals
Removes Loose Sediment
$$$ to homeowner
Small scale

Impacts:
Undeveloped area disturbance
Disturbed fish spawning habitat
Bank stabilization issues, vegetation impacts
Alters cove water patterns
Littoral zone alterations
Boat traffic

Stuart asked the group if there was a safety component to be considered under the Benefits or the
Impacts. There were different opinions expressed on whether excavations provided an increase in
safety or had an impact to safety. The group continued to discuss the Benefits vs. the Impacts to
excavations and Hancock pointed out that there was an issue of sand build up in the Lexington side
of the Lake, and if excavations were not allowed, those areas would fill in.

Dick Christie noted, that from an ecological perspective, during excavations you are, in effect,
taking a highly productive littoral zone and changing it to a less productive classification. Christie
continued to explain that the littoral zone was important in that it is where spawning occurs, where
reptiles and amphibians spend much of their time, where wading birds feed.

Once the group had concluded discussions on the Benefits and Impacts of excavations, the group
then again began to review the current criteria. It was decided that excavations would take place
below the 354� elevation unless otherwise approved by SCE&G in consultation with SCDNR.  
Boozer asked the group what would happen if an individual applied for a Corps permit that was
above the 354� elevation in a site that is not appropriate for excavation above the 354�, and should 
SCE&G object to it. Ahle noted that as well as SCE&G objecting to it, SCDNR would also object
to it as it is not consistent with SCE&G�s Shoreline Management Plan (SMP). Steve Bell asked
what conditions are considered for allowing excavations to occur above the 354�.  Ahle replied that 
the key is if there are significant ecological resources at the location. Hancock noted that currently
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if they have a site that is questionable that they do call SCDNR, and that they are not going to
approve an excavation that the DNR does not approve. Ahle noted that, at the same time, they
recognize that individuals need to have access to the Lake and that they will try to work with
homeowners to the extent possible.

The group continued the interactive discussion and made changes to the document accordingly
(Lake Murray Excavation document with changes attached below). After concluding discussion on
this topic, Hancock reviewed the Shoreline Activities application with the group. The group did not
pose any changes to the application and the group moved on to discuss Private Docks.

Boozer began this discussion by giving a presentation and a brief history of the SMP as it relates to
private docks to the group. It was noted that since 1978 there has been an increase of about 5000
structures on the Lake, from the recorded 4,000 in the 1978 inventory. Boozer further noted that
everything that was inventoried prior to the implementation of the SMP was grandfathered in, and
that they have been working over the years with the homeowners to get those structures into
compliance.

Boozer explained a little about the dock permitting process to the group and that SCE&G does have
a standard dock that is allowed. As Boozer proceeded through the presentation the group reviewed
the application together. In discussions on the vegetation agreement, it was noted that some
changes will be made to include the new items decided upon in the group. It was noted that the
group would review this document with the incorporated changes at the next meeting.

The group reviewed the dock diagram, and Boozer explained that the largest floating platform that
SCE&G will permit is a 12� by 20�.  Boozer further pointed out that they also only allow one boat 
lift per dock due to the large areas that boat lifts impact. He noted that SCE&G receives quite a few
requests for jet ski lifts, and explained that he would like for this group to make a decision on how
this should be handled in the future. Upon reviewing the slip type docks, Boozer noted that an
individual had to have a minimum of 200 feet of shoreline to be eligible for this type of dock. He
also noted that generally with this type of dock layout they require the boat lifts to be inside the slip.

Boozer concluded his presentation and noted that the next agenda item would be to review the
General Requirements. Stuart asked the group if there were any issues with the dock permitting
program as it currently exists. Bell replied that he would like to have more time to review the
document with the other stakeholders that he represents. Boozer noted that as far as SCE&G is
concerned, they feel comfortable with what is defined in the General Permit, however, they are
open to discussion.

The group decided that they would briefly review the General Requirements, however they would
leave the bulk of the discussion for the next meeting. A few concerns were brought up. Ahle noted
he would like to see a deadline, such as 5 years, for dock applications for those lots who are eligible
for a dock but have not yet applied for one. Hancock replied that there were not that many lots that
have been guaranteed a dock and have not yet applied for it. He further noted that he did not see
any benefit to placing a deadline in this instance because it would most likely promote a rush for
permits that otherwise may not be applied for. Ahle replied that if there were not a large amount of
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areas that have been guaranteed a dock then it was probably not a large concern, if it was a large
amount, however, it may raise more concerns.

The group shortly discussed the situation involving individuals that own land behind areas classified
as Forest and Game Management. Ahle noted that this was an important issue to consider with their
discussions on reclassification. In discussions on common docks, Boozer suggested that the group
change the ownership rules that an individual has to have 75 feet of shoreline and only 2 people are
allowed to share a common dock, instead of 4. The group agreed to these changes

The group decided that at the next meeting they would continue these discussions on the General
Requirements, as well as review a few items in the shoreline management plan booklet. The next
meeting date was scheduled for July 12th.

Document revisions and Agenda attached below:
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LAKE MURRAY EXCAVATIONS

At the time you applied for permission to excavate in front of your property at Lake Murray, you were
advised of the Company's Shoreline Management Guidelines and were requested to supply additional
information required by the policy. If you are given approval by our Lake Management
representative, it is imperative that the terms of the permit be adhered to, including the following
requirements:

1. A non-refundable permitting fee of $200.00 is required for the excavation
permit, plus a $500.00 deposit. The deposit is refundable upon request
after final inspection and approval of the condition of the excavated
shoreline.

2. A complete, detailed drawing (to scale) of the proposed excavation area
must be provided. This must include contours, cross sections, width,
length and depth, and the exact volume of earth in cubic yards to be
removed. Also, the drawing must include and identify the location where
the excavation dirt will be placed upon removal from site. If the dirt is to
be totally removed from the shoreline area, this must be so stated. The
maximum volume of earth to be removed is 150 cubic yards.

3. A recordable plat of the applicant's and adjacent property owners' property
that will be affected by proposed excavation must be furnished.

4. Lake Management Department must be notified prior to commencement of
work.

5. All displaced soil must be taken off site or otherwise stabilized above the
360 foot contour in accordance with SCE&G requirements if in Richland,
Saluda and Newberry Counties, and in accordance with recommendations
of the Lexington County Sediment Control Representative if in Lexington
County.

6. A 4 to 1 slope is the maximum slope allowed.

7. All excavating must be done directly in front of the applicant's property and
below the 354� contour, unless otherwise approved by SCE&G in 
consultation with SCDNR.

8. No excavation will be permitted in a wooded or vegetated area or other
areas that may be identified by SCE&G in consultation with SCDNR. The
protection of shallow water habitat must be considered at all times. A Lake
Management representative will designate area to be excavated.

9. Excavation activities generally will not be allowed between January 15
and October 1. Exceptions may be granted by SCE&G based on
hydrological or meteorological conditions. Permits are valid for one (1)
year from the date of issue only. See date on approved permit.

10. Water must not cover the excavation site during excavation activities.
11. The contractor must have a copy of the approved permit and drawing while

on the job site at all times.
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12. All excavation must be completed by using the following equipment: (1)
dragline; (2) track backhoe; or other equipment approved by Lake
Management personnel.

13. Lake Management Department must be notified upon completion of work.

Failure to comply with any of the above requirements will result in automatic suspension of the
excavation permit, forfeit of the $500.00 deposit, and may result in the cancellation of any
shoreline permits.

Applicant acknowledges and accepts the above listed requirements, and further certifies that he/she
possesses the authority to undertake the proposed activities. Applicant further certifies that he/she
shall indemnify and hold harmless SCE&G from all liability however arising to any and all persons
whomsoever, whether for personal injuries (including death) or otherwise, by reason of the
construction upon lands and interests of SCE&G, and form any damage or injury resulting to any
persons whomsoever from defects in or defective conditions of said construction.

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company

Applicant Project Representative

Street Date

City, State, Zip Code

Revised 7/23/03
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GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

Permits to construct, repair, modify, or replace boat docks, ramps, marine railways, boat
lifts, water removal, limited brushing, rip-rap, and retaining walls  must be obtained from SCE&G�s 
Lake Management Department prior to the beginning of construction.

Dock construction shall not endanger health, create a nuisance, or otherwise be incompatible
with overall Project recreation use.

A minimum lot width of 100 feet along the 360 contour is required before an individual
residential dock application will be considered.

Lots measuring less than 100 feet in width in subdivisions established prior to 1989 where
the adjacent lots have existing docks may be considered for limited size docks.

No watercraft exceeding 30 feet in length will be permitted to be permanently docked at a
residential or common area dock.

Application Procedure for New Construction, Additions, or Replacements

The applicant will be required to apply to SCE&G in writing and submit the following:

1. Sketch showing location, design, and dimensions of the proposed structure.
2. Permitting fee
3. Specific direction by land to applicant�s property on Lake Murray 
4. Plat of applicant�s property 

All docks must be kept in good repair.

Private docks, whether permanent or floating may generally be up to 750 sq. feet in overall
size and 75 feet in length provided they do not interfere with navigation or restrict access to
adjoining property.

Floating docks attached to permanent docks may be moved out as the Lake level recedes
provided they do not interfere with adjacent property owner�s access.  

Docks may be longer where conformity with existing structures would be practical and in
cases where exception would be desirable due to curvature or slope of the shoreline.

All permitted docks must be built horizontally between the elevation of 360 and 362 foot
contour.

Docks must be located a minimum of 15 feet from adjacent property lines and the projected
extension should not cross over the imaginary projected lot lines.
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The projection of the imaginary property line is a management tool to assist Lake
Management Representatives and may be waived under certain circumstances.

Covers on docks are not permissible unless the covered portion is located within 15 feet of
the 360 contour.

Hand railing is permissible provided the sides are not enclosed.

No sinks, toilets, showers, or fueling systems are permitted.

Flotation for floating docks must be encased or encapsulated flotation.

Docks must be single story structures.

Boatlifts connected to docks are allowable.

Common docks shall follow all of the guidelines described for private docks. Common
docks may be permitted for two residential lots. Each property owner participating in a common
dock must have a minimum of 75 feet along the 360 contour.
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Meeting Purpose:

To Develop Draft Criteria on Excavations for Inclusion in the Shoreline Management Plan. To
Discuss and Review Criteria for Residential Dock Permits

Logistics:

Where: Lake Murray Training Center
When: June 15, 2006
Time: 9:30 AM to 3:00 PM

Meeting Agenda:

9:30 to 10:30 Begin Discussions on Criteria For Excavations

10:30 to 10:40 Break

10:40 to 11:30 Continued Discussion on Excavations and the Development of Draft
Criteria to be Presented to the RCG

11:30 to 12:00 Lunch

12:00 to 12:30 Presentation on Docks � Tommy Boozer and David Hancock

12:30 to 2:45 Development of Draft Criteria on Residential Dock Permits to be
Presented to the RCG

2:45 to 3:00 Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for
Next Meeting

Adjourn
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2006 4:31 PM
To: Alison Guth; 'jsfrick@mindspring.com'; 'Van Hoffman'; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 'Amanda Hill';

BARGENTIERI@scana.com; 'David Hancock'; 'Dick Christie'; 'Joy Downs';
RMAHAN@scana.com; 'Rhett Bickley'; 'Ron Ahle'; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Roy Parker'; 'Steve Bell';
'Tom Ruple'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'Tony Bebber'

Cc: 'Andy Miller'; 'Bertina Floyd'; 'Bill Cutler'; 'Bill East'; 'Bill Marshall'; 'Bill Mathias';
'btrump@scana.com'; 'Charlie Compton'; 'Charlie Rentz'; 'Chris Page'; 'Daniel Tufford'; 'David
Allen'; 'Don Tyler'; 'George Duke'; 'Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers)'; 'Hank McKellar'; 'Irvin
Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com)'; 'Jennifer O'Rourke'; 'John Oswald '; 'Kim Westbury'; 'Kit Oswald ';
'Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov)'; 'Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com)'; 'Linda Lester
'; 'Mark Leao'; 'Mary Kelly'; 'Michael Murrell'; 'Mike Duffy'; 'Mike Summer
(msummer@scana.com)'; 'Mike Waddell'; 'Parkin Hunter'; 'Patricia Wendling'; 'Patrick Moore';
'Ralph Crafton'; 'Randal Shealy'; 'Richard Kidder'; 'Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com)';
'ryanity@scana.com'; 'Suzanne Rhodes'; 'Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net)';
'Tom Brooks'

Subject: RE: July 12 Lake and Land Meeting Notes

Hello TWC,

There has been a couple changes to the meeting notes from 7-12. Please note these changes in the attached draft. All
changes will become final by August 8th. Thanks, Alison

2006-7-12 draft
Meeting Minute...

-----Original Message-----
From: Alison Guth
Sent: Tuesday, July 25, 2006 4:44 PM
To: 'jsfrick@mindspring.com'; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy

Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony
Bebber

Cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz;
Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts
(ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O'Rourke; John Oswald ; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura
Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer
(msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy;
Richard Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tom Brooks

Subject: July 12 Lake and Land Meeting Notes

Hello all,

Attached are the meeting notes from the July 12 Lake and Land Management TWC Meeting. Please have any
comments or changes to me by August 8. Thanks, Alison

<< File: 2006-7-12 draft Meeting Minutes - LLM TWC.doc >>

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Dick Christie, SCDNR
Steve Bell, LW

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Rhett Bickley – Lexington County
Van Hoffman – SCE&G
Randy Mahan – SCANA Services
Tom Eppink – SCANA Services
John Frick, Landowner
Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Roy Parker, LMA

DATE: July 12, 2006

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

 SCE&G to work on list of activities that are not allowed
 SCE&G to estimate the maximum number of docks possible on the lake at the request of

Lake Watch.
 Dick Christie to develop section on Aquatic Plants for SMP booklet and email to SCE&G
 Group to consider incentives to landowners for multi-slip docks and habitat improvements

for boat ramps.

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: August 24, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Alan opened the meeting and noted that the group would begin by reviewing the Shoreline
Management Program Booklet. Although this was not the first item on the agenda it was noted that
discussion on the first item would require the presence of another individual that had not yet shown
up.

The group began to discuss the booklet item by item. The group noted that the goal was to make
the booklet deal solely with permitting. As the group discussed the items in the booklet, changes
were made directly to the document projected on the screen (document attached). During
discussions on the section in the booklet pertaining to undeveloped areas, it was noted that that
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particular section would need to be addressed in more detail during TWC discussion on land
reclassification.

It was noted that discussion on fisheries management would not be included in the smaller booklet,
but in the more detailed SMP. In place of extended discussion on this topic in the booklet, the
group noted that DNR’s website would be listed as a reference for information on fisheries
management. The group also noted that the phone number for Marine Enforcement should be
included under the section entitled Boating Safety. There was continued discussion on the purpose
and function of the booklet and it was noted that another separate booklet would be put together for
Recreation, while this booklet strictly contained the do’s and don’ts in the Shoreline Management
Program.

The group briefly discussed the Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA)s. John Frick asked if the
ESA classifications would shift over time due to die-offs. Ron Ahle replied that although the button
bushes may die from time to time in an area, the habitat that is suitable for growth will remain, and
they will come back over time. Ron also noted that periodic updates to ESA’s may be beneficial to
protect areas that were not originally identified.

Dick Christie made a few suggestions to the SMP booklet for the group to consider. He noted that
it may be beneficial to list Shoreline Classifications at the beginning of the booklet. He explained
that this section could include discussion on what activities are allowed in areas such as Forest and
Game Management, what acreage is included in those lands, etc. Tommy Boozer also added that
discussion on what activities can be performed in the Buffer Zone should be included as well.

The group continued to progress through the booklet and noted that there would be a brief reference
to SCE&G Park facilities; although the points on Criteria for Establishing New Facilities would be
taken out, while the other items could be placed in the recreation booklet.

As the group began discussion on dock policies, Ron suggested that the group come up with some
proposals for incentive programs. The group noted that incentive programs would be discussed at a
later date and the group was tasked to consider incentives in the meantime, as well as review
incentive programs at other projects.

The group briefly discussed boat ramps and Tommy explained this issue to the group. Tommy
noted that they do not permit a boat ramp to an individual that has access to a community boat
ramp. He explained that the only instances in which SCE&G does permit a boat ramp are when the
individual owns down to the 360, is not associated with a common access area and they have no
vegetation to consider. Ron suggested that the group consider not allowing private residential boat
ramps. Alan noted that a ramp may be used as an incentive to have the homeowner plant button
bushes on his property. The group agreed that this may be an area for incentives.

Discussion arose regarding boat lifts and Tommy explained that they only allow one boatlift per
dock. Tommy continued to note that he would like the groups’ input on the issue of jet ski lifts. He
pointed out that most of the jet ski or personal watercraft lifts are floating and have been considered
temporary because they are fiberglass and are placed on the backside of docks. Tommy noted that
it currently has not been an issue due to the fact that the footprint of the dock does not change.
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Tommy also explained that another issue that they have been confronted with is the homeowner
wanting to purchase a jet dock in order to pull their boat up on. He explained that they are currently
handling this situation by informing the individuals that they cannot have the jet dock unless it took
the place of their current dock and was a maximum size of 20’ x 12’. Dick made the suggestion of
defining “jet dock” in the booklet. Tom Eppink noted that he believed it best that a permitting
process be developed for jet ski lifts.

Tony Bebber explained that in the Catawba relicensing issues with water toys, such as trampolines
and air kites, arose. The group considered these issues and noted that water toys, such as
trampolines, could not be left out for more than a day without being considered a mooring, adding
to the total footprint of the area. The group also decided to review Catawba’s policy on this. It was
noted that the term “mooring” would also be defined in the booklet. Tommy Boozer also explained
that there are no approved ski jumps or ski courses on the lake.

The group began to discuss earthfill encroachments. It was noted that these encroachments
happened many years ago and most are 5 to 10 ft. Tommy explained that they sometimes have the
encroachments removed, however in some cases it is more detrimental to remove an encroachment
than to permit it. Tommy also explained that the license allows SCE&G to sell those
encroachments to the property owner.

The next topic to discuss was fringelands, however the group noted that this topic would be
discussed in more detail prior to a presentation on this issue by Van Hoffman. The group briefly
discussed the section on water removal and noted that it would be revised and condensed.

As the group continued through the document, it was noted that many of the items would be
discussed in detail in the SMP, rather than in the booklet. Dick noted that he would put together a
section on aquatic plants for the booklet as a homework assignment.

The group concluded the discussion on the SMP booklet and briefly noted the homework items
before moving on to discuss the General Requirements for Docks.

In discussions on the General Requirements for docks, Steve Bell requested an estimate on the
maximum number of docks possible on Lake Murray. When asked why this number was useful,
Steve noted that it has been requested for consideration in whether the footprint is too large.
SCE&G noted that they could calculate the maximum docks on the lake, however the number
would be completely theoretical. It was noted that more discussion on the General Requirements
would occur after the number was distributed to Lake Watch.

John Frick suggested an alternative proposal of increasing the spacing between docks to 400 ft, with
agreement from some attendees of the concept of greater spacing. Tommy noted that that would
essentially be privatizing the lake because very few people could afford that much shoreline. Also,
John F. suggested that landward access to game management lands should be a requirement, else
the designation as game management might be misleading since only lakeside access would be
possible for the public. The group came to consensus that issues regarding game management
lands, land sales and fringe lands would be discussed in more detail at a future Lake and Land
Management meeting. Specifically, when the group focuses land sales, reclassification and
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rebalancing discussions. Tony made the suggestion of encouraging people to go to shared docks.
The group decided to discuss this issue in more detail during discussions on incentives.

Agenda for next meeting:
It was noted that at the next meeting there would be discussion on multi-slip docks and common
access areas. Tommy would give a presentation on how multi-slip docks and common access areas
are currently being permitted.
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Lake Murray

Policies and Procedures

INTRODUCTION
Work of clearing the site for the Saluda River Hydroelectric Development was

started in April of 1927 under a permit granted by the Federal Power Commission to the
Lexington Water Power Company.

In July of 1930 Lake Murray reached an elevation of 300 feet. The following
December, the first electric power, 10,000 kilowatts, was delivered At the time of its
completion, Saluda Dam was the largest earth dam in cubical content for power purposes
in the worldi. The dam itself is 211 feet high and contains over 11 million cubic yards of
material. Lake Murray is 41 miles long and 14 miles wide at its widest point and contains
763 billion gallons of water. It has a shoreline of approximately 650 miles including the
islands. Residents and visitors to Lake Murray are familiar with its fluctuating water
levels. In the Saluda River watershed, about 75 percent of the normal rainfall comes in the
first six months of the calendar year. The lake level can reach 360 feet; however the
normal high lake level is usually reached in May at about 358 feet above mean sea level.
When rainfall decreases during the summer months and the demand for power increases,
the elevation begins to drop with a normal minimum of about 350 feet elevation coming in
the fall of the year.

Lake Murray, over the years, has been, and still is, a major power generation
source and provider of recreational and commercial resources for the residents and
visitors of South Carolina.

In the late 1960’s a rapid change in the character and rate of development of the
lake began to take place.

As development increases, due primarily to Lake Murray’s close proximity to the
Columbia Metropolitan area, the very values that attract families and visitors in the first
place could be destroyed unless the potential for environmental degradation is recognized
by all parties concerned.
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South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, (SCE&G) as owner and Licensee of
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Project No. 516, realizes the need for formulation
of rules and regulations to promote and enhance the recreational potential of Lake Murray
and protect its environmental quality while continuing to use Lake Murray as a major part
of SCE&G’s power production capabilities. All lake management policies are consistent
with the regulations and requirements of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) under whose authority SCE&G owns and operates Lake Murray for the generation
of power.

SCE&G’s Lake Management Department is responsible for enforcing FERC
directives regarding unauthorized uses of Lake Murray waters and land below the 360 foot
contour elevation.

FERC directives require SCE&G to prevent or halt unauthorized actions by taking
measures to stop such actions.

SCE&G has implemented a Shoreline Management Permitting Program (described
in this booklet) to permit, upgrade, and properly maintain structures and facilities below the
360 contour. These regulations and inspection programs serve to maintain an
environment at Lake Murray which has something to offer to everyone.

Add Sections for ESA and Land Use Classification and what people can do on these lands

I. ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES

1. General Policy and Purpose

a. The implementation by SCE&G of the Lake Murray Shoreline
Management Program shall maintain and conserve the area’s natural and
man-made resources.

b. The purpose of the policy is to comply with the terms of the Project
No. 516 License, the regulations and the orders of the FERC and to assist in
providing a balance between recreation and environmental control.

2. Water Quality Standards

SCE&G will conduct a continuing water quality monitoring program to
ensure that the waters of Lake Murray continue to be of an “A” classification
suitable for swimming, fishing and other water-related recreational activities.

3. Undeveloped Areas

SCE&G owned undeveloped land around the lake is managed by the
Land Department. These properties will be maintained through a sound
forest management program to ensure the health of the forest. Timber will
be managed in a multiple use manner in compliance with the S. C. Best
Management Practices to maintain a balance of quality watershed
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conditions, recreational opportunities, wildlife habitat and promotion of new
timber growth.

II. PUBLIC FISHING, BOATING AND HUNTING

1. Fisheries Management

The South Carolina Department of Natural Resources maintains an
annual stocking program during the months of April, May and June.
Fisheries Management of the lake in future years will consist of annual
checks of the population by predator stocking (striped bass). Approximately
20,000 Rainbow Trout are stocked in the Saluda River below the dam
annually. State fishing and safety regulations are enforced by the South
Carolina Department of Natural Resources.

2. Boating Safety

The boating laws of South Carolina are enforced by the South Carolina
Department of Natural Resources Department on Lake Murray

3. Public Hunting

Approximately 6,225 acres of watershed land within and adjacent to
Project No. 516 are leased to the South Carolina Department of Natural
Resources as a part of the statewide Game Management Program. This land
is located adjacent to the western portions of Lake Murray and in many cases,
adjacent to other privately held lands that are also in the management
program. These public hunting areas are shown on Game Management Area
Maps available through the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources.

III. PUBLIC LANDINGS and Parksites

Recreation will be placed in a separate brochure or map.

1. SCE&G Park Facilities

SCE&G presently maintains 12 parks on Lake Murray, for a total of 56
acres. Each park provides a variety of recreational opportunities available to
the public. Recreational activities include boat launching, fishing and
picnicking. At the recreational facilities located on the north and south ends of
the Lake Murray Dam a parking fee is charged to provide security and traffic
control in congested areas. (Park season is from April 1 through September
30).

In addition to the existing 12 developed public parks, there are 65 islands
in Lake Murray consisting of 220 acres that are available for public recreation.



Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee

Page 10 of 24

2. Deleted: Criteria for Establishing
New Company Facilities¶
¶
Additional park sites have been set
aside by SCE&G. When public
demand justifies the need for
additional parks, these sites will be
developed in cooperation with state
and county agencies or independently
by SCE&G.



Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee

Page 11 of 24

3. Saluda River Access
Update with Saluda Shoals Park and Metts Landing. Place in Recreation Brochure.

Public boat ramps are provided on the north and south sides of the
Saluda River approximately 1 mile below the dam where Hope Ferry Road
once crossed the river. They can be reached from the south by Corley Mill
Road and on the north by Bush River Road.

A canoe portage facility is located approximately seven miles below the
Lake Murray Dam on the north side of the Saluda River off of Bush River Road.

4. Commercial Facilities

Place in Recreation Brochure
Public access to the lake is also provided at privately-owned facilities.

Boat launching and other recreation activities are available.

5. S. C. Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism

Place in Recreation Brochure

Dreher Island State Park provides boat ramps, camping, swimming,
nature trails, sailing, and overlook areas. This 348 acre island is leased to PRT
by SCE&G

Make new sections as follows:
List all permitted activities, list all activities and provide a description of the activities.

IV. DOCKS

1. General

SCE&G requires that all docks, fixed, floating or combinations, be
inspected by SCE&G agents to comply with Section IV, Paragraph 6, and that
an inspection decal be prominently displayed on the approved dock.

2. Policy

SCE&G requires that anyone desiring to repair, replace, add to, or
construct a dock must file an application before a permit will be issued prior to
start of construction. Docks, whether fixed or floating must not interfere with
surface water activities or navigation and must be compatible with scenic
values in the vicinity. Use of common docks will be encouraged where
practical.

3. General Requirements
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A minimum lot width of 100 feet along the 360 foot contour is required
before an individual residential dock application will be considered.

Lots measuring less than 100 feet in width along the 360 contour
requesting a dock, will be required to construct common docks with adjacent
property owner(s). It is an applicant’s responsibility to make arrangements
with his neighbor(s) for common dock facilities. Common docks may
accommodate up to five (5) individual lakefront property owners. A minimum
distance of 100 feet is required between common docks and/or a common
dock and an existing individual dock.

Lots measuring less than 100 feet in width in subdivisions established
prior to 1989, where the adjacent lots have existing docks, may be considered
for limited size docks.

If an existing lot having a permitted dock is subdivided, that dock permit
will be canceled. A new permit will be issued only if the shoreline width
requirement is met or if a common dock for all resulting lots is requested.

4. Watercraft Limitations

No watercraft exceeding 30 feet in length will be permitted to be
permanently docked at a residential or common area dock.

Watercraft exceeding 30 feet must be docked at a multi-use docking
facility

It is against both federal and state laws to discharge sewage from any
description of watercraft into the waters of South Carolina.

5. Application Procedure for New Construction, Additions or
Replacements

The applicant will be required to apply to SCE&G in writing and submit
the following:

a. Sketch showing location, design and dimensions of the proposed
structure.

b. Permitting fee required.

c. Specific directions by land to applicant’s property on Lake Murray.

d. Plat of applicant’s property reflecting, among other things, county tax map
information..
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6. Dock Specifications

a. Private docks whether permanent, floating or a combination of both, may
generally be up to 450 square feet in overall size (surface area) and 75 feet in
length provided they do not interfere with navigation, ingress or egress to
adjoining property or are in any manner hazardous. In some locations, such
as narrow coves, the maximum size may not be permitted or docks may not be
permitted at all. Floating docks attached to permanent docks may be moved
out as the water level recedes, provided they do not interfere with adjacent
property owner’s access.

b. A variance in the dimensions related to the length of docks may be
granted in instances where conformity with existing structures would be
practical and in cases where exceptions would be desirable due to curvature
and/or slope of the shoreline. However, the effects on navigation and the
aesthetic values of the surrounding area will control issuance of any variance.

c. All permanent docks must be built horizontally between the elevation of
360 foot and 362 foot contour.

d. Docks must be located a minimum of 15 feet from adjacent property lines
and the projected length should not encroach across the imaginary projected
lot lines. The projection of the imaginary property line is a management tool to
assist Lake Management Representatives and may be waived under certain
circumstances. Common docks, between adjacent property owners, are
encouraged. The sideline limitation of 15 feet will be waived for existing or
proposed common use docks. A copy of the written agreement between
participating property owners will be furnished to SCE&G. An acceptable form
of agreement is available upon request.

e. Covers on docks are not permissable unless the covered portion is
located within 15ft. of the 360 foot contour. Handrailings on docks are
permissible, provided that the sides of docks are not enclosed so as to
obscure cross-vision.

f. Sinks, toilets, showers, etc., or any type of equipment or construction
which will create or cause any liquid or solid waste to be discharged into the
waters of the lake will not be permitted.

g. Effective January 1, 1995, all new floating docks constructed on Lake
Murray are required to use encased or encapsulated flotation. Exposed foam
bead flotation billets, or metal drums will not be allowed. Foam bead flotation
deteriorates, causing shoreline litter. It is subject to destruction by animals and
becomes waterlogged.
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The New regulation applies only to new dock construction. Existing docks will
be required to install encapsulated flotation when the old existing flotation
needs to be replaced.

h. Houseboats used for habitation may not be permanently moored at
private docks. Permanent mooring must be at marinas with sewer pump-out
and treatment facilities.

7. Common Dock Policy

Common docks are docks which provide lake access for two to five family
residential lots. Common docks are encouraged for all lake property as an
alternative to individual docks and will be required on property with poor access
and/or limited lake frontage, or in such other circumstances that SCE&G deems
appropriate. Property owners are encouraged to adopt the common dock
concept to reduce the number of docks on the shoreline and limit congestion in
heavily developed areas.

SCE&G does not guarantee water access. Each lot is affected by the
existing contours of the lake bottom and the operation of the Saluda Hydro
Electric Project. It is the applicant’s responsibility to review the shoreline area
where the dock is to be located and to apply the restrictions outlined in Section
IV-6 above to ensure the dock will meet the applicant’s needs and satisfy
SCE&G’s shoreline management requirements.

8. Multi-slip Dock Policy [Make sure this multi-slip term is consistent
between this document and the SMP.]

The development and expansion of new or existing commercial docks will
be negotiated on a case by case basis. The necessary Federal State and
Local approved permits must be obtained before final approval by South
Carolina Electric and Gas and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

Deleted: Commercial
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V. Boat Ramps, Marine Railways & Boat Lifts

1. Policy

Boat ramps, marine railways, or boat lifts cannot be constructed, replaced
or added to without a permit from SCE&G. The use of boat ramps at public
and semi-public facilities shall be encouraged in preference to construction of
private ramps. Refer to Section IX - 2. concerning boatramps on fringeland.
[add more detail of boat ramp details with incentives for improvements if they
ramps are allowed, such as vegetation, slope, topography, etc.]

2. Application Procedure

Applications for permits to construct, add to, or replace boat ramps,
marine railways, boat lifts shall be submitted to SCE&G in writing and must
include the following:

a. Sketch showing location and dimensions of the proposed ramp, boat lift
and/or marine railway.

b. Permitting fee required.

c. Specific directions, by land, to applicant’s property on Lake Murray.

3. Boat Ramp, Boat Lift, Personal Watercraft Lifts and/or Marine Railway
Specifications

a. Ramps will be constructed of concrete. Asphalt compounds or petroleum
base products are prohibited.

b. All ramps should be located as not to interfere with neighboring property
owners. Adjoining property owners are encouraged to agree to common use of
the ramp. A copy of the written agreement between participating property
owners will be furnished to SCE&G.

c. Ramps may generally be up to 15 feet wide and required length to be
functional. Public and semi -public ramps may be granted a variance.

d. Generally, marine railways to be constructed for access to the lake from
facilities located above the 360 foot contour are permitted. Railways
constructed below the 360 foot contour area restricted to two foot elevation
above the natural lake basin.

e. Boat lifts should be located as not to interfere with the adjoining property
owners’ access. All boat lifts will be constructed at the owners’ dock. No
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covers are to be constructed over boatlifts. [only one boat lift will be
approved per dock.] [we need to address floating drive on docks under
Dock Section of the SMP] [address jet ski drive on docks – we do not
object to them at this time.]

f. Personal Watercraft lifts will require a permit from SCE&G [We need to
address jet ski lifts]

g. Floating platforms or tubes (look at Duke SMP program for water toys)

VI. Moorings (develop a definition of anchorages at USACE)

Absent exceptional circumstances, mooring on the waters of Lake Murray is
not allowed.

Ski jumps are not allowed. Ski courses are not allowed on a permanent
basis

VII. Shoreline Stabilization

No sand shall be placed below the 360 foot contour. They shall take effective measures to
keep sand from migrating below the 360 foot contour.

1. Policy

No rip-rapping, seawalls or retainer walls will be constructed, replaced,
repaired or added to without a permit from SCE&G.

2. Application Procedure

Applicants for permits for erosion control shall be submitted to SCE&G in
writing and must
include the following:

a A copy of applicant’s deed and plat to the property.

b. Area on plat where located and type of erosion control proposed.

c. Permitting fee required.

d. Specific directions by land, to applicant’s property on Lake Murray.

3. Specifications

a. Rip -rapping
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Rip-rapping for erosion control at the 360 foot contour and below will
generally be permitted provided it is aesthetically acceptable and
materials used have prior approval by SCE&G. (No concrete blocks,
bricks, or building materials may be used as rip-rap below the 360 foot
contour).

b. Seawalls or retainer walls

Seawalls or retainer walls for erosion control will be permitted
provided they are constructed on the 360 foot contour. Earth fills below
the 360 foot contour are prohibited.

4. Limited Brushing

Trees, bushes, and vegetation growing below the 360 foot contour on the
shoreline of Lake Murray play an important role in the overall environmental
condition of the Lake. The ecological impact the vegetation has on the fish
and wildlife habitat is necessary to ensure a sound, healthy Lake environment.
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company’s Shoreline Management Plan
permits limited removal of the shoreline vegetation for the construction and
installation of docks. Please be advised that unauthorized removal of
shoreline vegetation (button bushes, willow trees, hardwood, etc.) will result in
the cancellation of the dock permit and revegetation of the shoreline will be
required. Removal of mercantilable timber may require reimbursement subject
to valuation by SCE&G’s Land Department. Property owners must contact
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company’s Lake Management Department prior
to any removal of shoreline vegetation below the 360’ contour.

VIII. Excavations
1. Policy

Excavation below the 360 foot contour is not permitted without
authorization from SCE&G. All authorized excavations must be in accordance
with SCE&G specifications and requirements which may include an
environmental assessment plan or report.

2. Application Procedure

Applications for permits to excavate shall be submitted to SCE&G in
writing and will include the following:

a. A copy of applicant’s deed and plat of property.
b. Specific directions, by land, to applicant’s property on
Lake Murray.
c. Drawing to scale of area to be excavated.
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d. Required local, state and federal permits. Lake Management
Department of SCE&G will assist in preparation of required local,

state and federal permits.
e. An application for an excavation not

exceeding 150 cubic yards can be
processed by SCE&G personnel. Any
commercial excavation or individual
individual excavation exceeding 150 cubic
yards must be processed through the U. S.
Army Corps of Engineers and State agencies.

f. Permitting fee required.

3. Excavation Specifications

a. All excavating must be done directly in front of the permitee’s
lot.

b. No excavation will be permitted when the excavation site is
covered with water.

c. All displaced soil must be moved above the 360 foot contour and must be
stabilized and top seeded to prevent erosion.

d. A 4 to 1 slope is the maximum slope allowed without rip
rap. A 2 to 1 slope is permitted if rip-rap is installed.

e Excavations of wooded or vegetated areas located below the 360
foot contour is prohibited.
f. No excavation will be permitted to alter the existing 360 contour.

g. Excavation activities will be allowed only between October 1st of the
current year and January 15th of the next year. Permits expire
January 15 following the date of issuance

IX. LAND USE

1. Encroachments

Earth fills and non-permitted structures below the 360 foot contour are
prohibited. Any that occurred prior to January 1, 1974, will be handled on a case
by case basis.

2. Fringeland [insert diagram!!!]
Fringeland is that strip of land owned by SCE&G located between the 360

foot contour and the FERC Project Boundary Line. Fringeland is real estate
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and as such falls under the responsibility of the Land Department. The use of
all fringeland is categorized under a Land Use Classification Plan. Fringeland
under the Development Category is generally available for purchase by the
adjoining back property owner subject to Land Department and FERC review
and regulation. However, as landowner, the Company retains the discretion to
determine the availability of parcels for sale on an individual basis. Residential
landowners, who have property behind SCE&G fringeland will have the right of
access by foot to and from the lake. However, they will not be allowed to
encroach with improvements, cut any trees or shrubs, place any water-
oriented encroachments (dock or ramp) or otherwise alter the fringeland
without written consent from the Lake Management Department. Appropriate
action will be initiated to address such unauthorized violations. Upon the sale
of fringeland to an individual, SCE&G generally retains title to a 75 foot buffer
zone adjacent to the 360 foot contour.

Any unauthorized clearing of the trees or underbrush in the 75 foot buffer
zone will result in the immediate cancellation of the individual’s dock permit as
well as possible legal action to require the revegetation of the affected area.
Removal of merchantable timber will require reimbursement to South Carolina
Electric & Gas Company subject to valuation of the Land Department.

X. WATER REMOVAL FROM THE LAKE [Move this section to after Moorings]

1. Application for a Permit [Commercial and residential requests for water
withdrawals should contact SCE&G for permit applications and additional
information. Water removal permits for residential property will be for irrigation purposes
only.]

[note – verify this information is in the SMP] Applications for a
commercial permit to remove water may be submitted to SCE&G. SCE&G will
deny the application if it appears to conflict with the public interest. If not, it will
be forwarded to FERC for approval if required. SCE&G will not endorse such
applications. SCE&G will impose limits in granting permits for approved
applications. The applicant will be required to compensate SCE&G for water
withdrawn and to bear expenses of filing the application.
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2. Application Procedure

A commercial application to withdraw water from the lake must include a
complete description of the purpose for the removal and processes to be used,
the volumes to be withdrawn and ultimately to be returned to the project
waters, and copies of all required local, state, and federal permits and reports.
A fee will be required.

XI. EFFLUENT DISCHARGES [for SMP only – make sure this information is in
the SMP.]

[We should include a statement in this document as follows: Lake Murray is
classified as a no sewage discharge lake.]

1. Policy

SCE&G personnel will continue to notify appropriate governmental
officials of any unauthorized effluent discharges which are discovered.
Anyone found to have an unauthorized discharge source within the project
boundary line will be required to remove it.

2. Installation of Sewage Pumping Stations at Marinas

Commercial marinas must have facilities to remove effluent wastes from
boats pursuant to South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental
Control regulations.

XII. GOVERNMENTAL CONSENTS [make sure the first two paragraphs are
included in the SMP and remove from this document.]

The South Carolina Department of Natural Resources has jurisdiction over
navigation, wildlife, fisheries on Lake Murray. Applications for construction of new
docks, boat ramps, excavations, filling and other encroachments may require
evidence of consent from this agency.

The S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control and the U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency have jurisdiction over effluent discharges and
activities affecting water quality in Lake Murray. Permits and certificates from
these agencies may also be required.

Leave this statement in this document: [Permits or consents from local
governments with jurisdiction over zoning or other land use laws may be required.]

XIII. GENERAL [include PFD, boating, other safety issues and/or websites to
address these issues in more detail.]
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Aquatic Plants [Dick Christie to develop a write-up for this section.]

The management of the Aquatic Weed Program on Lake Murray is a cooperative
agreement between the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources and South
Carolina Electric & Gas Company’s Lake Management Department. Lake visitors are
requested to help prevent the spread of aquatic weeds by clearing off boats and trailers
before launching into the waters of Lake Murray.

It is against both State and Federal regulations for individuals to spray or treat aquatic
growth in the waters of Lake Murray without the necessary permits. Report all
unauthorized spraying or aquatic weed problems to South Carolina Electric & Gas
Company’s Lake Management Department.

Notice to Boaters (Overhead Powerlines
Crossing Project Waters)

Overhead powerlines cross the waters of Lake Murray. Boaters should be aware
of powerlines and approach with caution.

Deeds, permits or other instruments affecting Project 516 lands and waters will
contain all standard covenants customarily imposed upon project property and
such other covenants as in the sole discretion of SCE&G may be desirable or
appropriate. The instrument may contain indemnity clauses and insurance
provisions.

Inspection fees do not constitute a charge for admission to Project lands,.

SCE&G retains the right to vary the amount of inspection fees.

No vested right or rights enforceable by third parties are created by SCE&G’s
Policies or Procedures.

All statements in this booklet are qualified by reference to SCE&G’s Policy
Memorandum and Procedure Memorandum governing Lake Murray, both of which
are subject to change at any time. Regulations, Orders and Directives of the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission will take precedence.

Deleted: Weeds
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Maps of Lake Murray showing public and commercial landings, parks,
shoal markings and other information are available free of charge from
the South Carolina Electric & Gas Company.

Inquiries concerning policies, procedures, applications or regulations as
outlined in this booklet should be directed to South Carolina Electric &
Gas Company (096), Lake Murray Management Department, Columbia,
South Carolina 29218. Telephone (803) 748-3015.
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From: Alison Guth 
Sent: Wednesday, July 05, 2006 11:58 AM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; 
RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber 

Cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel 
Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American 
Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O'Rourke; 
John Oswald ; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner 
(turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda 
Lester ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer 
(msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; 
Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Richard Kidder; Robert Keener 
(SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa 
Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tom Brooks 

Subject: Final Meeting Notes 
Hello All, 
 
Attached are the final meeting notes from the 5-26 and 6-15 TWC meetings.  Thanks, Alison 
 

2006-5-26 final 
Meeting Minute...

2006-6-15 final 
Meeting Minute...

 
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Steve Bell, LW 
Roy Parker, LMA 
 

 
 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT 
Rhett Bickley – Lexington County 
Van Hoffman – SCE&G 
Amanda Hill, USFWS 
Dick Christie, SCDNR 
 

 
 

DATE:  May 26, 2006 
 
 
HOMEWORK ITEMS: 
 

• Develop Erosion Evaluation Form – Tommy Boozer and David Hancock 
 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  June 15, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
 
Alan Stuart opened the meeting and welcomed the group.  He noted that the first item would be to 
discuss the edits to the bank stabilization criteria.  David Hancock and Tommy Boozer explained 
that they would like that a permit be obtained from the Corps for any riprapping projects exceeding 
1000 feet in length.  There was some discussion on this issue.  Ron Ahle made the suggestion that 
the homeowner be required to obtain a permit for riprapping exceeding 500 feet or have the option 
of bioengineering the bank for any lengths above 500 feet in lieu of obtaining the permit.  Ahle also 
noted that it was an opportunity to encourage people to employ bioengineering techniques.  Stuart 
asked, in the past few years, how many applications exceeding 500 feet are typically received by 
SCE&G.  Tommy Boozer replied that there had only been a few.  After continued discussion on this 
issue, the group decided to proceed with Ron Ahle’s presentation on bioengineering before a 
decision was made.   
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Ahle began the presentation and noted that the purpose was to provide education on the various 
bioengineering techniques that are available.  He noted that a goal would be to provide stabilization 
along with a vegetated shoreline and wildlife habitat.  He explained that it was important to educate 
the public that there are other ways to stabilize the shoreline naturally.  He noted that an education 
program could also inform people on where bioengineering supplies would be available and who 
was able to do the work.   
 
After Ahle presented a few examples of bank erosion, Roy Parker noted that he had observed, on 
Bomb Island, that although there is vegetation and trees it continues to severely erode.  Ahle noted 
that he would address this later in his presentation.   
 
Ahle began his presentation with a discussion on live stakings and noted that they were the most 
appropriate for areas in the backs of coves.  He explained that one important thing with live staking 
is that the downside of the staking has a sharp point and is at or below normal pool elevation.  Ahle 
pointed out that the easiest and cheapest method for live staking is to use live cuttings.  He also 
noted in his presentation that the homeowner could have the work done costing in the ranges of 
$1.50 to $3.50 a stake.  Ahle explained that this method was applicable for escarpments that are less 
than 1 foot.  Steve Bell asked if an individual has an escarpment that is less than one foot, would it 
be best to cut it out or fill it in.  Ahle replied that it should probably be sloped back.   
 
The next method of bioengineering that Ahle discussed was the installation of a Bio-log, with 
vegetation planted behind and around.  Ahle noted that this method would not prevent the 
homeowner from being able to see the lake.  Ahle explained that less desirable species would need 
to be weeded out when they began to come in.  Ahle also explained that the plants used would be 
perennials.  Dick Christie asked Ahle if the lake went down for a few years if some of the 
vegetation was drought hardy.  Van Hoffman replied that it may have to be watered and Ahle also 
noted that he believed that you would still be able to maintain a good protected bank with 
vegetation during a drought.   
 
There was some discussion on the bioengineering method of Contour Wattleing.  Hancock 
expressed concern because many times in performing this bioengineering method the trees have to 
be taken out 40 to 50 feet back.  Boozer also noted that he was concerned that if the bioengineering 
was made too difficult, many people are not going to want to do it.  Ahle explained that Contour 
Wattleing was probably not the most recommended method for bioengineering.     
 
Parker pointed out that there are some individuals who like the look of riprap.  Ahle noted that if 
people become used to seeing the natural shoreline they many begin to like that better.  Rhett 
Bickley noted that the increased vegetation would also benefit water quality that may be an 
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incentive to some.  Ahle explained that he believed that one important key is that options are 
available to allow the homeowner to choose what is best for them.   
 
Ahle went on to explain a few more options for bioengineering.  Ahle discussed live facine but 
noted that it was probably not the best solution for the private property owner.  He noted that brush 
layering was another option for steeper slopes.  He explained that with this method notches are cut 
into the slope at angles.  Ahle began to describe Brush Mattresses that are secured with wire lacing 
and grow thick.  Ahle noted that one of the drawbacks of this method is that it tends to be very 
expensive.   
 
Ahle noted that vegetated rip rap is another option for bioengineering.  He explained that some 
plants that might grow well among riprap are swamp mallow and hibiscus.  Ahle pointed out that 
vegetated rip-rap may be a transition if an individual is insistent on riprap.   
 
The group went on to discuss what could be done on severely eroded banks.  Ahle explained that 
the bioengineering technique for this circumstance is a vegetated gabion wall which uses rock 
baskets with plantings.  He noted that a similar vegetated gabion mattress is used for a less steep 
slope.  Hancock pointed out that one drawback to a gabion was that the Lake may eventually break 
it up.  Ahle also explained a vegetated crib wall to the group.  He concluded his presentation by 
explaining what is called A-Jacks, interlocking structures that allow plants to grow in between.    
 
Amanda Hill noted that on different slopes that different methodologies worked better.  She noted 
that it would be helpful to show the slope calculations along with the best associated bank 
stabilization techniques.  Ahle noted that one helpful thing that SCE&G could do to promote 
bioengineering was to buy Bio-logs wholesale and provide them wholesale to homeowners.   
 
The group began to discuss the options for bioengineering and Boozer explained to the group that 
typically, individuals who buy a piece of property cannot do everything at one time financially.  He 
continued to note that they typically do it in phases, get the boat dock first, then look into 
stabilization at a later date.  Hill added that when the individuals do come to SCE&G for a boat 
dock, that is when SCE&G should give them a consultation on options available for the future, in 
terms of stabilization and such.  Stuart suggested having a pamphlet on bank stabilization available 
in those circumstances.  Boozer also suggested using areas in the public parks to give examples of 
bioengineering.  Ahle and Hill agreed that that would be a good idea.  Ahle added that the cabins in 
front of Dreher Island would be a good place to set up one of the examples.   
 
The group then began to discuss the topic of receiving a Corps permit for 1000 ft of rip-rap or the 
suggested 500 feet of rip rap.  Boozer suggested that if the riprap request was over 500 feet then it 
should be reviewed by the USFWS and SCDNR.  Ahle and Hill agreed.  Boozer also noted that they 
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would take the first shot at the development of an Erosion Evaluation Form that would be included 
in the SCE&G application packet.  Hill noted that instead of having a box in the application form 
that asks if the homeowner is interested in riprap, to have a box that asks if the homeowner is 
interested in bank stabilization, under which the different forms of stabilization could be listed, 
including bioengineering.   
 
After lunch the group began their discussion on limbing and Hancock gave a presentation to the 
group that he had prepared on this topic.  In his presentation, Hancock proposed that trees may be 
limbed if they have a minimum DBH of 6” and a minimum height of 20’.  He noted in his proposal 
that an individual can only limb up to 8’ in height.  Hancock further noted that they would not allow 
the limbing of willow trees, only pine, oak, sweet gum, and maple.  Christie noted that without the 
proper knowledge and tools, DBH may be difficult for the average person to decipher.  Christie 
went on to suggest that circumference be listed as well, in parenthesis.  The group agreed to the 
limbing proposal and concluded the meeting.  It was noted that at the next meeting the group would 
discuss excavations and Hancock passed out the excavation packet for review prior to the meeting.  
The next meeting date was set for June 15th at 9:30 at the Lake Murray Training Center.   
 
Shoreline Stabilization Memo edits attached below: 
 
 

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
Division of Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries 

Environmental Programs Office 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
     To: L & LM TWC (Saluda Hydro Project) 
   From:  Ron Ahle 
   Date: 5-05-06 
Subject: Straw-man for Shoreline Stabilization Criteria 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Criteria for Shoreline Stabilization Permits  [Provide good diagrams] 

All shoreline stabilization efforts must be approved by SCE&G Lake Management prior to 
implementation and/or construction.   
 
Develop slope criteria matrix similar to what Ron provided at May 26 TWC. 

Formatted: Font: Italic
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Provide a description or definition of bioengineering 
 
Include an erosion evaluation form in the application package (SCE&G will develop this) 
 
1)  Since every possible situation cannot be anticipated, SCE&G Lake Management reserves the 
right to make special rulings in cases not specifically covered by these guidelines.   
 
2)  Adjoining property owners should be aware that conducting all shoreline stabilization activities 
at a federally licensed hydroelectric project (e.g., Saluda Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No. 
P-516) is a privilege that can only be granted with authorization from the Licensee.  No riprapping, 
seawalls, or retaining walls may be constructed, replaced, repaired, or added to without a permit 
from SCE&G.  Furthermore, there are some areas of the lake where facilities may not be permitted 
because of environmental considerations, development patterns, physical lake characteristics, 
impacts to cultural resources, or other reasons.  
 
3)  New or expanding stabilization activities (excluding bio-engineering) may not be undertaken 
within a 50 feet offset from an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) classification identified in the 
Shoreline Management Plan (SMP).  All shoreline stabilization activities affecting ESA will be 
assessed on a case-by-case basis. 
 
4)  The applicant must be the owner of the tract of land immediately adjoining the high water mark 
(360-foot elevation), or SCE&G-owned buffer zone or have the written permission of the easement 
property owner on water rights tracts (i.e. SCE&G only has a flowage easement).  SCE&G Lake 
Management will hold the applicant fully responsible for ongoing adherence with the current SMP 
(including maintaining structures in good repair).  This responsibility transfers automatically along 
with ownership. 
 
5)  All shoreline stabilization activities must comply with all local, state, and federal regulations, if 
applicable.  Prior to beginning any activity/construction within the high water mark (360-foot 
elevation), the applicant must obtain all necessary governmental permits or approvals, and written 
authorization from SCE&G Lake Management, especially for any stabilization activities associated 
with native aquatic plants. Stop sentence here such as water willow beds. 
 
6)  Consultation with SCDNR and USFWS will be required for stabilization that exceeds 500 linear 
feet of shoreline. Additionally, the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental 
Control (SCDHEC) may require an individual permit for large shoreline stabilization projects.  
7)  In order to protect aquatic resources shoreline stabilization activities shall typically be performed 
when water elevation is below work area.  When water elevation is above the work area, Formatted: Font: Not Italic
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critical/emergency shoreline stabilization activities may be performed in the inundated work area 
during the months of July through February..  The applicant should make every reasonable effort to 
minimize any adverse impact on fish, wildlife, shoreline vegetation and other natural resources. 
 
8)  Riprap material must be SCDOT Class B or larger quarry-run stone, natural stone, or other 
material approved by SCE&G.  Tires, scrap metal, crushed block, construction/demolition debris or 
other types of material are not allowed for stabilization. 
 
9)  Minimal clearing below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) is allowed to create corridors 
for equipment access for stabilization projects.  Access corridors should be incorporated into 
permanent pier/dock access corridors (i.e. foot paths) where practical.  Vegetation removed to 
accommodate construction access for shoreline stabilization shall be replaced with native 
vegetation.  
 
10)  Applicants are encouraged to avoid activities (including stabilization) that could have an 
adverse impact upon existing native aquatic plants.  Bio-engineering is a preferred shoreline 
stabilization technique and is encouraged especially in eroded areas associated with emergent 
aquatic vegetation.  Shoreline stabilization activities are limited to the eroded bank.  Any 
unavoidable impacts to existing emergent aquatic vegetation, as a result of stabilization installation, 
require replanting vegetation in the impacted area(s).  Rip rap installed below the high water mark 
(360-foot elevation) in vegetated areas must be limited to one layer deep to allow spaces between 
the stone for vegetation recruitment.  
 
11)  The type of plantings utilized in bioengineering and landscape-planting projects should be 
native to South Carolina, and must be reviewed and approved by SCE&G Lake Management prior 
to introduction. 
 
12)  Approved bioengineering techniques are always the preferred method for shoreline 
stabilization.  However, approved bioengineering techniques are generally required for eroded 
banks of two feet or less of erosional scarp.  Approved bioengineering and/or vegetated riprap 
techniques are preferred for eroded banks exceeding two feet of erosional scarp.   ( Figure for 
examples of acceptable bioengineering and vegetated rip-rap techniques).  
 
13)  Riprap use should be limited to only that area necessary to adequately stabilize the existing 
eroded bank.  Riprap should be confined to the area between 6 feet below the high water mark (360 
foot elevation) and high water mark (360 foot elevation) except where the entire placement is on 
above severely eroded banks.  These areas must be sloped back or terraced to provide minimum 
bank stability. 
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14)  Stabilization of eroded banks that are 2 feet in height or higher or that are not associated with 
emergent aquatic vegetation can be stabilized using S_C_D_O_T_ Class B or larger size riprap with 
filter cloth, bio-engineering using significant live staking and planting, or other forms of bio-
engineering within the riprap. 
 
15)  Retaining walls are only allowed for erosion control where the average eroded bank height is 
greater than 3 feet and the wall is constructed at the high water mark (360-foot elevation).  Earth 
fills below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) are prohibited. 
 
16)  A layer of riprap (SCDOT Class B or larger) extending 6 feet lake-ward from full pond must be 
placed along the entire base of all retaining walls. The 6-foot requirement is measured vertically for 
steep slopes and horizontally for more gradual slopes where the vertical requirement would prove 
impractical. 
 
 
 
Consequences for Violations 

1. SCE&G Lake Management representatives will issue Stop Work Directives for any violations 
that are detected within the high water mark (360 foot elevation) of Lake Murray.  
Consequences for violations will include one or more of the following: 

• Unwanted delays. 

• Suspension or cancellation of approved shoreline stabilization  permit. 

• Modification or removal of non-complying structures and restoration of disturbed areas 
at the owner’s expense. 

• Cancellation of all current shoreline permits and loss of consideration for future 
shoreline permits  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

REMBERT C. DENNIS BUILDING * P.O. BOX 167 * COLUMBIA, SC 29202 
TELEPHONE: (803) 734-2728 * FACSIMILE: (803) 734-6020 
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Dick Christie, SCDNR 
Steve Bell, LW 

 
 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Rhett Bickley – Lexington County 
Van Hoffman – SCE&G 
Randy Mahan – SCANA Services 
Bill Mathias – LMA and LMPS 
Tom Eppink – SCANA Services 

 
 

DATE:  June 15, 2006 
 
 
HOMEWORK ITEMS: 
 

• Ron Ahle – to send Tommy Boozer and David Hancock Bank Erodability Index 
 
 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  July 12, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that the group was working toward wrapping up the bank 
stabilization criteria.  He explained that Tommy Boozer had an example to show the group on a 
checklist for bank stabilization.  This was a homework item assigned to Boozer and David Hancock 
at a previous meeting.  Boozer noted that the example handed out was developed for another lake, 
however, they would take the format and apply it to Lake Murray. 
 
The group reviewed the example document.  Ron Ahle made the suggestion of including a bank 
erodablity index.  He further explained that there is a formula that looks at the measurements of the 
bank itself and calculates the erodability index.  Ahle noted that he would research the index and 
bring the information back to the group.  Boozer asked that Ahle send it to them so that they could 
begin to review it.  He also noted that in most cases the erodability index was something that the 
contractor would determine.   
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The group moved to discussions on excavations and reviewed the current criteria.  Hancock 
explained that currently the maximum amount they allow to be excavated is 150 cubic yards.  He 
further explained that typically the average excavation increases depth 2 to 4 feet around the dock.  
Hancock noted that they typically try to get the docks to the 352’ to 351’ elevation.  Ahle suggested 
using the LIDAR information to assist contractors in determining elevations. 
 
The group decided that it would proceed by developing a list of Benefits and Impacts of 
excavations.  The group developed the list below 
 
Benefits: 

• Improved Access 
• Boating, Swimming, Fishing 
• Happy Individuals 
• Removes Loose Sediment 
• $$$ to homeowner 
• Small scale 

 
Impacts: 

• Undeveloped area disturbance 
• Disturbed fish spawning habitat 
• Bank stabilization issues, vegetation impacts 
• Alters cove water patterns 
• Littoral zone alterations 
• Boat traffic 

 
Stuart asked the group if there was a safety component to be considered under the Benefits or the 
Impacts.  There were different opinions expressed on whether excavations provided an increase in 
safety or had an impact to safety.  The group continued to discuss the Benefits vs. the Impacts to 
excavations and Hancock pointed out that there was an issue of sand build up in the Lexington side 
of the Lake, and if excavations were not allowed, those areas would fill in.   
 
Dick Christie noted, that from an ecological perspective, during excavations you are, in effect, 
taking a highly productive littoral zone and changing it to a less productive classification.  Christie 
continued to explain that the littoral zone was important in that it is where spawning occurs, where 
reptiles and amphibians spend much of their time, where wading birds feed.   
 
Once the group had concluded discussions on the Benefits and Impacts of excavations, the group 
then again began to review the current criteria.  It was decided that excavations would take place 
below the 354’ elevation unless otherwise approved by SCE&G in consultation with SCDNR.  
Boozer asked the group what would happen if an individual applied for a Corps permit that was 
above the 354’ elevation in a site that is not appropriate for excavation above the 354’, and should 
SCE&G object to it.  Ahle noted that as well as SCE&G objecting to it, SCDNR would also object 
to it as it is not consistent with SCE&G’s Shoreline Management Plan (SMP).  Steve Bell asked 
what conditions are considered for allowing excavations to occur above the 354’.  Ahle replied that 
the key is if there are significant ecological resources at the location.  Hancock noted that currently 
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if they have a site that is questionable that they do call SCDNR, and that they are not going to 
approve an excavation that the DNR does not approve.  Ahle noted that, at the same time, they 
recognize that individuals need to have access to the Lake and that they will try to work with 
homeowners to the extent possible.  
 
The group continued the interactive discussion and made changes to the document accordingly 
(Lake Murray Excavation document with changes attached below).  After concluding discussion on 
this topic, Hancock reviewed the Shoreline Activities application with the group.  The group did not 
pose any changes to the application and the group moved on to discuss Private Docks.   
 
Boozer began this discussion by giving a presentation and a brief history of the SMP as it relates to 
private docks to the group.  It was noted that since 1978 there has been an increase of about 5000 
structures on the Lake, from the recorded 4,000 in the 1978 inventory.  Boozer further noted that 
everything that was inventoried prior to the implementation of the SMP was grandfathered in, and 
that they have been working over the years with the homeowners to get those structures into 
compliance.    
 
Boozer explained a little about the dock permitting process to the group and that SCE&G does have 
a standard dock that is allowed.  As Boozer proceeded through the presentation the group reviewed 
the application together.  In discussions on the vegetation agreement, it was noted that some 
changes will be made to include the new items decided upon in the group.  It was noted that the 
group would review this document with the incorporated changes at the next meeting.   
 
The group reviewed the dock diagram, and Boozer explained that the largest floating platform that 
SCE&G will permit is a 12’ by 20’.  Boozer further pointed out that they also only allow one boat 
lift per dock due to the large areas that boat lifts impact.  He noted that SCE&G receives quite a few 
requests for jet ski lifts, and explained that he would like for this group to make a decision on how 
this should be handled in the future.  Upon reviewing the slip type docks, Boozer noted that an 
individual had to have a minimum of 200 feet of shoreline to be eligible for this type of dock.  He 
also noted that generally with this type of dock layout they require the boat lifts to be inside the slip.   
 
Boozer concluded his presentation and noted that the next agenda item would be to review the 
General Requirements.  Stuart asked the group if there were any issues with the dock permitting 
program as it currently exists.  Bell replied that he would like to have more time to review the 
document with the other stakeholders that he represents.  Boozer noted that as far as SCE&G is 
concerned, they feel comfortable with what is defined in the General Permit, however, they are 
open to discussion.   
 
The group decided that they would briefly review the General Requirements, however they would 
leave the bulk of the discussion for the next meeting.  A few concerns were brought up.  Ahle noted 
he would like to see a deadline, such as 5 years, for dock applications for those lots who are eligible 
for a dock but have not yet applied for one.  Hancock replied that there were not that many lots that 
have been guaranteed a dock and have not yet applied for it.  He further noted that he did not see 
any benefit to placing a deadline in this instance because it would most likely promote a rush for 
permits that otherwise may not be applied for.  Ahle replied that if there were not a large amount of 
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areas that have been guaranteed a dock then it was probably not a large concern, if it was a large 
amount, however, it may raise more concerns.   
 
The group shortly discussed the situation involving individuals that own land behind areas classified 
as Forest and Game Management.  Ahle noted that this was an important issue to consider with their 
discussions on reclassification.  In discussions on common docks, Boozer suggested that the group 
change the ownership rules that an individual has to have 75 feet of shoreline and only 2 people are 
allowed to share a common dock, instead of 4.  The group agreed to these changes 
 
The group decided that at the next meeting they would continue these discussions on the General 
Requirements, as well as review a few items in the shoreline management plan booklet.   The next 
meeting date was scheduled for July 12th.   
 
Document revisions and Agenda attached below: 
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 LAKE MURRAY EXCAVATIONS 
 
At the time you applied for permission to excavate in front of your property at Lake Murray, you were 
advised of the Company's Shoreline Management Guidelines  and were requested to supply additional 
information required by the policy.  If you are given approval by our Lake Management 
representative, it is imperative that the terms of the permit be adhered to, including the following 
requirements: 
 

1. A non-refundable permitting fee of $200.00 is required for the excavation 
permit, plus a $500.00 deposit.  The deposit is refundable upon request 
after final inspection and approval of the condition of the excavated 
shoreline. 

2. A complete, detailed drawing (to scale) of the proposed excavation area 
must be provided.  This must include contours, cross sections, width, 
length and depth, and the exact volume of earth in cubic yards to be 
removed.  Also, the drawing must include and identify the location where 
the excavation dirt will be placed upon removal from site.  If the dirt is to 
be totally removed from the shoreline area, this must be so stated.  The 
maximum volume of earth to be removed is 150 cubic yards. 

3. A recordable plat of the applicant's and adjacent property owners' property 
that will be affected by proposed excavation must be furnished. 

4. Lake Management Department must be notified prior to commencement of 
work. 

5. All displaced soil must be taken off site or otherwise stabilized above the 
360 foot contour in accordance with SCE&G requirements if in Richland, 
Saluda and Newberry Counties, and in accordance with recommendations 
of the Lexington County Sediment Control Representative if in Lexington 
County.   

6. A 4 to 1 slope is the maximum slope allowed. 
  

7. All excavating must be done directly in front of the applicant's property and 
below the 354’ contour, unless otherwise approved by SCE&G in 
consultation with SCDNR.  

8. No excavation will be permitted in a wooded or vegetated area or other 
areas that may be identified by SCE&G in consultation with SCDNR.  The 
protection of shallow water habitat must be considered at all times.  A Lake 
Management representative will designate area to be excavated. 

9. Excavation activities generally will not be allowed between January 15 
and October 1.  Exceptions may be granted by SCE&G based on 
hydrological or meteorological conditions.  Permits are valid for one (1) 
year from the date of issue only.  See date on approved permit. 

10. Water must not cover the excavation site during excavation activities. 
11. The contractor must have a copy of the approved permit and drawing while 

on the job site at all times. 
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12. All excavation must be completed by using the following equipment:  (1) 
dragline; (2) track backhoe; or other equipment approved by Lake 
Management personnel. 

13. Lake Management Department must be notified upon completion of work. 
 

 
Failure to comply with any of the above requirements will result in automatic suspension of the 
excavation permit, forfeit of the $500.00 deposit, and may result in the cancellation of any 
shoreline permits. 
 
 
Applicant acknowledges and accepts the above listed requirements, and further certifies that he/she 
possesses the authority to undertake the proposed activities.  Applicant further certifies that he/she 
shall indemnify and hold harmless SCE&G from all liability however arising to any and all persons 
whomsoever, whether for personal injuries (including death) or otherwise, by reason of the 
construction upon lands and interests of SCE&G, and form any damage or injury resulting to any 
persons whomsoever from defects in or defective conditions of said construction. 
 
 

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company 
 
                                                                                                       
Applicant     Project Representative 
 
 
                                                                                                       
Street      Date 
 
                                               
City, State, Zip Code 
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GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 
 

 Permits to construct, repair, modify, or replace boat docks, ramps, marine railways, boat 
lifts, water removal, limited brushing, rip-rap, and retaining walls  must be obtained from SCE&G’s 
Lake Management Department prior to the beginning of construction.   
 
 Dock construction shall not endanger health, create a nuisance, or otherwise be incompatible 
with overall Project recreation use.  
 
 A minimum lot width of 100 feet along the 360 contour is required before an individual 
residential dock application will be considered.  
 
 Lots measuring less than 100 feet in width in subdivisions established prior to 1989 where 
the adjacent lots have existing docks may be considered for limited size docks.  
 
 No watercraft exceeding 30 feet in length will be permitted to be permanently docked at a 
residential or common area dock.  
 
Application Procedure for New Construction, Additions, or Replacements 

 
 The applicant will be required to apply to SCE&G in writing and submit the following: 
 

1. Sketch showing location, design, and dimensions of the proposed structure. 
2. Permitting fee 
3. Specific direction by land to applicant’s property on Lake Murray 
4. Plat of applicant’s property 

 
All docks must be kept in good repair.  

 
 Private docks, whether permanent or floating may generally be up to 750 sq. feet in overall 
size and 75 feet in length provided they do not interfere with navigation or restrict access to 
adjoining property.  
 
 Floating docks attached to permanent docks may be moved out as the Lake level recedes 
provided they do not interfere with adjacent property owner’s access.  
 
 Docks may be longer where conformity with existing structures would be practical and in 
cases where exception would be desirable due to curvature or slope of the shoreline.  
 
 All permitted docks must be built horizontally between the elevation of 360 and 362 foot 
contour.   
 
 Docks must be located a minimum of 15 feet from adjacent property lines and the projected 
extension should not cross over the imaginary projected lot lines.   
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 The projection of the imaginary property line is a management tool to assist Lake 
Management Representatives and may be waived under certain circumstances.  
 
 Covers on docks are not permissible unless the covered portion is located within 15 feet of 
the 360 contour.  
 
 Hand railing is permissible provided the sides are not enclosed.  
 
 No sinks, toilets, showers, or fueling systems are permitted.  
 
 Flotation for floating docks must be encased or encapsulated flotation.  
 
 Docks must be single story structures.  
 
 Boatlifts connected to docks are allowable.  
 
 Common docks shall follow all of the guidelines described for private docks.  Common 
docks may be permitted for two residential lots.  Each property owner participating in a common 
dock must have a minimum of 75 feet along the 360 contour.  
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Meeting Purpose: 
 
To Develop Draft Criteria on Excavations for Inclusion in the Shoreline Management Plan.  To 
Discuss and Review Criteria for Residential Dock Permits 
 
 
Logistics: 
 
Where: Lake Murray Training Center 
When:  June 15, 2006 
Time:  9:30 AM to 3:00 PM 
 
 
 
 
Meeting Agenda: 
 
 

 
 9:30 to 10:30  Begin Discussions on Criteria For Excavations 

 
 10:30 to 10:40 Break 

 
 10:40 to 11:30 Continued Discussion on Excavations and the Development of Draft 

 Criteria to be Presented to the RCG 
 

 11:30 to 12:00 Lunch 
 

 12:00 to 12:30 Presentation on Docks – Tommy Boozer and David Hancock 
 

 12:30 to 2:45 Development of Draft Criteria on Residential Dock Permits to be 
 Presented to the RCG 

 
 2:45 to 3:00 Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for 

Next  Meeting 
 

 Adjourn 
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Monday, June 26, 2006 10:19 AM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David

Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald
Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com;
Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George
Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer
O'Rourke; John Oswald ; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov);
Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael
Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter;
Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Richard Kidder; Robert
Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks

Subject: Lake and Land Management Comments

Good morning all,

Just a reminder that comments on the meeting notes from 5-26-06 are due Wednesday. Please have any additional
comments in to me before that time. Thanks and take care, Alison

2006-5-26 draft
with comments ...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Steve Bell, LW
Roy Parker, LMA

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Rhett Bickley – Lexington County
Van Hoffman – SCE&G
Amanda Hill, USFWS
Dick Christie, SCDNR

DATE: May 26, 2006

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

 Develop Erosion Evaluation Form – Tommy Boozer and David Hancock

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: June 15, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and welcomed the group. He noted that the first item would be to
discuss the edits to the bank stabilization criteria. David Hancock and Tommy Boozer explained
that they would like that a permit be obtained from the Corps for any riprapping projects exceeding
1000 feet in length. There was some discussion on this issue. Ron Ahle made the suggestion that
the homeowner be required to obtain a permit for riprapping exceeding 500 feet or have the option
of bioengineering the bank for any lengths above 500 feet in lieu of obtaining the permit. Ahle also
noted that it was an opportunity to encourage people to employ bioengineering techniques. Stuart
asked, in the past few years, how many applications exceeding 500 feet are typically received by
SCE&G. Tommy Boozer replied that there had only been a few. After continued discussion on this
issue, the group decided to proceed with Ron Ahle’s presentation on bioengineering before a
decision was made.
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Ahle began the presentation and noted that the purpose was to provide education on the various
bioengineering techniques that are available. He noted that a goal would be to provide stabilization
along with a vegetated shoreline and wildlife habitat. He explained that it was important to educate
the public that there are other ways to stabilize the shoreline naturally. He noted that an education
program could also inform people on where bioengineering supplies would be available and who
was able to do the work.

After Ahle presented a few examples of bank erosion, Roy Parker noted that he had observed, on
bomb island, that although there is vegetation and trees it continues to severely erode. Ahle noted
that he would address this later in his presentation.

Ahle began his presentation with a discussion on live stakings and noted that they were the most
appropriate for areas in the backs of coves. He explained that one important thing with live staking
is that the downside of the staking has a sharp point and is at or below normal pool elevation. Ahle
pointed out that the easiest and cheapest method for live staking is to use live cuttings. He also
noted in his presentation that the homeowner could have the work done costing in the ranges of
$1.50 to $3.50 a stake. Ahle explained that this method was applicable for escarpments that are less
than 1 foot. Steve Bell asked if an individual has an escarpment that is less than one foot, would it
be best to cut it out or fill it in. Ahle replied that it should probably be sloped back.

The next method of bioengineering that Ahle discussed was the installation of a Bio-log, with
vegetation planted behind and around. Ahle noted that this method would not prevent the
homeowner from being able to see the lake. Ahle explained that less desirable species would need
to be weeded out when they began to come in. Ahle also explained that the plants used would be
perennials. Dick Christie asked Ahle if the lake went down for a few years if some of the
vegetation was drought hardy. Van Hoffman replied that it may have to be watered and Ahle also
noted that he believed that you would still be able to maintain a good protected bank with
vegetation during a drought.

There was some discussion on the bioengineering method of Contour Wattleing. Hancock
expressed concern because many times in performing this bioengineering method the trees have to
be taken out 40 to 50 feet back. Boozer also noted that he was concerned that if the bioengineering
was made too difficult, many people are not going to want to do it. Ahle explained that Contour
Wattleing was probably not the most recommended method for bioengineering.

Parker pointed out that there are some individuals who like the look of riprap. Ahle noted that if
people become used to seeing the natural shoreline they many begin to like that better. Rhett
Bickley noted that the increased vegetation would also benefit water quality that may be an
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incentive to some. Ahle explained that he believed that one important key is that options are
available to allow the homeowner to choose what is best for them.

Ahle went on to explain a few more options for bioengineering. Ahle discussed live facine but
noted that it was probably not the best solution for the private property owner. He noted that brush
layering was another option for steeper slopes. He explained that with this method notches are cut
into the slope at angles. Ahle began to describe Brush Mattresses that are secured with wire lacing
and grow thick. Ahle noted that one of the drawbacks of this method is that it tends to be very
expensive.

Ahle noted that vegetated rip rap is another option for bioengineering. He explained that some
plants that might grow well among riprap are swamp mallow and hibiscus. Ahle pointed out that
vegetated rip-rap may be a transition if an individual is insistent on riprap.

The group went on to discuss what could be done on severely eroded banks. Ahle explained that
the bioengineering technique for this circumstance is a vegetated gabion wall which uses rock
baskets with plantings. He noted that a similar vegetated gabion mattress is used for a less steep
slope. Hancock pointed out that one drawback to a gabion was that the Lake may eventually break
it up. Ahle also explained a vegetated crib wall to the group. He concluded his presentation by
explaining what is called A-Jacks, interlocking structures that allow plants to grow in between.

Amanda Hill noted that on different slopes that different methodologies worked better. She noted
that it would be helpful to show the slope calculations along with the best associated bank
stabilization techniques. Ahle noted that one helpful thing that SCE&G could do to promote
bioengineering was to buy Bio-logs wholesale and provide them wholesale to homeowners.

The group began to discuss the options for bioengineering and Boozer explained to the group that
typically, individuals who buy a piece of property cannot do everything at one time financially. He
continued to note that they typically do it in phases, get the boat dock first, then look into
stabilization at a later date. Hill added that when the individuals do come to SCE&G for a boat
dock, that is when SCE&G should give them a consultation on options available for the future, in
terms of stabilization and such. Stuart suggested having a pamphlet on bank stabilization available
in those circumstances. Boozer also suggested using areas in the public parks to give examples of
bioengineering. Ahle and Hill agreed that that would be a good idea. Ahle added that the cabins in
front of Dreher Island would be a good place to set up one of the examples.

The group then began to discuss the topic of receiving a Corps permit for 1000 ft of rip-rap or the
suggested 500 feet of rip rap. Boozer suggested that if the riprap request was over 500 feet then it
should be reviewed by the USFWS and SCDNR. Ahle and Hill agreed. Boozer also noted that they
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would take the first shot at the development of an Erosion Evaluation Form that would be included
in the SCE&G application packet. Hill noted that instead of having a box in the application form
that asks if the homeowner is interested in riprap, to have a box that asks if the homeowner is
interested in bank stabilization, under which the different forms of stabilization could be listed,
including bioengineering.

After lunch the group began their discussion on limbing and Hancock gave a presentation to the
group that he had prepared on this topic. In his presentation, Hancock proposed that trees may be
limbed if they have a minimum DBH of 6” and a minimum height of 20’. He noted in his proposal
that an individual can only limb up to 8’ in height. Hancock further noted that they would not allow
the limbing of willow trees, only pine, oak, sweet gum, and maple. Christie noted that without the
proper knowledge and tools, DBH may be difficult for the average person to decipher. Christie
went on to suggest that circumference be listed as well, in parenthesis. The group agreed to the
limbing proposal and concluded the meeting. It was noted that at the next meeting the group would
discuss excavations and Hancock passed out the excavation packet for review prior to the meeting.
The next meeting date was set for June 15th at 9:30 at the Lake Murray Training Center.

Shoreline Stabilization Memo edits attached below:

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Division of Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries

Environmental Programs Office

MEMORANDUM

To: L & LM TWC (Saluda Hydro Project)
From: Ron Ahle
Date: 5-05-06

Subject: Straw-man for Shoreline Stabilization Criteria
________________________________________________________________

Criteria for Shoreline Stabilization Permits [Provide good diagrams]

All shoreline stabilization efforts must be approved by SCE&G Lake Management prior to
implementation and/or construction.

Develop slope criteria matrix similar to what Ron provided at May 26 TWC.
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Provide a description or definition of bioengineering

Include an erosion evaluation form in the application package (SCE&G will develop this)

1) Since every possible situation cannot be anticipated, SCE&G Lake Management reserves the
right to make special rulings in cases not specifically covered by these guidelines.

2) Adjoining property owners should be aware that conducting all shoreline stabilization activities
at a federally licensed hydroelectric project (e.g., Saluda Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No.
P-516) is a privilege that can only be granted with authorization from the Licensee. No riprapping,
seawalls, or retaining walls may be constructed, replaced, repaired, or added to without a permit
from SCE&G. Furthermore, there are some areas of the lake where facilities may not be permitted
because of environmental considerations, development patterns, physical lake characteristics,
impacts to cultural resources, or other reasons.

3) New or expanding stabilization activities (excluding bio-engineering) may not be undertaken
within a 50 feet offset from an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) classification identified in the
Shoreline Management Plan (SMP). All shoreline stabilization activities affecting ESA will be
assessed on a case-by-case basis.

4) The applicant must be the owner of the tract of land immediately adjoining the high water mark
(360-foot elevation), or SCE&G-owned buffer zone or have the written permission of the easement
property owner on water rights tracts (i.e. SCE&G only has a flowage easement). SCE&G Lake
Management will hold the applicant fully responsible for ongoing adherence with the current SMP
(including maintaining structures in good repair). This responsibility transfers automatically along
with ownership.

5) All shoreline stabilization activities must comply with all local, state, and federal regulations, if
applicable. Prior to beginning any activity/construction within the high water mark (360-foot
elevation), the applicant must obtain all necessary governmental permits or approvals, and written
authorization from SCE&G Lake Management, especially for any stabilization activities associated
with native aquatic plants. Stop sentence here such as water willow beds.

6) Consultation with SCDNR and USFWS will be required for stabilization that exceeds 500 linear
feet of shoreline. Additionally, the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental
Control (SCDHEC) may require an individual permit for large shoreline stabilization projects.
7) In order to protect aquatic resources shoreline stabilization activities shall typically be performed
when water elevation is below work area. When water elevation is above the work area, Formatted: Font: Not Italic
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critical/emergency shoreline stabilization activities may be performed in the inundated work area
during the months of July through February.. The applicant should make every reasonable effort to
minimize any adverse impact on fish, wildlife, shoreline vegetation and other natural resources.

8) Riprap material must be SCDOT Class B or larger quarry-run stone, natural stone, or other
material approved by SCE&G. Tires, scrap metal, crushed block, construction/demolition debris or
other types of material are not allowed for stabilization.

9) Minimal clearing below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) is allowed to create corridors
for equipment access for stabilization projects. Access corridors should be incorporated into
permanent pier/dock access corridors (i.e. foot paths) where practical. Vegetation removed to
accommodate construction access for shoreline stabilization shall be replaced with native
vegetation.

10) Applicants are encouraged to avoid activities (including stabilization) that could have an
adverse impact upon existing native aquatic plants. Bio-engineering is a preferred shoreline
stabilization technique and is encouraged especially in eroded areas associated with emergent
aquatic vegetation. Shoreline stabilization activities are limited to the eroded bank. Any
unavoidable impacts to existing emergent aquatic vegetation, as a result of stabilization installation,
require replanting vegetation in the impacted area(s). Rip rap installed below the high water mark
(360-foot elevation) in vegetated areas must be limited to one layer deep to allow spaces between
the stone for vegetation recruitment.

11) The type of plantings utilized in bioengineering and landscape-planting projects should be
native to South Carolina, and must be reviewed and approved by SCE&G Lake Management prior
to introduction.

12) Approved bioengineering techniques are always the preferred method for shoreline
stabilization. However, approved bioengineering techniques are generally required for eroded
banks of two feet or less of erosional scarp. Approved bioengineering and/or vegetated riprap
techniques are preferred for eroded banks exceeding two feet of erosional scarp. ( Figure for
examples of acceptable bioengineering and vegetated rip-rap techniques).

13) Riprap use should be limited to only that area necessary to adequately stabilize the existing
eroded bank. Riprap should be confined to the area between 6 feet below the high water mark (360
foot elevation) and high water mark (360 foot elevation) except where the entire placement is on
above severely eroded banks. These areas must be sloped back or terraced to provide minimum
bank stability.
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14) Stabilization of eroded banks that are 2 feet in height or higher or that are not associated with
emergent aquatic vegetation can be stabilized using S_C_D_O_T_ Class B or larger size riprap with
filter cloth, bio-engineering using significant live staking and planting, or other forms of bio-
engineering within the riprap.

15) Retaining walls are only allowed for erosion control where the average eroded bank height is
greater than 3 feet and the wall is constructed at the high water mark (360-foot elevation). Earth
fills below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) are prohibited.

16) A layer of riprap (SCDOT Class B or larger) extending 6 feet lake-ward from full pond must be
placed along the entire base of all retaining walls. The 6-foot requirement is measured vertically for
steep slopes and horizontally for more gradual slopes where the vertical requirement would prove
impractical.

Consequences for Violations

1. SCE&G Lake Management representatives will issue Stop Work Directives for any violations
that are detected within the high water mark (360 foot elevation) of Lake Murray.
Consequences for violations will include one or more of the following:

 Unwanted delays.

 Suspension or cancellation of approved shoreline stabilization permit.

 Modification or removal of non-complying structures and restoration of disturbed areas
at the owner’s expense.

 Cancellation of all current shoreline permits and loss of consideration for future
shoreline permits

________________________________________________________________

REMBERT C. DENNIS BUILDING * P.O. BOX 167* COLUMBIA, SC 29202
TELEPHONE: (803) 734-2728 * FACSIMILE: (803) 734-6020
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Thursday, June 22, 2006 12:54 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd;

BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias;
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David
Allen; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American
Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O'Rourke; John Oswald ; Joy
Downs; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos
(laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy;
Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling;
Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Richard
Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker;
ryanity@scana.com; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony
Bebber

Subject: Final Lake and Land RCG notes

Hello all,

Attached is the final set of meeting notes from the April 26 Lake and Land RCG. Thank you for all your comments. Alison

2006-4-26 Final
Meeting Minute...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Steve Bell, LW
John Oswald, Century 21
Kit Oswald, Century 21
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Van Hoffman, SCE&G
Don Tyler, LMA, LMHOC
Roy Parker, LMA

Dan Tufford, USC
Mike Murrell, LMA
Bertina Floyd, LMHOC
Richard Kidder, LMA, LMSCA
Bob Keener, LMA, LMSCA
Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Jenn O�Rourke, SC Wildlife Federation 
John S Frick, landowners
Bill Mathias, LMA, LMPS
Tom Ruple, LMA
Ron Scott, Lexington County

DATE: April 26, 2006

AGENDA ITEMS:

Alan Stuart suggested a presentation on what other utilities are doing as far as public
outreach.  � Alan Stuart 

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

None

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: August 22, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Alan Stuart began the meeting and the group progressed through introductions. Before beginning
the first item on the agenda, Alan S. briefly reviewed the mission statement with the group. As an
introductory item, Alan S. updated the Resource Conservation Group (RCG) as to the progress of
the Technical Working Committee (TWC). He explained that the TWC has developed the first
draft of a Buffer Zone and Woody Debris Management Plan. Alan S. added that the TWC has
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discussed limited brushing, as well, and has come to a few conclusions regarding that issue. When
asked the status of the request for a Total Build-Out, Study Alan S. replied that Randy Mahan was
currently looking into it. Don Tyler explained that he viewed the real value of a build-out study as
providing key information that can be applied to land management policies.

There was some discussion on land reclassification. Alan S. explained that land reclassification was
one of the last items that the TWC would discuss. One individual expressed concern about areas
that were categorized as forest and game management areas. He noted that some of the areas are
too small to actually be hunted or provide benefit for recreation and wildlife. Ron Ahle explained
that although he would like for the most ideal land to be categorized as Forest and Game
Management, that the smaller lands provided benefits other than hunting, which includes habitat for
many smaller species.

Moving to the next item on the agenda, the group began to review the draft layout of the Shoreline
Management Plan (SMP). Alan S. explained that his goal was to, through this meeting, develop a
solid first draft to move forward with. The group continued to review through the draft and Alan S.
briefly explained each item as the group proceeded through the document.

The group began to discuss the section defining the existing resources of the Project. Steve Bell
asked if the TWC�s would be developing the information under that section. Alan S. explained that
that section in particular would generally consist of information obtained from the ICD, and the
TWC would most likely only review the data.

For clarification purposes, Bertina Floyd noted that it was her understanding that the group would
develop a complete SMP to be filed with the FERC along with a more abbreviated booklet for the
general publics� understanding.  David Hancock explained that the group has reviewed several ideas
and noted that the SMP may change depending on what the FERC issues. David H. continued to
note that the smaller booklet will most likely not distributed until the FERC issues the new license.

The group continued to proceed through the document. Upon discussing the section on Cultural
Resources, Tony Bebber suggested that a statement be placed in the document that instructs an
individual what to do if an artifact is found. The group continued to discuss the Cultural Resources
component of the SMP and Bill Argentieri briefly explained what activities were being performed
during Stage 2 surveys. When asked if this information was going to be shared in detail with the
group, Bill A. replied that he would need to first discuss this with his cultural resources contact
because there may be some legal issues with the release of the information.

There was some discussion on setbacks and buffer zones. It was explained that according to
SCE&G definition, �setbacks� and �buffer zones� were used interchangeably. The group agreed
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that in order to cut down on the potential for confusion, that they would only use the term buffer
zone, as it is the FERC definition. Tony B. suggested the SMP contain a sketch of the land
classifications, including ESA�s, Buffer Zones and Fringeland.

Bob Keener noted that other than aquatic vegetation, there may be a need to address the vegetation
that grows in previously water covered areas during drawdowns. Tommy Boozer replied that
during an extended drawdown they allow individuals to remove the vegetation from around their
docks.

After lunch the group began to discuss the prohibited activities section of the SMP strawman.
Tommy B. noted that he would work to develop a list of prohibited activities to add to the
strawman. Tony B. suggested the group include a list of activities that are not allowed in the buffer
zone, in particular, as well. Alan S. noted that one important overarching component would be
education and the group began to discuss ideas on this issue in more detail. Alan S. pointed out that
the education program included in the SMP would most likely be very broad so that there was not
the need to continue to update the SMP as things changed. Tommy B. agreed, and noted that the
more specific items would probably be discussed in the small booklet and/or addressed on the
website.

The group briefly discussed the cost of implementing the SMP and Steve Bell noted that he felt as
though the property owners were paying the bill. David H. explained that what was received
through permitting fees did not cover near all of the expenses that SCE&G accrues in implementing
the SMP. Tommy B. added that it is going to take additional staff to manage Lake Murray with the
new criteria implemented through relicensing.

Steve B. pointed out that public communications may be an important component to place in the
SMP and suggested the development of communications protocol. Tommy B. noted that
information could also be disseminated through the homeowner groups. Roy Parker noted that
currently the LMA is engaged in an education effort to inform individuals on the proper fertilization
techniques for centipede lawns. Alan S. suggested addressing the education issue in a �public 
outreach and communication� section of the SMP.

The group concluded discussions on the draft document and Alan S. explained that this document
was still a draft and there was still opportunity for revisions. The group agreed that they were
happy with the draft outline. The group discussed placing text to the outline and Tony B. suggested
that after the TWC has placed text to 2 or 3 sections, that it be brought back to the RCG for review.
Tommy B. also suggested that the group begin by reviewing what has been done with other projects
and noted that many utilities have a quarterly newsletter that they issue. Alan S. suggested that at
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the next RCG meeting it may be helpful to have a presentation on what other utilities around the
country are doing as far as public outreach.

The group concluded the meeting and agreed that they were pleased with the changes made to the
draft SMP outline. The next meeting was scheduled for August 22, 2006.

Draft SMP outline with group incorporated changes attached below:

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY

LAKE MURRAY SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN

APRIL 2006 (REVISED 4/26/06)

Executive Summary

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Purpose and Scope of the Shoreline Management Plan

3.0 Shoreline Management Plan Goals and Objectives
3.1 Consultation

4.0 Inventory of Existing Resources
4.1 Soils and Geology
4.2 Water Quality

4.2.1 Water Quality Standards
4.3 Aquatic Resources
4.4 Terrestrial Resources
4.5 Threatened and Endangered Species
4.6 Land Use and Aesthetics [Re-number from here to end]
4.6 Cultural Resources
4.7 Recreation Facilities (include informal areas such as SCE&G owned islands,

impromptu, etc.)
4.7.1 Lake Murray

4.7.1.1 Private
4.7.1.2 Public
4.7.1.3 Commercial
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4.7.2 Lower Saluda River
4.7.2.1 Public

4.8 Recreation Use
4.8.1 Fishing
4.8.2 Public Hunting
4.8.3 Boating

4.8.3.1 Sailboats
4.8.3.2 Jet skis
4.8.3.3 Motor Boats
4.8.3.4 Kayaking

4.8.4 Other
Hiking
bird watching
sunbathing
picnicking
hunting
(Obtain other activities from Recreation Survey)

7.0 Land Use Classifications
7.1 Definitions
7.2 Forest and Game Management
7.3 Future Development
7.4 Buffer Zone
7.5 Recreation
7.6 ESA
7.7 Conservation Area
7.8 Project Operations
7.9 Easement

8.0 New Shoreline Facilities or Activities Evaluation Process
8.1 Shoreline Management Guidelines for Project Lands

8.1.1 Residential
8.1.1.1 Permitting

8.1.2 Commercial
8.1.2.1 Permitting

8.1 Buffer Zone Management [Re-number from here to end of section]
8.1.1 Limited Brushing Below 360 El.
8.1.2 Re-vegetation of Disturbed Areas
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8.1.3 Activities impacting buffer zones
8.2 ESA Identification and Management

8.2.1 Woody Debris & Stump Management
8.2.2 Shoreline Vegetation Management

8.3 Erosion and Sedimentation
8.3.1 Excavation Activities

8.4 Shoreline Permitting Program
8.4.1 Shoreline Permitting (docks, boat lifts, etc.)
8.4.2 Multi-slip (public & private)

9.0 PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES
9.1 Moorings
9.2 Encroachments
9.3 Boat Discharges
9.4 ATV (motorized vehicles) below the 360 elevation
9.5 List of what is not allowed and list of what is not allowed without a permit.
9.6 Address restriction of Bomb Island during Purple Martin roosting period.

10.0 Water Management Activities
10.1 Residential & commercial water withdrawals

11.0 Aquatic Plant Management Activities

11.0 BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AND PUBLIC EDUCATION
11.1 Shoreline Enhancement Program
11.2 Public access area maps
11.3 Non-point source discharge
11.4 Public Service Announcements (PSA)
11.5 Safety Programs

11.5.1 Lake Murray
11.5.2 Lower Saluda River

14.0 SCE&G PERMITTING FEE POLICIES

15.0 MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT OF SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN
15.1 Overall Land Use Monitoring

16.0 PUBLIC OUTREACH AND COMMUNICATION
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16.1 Dispute resolution

17.0 REVIEW PROCESS
17.1 Review Process



Kacie Jensen

From: Bill Mathias [bill25@sc.rr.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2006 9:44 PM

To: Alison Guth

Cc: Bill Mathias

Subject: Re: Lake and Land Draft Notes

Page 1 of 2Lake and Land Draft Notes

10/24/2007

I have two changes/suggestions.

1. On page 5 of 9, the first line of the second paragraph under the heading of "Lake Murray Excavations" states
"your property." All documents included in the relicensing process should be written in the third person plural,
except where an individual is expressing a personal opinion.

2. In paragraph labeled #3 under the above heading, the following terminology is used, "recordable plat." I think
a better wording would be "a certified copy of a plat duly recorded at the appropriate county courthouse."

Bill

----- Original Message -----
From: Alison Guth
To: Tom Eppink ; Van Hoffman ; Alan Stuart ; Alison Guth ; Amanda Hill ; Bill Argentieri ; David Hancock ; Dick
Christie ; Joy Downs ; Randy Mahan ; Rhett Bickley ; Ron Ahle ; Ronald Scott ; Roy Parker ; Steve Bell ; Tom
Ruple ; Tommy Boozer ; Tony Bebber
Cc: Andy Miller ; Bertina Floyd ; Bill Cutler ; Bill East ; Bill Marshall ; Bill Mathias ; btrump@scana.com ; Charlie
Compton ; Charlie Rentz ; Chris Page ; Daniel Tufford ; David Allen ; Don Tyler ; George Duke ; Gerrit Jobsis
(American Rivers) ; Hank McKellar ; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com) ; Jennifer O'Rourke ; John Oswald ; Kim
Westbury ; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov) ; Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com) ; Linda
Lester ; Mark Leao ; Mary Kelly ; Michael Murrell ; Mike Duffy ; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com) ; Mike
Waddell ; Parkin Hunter ; Patricia Wendling ; Patrick Moore ; Ralph Crafton ; Randal Shealy ; Richard Kidder ;
Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com) ; ryanity@scana.com ; Suzanne Rhodes ; Theresa Powers
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net) ; Tim Flach ; Tom Brooks
Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2006 4:47 PM
Subject: Lake and Land Draft Notes

Hello All,

Attached are the draft meeting notes from the June 15 Lake and Land Management TWC. Please have any
comments or changes back to my by July 5th. Thanks, Alison

<<2006-6-15 draft Meeting Minutes - LLM TWC.doc>>

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2006 4:48 PM
To: 'Tom Eppink'; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill;

BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs;
RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom
Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com;
Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George
Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer
O'Rourke; John Oswald ; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov);
Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael
Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter;
Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Richard Kidder; Robert
Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks

Subject: Lake and Land Draft Notes

Hello All,

Attached are the draft meeting notes from the June 15 Lake and Land Management TWC. Please have any comments or
changes back to my by July 5th. Thanks, Alison

2006-6-15 draft
Meeting Minute...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Dick Christie, SCDNR
Steve Bell, LW

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Rhett Bickley – Lexington County
Van Hoffman – SCE&G
Randy Mahan – SCANA Services
Bill Mathias – LMA and LMPS
Tom Eppink – SCANA Services

DATE: June 15, 2006

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

 Ron Ahle – to send Tommy Boozer and David Hancock Bank Erodability Index

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: July 12, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that the group was working toward wrapping up the bank
stabilization criteria. He explained that Tommy Boozer had an example to show the group on a
checklist for bank stabilization. This was a homework item assigned to Boozer and David Hancock
at a previous meeting. Boozer noted that the example handed out was developed for another lake,
however, they would take the format and apply it to Lake Murray.

The group reviewed the example document. Ron Ahle made the suggestion of including a bank
erodablity index. He further explained that there is a formula that looks at the measurements of the
bank itself and calculates the erodability index. Ahle noted that he would research the index and
bring the information back to the group. Boozer asked that Ahle send it to them so that they could
begin to review it. He also noted that in most cases the erodability index was something that the
contractor would determine.
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The group moved to discussions on excavations and reviewed the current criteria. Hancock
explained that currently the maximum amount they allow to be excavated is 150 cubic yards. He
further explained that typically the average excavation increases depth 2 to 4 feet around the dock.
Hancock noted that they typically try to get the docks to the 352’ to 351’ elevation. Ahle suggested
using the LIDAR information to assist contractors in determining elevations.

The group decided that it would proceed by developing a list of Benefits and Impacts of
excavations. The group developed the list below

Benefits:
 Improved Access
 Boating, Swimming, Fishing
 Happy Individuals
 Removes Loose Sediment
 $$$ to homeowner
 Small scale

Impacts:
 Undeveloped area disturbance
 Disturbed fish spawning habitat
 Bank stabilization issues, vegetation impacts
 Alters cove water patterns
 Littoral zone alterations
 Boat traffic

Stuart asked the group if there was a safety component to be considered under the Benefits or the
Impacts. There were different opinions expressed on whether excavations provided an increase in
safety or had an impact to safety. The group continued to discuss the Benefits vs. the Impacts to
excavations and Hancock pointed out that there was an issue of sand build up in the Lexington side
of the Lake, and if excavations were not allowed, those areas would fill in.

Dick Christie noted, that from an ecological perspective, during excavations you are, in effect,
taking a highly productive littoral zone and changing it to a less productive classification. Christie
continued to explain that the littoral zone was important in that it is where spawning occurs, where
reptiles and amphibians spend much of their time, where wading birds feed.

Once the group had concluded discussions on the Benefits and Impacts of excavations, the group
then again began to review the current criteria. It was decided that excavations would take place
below the 354’ elevation unless otherwise approved by SCE&G in consultation with SCDNR.
Boozer asked the group what would happen if an individual applied for a Corps permit that was
above the 354’ elevation in a site that is not appropriate for excavation above the 354’, and should
SCE&G object to it. Ahle noted that as well as SCE&G objecting to it, SCDNR would also object
to it as it is not consistent with SCE&G’s Shoreline Management Plan (SMP). Steve Bell asked
what conditions are considered for allowing excavations to occur above the 354’. Ahle replied that
the key is if there are significant ecological resources at the location. Hancock noted that currently
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if they have a site that is questionable that they do call SCDNR, and that they are not going to
approve an excavation that the DNR does not approve. Ahle noted that, at the same time, they
recognize that individuals need to have access to the Lake and that they will try to work with
homeowners to the extent possible.

The group continued the interactive discussion and made changes to the document accordingly
(Lake Murray Excavation document with changes attached below). After concluding discussion on
this topic, Hancock reviewed the application with the group. The group did not pose any changes to
the application and the group moved on to discuss Private Docks.

Boozer began this discussion by giving a presentation and a brief history of the SMP as it relates to
private docks to the group. It was noted that since 1978 there has been an increase of about 5000
structures on the Lake, from the recorded 4,000 in the 1978 inventory. Boozer further noted that
everything that was inventoried prior to the implementation of the SMP was grandfathered in, and
that they have been working over the years with the homeowners to get those structures into
compliance.

Boozer explained a little about the dock permitting process to the group and that SCE&G does have
a standard dock that is allowed. As Boozer proceeded through the presentation the group reviewed
the application together. In discussions on the vegetation agreement, it was noted that some
changes will be made to include the new items decided upon in the group. It was noted that the
group would review this document with the incorporated changes at the next meeting.

The group reviewed the dock diagram, and Boozer explained that the largest floating platform that
SCE&G will permit is a 12’ by 20’. Boozer further pointed out that they also only allow one boat
lift per dock do to the large areas that boat lifts impact. He noted that SCE&G receives quite a few
requests for jet ski lifts, and explained that he would like for this group to make a decision on how
this should be handled in the future. Upon reviewing the slip type docks, Boozer noted that an
individual had to have a minimum of 200 feet of shoreline to be eligible for this type of dock. He
also noted that generally with this type of dock layout they require the boat lifts to be inside the slip.

Boozer concluded his presentation and noted that the next agenda item would be to review the
General Requirements. Stuart asked the group if there were any issues with the dock permitting
program as it currently exists. Bell replied that he would like to have more time to review the
document with the other stakeholders that he represents. Boozer noted that as far as SCE&G is
concerned, they feel comfortable with what is defined in the General Permit, however, they are
open to discussion.

The group decided that they would briefly review the General Requirements, however they would
leave the bulk of the discussion for the next meeting. A few concerns were brought up. Ahle noted
he would like to see a deadline, such as 5 years, for dock applications for those lots who are eligible
for a dock but have not yet applied for one. Hancock replied that there were not that many lots that
have been guaranteed a dock and have not yet applied for it. He further noted that he did not see
any benefit to placing a deadline in this instance because it would most likely promote a rush for
permits that otherwise may not be applied for. Ahle replied that if there were not a large amount of
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areas that have been guaranteed a dock then it was probably not a large concern, if it was a large
amount, however, it may raise more concerns.

The group shortly discussed the situation involving individuals that own land behind areas classified
as Forest and Game Management. Ahle noted that this was an important issue to consider with their
discussions on reclassification. In discussions on common docks, Boozer suggested that the group
change the ownership rules that an individual has to have 75 feet of shoreline and only 2 people are
allowed to share a common dock, instead of 4. The group agreed to these changes

The group decided that at the next meeting they would continue these discussions on the General
Requirements, as well as review a few items in the shoreline management plan booklet. The next
meeting date was scheduled for July 12th.

Document revisions and Agenda attached below:
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LAKE MURRAY EXCAVATIONS

At the time you applied for permission to excavate in front of your property at Lake Murray, you were
advised of the Company's Shoreline Management Guidelines and were requested to supply additional
information required by the policy. If you are given approval by our Lake Management
representative, it is imperative that the terms of the permit be adhered to, including the following
requirements:

1. A non-refundable permitting fee of $200.00 is required for the excavation
permit, plus a $500.00 deposit. The deposit is refundable upon request
after final inspection and approval of the condition of the excavated
shoreline.

2. A complete, detailed drawing (to scale) of the proposed excavation area
must be provided. This must include contours, cross sections, width,
length and depth, and the exact volume of earth in cubic yards to be
removed. Also, the drawing must include and identify the location where
the excavation dirt will be placed upon removal from site. If the dirt is to
be totally removed from the shoreline area, this must be so stated. The
maximum volume of earth to be removed is 150 cubic yards.

3. A recordable plat of the applicant's and adjacent property owners' property
that will be affected by proposed excavation must be furnished.

4. Lake Management Department must be notified prior to commencement of
work.

5. All displaced soil must be taken off site or otherwise stabilized above the
360 foot contour in accordance with SCE&G requirements if in Richland,
Saluda and Newberry Counties, and in accordance with recommendations
of the Lexington County Sediment Control Representative if in Lexington
County.

6. A 4 to 1 slope is the maximum slope allowed.

7. All excavating must be done directly in front of the applicant's property and
below the 354’ contour, unless otherwise approved by SCE&G in
consultation with SCDNR.

8. No excavation will be permitted in a wooded or vegetated area or other
areas that may be identified by SCE&G in consultation with SCDNR. The
protection of shallow water habitat must be considered at all times. A Lake
Management representative will designate area to be excavated.

9. Excavation activities generally will not be allowed between January 15
and October 1. Exceptions may be granted by SCE&G based on
hydrological or meteorological conditions. Permits are valid for one (1)
year from the date of issue only. See date on approved permit.

10. Water must not cover the excavation site during excavation activities.
11. The contractor must have a copy of the approved permit and drawing while

on the job site at all times.
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12. All excavation must be completed by using the following equipment: (1)
dragline; (2) track backhoe; or other equipment approved by Lake
Management personnel.

13. Lake Management Department must be notified upon completion of work.

Failure to comply with any of the above requirements will result in automatic suspension of the
excavation permit, forfeit of the $500.00 deposit, and may result in the cancellation of any
shoreline permits.

Applicant acknowledges and accepts the above listed requirements, and further certifies that he/she
possesses the authority to undertake the proposed activities. Applicant further certifies that he/she
shall indemnify and hold harmless SCE&G from all liability however arising to any and all persons
whomsoever, whether for personal injuries (including death) or otherwise, by reason of the
construction upon lands and interests of SCE&G, and form any damage or injury resulting to any
persons whomsoever from defects in or defective conditions of said construction.

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company

Applicant Project Representative

Street Date

City, State, Zip Code

Revised 7/23/03
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GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

Permits to construct, repair, modify, or replace boat docks, ramps, marine railways, boat
lifts, water removal, limited brushing, rip-rap, and retaining walls must be obtained from SCE&G’s
Lake Management Department prior to the beginning of construction.

Dock construction shall not endanger health, create a nuisance, or otherwise be incompatible
with overall Project recreation use.

A minimum lot width of 100 feet along the 360 contour is required before an individual
residential dock application will be considered.

Lots measuring less than 100 feet in width in subdivisions established prior to 1989 where
the adjacent lots have existing docks may be considered for limited size docks.

No watercraft exceeding 30 feet in length will be permitted to be permanently docked at a
residential or common area dock.

Application Procedure for New Construction, Additions, or Replacements

The applicant will be required to apply to SCE&G in writing and submit the following:

1. Sketch showing location, design, and dimensions of the proposed structure.
2. Permitting fee
3. Specific direction by land to applicant’s property on Lake Murray
4. Plat of applicant’s property

All docks must be kept in good repair.

Private docks, whether permanent or floating may generally be up to 750 sq. feet in overall
size and 75 feet in length provided they do not interfere with navigation or restrict access to
adjoining property.

Floating docks attached to permanent docks may be moved out as the Lake level recedes
provided they do not interfere with adjacent property owner’s access.

Docks may be longer where conformity with existing structures would be practical and in
cases where exception would be desirable due to curvature or slope of the shoreline.

All permitted docks must be built horizontally between the elevation of 360 and 362 foot
contour.

Docks must be located a minimum of 15 feet from adjacent property lines and the projected
extension should not cross over the imaginary projected lot lines.
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The projection of the imaginary property line is a management tool to assist Lake
Management Representatives and may be waived under certain circumstances.

Covers on docks are not permissible unless the covered portion is located within 15 feet of
the 360 contour.

Hand railing is permissible provided the sides are not enclosed.

No sinks, toilets, showers, or fueling systems are permitted.

Flotation for floating docks must be encased or encapsulated flotation.

Docks must be single story structures.

Boatlifts connected to docks are allowable.

Common docks shall follow all of the guidelines described for private docks. Common
docks may be permitted for two residential lots. Each property owner participating in a common
dock must have a minimum of 75 feet along the 360 contour.
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Meeting Purpose:

To Develop Draft Criteria on Excavations for Inclusion in the Shoreline Management Plan. To
Discuss and Review Criteria for Residential Dock Permits

Logistics:

Where: Lake Murray Training Center
When: June 15, 2006
Time: 9:30 AM to 3:00 PM

Meeting Agenda:

 9:30 to 10:30 Begin Discussions on Criteria For Excavations

 10:30 to 10:40 Break

 10:40 to 11:30 Continued Discussion on Excavations and the Development of Draft
Criteria to be Presented to the RCG

 11:30 to 12:00 Lunch

 12:00 to 12:30 Presentation on Docks – Tommy Boozer and David Hancock

 12:30 to 2:45 Development of Draft Criteria on Residential Dock Permits to be
Presented to the RCG

 2:45 to 3:00 Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for
Next Meeting

Adjourn
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No excavation activities will be allowed between January 15 and October
1. Permits are valid for one (1) year from the date of issue
only. See date on approved permit.
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Lake Management Department must be notified upon completion of work.
13. Displaced soil must be stabilized in accordance with

SCE&G requirements if in Richland, Saluda and Newberry Counties,
and in accordance with recommendations of the Lexington County
Sediment Control Representative if in Lexington County. The work
performed must not endanger health, create a nuisance or otherwise be
incompatible with the overall project recreational use.

Page 6: [3] Deleted SCANA 6/15/2006 12:59 PM

Failure to comply with any of the above requirements will result in automatic
suspension of the excavation permit and forfeit of the $500.00 deposit.
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Friday, June 16, 2006 1:29 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David

Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald
Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Subject: Documents with Group Edits

Hello TWC,

Attached are the two documents that we made edits to during our Lake and Land TWC meeting yesterday. Please come
prepared to discuss the General Requirements at our next TWC meeting. Thanks, Alison

DH Excavation
Form Document gr...

DH GENERAL
REQUIREMENTS June ...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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LAKE MURRAY EXCAVATIONS

At the time you applied for permission to excavate in front of your property at Lake
Murray, you were advised of the Company's Shoreline Management Guidelines and
were requested to supply additional information required by the policy. If you are
given approval by our Lake Management representative, it is imperative that the
terms of the permit be adhered to, including the following requirements:

1. A non-refundable permitting fee of $200.00 is required
for the excavation permit, plus a $500.00 deposit. The
deposit is refundable upon request after final inspection
and approval of the condition of the excavated shoreline.

2. A complete, detailed drawing (to scale) of the proposed
excavation area must be provided. This must include
contours, cross sections, width, length and depth, and the
exact volume of earth in cubic yards to be removed.
Also, the drawing must include and identify the location
where the excavation dirt will be placed upon removal
from site. If the dirt is to be totally removed from the
shoreline area, this must be so stated. The maximum
volume of earth to be removed is 150 cubic yards.

3. A recordable plat of the applicant's and adjacent property
owners' property that will be affected by proposed
excavation must be furnished.

4. Lake Management Department must be notified prior to
commencement of work.

5. All displaced soil must be taken off site or otherwise
stabilized above the 360 foot contour in accordance with
SCE&G requirements if in Richland, Saluda and
Newberry Counties, and in accordance with
recommendations of the Lexington County Sediment
Control Representative if in Lexington County.

6. A 4 to 1 slope is the maximum slope allowed.
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7. All excavating must be done directly in front of the
applicant's property and below the 354’ contour, unless
otherwise approved by SCE&G in consultation with
SCDNR.

8. No excavation will be permitted in a wooded or
vegetated area or other areas that may be identified by
SCE&G in consultation with SCDNR. The protection of
shallow water habitat must be considered at all times. A
Lake Management representative will designate area to
be excavated.

9. Excavation activities generally will not be allowed
between January 15 and October 1. Exceptions may
be granted by SCE&G based on hydrological or
meteorological conditions. Permits are valid for one (1)
year from the date of issue only. See date on approved
permit.

10. Water must not cover the excavation site during
excavation activities.

11. The contractor must have a copy of the approved permit
and drawing while on the job site at all times.

12. All excavation must be completed by using the following
equipment: (1) dragline; (2) track backhoe; or other
equipment approved by Lake Management personnel.

13. Lake Management Department must be notified upon
completion of work.

Failure to comply with any of the above requirements will result in automatic
suspension of the excavation permit, forfeit of the $500.00 deposit, and may
result in the cancellation of any shoreline permits.

Applicant acknowledges and accepts the above listed requirements, and further
certifies that he/she possesses the authority to undertake the proposed activities.
Applicant further certifies that he/she shall indemnify and hold harmless SCE&G
from all liability however arising to any and all persons whomsoever, whether for
personal injuries (including death) or otherwise, by reason of the construction upon
lands and interests of SCE&G, and form any damage or injury resulting to any
persons whomsoever from defects in or defective conditions of said construction.

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company
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Applicant Project Representative

Street Date

City, State, Zip Code

Revised 7/23/03
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All excavation must be completed by using the following equipment: (1)
dragline; (2) track backhoe; or equipment approved by Lake
Management personnel.
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No excavation activities will be allowed between January 15 and October
1. Permits are valid for one (1) year from the date of issue
only. See date on approved permit.
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Lake Management Department must be notified upon completion of work.
13. Displaced soil must be stabilized in accordance with SCE&G

requirements if in Richland, Saluda and Newberry Counties, and in
accordance with recommendations of the Lexington County Sediment
Control Representative if in Lexington County. The work performed
must not endanger health, create a nuisance or otherwise be
incompatible with the overall project recreational use.
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Failure to comply with any of the above requirements will result in automatic
suspension of the excavation permit and forfeit of the $500.00 deposit.
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GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

Permits to construct, repair, modify, or replace boat docks, ramps, marine
railways, boat lifts, water removal, limited brushing, rip-rap, and retaining walls
must be obtained from SCE&G’s Lake Management Department prior to the
beginning of construction.

Dock construction shall not endanger health, create a nuisance, or otherwise
be incompatible with overall Project recreation use.

A minimum lot width of 100 feet along the 360 contour is required before an
individual residential dock application will be considered.

Lots measuring less than 100 feet in width in subdivisions established prior
to 1989 where the adjacent lots have existing docks may be considered for limited
size docks.

No watercraft exceeding 30 feet in length will be permitted to be permanently
docked at a residential or common area dock.

Application Procedure for New Construction, Additions, or Replacements

The applicant will be required to apply to SCE&G in writing and submit the
following:

1. Sketch showing location, design, and dimensions of the proposed structure.
2. Permitting fee
3. Specific direction by land to applicant’s property on Lake Murray
4. Plat of applicant’s property

All docks must be kept in good repair.

Private docks, whether permanent or floating may generally be up to 750 sq.
feet in overall size and 75 feet in length provided they do not interfere with
navigation or restrict access to adjoining property.

Floating docks attached to permanent docks may be moved out as the Lake
level recedes provided they do not interfere with adjacent property owner’s access.

Docks may be longer where conformity with existing structures would be
practical and in cases where exception would be desirable due to curvature or slope
of the shoreline.

All permitted docks must be built horizontally between the elevation of 360
and 362 foot contour. Deleted:
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Docks must be located a minimum of 15 feet from adjacent property lines
and the projected extension should not cross over the imaginary projected lot lines.

The projection of the imaginary property line is a management tool to assist
Lake Management Representatives and may be waived under certain
circumstances.

Covers on docks are not permissible unless the covered portion is located
within 15 feet of the 360 contour.

Hand railing is permissible provided the sides are not enclosed.

No sinks, toilets, showers, or fueling systems are permitted.

Flotation for floating docks must be encased or encapsulated flotation.

Docks must be single story structures.

Boatlifts connected to docks are allowable.

Common docks shall follow all of the guidelines described for private docks.
Common docks may be permitted for two residential lots. Each property owner
participating in a common dock must have a minimum of 75 feet along the 360
contour.
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Wednesday, June 14, 2006 4:11 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David

Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald
Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com;
Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George
Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer
O'Rourke; John Oswald ; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov);
Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy;
Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling;
Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Richard Kidder; Robert Keener
(SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks

Subject: Draft Meeting Notes from 5/26

Hello All,

Attached is the Draft meeting notes from our Lake and Land TWC meeting on 5-26. Please have all edits back to me by
June 28. Thanks so much, Alison

2006-5-26 draft
Meeting Minute...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC

SCE&G Training Center
May 26, 2006

Draft ACG 6-14-06
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Steve Bell, LW
Roy Parker, LMA

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Rhett Bickley – Lexington County
Van Hoffman – SCE&G
Amanda Hill, USFWS
Dick Christie, SCDNR

DATE: May 26, 2006

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

 Develop Erosion Evaluation Form – Tommy Boozer and David Hancock

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: June 15, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and welcomed the group. He noted that the first item would be
discuss the edits to the bank stabilization criteria. David Hancock and Tommy Boozer explained
that they would like that a permit be obtained from the Corps for any riprapping projects exceeding
1000 feet in length. There was some discussion on this issue. Ron Ahle made the suggestion that
the homeowner be required to obtain a permit for riprapping exceeding 500 or have the option of
bioengineering the bank for any lengths above 500 feet in lieu of obtaining the permit. Ahle also
noted that it was an opportunity to encourage people to employ bioengineering techniques. Stuart
asked, in the past few years, how many applications exceeding 500 feet are typically received by
SCE&G. Tommy Boozer replied that there had only been a few. After continued discussion on this
issue, the group decided to proceed with Ron Ahle’s presentation on bioengineering before a
decision was made.
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Ahle began the presentation and noted that the purpose was to provide education on the various
bioengineering techniques that are available. He noted that a goal would be to provide stabilization
along with a vegetated shoreline and wildlife habitat. He explained that it was important to educate
the public that there are other ways to stabilize the shoreline naturally. He noted that an education
program could also inform people on where bioengineering supplies would be available and who
was able to do the work.

After Ahle presented a few examples of bank erosion, Roy Parker noted that he had observed, on
bomb island, that although there is vegetation and trees it continues to severely erode. Ahle noted
that he would address this later in his presentation.

Ahle began his presentation with a discussion on live stakings and noted that they were the most
appropriate for areas in the backs of coves. He explained that one important thing with live staking
is that the downside of the staking has a sharp point and is at or below normal pool elevation. Ahle
pointed out that the easiest and cheapest method for live staking is to use live cuttings. He also
noted in his presentation that the homeowner could have the work done costing in the ranges of 1.50
to 3.50 a stake. Ahle explained that this method was applicable for escarpments that are less than 1
foot. Steve Bell asked if an individual has an escarpment that is less than one foot, would it be best
to cut it out or fill it in. Ahle replied that it should probably be sloped back.

The next method of bioengineering that Ahle discussed was the installation of a Bio-log, with
vegetation planted behind and around. Ahle noted that this method would not prevent the
homeowner from being able to see the lake. Ahle explained that less desirable species would need
to be weeded out when they began to come in. Ahle also explained that the plants used would be
perennials. Dick Christie asked Ahle if the lake went down for a few years if some of the
vegetation was drought hardy. Van Hoffman replied that it may have to be watered and Ahle also
noted that he believed that you would still be able to maintain a good protected bank with
vegetation during a drought.

There was some discussion on the bioengineering method of Contour Wattleing. Hancock
expressed concern because many times in performing this bioengineering method the trees have to
be taken out 40 to 50 feet back. Boozer also noted that he was concerned that if the bioengineering
was made too difficult, many people are not going to want to do it. Ahle explained that Contour
Wattleing was probably not the most recommended method for bioengineering.

Parker pointed out that there are some individuals who like the look of riprap. Ahle noted that if
people become used to seeing the natural shoreline they many begin to like that better. Rhett
Bickley noted that the increased vegetation would also benefit water quality that may be an



MEETING NOTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC

SCE&G Training Center
May 26, 2006

Draft ACG 6-14-06

Page 3 of 7

incentive to some. Ahle explained that he believed that one important key is that options are
available to allow the homeowner to choose what is best for them.

Ahle went on to explain a few more options for bioengineering. Ahle discussed live facine but
noted that it was probably not the best solution for the private property owner. He noted that brush
layering was another option for steeper slopes. He explained that with this method notches are cut
into the slope at angles. Ahle began to describe Brush Mattresses that are secured with wire lacing
and grow thick. Ahle noted that one of the drawbacks of this method is that it tends to be very
expensive.

Ahle noted that vegetated rip rap is another option for bioengineering. He explained that some
plants that might grow well among riprap are swamp mallow and hibiscus. Ahle pointed out that
vegetated rip-rap may be a transition if an individual is insistent on riprap.

The group went on to discuss what could be done on severely eroded banks. Ahle explained that
the bioengineering technique for this circumstance is a vegetated gabion wall which uses rock
baskets with plantings. He noted that a similar vegetated gabion mattress is used for a less steep
slope. Hancock pointed out that one drawback to a gabion was that the Lake may eventually break
it up. Ahle also explained a vegetated crib wall to the group. He concluded his presentation by
explaining what is called A-Jacks, interlocking structures that allow plants to grow in between.

Amanda Hill noted that on different slopes that different methodologies worked better. She noted
that it would be helpful to show the slope calculations along with the best associated bank
stabilization techniques. Ahle noted that one helpful thing that SCE&G could do to promote
bioengineering was to buy Bio-logs wholesale and provide them wholesale to homeowners.

The group began to discuss the options for bioengineering and Boozer explained to the group that
typically, individuals who buy a piece of property cannot do everything at one time financially. He
continued to note that they typically do it in phases, get the boat dock first, then look into
stabilization at a later date. Hill added that when the individuals do come to SCE&G for a boat
dock, that is when SCE&G should give them a consultation on options available for the future, in
terms of stabilization and such. Stuart suggested having a pamphlet on bank stabilization available
in those circumstances. Boozer also suggested using areas in the public parks to give examples of
bioengineering. Ahle and Hill agreed that that would be a good idea. Ahle added that the cabins in
front of Dreher Island would be a good place to set up one of the examples.

The group then began to discuss the topic of receiving a Corps permit for 1000 ft or rip-rap or the
suggested 500 feet of rip rap. Boozer suggested that if the riprap request was over 500 feet then it
be reviewed by the USFWS and SCDNR. Ahle and Hill agreed. Boozer also noted that they would
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take the first shot at the development of an Erosion Evaluation Form that would be included in the
SCE&G application packet. Hill noted that instead of having a box in the application form that asks
if the homeowner is interested in riprap, to have a box that asks if the homeowner is interested in
bank stabilization, under which the different forms of stabilization could be listed, including
bioengineering.

After lunch the group began their discussion on limbing and Hancock gave a presentation to the
group that he had prepared on this topic. In his presentation, Hancock proposed that trees may be
limbed if they have a minimum DBH of 6” and a minimum height of 20’. He noted in his proposal
that an individual can only limb up to 8’ in height. Hancock further noted that they would not allow
the limbing of willow trees, only pine, oak, sweet gum, and maple. Christie noted that without the
proper knowledge and tools, DBH may be difficult of the average person to decipher. Christie went
on to suggest that circumference be listed as well, in parenthesis. The group agreed to the limbing
proposal and concluded the meeting. It was noted that at the next meeting the group would discuss
excavations and Hancock passed out the excavation packet for review prior to the meeting. The
next meeting date was set for June 15th at 9:30 at the Lake Murray Training Center.

Shoreline Stabilization Memo edits attached below:

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Division of Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries

Environmental Programs Office

MEMORANDUM

To: L & LM TWC (Saluda Hydro Project)
From: Ron Ahle
Date: 5-05-06

Subject: Straw-man for Shoreline Stabilization Criteria
________________________________________________________________

Criteria for Shoreline Stabilization Permits [Provide good diagrams]

All shoreline stabilization efforts must be approved by SCE&G Lake Management prior to
implementation and/or construction.

Develop slope criteria matrix similar to what Ron provided at May 26 TWC.
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Provide a description or definition of bioengineering

Include an erosion evaluation form in the application package (SCE&G will develop this)

1) Since every possible situation cannot be anticipated, SCE&G Lake Management reserves the
right to make special rulings in cases not specifically covered by these guidelines.

2) Adjoining property owners should be aware that conducting all shoreline stabilization activities
at a federally licensed hydroelectric project (e.g., Saluda Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No.
P-516) is a privilege that can only be granted with authorization from the Licensee. No riprapping,
seawalls, or retaining walls may be constructed, replaced, repaired, or added to without a permit
from SCE&G. Furthermore, there are some areas of the lake where facilities may not be permitted
because of environmental considerations, development patterns, physical lake characteristics,
impacts to cultural resources, or other reasons.

3) New or expanding stabilization activities (excluding bio-engineering) may not be undertaken
within a 50 feet offset from an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) classification identified in the
Shoreline Management Plan (SMP). All shoreline stabilization activities affecting ESA will be
assessed on a case-by-case basis.

4) The applicant must be the owner of the tract of land immediately adjoining the high water mark
(360-foot elevation), or SCE&G-owned buffer zone or have the written permission of the easement
property owner on water rights tracts (i.e. SCE&G only has a flowage easement). SCE&G Lake
Management will hold the applicant fully responsible for ongoing adherence with the current SMP
(including maintaining structures in good repair). This responsibility transfers automatically along
with ownership.

5) All shoreline stabilization activities must comply with all local, state, and federal regulations, if
applicable. Prior to beginning any activity/construction within the high water mark (360-foot
elevation), the applicant must obtain all necessary governmental permits or approvals, and written
authorization from SCE&G Lake Management, especially for any stabilization activities associated
with native aquatic plants. Stop sentence here such as water willow beds.

6) Consultation with SCDNR and USFWS will be required for stabilization that exceeds 500 linear
feet of shoreline. Additionally, the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental
Control (SCDHEC) may require an individual permit for large shoreline stabilization projects.
7) In order to protect aquatic resources shoreline stabilization activities shall typically be performed
when water elevation is below work area. When water elevation is above the work area, Formatted: Font: Not Italic
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critical/emergency shoreline stabilization activities may be performed in the inundated work area
during the months of July through February.. The applicant should make every reasonable effort to
minimize any adverse impact on fish, wildlife, shoreline vegetation and other natural resources.

8) Riprap material must be SCDOT Class B or larger quarry-run stone, natural stone, or other
material approved by SCE&G. Tires, scrap metal, crushed block, construction/demolition debris or
other types of material are not allowed for stabilization.

9) Minimal clearing below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) is allowed to create corridors
for equipment access for stabilization projects. Access corridors should be incorporated into
permanent pier/dock access corridors (i.e. foot paths) where practical. Vegetation removed to
accommodate construction access for shoreline stabilization shall be replaced with native
vegetation.

10) Applicants are encouraged to avoid activities (including stabilization) that could have an
adverse impact upon existing native aquatic plants. Bio-engineering is a preferred shoreline
stabilization technique and is encouraged especially in eroded areas associated with emergent
aquatic vegetation. Shoreline stabilization activities are limited to the eroded bank. Any
unavoidable impacts to existing emergent aquatic vegetation, as a result of stabilization installation,
require replanting vegetation in the impacted area(s). Rip rap installed below the high water mark
(360-foot elevation) in vegetated areas must be limited to one layer deep to allow spaces between
the stone for vegetation recruitment.

11) The type of plantings utilized in bioengineering and landscape-planting projects should be
native to South Carolina, and must be reviewed and approved by SCE&G Lake Management prior
to introduction.

12) Approved bioengineering techniques are always the preferred method for shoreline
stabilization. However, approved bioengineering techniques are generally required for eroded
banks of two feet or less of erosional scarp. Approved bioengineering and/or vegetated riprap
techniques are preferred for eroded banks exceeding two feet of erosional scarp. ( Figure for
examples of acceptable bioengineering and vegetated rip-rap techniques).

13) Riprap use should be limited to only that area necessary to adequately stabilize the existing
eroded bank. Riprap should be confined to the area between 6 feet below the high water mark (360
foot elevation) and high water mark (360 foot elevation) except where the entire placement is on
above severely eroded banks. These areas must be sloped back or terraced to provide minimum
bank stability.
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14) Stabilization of eroded banks that are 2 feet in height or higher or that are not associated with
emergent aquatic vegetation can be stabilized using S_C_D_O_T_ Class B or larger size riprap with
filter cloth, bio-engineering using significant live staking and planting, or other forms of bio-
engineering within the riprap.

15) Retaining walls are only allowed for erosion control where the average eroded bank height is
greater than 3 feet and the wall is constructed at the high water mark (360-foot elevation). Earth
fills below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) are prohibited.

16) A layer of riprap (SCDOT Class B or larger) extending 6 feet lake-ward from full pond must be
placed along the entire base of all retaining walls. The 6-foot requirement is measured vertically for
steep slopes and horizontally for more gradual slopes where the vertical requirement would prove
impractical.

Consequences for Violations

1. SCE&G Lake Management representatives will issue Stop Work Directives for any violations
that are detected within the high water mark (360 foot elevation) of Lake Murray.
Consequences for violations will include one or more of the following:

 Unwanted delays.

 Suspension or cancellation of approved shoreline stabilization permit.

 Modification or removal of non-complying structures and restoration of disturbed areas
at the owner’s expense.

 Cancellation of all current shoreline permits and loss of consideration for future
shoreline permits

________________________________________________________________

REMBERT C. DENNIS BUILDING * P.O. BOX 167* COLUMBIA, SC 29202
TELEPHONE: (803) 734-2728 * FACSIMILE: (803) 734-6020
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Kacie Jensen

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Thu 6/15/2006 9:30 AM
End: Thu 6/15/2006 3:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Lake & Land Mgt TWC

Hello All,

Just a reminder that there is a Lake and Land Management TWC Meeting scheduled for Thursday, June 15th at 9:30 at
the Lake Murray Training Center. We are scheduled to discuss excavations, as well as begin discussion on docks.
Before our meeting, please review the packet that David Hancock distributed on excavations. Also, if you plan on
attending, please let me know by Monday. Thanks! Alison

Lake and Land
Management TWC A...



Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee

Meeting Purpose:

To Develop Draft Criteria on Excavations for
Inclusion in the Shoreline Management Plan.
To Discuss and Review Criteria for Residential
Dock Permits

Logistics:

Where: Lake Murray Training Center
When: June 15, 2006
Time: 9:30 AM to 3:00 PM

Meeting Agenda:

 9:30 to 10:30 Begin Discussions on Criteria For Excavations

 10:30 to 10:40 Break

 10:40 to 11:30 Continued Discussion on Excavations and the Development of Draft
Criteria to be Presented to the RCG

 11:30 to 12:00 Lunch

 12:00 to 12:30 Presentation on Docks – Tommy Boozer and David Hancock

 12:30 to 2:45 Development of Draft Criteria on Residential Dock Permits to be
Presented to the RCG

 2:45 to 3:00 Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for Next
Meeting

Adjourn



From: Alison Guth 
Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2006 2:30 PM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; 
RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber 

Cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel 
Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American 
Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O'Rourke; 
John Oswald ; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner 
(turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Mark Leao; 
Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer 
(msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; 
Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Richard Kidder; Robert Keener 
(SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa 
Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks 

Subject: Lake and Land TWC Notes - May 8 
Hello All 
 
Attached are the Final meeting notes from the May 8 Lake and Land Management TWC.  Thank 
you for all the comments.  Alison 
 

2006-5-8 final 
Meeting Minutes...

 
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Steve Bell, LW 
Joy Downs, LMA 
 

 
 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT 
Rhett Bickley, Lexington County 
Van Hoffman, SCE&G 
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services 
 

 

 
DATE:  May 8, 2006 
 
 
HOMEWORK ITEMS: 
 

• Distribute draft Shoreline Stabilization document for additional review – Alison Guth 
• Internet Search on bioengineering methods and who is performing these activities – Ron 

Ahle 
• Draft section on Limbing for inclusion in the Limited Brushing section of the SMP – 

Tommy Boozer and David Hancock 
• Develop spreadsheet of each SMP issue and note changes and dates of changes made for 

each issue. 
Alan Stuart 

 
 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  May 26, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
Alan Stuart opened the meeting and reviewed the Lake and Land Management RCG Mission 
Statement with the group.  He noted that as specified in the mission statement it was the group’s 
responsibility to develop the criteria for the Shoreline Management Plan.  Alan also briefly 
reviewed the Priority Issues that were identified at the February 9th RCG meeting.  Steve Bell noted 
that he agreed that the Priority Issues cover the basic issues that need to be discussed in the group.  
Steve B. also expressed interest in developing a report on how each issue is being addressed.  Ron 
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Ahle suggested developing a spreadsheet similar to what was developed for the Catawba Wateree 
Relicensings.  He noted that the spreadsheet had the dates of changes made, and how issues were 
handled.  Alan S. noted that he would work on developing a spreadsheet and everyone agreed it 
would be helpful.   
 
Van Hoffman then began to give a presentation on a proposed land exchange between an individual 
(Dr. Fairey) and SCE&G.  He noted that this was in reference to a tract of land on the Saluda River 
where Dr. Fairey owned down to the river.  Van H. explained that due to releases from Lake 
Greenwood, parts of Dr. Fairey’s property would flood, making it a good area for the management 
of waterfowl.  Van explained that there was a small piece of property that was owned by SCE&G, 
however it was not easily accessible by the public without trespassing.  Van H. noted that they had 
originally informed Dr. Fairey that they were not currently selling any fringeland due to the 
relicensing.  However, Van noted that after some consideration SCE&G has proposed that they 
would entertain the idea of conveying him the tract of SCE&G property with a conservation 
easement for a 150 foot wide buffer along the water in fee title.  Van H. explained that SCE&G 
feels that this is a win-win situation, which will, among other things, be beneficial for the 
waterfowl.  Van H. continued to explain that they have not yet submitted their application to FERC 
and wanted to explain the situation to the group.  Ron Ahle agreed that a big benefit from this 
transaction would be the assurance that the large trees along the water front would remain intact.  
He however expressed concern that a 150 foot wide strip would not be wide enough if all of the 
trees were cleared behind it or that a conservation easement could not be placed on the entire 
property.  Van explained that they viewed this as the best option as they currently only own flowage 
rights on the property , he noted that he had originally wanted a 250 foot buffer, however they were 
only able to negotiate a 150 foot wide strip which equates to about 22 acres.  Randy noted that there 
was a great deal of negotiation behind the proposal, in which conservation easements were 
thoroughly discussed. 
 
Ron A. noted that when the request is submitted to the FERC, and it goes out on notice, that he is 
probably going to recommend that some areas be kept for public use, as Dr. Fairey is going to 
continue to reserve some spaces for his own use.  He also noted that he would recommend that an 
additional 300 ft buffer be placed in a conservation easement behind the 150 ft strip to an 
organization such as the Congaree Land Trust.   
 
The group then briefly reviewed the topic of limited brushing that was discussed in the previous 
Lake and Land TWC.  Ron A. mentioned that one item that he realized was not discussed was the 
topic of limbing.  He explained that below the 360 individuals are not allowed to cut and noted that 
possibly the limbing on desired species can be prohibited, or allowed only at a certain plant size.  
Rhett Bickley explained that there were advantages to the limbing of certain species.    After some 
discussion, the group decided that there was the need for a separate section in the limited brushing 
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document that addresses limbing.  Tommy Boozer noted that they would develop a strawman 
section on this issue for the limited brushing document.   
 
As a homework item from the last TWC meeting, the group began to review bank stabilization 
guidelines from the Corps and TVA.  Tommy B. noted that in general the TVA does a better job 
explaining the options for shoreline stabilization.  Steve Bell mentioned that he intended to call 
TVA and would discuss what their preferred method of stabilization was with them.  In looking at 
guidelines distributed by TVA, the group viewed diagrams that illustrated examples of bank 
stabilization, and thought it a good idea to have similar diagrams in the version that they developed 
 
The group then began to discuss the strawman that Ron Ahle developed for shoreline stabilization.  
Ron also suggested that it may be beneficial to the group to have Larry Dyck present a few 
examples on bank stabilization to the group, as he was very knowledgeable on this topic.  Tommy 
Boozer also suggested Gene Hayes as a possible presenter.  However, the group decided that 
initially Ron A. would begin this task by performing an internet search on bioengineering on shores 
and compile a list on who is performing these activities and what is being done. 
 
The group began to discuss ideas on shoreline stabilization and interactively made changes to the 
strawman document.  Tommy B. noted that it may be beneficial to include a section in the 
document that specified where one can purchase stabilization materials, as well as who will perform 
the work. Tommy B. also explained to the group that although they generally do not permit 
seawalls, there are a few situations where they are appropriate.  Ron Ahle agreed that some wording 
may be placed in the plan that indicated that seawalls were permitted on a case to case basis.   
 
After lunch the group continued to go through the draft version of Shoreline Stabilization criteria.  
David Hancock noted that they have come across situations where individuals want to add to 
existing rip-rap and he questioned whether another permit would be needed to accomplish that.  
Ron A. replied that if there is already an existing permit in place for a designated area that a new 
permit would most likely not be needed if they stay within the designated area.   
 
The group began to discuss if there was a need for an offset between bank stabilization activities 
and an ESA.  Ron A. noted that Duke had put in place a requirement of a 50 foot offset between an 
ESA and shoreline stabilization projects.  Tommy B. noted that generally this should not be a 
concern due to the fact that the majority of ESA’s around the lake are in shallow cove areas or in 
the backs of coves were there is no need for stabilization.  Ron A. noted that his intention in this 
was to target areas with gentle slopes and aquatic vegetation.  Although it was noted that this was 
generally not going to be an issue the group placed it in the plan for consideration.   
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The group continued to discuss items from the draft plan.  There was discussion on the applicant 
obtaining permits from appropriate local, state and federal agencies and these items were put into 
the parking lot.   
 
The group continued through the document and made changes where needed (document with 
changes attached below).  At the conclusion of the meeting Alison Guth noted that she would 
distribute the document by email once more before the next meeting, when they would finalize the 
draft document.  After briefly reviewing the homework items the group noted that they would meet 
again on the 26th of May at 9:30.   
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

Division of Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries 
Environmental Programs Office 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
     To: L & LM TWC (Saluda Hydro Project) 
   From:  Ron Ahle 
   Date: 5-05-06 
Subject: Straw-man for Shoreline Stabilization Criteria 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Criteria for Shoreline Stabilization Permits  [Provide good diagrams] 

1)  Since every possible situation cannot be anticipated, SCE&G Lake Management reserves the 
right to make special rulings in cases not specifically covered by these guidelines.   
 
All shoreline stabilization efforts must be approved by SCE&G Lake Management prior to 
implementation and/or construction.   
 
2)  Adjoining property owners should be aware that conducting all shoreline stabilization activities 
at a federally licensed hydroelectric project (e.g., Saluda Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No. 
P-516) is a privilege that can only be granted with authorization from the Licensee.  No riprapping, 
seawalls, or retaining walls may be constructed, replaced, repaired, or added to without a permit 
from SCE&G.  Furthermore, there are some areas of the lake where facilities may not be permitted 
because of environmental considerations, development patterns, physical lake characteristics, 
impacts to cultural resources, or other reasons.  
 
3)  New or expanding stabilization activities (excluding bio-engineering) may not be undertaken 
within a 50 feet offset from an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) classification identified in the 
Shoreline Management Plan (SMP).  All shoreline stabilization activities affecting ESA will be 
assessed on a case-by-case basis. 
 
4)  The applicant must be the owner of the tract of land immediately adjoining the high water mark 
(360-foot elevation), or SCE&G-owned buffer zone or have the written permission of the easement 
property owner on water rights tracts (i.e. SCE&G only has a flowage easement).  SCE&G Lake 
Management will hold the applicant fully responsible for ongoing adherence with the current SMP 
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(including maintaining structures in good repair).  This responsibility transfers automatically along 
with ownership. 
 
5)  All shoreline stabilization activities must comply with all local, state, and federal regulations, if 
applicable.  Prior to beginning any activity/construction within the high water mark (360-foot 
elevation), the applicant must obtain all necessary governmental permits or approvals, and written 
authorization from SCE&G Lake Management, especially for any stabilization activities associated 
with native aquatic plants such as water willow beds. 
 
6)  An individual permit from the US Army Corps of Engineers in South Carolina is required for 
stabilization that exceeds 500 linear feet of shoreline. Additionally, the South Carolina Department 
of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) may require an individual permit for large 
shoreline stabilization projects. 
 
7)  In order to protect aquatic resources typically all shoreline stabilization activities shall be 
performed when water elevation is below work area.  When water elevation is above the work area, 
critical/emergency shoreline stabilization activities may be performed in the inundated work area 
during the months of July through February..  The applicant should make every reasonable effort to 
minimize any adverse impact on fish, wildlife, and other natural resources. 
 
8)  Riprap material must be quarry-run stone, natural stone, or other material approved by SCE&G.  
Tires, scrap metal, crushed block, construction/demolition debris or other types of material are not 
allowed for stabilization. 
 
9)  Minimal clearing below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) is allowed to create corridors 
for equipment access for stabilization projects.  Access corridors should be incorporated into 
permanent pier/dock access corridors (i.e. foot paths) where practical.  Vegetation removed to 
accommodate construction access for shoreline stabilization shall be replaced with native 
vegetation.  
 
10)  Applicants are encouraged to avoid activities (including stabilization) that could have an 
adverse impact upon existing native aquatic plants.  Bio-engineering is a preferred shoreline 
stabilization technique and is encouraged especially in eroded areas associated with emergent 
aquatic vegetation.  Shoreline stabilization activities are limited to the eroded bank.  Any 
unavoidable impacts to existing emergent aquatic vegetation, as a result of stabilization installation, 
require replanting vegetation in the impacted area(s).  Rip rap installed below the high water mark 
(360-foot elevation) in vegetated areas must be limited to one layer deep to allow spaces between 
the stone for vegetation recruitment.  
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11)  The type of plantings utilized in bioengineering and landscape-planting projects should be 
native to South Carolina, and must be reviewed and approved by SCE&G Lake Management prior 
to introduction. 
 
12)  Approved bioengineering techniques and enhanced riprap techniques shall be required for 
eroded banks less than one foot and recommended for eroded banks up to two feet. ( Figure for 
examples of acceptable enhanced rip-rap techniques).  
 
13)  Riprap use should be limited to only that area necessary to adequately stabilize the existing 
eroded bank.  Riprap should be confined to the area between 6 feet below the high water mark (360 
foot elevation) and high water mark (360 foot elevation) except where the entire placement is above 
severely eroded banks.  These areas must be sloped back or terraced to provide minimum bank 
stability. 
 
14)  Stabilization of eroded banks that are 2 feet in height or higher or that are not associated with 
emergent aquatic vegetation can be stabilized using S_C_D_O_T_ Class B or larger size riprap with 
filter cloth, bio-engineering using significant live staking and planting, or other forms of bio-
engineering within the riprap. 
 
15)  Retaining walls are only allowed for erosion control where the average eroded bank height is 
greater than 3 feet and the wall is constructed at the high water mark (360-foot elevation).  Earth 
fills below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) are prohibited. 
 
16)  A layer of riprap (SCDOT Class B or larger) extending 6 feet lake-ward from full pond must be 
placed along the entire base of all retaining walls. The 6-foot requirement is measured vertically for 
steep slopes and horizontally for more gradual slopes where the vertical requirement would prove 
impractical. 
 
 
 
Consequences for Violations 

1. SCE&G Lake Management representatives will issue Stop Work Directives for any violations 
that are detected within the high water mark (360 foot elevation) of Lake Murray.  
Consequences for violations will include one or more of the following: 

• Unwanted delays. 

• Suspension or cancellation of approved shoreline stabilization permit. 
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• Modification or removal of non-complying structures and restoration of disturbed areas 
at the owner’s expense. 

• Cancellation of all current shoreline permits and loss of consideration for future 
shoreline permits  

________________________________________________________________ 
 

REMBERT C. DENNIS BUILDING * P.O. BOX 167 * COLUMBIA, SC 29202 
TELEPHONE: (803) 734-2728 * FACSIMILE: (803) 734-6020 
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Deleted: <#>Increases in fees.¶

Deleted: Loss of any consideration for 
future reservoir use applications.¶



From: Alison Guth 
Sent: Thursday, June 22, 2006 12:54 PM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; Bertina 

Floyd; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill 
Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; 
Daniel Tufford; David Allen; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; George 
Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts 
(ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O'Rourke; John Oswald ; Joy Downs; Kim 
Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos 
(laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael 
Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; 
Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal 
Shealy; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; Robert 
Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
ryanity@scana.com; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers 
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; Tommy 
Boozer; Tony Bebber 

Subject: Final Lake and Land RCG notes 
Hello all, 
 
Attached is the final set of meeting notes from the April 26 Lake and Land RCG.  Thank you for 
all your comments.  Alison 
 

2006-4-26 Final 
Meeting Minute...

 
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Steve Bell, LW 
John Oswald, Century 21 
Kit Oswald, Century 21 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Van Hoffman, SCE&G 
Don Tyler, LMA, LMHOC 
Roy Parker, LMA 
 

 
 
Dan Tufford, USC 
Mike Murrell, LMA 
Bertina Floyd, LMHOC 
Richard Kidder, LMA, LMSCA 
Bob Keener, LMA, LMSCA 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT 
Jenn O’Rourke, SC Wildlife Federation 
John S Frick, landowners 
Bill Mathias, LMA, LMPS 
Tom Ruple, LMA 
Ron Scott, Lexington County 
 

 
 

DATE:  April 26, 2006 
 
 
AGENDA ITEMS: 
 

• Alan Stuart suggested a presentation on what other utilities are doing as far as public 
outreach.  – Alan Stuart 

 
HOMEWORK ITEMS:  
 
None 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  August 22, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
Alan Stuart began the meeting and the group progressed through introductions.  Before beginning 
the first item on the agenda, Alan S. briefly reviewed the mission statement with the group.  As an 
introductory item, Alan S. updated the Resource Conservation Group (RCG) as to the progress of 
the Technical Working Committee (TWC).  He explained that the TWC has developed the first 
draft of a Buffer Zone and Woody Debris Management Plan.  Alan S. added that the TWC has 
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discussed limited brushing, as well, and has come to a few conclusions regarding that issue.  When 
asked the status of the request for a Total Build-Out, Study Alan S. replied that Randy Mahan was 
currently looking into it.  Don Tyler explained that he viewed the real value of a build-out study as 
providing key information that can be applied to land management policies.   
 
There was some discussion on land reclassification.  Alan S. explained that land reclassification was 
one of the last items that the TWC would discuss.  One individual expressed concern about areas 
that were categorized as forest and game management areas.  He noted that some of the areas are 
too small to actually be hunted or provide benefit for recreation and wildlife.  Ron Ahle explained 
that although he would like for the most ideal land to be categorized as Forest and Game 
Management, that the smaller lands provided benefits other than hunting, which includes habitat for 
many smaller species.    
 
Moving to the next item on the agenda, the group began to review the draft layout of the Shoreline 
Management Plan (SMP).  Alan S. explained that his goal was to, through this meeting, develop a 
solid first draft to move forward with.  The group continued to review through the draft and Alan S. 
briefly explained each item as the group proceeded through the document.   
 
The group began to discuss the section defining the existing resources of the Project.  Steve Bell 
asked if the TWC’s would be developing the information under that section.  Alan S. explained that 
that section in particular would generally consist of information obtained from the ICD, and the 
TWC would most likely only review the data.   
 
For clarification purposes, Bertina Floyd noted that it was her understanding that the group would 
develop a complete SMP to be filed with the FERC along with a more abbreviated booklet for the 
general publics’ understanding.  David Hancock explained that the group has reviewed several ideas 
and noted that the SMP may change depending on what the FERC issues.  David H. continued to 
note that the smaller booklet will most likely not distributed until the FERC issues the new license.   
 
The group continued to proceed through the document. Upon discussing the section on Cultural 
Resources, Tony Bebber suggested that a statement be placed in the document that instructs an 
individual what to do if an artifact is found.  The group continued to discuss the Cultural Resources 
component of the SMP and Bill Argentieri briefly explained what activities were being performed 
during Stage 2 surveys.   When asked if this information was going to be shared in detail with the 
group, Bill A. replied that he would need to first discuss this with his cultural resources contact 
because there may be some legal issues with the release of the information.   
 
There was some discussion on setbacks and buffer zones.  It was explained that according to 
SCE&G definition, “setbacks” and “buffer zones” were used interchangeably.  The group agreed 
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that in order to cut down on the potential for confusion, that they would only use the term buffer 
zone, as it is the FERC definition.  Tony B. suggested the SMP contain a sketch of the land 
classifications, including ESA’s, Buffer Zones and Fringeland.   
 
Bob Keener noted that other than aquatic vegetation, there may be a need to address the vegetation 
that grows in previously water covered areas during drawdowns.  Tommy Boozer replied that 
during an extended drawdown they allow individuals to remove the vegetation from around their 
docks.   
 
After lunch the group began to discuss the prohibited activities section of the SMP strawman.  
Tommy B. noted that he would work to develop a list of prohibited activities to add to the 
strawman.  Tony B. suggested the group include a list of activities that are not allowed in the buffer 
zone, in particular, as well.   Alan S. noted that one important overarching component would be 
education and the group began to discuss ideas on this issue in more detail.  Alan S. pointed out that 
the education program included in the SMP would most likely be very broad so that there was not 
the need to continue to update the SMP as things changed.    Tommy B. agreed, and noted that the 
more specific items would probably be discussed in the small booklet and/or addressed on the 
website.   
 
The group briefly discussed the cost of implementing the SMP and Steve Bell noted that he felt as 
though the property owners were paying the bill.  David H. explained that what was received 
through permitting fees did not cover near all of the expenses that SCE&G accrues in implementing 
the SMP.  Tommy B. added that it is going to take additional staff to manage Lake Murray with the 
new criteria implemented through relicensing.   
 
Steve B. pointed out that public communications may be an important component to place in the 
SMP and suggested the development of communications protocol.  Tommy B. noted that 
information could also be disseminated through the homeowner groups.  Roy Parker noted that 
currently the LMA is engaged in an education effort to inform individuals on the proper fertilization 
techniques for centipede lawns.  Alan S. suggested addressing the education issue in a “public 
outreach and communication” section of the SMP.   
 
The group concluded discussions on the draft document and Alan S. explained that this document 
was still a draft and there was still opportunity for revisions.  The group agreed that they were 
happy with the draft outline.  The group discussed placing text to the outline and Tony B. suggested 
that after the TWC has placed text to 2 or 3 sections, that it be brought back to the RCG for review.  
Tommy B. also suggested that the group begin by reviewing what has been done with other projects 
and noted that many utilities have a quarterly newsletter that they issue.  Alan S. suggested that at 
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the next RCG meeting it may be helpful to have a presentation on what other utilities around the 
country are doing as far as public outreach.   
 
The group concluded the meeting and agreed that they were pleased with the changes made to the 
draft SMP outline.  The next meeting was scheduled for August 22, 2006. 
 
Draft SMP outline with group incorporated changes attached below: 
  

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY 
 

LAKE MURRAY SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

APRIL 2006 (REVISED 4/26/06) 
 

 
Executive Summary 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
2.0 Purpose and Scope of the Shoreline Management Plan 
 
3.0 Shoreline Management Plan Goals and Objectives 

3.1 Consultation 
 
4.0 Inventory of Existing Resources  

4.1 Soils and Geology  
4.2 Water Quality  

4.2.1 Water Quality Standards  
4.3 Aquatic Resources 
4.4 Terrestrial Resources  
4.5 Threatened and Endangered Species 
4.6 Land Use and Aesthetics [Re-number from here to end] 
4.6 Cultural Resources  
4.7 Recreation Facilities (include informal areas such as SCE&G owned islands, 

impromptu, etc.) 
4.7.1 Lake Murray 

4.7.1.1 Private 
4.7.1.2 Public 
4.7.1.3 Commercial  
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4.7.2 Lower Saluda River  
4.7.2.1 Public 

4.8 Recreation Use  
4.8.1 Fishing  
4.8.2 Public Hunting  
4.8.3 Boating 

4.8.3.1    Sailboats 
 4.8.3.2    Jet skis 
 4.8.3.3    Motor Boats 
 4.8.3.4    Kayaking 
4.8.4 Other 
Hiking 
bird watching 
sunbathing 
picnicking 
hunting 
(Obtain other activities from Recreation Survey) 
 

7.0 Land Use Classifications  
7.1 Definitions  
7.2 Forest and Game Management  
7.3 Future Development  
7.4 Buffer Zone 
7.5 Recreation  
7.6 ESA 
7.7  Conservation Area 
7.8 Project Operations 
7.9 Easement 

 
8.0 New Shoreline Facilities or Activities Evaluation Process  

8.1 Shoreline Management Guidelines for Project Lands  
8.1.1 Residential  

8.1.1.1 Permitting 
8.1.2 Commercial  

8.1.2.1 Permitting 
 

8.1 Buffer Zone Management [Re-number from here to end of section] 
8.1.1 Limited Brushing Below 360 El.  
8.1.2 Re-vegetation of Disturbed Areas  
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8.1.3 Activities impacting buffer zones  
8.2 ESA Identification and Management  

8.2.1 Woody Debris & Stump Management 
8.2.2 Shoreline Vegetation Management  

8.3 Erosion and Sedimentation  
8.3.1 Excavation Activities  

8.4 Shoreline Permitting Program  
8.4.1 Shoreline Permitting (docks, boat lifts, etc.) 
8.4.2 Multi-slip (public & private) 
 

9.0 PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES  
9.1 Moorings  
9.2 Encroachments 
9.3 Boat Discharges 
9.4 ATV (motorized vehicles) below the 360 elevation 
9.5 List of what is not allowed and list of what is not allowed without a permit. 
9.6 Address restriction of Bomb Island during Purple Martin roosting period.  

 
10.0 Water Management Activities  

10.1 Residential & commercial water withdrawals 
 
11.0 Aquatic Plant Management Activities  
 
 
11.0 BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AND PUBLIC EDUCATION  

11.1 Shoreline Enhancement Program  
11.2 Public access area maps 
11.3 Non-point source discharge  
11.4 Public Service Announcements (PSA) 
11.5 Safety Programs 

11.5.1 Lake Murray  
11.5.2 Lower Saluda River  

 
14.0 SCE&G PERMITTING FEE POLICIES  
 
15.0 MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT OF SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

15.1 Overall Land Use Monitoring  
 
16.0 PUBLIC OUTREACH AND COMMUNICATION 
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16.1 Dispute resolution 
 
17.0 REVIEW PROCESS  

17.1 Review Process  
 



From: Alison Guth 
Sent: Monday, May 22, 2006 3:58 PM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; 
RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Steve Bell; 
Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber 

Cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel 
Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American 
Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O'Rourke; Kim 
Westbury; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos 
(laura.mccary@gmail.com); Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike 
Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; 
Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Richard 
Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Roy Parker; 
ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers 
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks 

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC Notes 
Hello all 
 
Attached are the Final Lake and Land Management TWC Notes from April 25th.  Thanks for all of 
the comments. Alison 
 

2006-4-25 final 
Meeting Minute...

 
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2006 4:22 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David

Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald
Scott; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com;
Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George
Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer
O'Rourke; Kim Westbury; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos
(laura.mccary@gmail.com); Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike
Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick
Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Richard Kidder; Robert Keener
(SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Roy Parker; ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks

Subject: May 8, draft L&LM TWC Notes

Hello folks,

Attached are the draft Lake and Land Management TWC Notes from May 8th. Please have any comments back to me by
June 2nd for finalization. Thanks! Alison

2006-5-8 draft
Meeting Minutes...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183



MEETING NOTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC

SCE&G Training Center
May 8, 2006

Draft ACG 5-19-06

Page 1 of 8

ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Steve Bell, LW
Joy Downs, LMA

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Rhett Bickley – Lexington County
Van Hoffman – SCE&G
Randy Mahan – SCANA Services

DATE: May 8, 2006

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

 Distribute draft Shoreline Stabilization document for additional review – Alison Guth
 Internet Search on bioengineering methods and who is performing these activities – Ron

Ahle
 Draft section on Limbing for inclusion in the Limited Brushing section of the SMP –

Tommy Boozer and David Hancock

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: May 26, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and reviewed the Lake and Land Management RCG Mission
Statement with the group. He noted that as specified in the mission statement it was the group’s
responsibility to develop the criteria for the Shoreline Management Plan. Alan also briefly
reviewed the Priority Issues that were identified at the February 9th RCG meeting. Steve Bell noted
that he agreed that the Priority Issues cover the basic issues that need to be discussed in the group.
Steve B. also expressed interest in developing a report on how each issue is being addressed. Ron
Ahle suggested developing a spreadsheet similar to what was developed for the Catawba Wateree
Relicensings. He noted that the spreadsheet had the dates of changes made, and how issues were
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handled. Alan S. noted that would work on developing a spreadsheet and everyone agreed it would
be helpful.

Van Hoffman then began to give a presentation on a proposed land exchange between an individual
(Dr. Fairey) and SCE&G. He noted that this was in reference to a tract of land on the Saluda River
where Dr. Fairey owned down to the river. Van H. explained that due to releases from Lake
Greenwood, parts of Dr. Fairey’s property would flood, making it a good area for the management
of waterfowl. Van explained that there was a small piece of property that was owned by SCE&G,
however it was not easily accessible by the public without trespassing. Van H. noted that they had
originally informed Dr. Fairey that they were not currently selling any fringeland due to the
relicensing. However, Van noted that after some consideration SCE&G has proposed that they
would entertain the idea of conveying him the tract of SCE&G property with a conservation
easement for a 150 foot wide buffer along the water in fee title. Van H. explained that SCE&G
feels that this is a win-win situation, which will, among other things, be beneficial for the
waterfowl. Van H. continued to explain that they have not yet submitted their application to FERC
and wanted to explain the situation to the group. Ron Ahle agreed that a big benefit from this
transaction would be the assurance that the large trees along the water front would remain intact.
He however expressed concern that a 150 foot wide strip would not be wide enough if all of the
trees were cleared behind it or that a conservation easement could not be placed on the entire
property. Van explained that they viewed this as the best option as they currently only own flowage
rights on the property , he noted that he had originally wanted a 250 foot buffer, however they were
only able to negotiate a 150 foot wide strip which equates to about 22 acres. Randy noted that there
was a great deal of negotiation behind the proposal, in which conservation easements were
thoroughly discussed.

Ron A. noted that when the request is submitted to the FERC, and it goes out on notice, that he is
probably going to recommend that some areas be kept for public use, as Dr. Fairey is going to
continue to reserve some spaces for his own use. He also noted that he would recommend that an
additional 300 ft buffer be placed in a conservation easement behind the 150 ft strip to an
organization such as the Congaree Land Trust.

The group then briefly reviewed the topic of limited brushing that was discussed in the previous
Lake and Land TWC. Ron A. mentioned that one item that he realized was not discussed was the
topic of limbing. He explained that below the 360 individuals are not allowed to cut and noted that
possibly the limbing on desired species can be prohibited, or allowed only at a certain plant size.
Rhett Bickley explained that there were advantages to the limbing of certain species. After some
discussion, the group decided that there was the need for a separate section in the limited brushing
document that addresses limbing. Tommy Boozer noted that they would develop a strawman
section on this issue for the limited brushing document.
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As a homework item from the last TWC meeting, the group began to review bank stabilization
guidelines from the Corps and TVA. Tommy B. noted that in general the TVA does a better job
explaining the options for shoreline stabilization. Steve Bell mentioned that he intended to call
TVA and would discuss what their preferred method of stabilization was with them. In looking at
guidelines distributed by TVA, the group viewed diagrams that illustrated examples of bank
stabilization, and thought it a good idea to have similar diagrams in the version that they developed

The group then began to discuss the strawman that Ron Ahle developed for shoreline stabilization.
Ron also suggested that it may be beneficial to the group to have Larry Dyck present a few
examples on bank stabilization to the group, as he was very knowledgeable on this topic. Tommy
Boozer also suggested Gene Hayes as a possible presenter. However, the group decided that
initially Ron A. would begin this task by performing an internet search on bioengineering on shores
and compile a list on who is performing these activities and what is being done.

The group began to discuss ideas on shoreline stabilization and interactively made changes to the
strawman document. Tommy B. noted that it may be beneficial to include a section in the
document that specified where one can purchase stabilization materials, as well as who will perform
the work. Tommy B. also explained to the group that although they generally do not permit
seawalls, there are a few situations where they are appropriate. Ron Ahle agreed that some wording
may be placed in the plan that indicated that seawalls were permitted on a case to case basis.

After lunch the group continued to go through the draft version of Shoreline Stabilization criteria.
David Hancock noted that they have come across situations where individuals want to add to
existing rip-rap and he questioned whether another permit would be needed to accomplish that.
Ron A. replied that if there is already and existing permit in place for a designated area that a new
permit would most likely not be needed if they stay within the designated area.

The group began to discuss if there was a need for an offset between bank stabilization activities
and an ESA. Ron A. noted that Duke had put in place a requirement of a 50 foot offset between an
ESA and shoreline stabilization projects. Tommy B. noted that generally this should not be a
concern due to the fact that the majority of ESA’s around the lake are in shallow cove areas or in
the backs of coves were there is no need for stabilization. Ron A. noted that his intention in this
was to target areas with gentle slopes and aquatic vegetation. Although it was noted that this was
generally not going to be an issue the group placed it in the plan for consideration.

The group continued to discuss items from the draft plan. There was discussion on the applicant
obtaining permits from appropriate local, state and federal agencies and these items were put into
the parking lot.
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The group continued through the document and made changes where needed (document with
changes attached below). At the conclusion of the meeting Alison Guth noted that she would
distribute the document by email once more before the next meeting, when they would finalize the
draft document. After briefly reviewing the homework items the group noted that they would meet
again on the 26th of May at 9:30.
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Division of Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries

Environmental Programs Office

MEMORANDUM

To: L & LM TWC (Saluda Hydro Project)
From: Ron Ahle
Date: 5-05-06

Subject: Straw-man for Shoreline Stabilization Criteria
________________________________________________________________

Criteria for Shoreline Stabilization Permits [Provide good diagrams]

1) Since every possible situation cannot be anticipated, SCE&G Lake Management reserves the
right to make special rulings in cases not specifically covered by these guidelines.

All shoreline stabilization efforts must be approved by SCE&G Lake Management prior to
implementation and/or construction.

2) Adjoining property owners should be aware that conducting all shoreline stabilization activities
at a federally licensed hydroelectric project (e.g., Saluda Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No.
P-516) is a privilege that can only be granted with authorization from the Licensee. No riprapping,
seawalls, or retaining walls may be constructed, replaced, repaired, or added to without a permit
from SCE&G. Furthermore, there are some areas of the lake where facilities may not be permitted
because of environmental considerations, development patterns, physical lake characteristics,
impacts to cultural resources, or other reasons.

3) New or expanding stabilization activities (excluding bio-engineering) may not be undertaken
within a 50 feet offset from an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) classification identified in the
Shoreline Management Plan (SMP). All shoreline stabilization activities affecting ESA will be
assessed on a case-by-case basis.

4) The applicant must be the owner of the tract of land immediately adjoining the high water mark
(360-foot elevation), or SCE&G-owned buffer zone or have the written permission of the easement
property owner on water rights tracts (i.e. SCE&G only has a flowage easement). SCE&G Lake
Management will hold the applicant fully responsible for ongoing adherence with the current SMP
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(including maintaining structures in good repair). This responsibility transfers automatically along
with ownership.

5) All shoreline stabilization activities must comply with all local, state, and federal regulations, if
applicable. Prior to beginning any activity/construction within the high water mark (360-foot
elevation), the applicant must obtain all necessary governmental permits or approvals, and written
authorization from SCE&G Lake Management, especially for any stabilization activities associated
with native aquatic plants such as water willow beds.

6) An individual permit from the US Army Corps of Engineers in South Carolina is required for
stabilization that exceeds 500 linear feet of shoreline. Additionally, the South Carolina Department
of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) may require an individual permit for large
shoreline stabilization projects.

7) In order to protect aquatic resources typically all shoreline stabilization activities shall be
performed when water elevation is below work area. When water elevation is above the work area,
critical/emergency shoreline stabilization activities may be performed in the inundated work area
during the months of July through February.. The applicant should make every reasonable effort to
minimize any adverse impact on fish, wildlife, and other natural resources.

8) Riprap material must be quarry-run stone, natural stone, or other material approved by SCE&G.
Tires, scrap metal, crushed block, construction/demolition debris or other types of material are not
allowed for stabilization.

9) Minimal clearing below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) is allowed to create corridors
for equipment access for stabilization projects. Access corridors should be incorporated into
permanent pier/dock access corridors (i.e. foot paths) where practical. Vegetation removed to
accommodate construction access for shoreline stabilization shall be replaced with native
vegetation.

10) Applicants are encouraged to avoid activities (including stabilization) that could have an
adverse impact upon existing native aquatic plants. Bio-engineering is a preferred shoreline
stabilization technique and is encouraged especially in eroded areas associated with emergent
aquatic vegetation. Shoreline stabilization activities are limited to the eroded bank. Any
unavoidable impacts to existing emergent aquatic vegetation, as a result of stabilization installation,
require replanting vegetation in the impacted area(s). Rip rap installed below the high water mark
(360-foot elevation) in vegetated areas must be limited to one layer deep to allow spaces between
the stone for vegetation recruitment.
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11) The type of plantings utilized in bioengineering and landscape-planting projects should be
native to South Carolina, and must be reviewed and approved by SCE&G Lake Management prior
to introduction.

12) Approved bioengineering techniques and enhanced riprap techniques shall be required for
eroded banks less than one foot and recommended for eroded banks up to two feet. ( Figure for
examples of acceptable enhanced rip-rap techniques).

13) Riprap use should be limited to only that area necessary to adequately stabilize the existing
eroded bank. Riprap should be confined to the area between 6 feet below the high water mark (360
foot elevation) and high water mark (360 foot elevation) except where the entire placement is above
severely eroded banks. These areas must be sloped back or terraced to provide minimum bank
stability.

14) Stabilization of eroded banks that are 2 feet in height or higher or that are not associated with
emergent aquatic vegetation can be stabilized using S_C_D_O_T_ Class B or larger size riprap with
filter cloth, bio-engineering using significant live staking and planting, or other forms of bio-
engineering within the riprap.

15) Retaining walls are only allowed for erosion control where the average eroded bank height is
greater than 3 feet and the wall is constructed at the high water mark (360-foot elevation). Earth
fills below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) are prohibited.

16) A layer of riprap (SCDOT Class B or larger) extending 6 feet lake-ward from full pond must be
placed along the entire base of all retaining walls. The 6-foot requirement is measured vertically for
steep slopes and horizontally for more gradual slopes where the vertical requirement would prove
impractical.

Consequences for Violations

1. SCE&G Lake Management representatives will issue Stop Work Directives for any violations
that are detected within the high water mark (360 foot elevation) of Lake Murray.
Consequences for violations will include one or more of the following:

 Unwanted delays.

 Suspension or cancellation of approved shoreline stabilization permit.
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 Modification or removal of non-complying structures and restoration of disturbed areas
at the owner’s expense.

 Cancellation of all current shoreline permits and loss of consideration for future
shoreline permits

________________________________________________________________
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 12:43 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David

Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald
Scott; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Subject: Shoreline Stabilization Strawman

Hello All,

I have attached the Shoreline stabilization strawman with the changes that we incorporated yesterday. Please have any
additional comments/changes to me by the 23rd of May so that I may have all of the changes together before our next
meeting on the 26th. Thanks! Alison

shoreline
stabilization memo.d...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183



SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Division of Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries

Environmental Programs Office

MEMORANDUM

To: L & LM TWC (Saluda Hydro Project)
From: Ron Ahle
Date: 5-05-06

Subject: Straw-man for Shoreline Stabilization Criteria
________________________________________________________________

Criteria for Shoreline Stabilization Permits [Provide good diagrams]

1) Since every possible situation cannot be anticipated, SCE&G Lake Management
reserves the right to make special rulings in cases not specifically covered by these
guidelines.

All shoreline stabilization efforts must be approved by SCE&G Lake Management prior
to implementation and/or construction.

2) Adjoining property owners should be aware that conducting all shoreline stabilization
activities at a federally licensed hydroelectric project (e.g., Saluda Hydroelectric Project,
FERC Project No. P-516) is a privilege that can only be granted with authorization from
the Licensee. No riprapping, seawalls, or retaining walls may be constructed, replaced,
repaired, or added to without a permit from SCE&G. Furthermore, there are some areas
of the lake where facilities may not be permitted because of environmental
considerations, development patterns, physical lake characteristics, impacts to cultural
resources, or other reasons.

3) New or expanding stabilization activities (excluding bio-engineering) may not be
undertaken within a 50 feet offset from an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA)
classification identified in the Shoreline Management Plan (SMP). All shoreline
stabilization activities affecting ESA will be assessed on a case-by-case basis.

4) The applicant must be the owner of the tract of land immediately adjoining the high
water mark (360-foot elevation), or SCE&G-owned buffer zone or have the written
permission of the easement property owner on water rights tracts (i.e. SCE&G only has a
flowage easement). SCE&G Lake Management will hold the applicant fully responsible
for ongoing adherence with the current SMP (including maintaining structures in good
repair). This responsibility transfers automatically along with ownership.

5) All shoreline stabilization activities must comply with all local, state, and federal
regulations, if applicable. Prior to beginning any activity/construction within the high
water mark (360-foot elevation), the applicant must obtain all necessary governmental

Formatted: Font: Italic

Deleted: Bank

Deleted: within the Project boundary of

Deleted: p

Deleted: These areas may be identified
in the Shoreline Management Plan (where
applicable) . ¶

Deleted: within a

Deleted: 50’ environmental

Deleted: associated with

Deleted: or lease holder

Deleted: P

Deleted: roject boundary

Deleted: peripheral strip

Deleted: underlying

Deleted: G

Deleted: responsibility

Comment: Hold for future discussions.
Place in Parking Lot. Might need to be
placed in SMP general comments.

Deleted: Also,

Deleted: prior to beginning any
activity/construction within the Project
boundary



permits or approvals, and written authorization from SCE&G Lake Management,
especially for any stabilization activities associated with native aquatic plants such as
water willow beds.

6) An individual permit from the US Army Corps of Engineers in South Carolina is
required for stabilization that exceeds 500 linear feet of shoreline. Additionally, the South
Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) may require an
individual permit for large shoreline stabilization projects.

7) In order to protect aquatic resources typically all shoreline stabilization activities shall
be performed when water elevation is below work area. When water elevation is above
the work area, critical/emergency shoreline stabilization activities may be performed in
the inundated work area during the months of July through February.. The applicant
should make every reasonable effort to minimize any adverse impact on fish, wildlife,
and other natural resources.

8) Riprap material must be quarry-run stone, natural stone, or other material approved by
SCE&G. Tires, scrap metal, crushed block, construction/demolition debris or other types
of material are not allowed for stabilization.

9) Minimal clearing below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) is allowed to create
corridors for equipment access for stabilization projects. Access corridors should be
incorporated into permanent pier/dock access corridors (i.e. foot paths) where practical.
Vegetation removed to accommodate construction access for shoreline stabilization shall
be replaced with native vegetation.

10) Applicants are encouraged to avoid activities (including stabilization) that could
have an adverse impact upon existing native aquatic plants. Bio-engineering is a
preferred shoreline stabilization technique and is encouraged especially in eroded areas
associated with emergent aquatic vegetation. Shoreline stabilization activities are limited
to the eroded bank. Any unavoidable impacts to existing emergent aquatic vegetation, as
a result of stabilization installation, require replanting vegetation in the impacted area(s).
Rip rap installed below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) in vegetated areas must
be limited to one layer deep to allow spaces between the stone for vegetation recruitment.

11) The type of plantings utilized in bioengineering and landscape-planting projects
should be native to South Carolina, and must be reviewed and approved by SCE&G Lake
Management prior to introduction.

12) Approved bioengineering techniques and enhanced riprap techniques shall be
required for eroded banks less than one foot and recommended for eroded banks up to
two feet. ( Figure for examples of acceptable enhanced rip-rap techniques).

13) Riprap use should be limited to only that area necessary to adequately stabilize the
existing eroded bank. Riprap should be confined to the area between 6 feet below the
high water mark (360 foot elevation) and high water mark (360 foot elevation) except
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where the entire placement is above severely eroded banks. These areas must be sloped
back or terraced to provide minimum bank stability.

14) Stabilization of eroded banks that are 2 feet in height or higher or that are not
associated with emergent aquatic vegetation can be stabilized using S_C_D_O_T_ Class
B or larger size riprap with filter cloth, bio-engineering using significant live staking and
planting, or other forms of bio-engineering within the riprap.

15) Retaining walls are only allowed for erosion control where the average eroded bank
height is greater than 3 feet and the wall is constructed at the high water mark (360-foot
elevation). Earth fills below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) are prohibited.

16) A layer of riprap (SCDOT Class B or larger) extending 6 feet lake-ward from full
pond must be placed along the entire base of all retaining walls. The 6-foot requirement is
measured vertically for steep slopes and horizontally for more gradual slopes where the
vertical requirement would prove impractical.

Consequences for Violations

1. SCE&G Lake Management representatives will issue Stop Work Directives for any
violations that are detected within the high water mark (360 foot elevation) of Lake
Murray. Consequences for violations will include one or more of the following:

 Unwanted delays.

 Suspension or cancellation of approved shoreline stabilization permit.

 Modification or removal of non-complying structures and restoration of
disturbed areas at the owner’s expense.

 Cancellation of all current shoreline permits and loss of consideration for
future shoreline permits

________________________________________________________________

REMBERT C.DENNIS BUILDING * P.O. BOX 167 * COLUMBIA, SC 29202
TELEPHONE: (803)734-2728 * FACSIMILE: (803) 734-6020
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Kacie Jensen

From: Ron Ahle [AhleR@dnr.sc.gov]

Sent: Friday, May 05, 2006 2:12 PM

To: Alison Guth; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Amanda Hill; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David Hancock;
Dick Christie; Joy Downs; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ronald Scott; Steve Bell; Tom
Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Subject: RE: 5-8-06 meeting agenda, straw-man for bank stabilization

Page 1 of 15-8-06 meeting agenda

10/24/2007

Hello all,

attached is a strawman that we will discuss on Monday

see you Monday

Ron

From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 04, 2006 2:09 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy
Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony
Bebber
Subject: 5-8-06 meeting agenda

Hello all,

Attached is the meeting agenda for the May 8th Lake and Land TWC Meeting. Please let me know by tomorrow if
you plan on attending. Thanks, Alison

<<Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 050806.doc>>

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183



SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Division of Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries

Environmental Programs Office

MEMORANDUM

To: L & LM TWC (Saluda Hydro Project)
From: Ron Ahle
Date: 5-05-06

Subject: Straw-man for Bank Stabilization Criteria
________________________________________________________________

Criteria for Shoreline Stabilization

1) Since every possible situation cannot be anticipated, Lake Management reserves the
right to make special rulings in cases not specifically covered by these guidelines.

2) Adjoining property owners should be aware that conducting activities within the
Project boundary of a federally licensed hydroelectric project (e.g., Saluda project) is a
privilege that can only be granted with authorization from the Licensee. No riprapping,
seawalls, or retaining walls may be constructed, replaced, repaired, or added to without a
permit from SCE&G. Furthermore, there are some areas of the lake where facilities may
not be permitted because of environmental considerations, development patterns,
physical lake characteristics, impacts to cultural resources or other reasons. These areas
may be identified in the Shoreline Management Plan (where applicable).

3) New or expanding stabilization activities (excluding bio-engineering) may not be
undertaken within a 50’ environmental offset associated with an Environmental
classification identified in the Shoreline Management Plan.

4) The applicant must be the owner or lease holder of the tract of land immediately
adjoining the Project boundary, or SCE&G-owned peripheral strip or have the written
permission of the underlying property owner on water rights tracts (i.e. SCE&G only has
a flowage easement). Lake Management will hold the applicant fully responsible for
ongoing adherence with the current SMG (including maintaining structures in good
repair). This responsibility transfers automatically along with ownership.

5) All stabilization must comply with all local, state and federal regulations. Also, the
applicant prior to beginning any activity/construction within the Project boundary must
obtain all necessary governmental permits or approvals, and written authorization from
Lake Management, especially for any stabilization activities associated with native
aquatic plants such as water willow beds.

6) An individual permit from the US Army Corps of Engineers in South Carolina is
required for stabilization that exceeds 500 linear feet of shoreline. Additionally, the South



Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) may require an
individual permit for large shoreline stabilization projects.

7) No stabilization facility installation is allowed during March – June in order to protect
fish spawning. The permittee must make every reasonable effort to minimize any
adverse impact on fish, wildlife, and other natural resources.

8) Tires, scrap metal, crushed block, construction/demolition debris or other types of
material that are not allowed for stabilization.

9) Minimal clearing within the Project boundary is allowed to create corridors for
equipment access for stabilization projects. Access corridors should be incorporated into
permanent pier/dock access corridors (i.e. foot paths) where practical. Native vegetation
removed to accommodate construction access for shoreline stabilization shall be replaced
with native vegetation similar to what was removed.

10) Applicants are encouraged to avoid activities (including stabilization) that could
have an adverse impact upon existing native aquatic plants. Bio-engineering is a
preferred shoreline stabilization technique and is encouraged especially in eroded areas
associated with emergent aquatic vegetation. Shoreline stabilization activities are limited
to the eroded bank and any unavoidable impacts to existing emergent aquatic vegetation,
as a result of stabilization installation, require replanting vegetation in the impacted
area(s). Rip rap installed below the normal lake level elevation and associated with water
willow beds must be limited to one layer deep to allow spaces between the stone for
water willow recruitment.

11) The type of plantings utilized in bioengineering and landscape-planting projects
should be native to SC, and must be reviewed and approved by Lake Management prior
to introduction.

12) Proposals for stabilization where the eroded bank height is less than 2 feet may
utilize approved bioengineering techniques and enhanced rip-rap techniques only ( Figure
for examples of acceptable enhanced rip-rap techniques).

13) Riprap use should be limited to only that necessary to adequately stabilize the
existing eroded bank. Rip rap must be confined to the area between 6 feet below the full
pond elevation and full pond elevation except where the entire placement is above the
FERC Project boundary or where severely eroded banks must be sloped back or terraced
to provide minimum bank stability and where permissible based on any local or state
buffer requirements.

14) Stabilization of eroded banks that are 3 feet in height or higher or that are not
associated with emergent aquatic vegetation must include Class B or larger size rip rap
with filter cloth and/or significant live staking, planting or other forms of bio-engineering
within the rip rap.



15) Seawalls or retaining walls are only allowed for erosion control where the average
eroded bank height is greater than 3 feet and the wall is constructed at the 360-foot
elevation. Earth fills below the 360-foot contour are prohibited.

16) A layer of rip-rap (Class B or larger) extending 6 feet lake-ward from full pond must
be placed along the entire base of all bulkheads. The 6-foot requirement is measured
vertically for steep slopes and horizontally for more gradual slopes where the vertical
requirement would prove impractical.

Consequences for Violations

1. Lake Management representatives will issue Stop Work Directives for any violations
that are detected within the Project boundary of a reservoir. Consequences for
violations will include one or more of the following:

 Unwanted delays.

 Loss of security deposits.

 Suspension or cancellation of approved applications.

 Increases in fees.

 Modification or removal of non-complying structures and restoration of
disturbed areas at the owner’s expense.

Loss of any consideration for future reservoir use applications.
________________________________________________________________
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Friday, May 05, 2006 3:56 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David

Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald
Scott; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com;
Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George
Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer
O'Rourke; Kim Westbury; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Mark Leao; Michael Murrell;
Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia
Wendling; Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Richard Kidder; Robert Keener
(SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Roy Parker; ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks

Subject: Lake and Land TWC Meeting Notes

Good Afternoon,

Attached are the draft meeting notes from the April 25th Lake and Land TWC. Please have any comments/changes back
to me by May 19th for finalization. Thanks and have a great weekend. Alison

2006-4-25 draft
Meeting Minute...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Steve Bell, LW

Dick Christie, SCDNR
Joy Downs, LMA
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Van Hoffman, SCE&G
Tony Bebber, SCPRT

DATE: April 25, 2006

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

Due for next meeting:

 Ron Ahle- to prepare a strawman of guidelines for bank stabilization based on Duke criteria

 Tommy and David – To bring information on Corp bank stabilization criteria for group
discussion

 Steve Bell - To bring information on TVA bank stabilization criteria for group discussion

AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING:

 9:30 to 9:45 Review of Mission Statement and Review of Responsibilities of the
TWC – Alan Stuart

 9:45 to 10:05 Review of Pending and Completed Priority Issues and Studies –
Alan Stuart

 10:05 to 10:35 Discussion on Potential SCE&G Land Transaction – Van Hoffman

 10:35 to 10:45 Break
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 10:45 to 11:00 Discussion of Homework Items – Review of Core and TVA Bank
Stabilization Guidelines – Tommy Boozer and Steve Bell

 11:00 to 11:45 Discussion of Homework Items – Review Strawman on Bank
Stabilization Guidelines based on Duke’s Guidelines – Ron Ahle
and Group

 11:45 to 12:15 Lunch

 12:15 to 1:00 Continued Discussion on Bank Stabilization Guidelines Strawman –
Ron Ahle and Group

 1:00 to 1:45 Discussions on Excavations

 1:45 to 2:00 Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for
Next Meeting

Adjourn

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: May 8, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that the first order of business would be to review the
homework assignments from the March 28th TWC meeting. As homework from the last meeting,
Ron Ahle presented a strawman of guidelines on limited brushing around Lake Murray to the group
for review. Upon evaluation of the document, Tommy Boozer noted that the strawman document
was very similar to the document on limited brushing that SCE&G had sent to the FERC with the
addition of a few species.

The group continued an interactive review of the document and made several changes. Ron Ahle
explained that limited brushing is effective in eliminating the undesirable and invasive species from
the shoreline. Tommy Boozer noted that their goal was to achieve a document that would be
consistent and that allowed for violations to be dealt with. Ron explained that the document does
not allow the individual to clear any vegitation on the list of native species, he continued to note that
the native species would begin to take the place of the invasive species once they were removed.
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David Hancock also noted that when a limited brushing permit is received it serves as an
opportunity to educate the landowner.

Joy Downs then asked SCE&G if a limited brushing permit would need to be obtained if a
landowner owned down to the 360’ and wanted to clear weeds out of rip-rap that was placed there.
Tommy noted that the weeds could be cleared out of any rip-rap without the need for a limited
brushing permit. Dick Christie explained, that from a DNR perspective, a key value of the
document was the educational component. He explained that the back property owner did not have
the immediate right to go down to the 360’ and apply herbicide. He noted that those activities
needed to be first authorized by SCE&G.

It was noted that if issues arose in the future that this document could be amended to deal with those
issues during a SMP review period. The group agreed that the limited brushing strawman contained
the general criteria that was needed and any minor issues would be addressed when it was moved
into the overall SMP.

After agreeing to the limited brushing guidelines (document with group incorporated changes can
be viewed below), the group began to discuss the Sedimentation and Erosion Control Plan. SCE&G
gave a brief explanation of the background of the plan and Tommy noted that the areas of concern
were chosen in discussions with the DNR and the USFWS.

Steve asked the group what SCE&G’s responsibility in terms of erosion was. Tommy explained
that, at this point, the FERC has only required SCE&G to identify the areas of concern. He noted
that the have also agreed to evaluate the public recreation sites and to stabilize them as they were
developed.

Ron noted that LIDAR could be very useful in the identification of eroded areas. He explained that
it may be helpful to develop a map of eroded areas using this tool. Tommy noted that he would
look into this.

After lunch, the group decided to review the criteria for the identification of eroded areas. Through
discussions the group decided that anything 50 feet in length and greater will be identified for
mapping purposes, anything less than that would be dealt with on a case to case basis. Ron noted
that for mapping purposes, in addition to looking for areas with a length of 50 feet and greater, that
the group should look for areas with an 80 to 90 percent slope that is 5 feet or greater in elevation.
Tommy noted that they would begin to work on developing the maps.

The group then began discussions on bank stabilization. Along with discussions on rip-rap, and
bioengineering, David explained that SCE&G has very strict criteria about where sea walls can and
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cannot be placed. Tommy also briefly described an option for bank stabilization that included the
placement of small blocks along the shoreline.
Tommy noted that they typically like to give individuals options for bank stabilization such as block
or rip rap, and noted that he has only seen bioengineering successful in the back of coves. Ron
agreed and noted that bioengineering needs a certain degree of protection to be beneficial.

The group began to discuss that some eroding areas may need to be sloped in order to perform
proper stabilization. Dick noted that he does not believe that the DNR would be against sloping an
area if that was what was needed in order to stabilize the site. He explained that if there is a 4 or 5
foot bluff then it will most likely have to be sloped. David then asked what SCE&G should do if
they needed to establish a slope on a buffer zone. He continued to ask if they should establish it by
taking out a few trees or from the lake-ward side down. Ron noted that it would need to be
determined on a case to case basis. Dick also explained that if there is a 50 foot wide buffer zone
and the first 10 feet needs to be used for sloping, that it may not have that big of an impact on the
buffer.

Ron explained that from his involvement in the Catawba-Wateree relicensings he had the guidelines
for bank stabilization developed for those projects. He explained that it consisted of a booklet of
instructions for the back property owner on what type of erosion control was allowed and contained
recommendations for stabilization. Alan asked if Ron would develop a strawman for Lake Murray
from the criteria in Duke’s plan and the group agreed. Tommy also noted that he would like to see
the criteria for the Corp and TVA lakes. Tommy was assigned the homework of researching the
Corp guidelines, while Steve Bell noted that he would research TVA criteria. David also added that
he would be meeting with the other utilities at a conference the next week and he would confer with
them as to what types of guidelines for stabilization they imposed.

Alan noted that at the next meeting they would continue to discuss erosion and sedimentation in the
morning and discuss excavations in the afternoon. Van Hoffman noted that he would also like a
few minutes on the agenda to discuss a land transaction that was being discussed.

The group concluded the meeting and noted that the next meeting would occur on May 8th at 9:30.

Limited Brushing Criteria with group edits attached below:
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF WILDLIFE AND FRESHWATER FISHERIES

ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS OFFICE

MEMORANDUM

To: Lake & Land Management Technical Committee
From: Ron Ahle
Date: 4-25-2006 (Revised 4/25/06)

Subject: Limited Brushing
________________________________________________________________

The unauthorized clearing of vegetation below the 360 elevation is not allowed on the shoreline of
Lake Murray. However, in some cases where the back property owner owns down to the 360
elevation, limited brushing will be allowed when permission is granted by SCE&G Lake
Management after a site visit with the applicant. Once limited brushing is complete the
applicant can maintain the site in said condition. SCE&G permits docks to minimize impacts to
vegetation below elevation 360 contour line. Limited brushing will allow back property owners to
remove exotic and invasive vegetation that occurs adjacent to their property.

In general, certain critical vegetation cannot be removed when limited brushing is permitted.
Critical vegetation such as buttonbush, willows, oaks and others provide well documented benefits
such as bank stabilization, water quality functions, habitat, shade in near shore environments, and
terrestrial input for aquatic ecosystems. For the purposes of a limited brushing permit, the
following vegetation can not be cleared:

Buttonbush Sycamore
Tag alder River birch

Water Hickory Green ash
Black gum Cottonwood

Black willow Oaks
Tulip poplar Hardwood species
Persimmon

Plants that can be cleared through limited brushing are generally undesirable species that are
invasive and in some cases, exotic. Included in this group are vines such as green briars, Japanese
honey suckle, poison ivy, poison oak, wisteria, and kudzu, shrubs such as black berry and privet,

Comment: Might want to
redefine later to a more
common language or in a
definition section.
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and trees such as mimosa and Bradford Pear. Trees that are dead and create a hazard may also be
removed.

Some selective clearing of native, non-invasive species will be allowed through limited brushing.
Generally, this will include certain softwood species that are less than 3 inches diameter at breast
height (dbh).
Species that could be cleared in this category include:

Sweetgum Red maple
Red cedar Loblolly pine

Longleaf pine Virginia pine

Any vegetation that doesn’t meet the above listed criteria, but the back property owner would still
like to remove will have to be addressed individually with SCE&G Lake Management Staff. It is
likely that any tree removal that is not consistent with limited brushing, as outlined above, will have
to be mitigated in accordance with the riparian buffer zone management plan and may include
revocation of the property owner’s dock permit.
________________________________________________________________

REMBERT C. DENNIS BUILDING * P.O. BOX 167 * COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29202
TELEPHONE: (803) 734-2728 * FACSIMILE: (803) 734-6020
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Thursday, May 04, 2006 2:09 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David

Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald
Scott; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Subject: 5-8-06 meeting agenda

Hello all,

Attached is the meeting agenda for the May 8th Lake and Land TWC Meeting. Please let me know by tomorrow if you
plan on attending. Thanks, Alison

Lake and Land
Management TWC A...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183



Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee

Meeting Purpose:

To Develop Draft Criteria on Bank
Stabilization, as well as to Develop Draft
Criteria on Excavations for Inclusion in the
Shoreline Management Plan.

Logistics:

Where: Lake Murray Training Center
When: May 8, 2006
Time: 9:30 AM

Meeting Agenda:

 9:30 to 9:45 Review of Mission Statement and Review of Responsibilities of the
TWC – Alan Stuart

 9:45 to 10:05 Review of Pending and Completed Priority Issues and Studies –
Alan Stuart

 10:05 to 10:35 Discussion on Potential SCE&G Land Transaction – Van Hoffman

 10:35 to 10:45 Break

 10:45 to 11:00 Discussion of Homework Items – Review of Core and TVA Bank
Stabilization Guidelines – Tommy Boozer and Steve Bell

 11:00 to 11:45 Discussion of Homework Items – Review Strawman on Bank
Stabilization Guidelines based on Duke’s Guidelines – Ron Ahle and
Group

 11:45 to 12:15 Lunch

 12:15 to 1:00 Continued Discussion on Bank Stabilization Guidelines Strawman –
Ron Ahle and Group

 1:00 to 1:45 Discussions on Excavations

 1:45 to 2:00 Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for Next
Meeting

Adjourn
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Steve Bell, LW 
 

 
 
Dick Christie, SCDNR 
Joy Downs, LMA 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Van Hoffman, SCE&G 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT 

 

 
DATE:  April 25, 2006 
 
 
HOMEWORK ITEMS: 
 
Due for next meeting: 
 
• Ron Ahle- to prepare a strawman of guidelines for bank stabilization based on Duke criteria 
 
• Tommy and David – To bring information on USACE bank stabilization criteria for group 

discussion 
 
• Steve Bell - To bring information on TVA bank stabilization criteria for group discussion 
 
 
AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING: 
 

 9:30 to 9:45  Review of Mission Statement and Review of Responsibilities of the 
 TWC – Alan Stuart 

 
 9:45 to 10:05   Review of Pending and Completed Priority Issues and Studies –  

 Alan Stuart 
   

 10:05 to 10:35 Discussion on Potential SCE&G Land Transaction – Van Hoffman 
 

 10:35 to 10:45 Break 
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 10:45 to 11:00 Discussion of Homework Items – Review of USACE and TVA 
Bank  Stabilization Guidelines – Tommy Boozer and Steve Bell 

 
 11:00 to 11:45 Discussion of Homework Items – Review Strawman on Bank 

 Stabilization Guidelines based on Duke’s Guidelines – Ron Ahle 
 and Group 

 
 11:45 to 12:15 Lunch 

 
 12:15 to 1:00 Continued Discussion on Bank Stabilization Guidelines Strawman – 

 Ron Ahle and Group 
 

 1:00 to 1:45 Discussions on Excavations 
 

 1:45 to 2:00 Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for 
 Next  Meeting 

    
 Adjourn 

 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  May 8, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that the first order of business would be to review the 
homework assignments from the March 28th TWC meeting.  As homework from the last meeting, 
Ron Ahle presented a strawman of guidelines on limited brushing around Lake Murray to the group 
for review.  Upon evaluation of the document, Tommy Boozer noted that the strawman document 
was very similar to the document on limited brushing that SCE&G had sent to the FERC with the 
addition of a few species.   
 
The group continued an interactive review of the document and made several changes.  Ron Ahle 
explained that limited brushing is effective in eliminating the undesirable and invasive species from 
the shoreline.  Tommy Boozer noted that their goal was to achieve a document that would be 
consistent and that allowed for violations to be dealt with.  Ron explained that the document does 
not allow the individual to clear any vegetation on the list of native species, he continued to note 
that the native species would begin to take the place of the invasive species once they were 
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removed.  David Hancock also noted that when a limited brushing permit is received it serves as an 
opportunity to educate the landowner.   
 
Joy Downs then asked SCE&G if a limited brushing permit would need to be obtained if a 
landowner owned down to the 360’ and wanted to clear weeds out of rip-rap that was placed there.  
Tommy noted that the weeds could be cleared out of any rip-rap without the need for  a limited 
brushing permit.  Dick Christie explained, that from a DNR perspective, a key value of the 
document was the educational component.  He explained that the back property owner did not have 
the immediate right to go down to the 360’ and apply herbicide.  He noted that those activities 
needed to be first authorized by SCE&G.   
 
It was noted that if issues arose in the future that this document could be amended to deal with those 
issues during a SMP review period.  The group agreed that the limited brushing strawman contained 
the general criteria that was needed and any minor issues would be addressed when it was moved 
into the overall SMP.    
 
After agreeing to the limited brushing guidelines (document with group incorporated changes can 
be viewed below), the group began to discuss the Sedimentation and Erosion Control Plan.  SCE&G 
gave a brief explanation of the background of the plan and Tommy noted that the areas of concern 
were chosen in discussions with the DNR and the USFWS.   
 
Steve asked the group what SCE&G’s responsibility in terms of erosion was.  Tommy explained 
that, at this point, the FERC has only required SCE&G to identify the areas of concern.  He noted 
that they have also agreed to evaluate the public recreation sites and to stabilize them as they were 
developed.    
 
Ron noted that LIDAR could be very useful in the identification of eroded areas.  He explained that 
it may be helpful to develop a map of eroded areas using this tool.  Tommy noted that he would 
look into this.    
 
After lunch, the group decided to review the criteria for the identification of eroded areas.  Through 
discussions the group decided that anything 50 feet in length and greater will be identified for 
mapping purposes, anything less than that would be dealt with on a case to case basis.  Ron noted 
that for mapping purposes, in addition to looking for areas with a length of 50 feet and greater, that 
the group should look for areas with an 80 to 90 percent slope that is 5 feet or greater in elevation.  
Tommy noted that they would begin to work on developing the maps.   
 
The group then began discussions on bank stabilization.  Along with discussions on rip-rap, and 
bioengineering, David explained that SCE&G has very strict criteria about where sea walls can and 
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cannot be placed.  Tommy also briefly described an option for bank stabilization that included the 
placement of small blocks along the shoreline.   
Tommy noted that they typically like to give individuals options for bank stabilization such as block 
or rip rap, and noted that he has only seen bioengineering successful in the back of coves.  Ron 
agreed and noted that bioengineering needs a certain degree of protection to be beneficial.   
 
The group began to discuss that some eroding areas may need to be sloped in order to perform 
proper stabilization.  Dick noted that he does not believe that the DNR would be against sloping an 
area if that was what was needed in order to stabilize the site.  He explained that if there is a 4 or 5 
foot bluff then it will most likely have to be sloped.  David then asked what SCE&G should do if 
they needed to establish a slope on a buffer zone.  He continued to ask if they should establish it by 
taking out a few trees or from the lake-ward side down.  Ron noted that it would need to be 
determined on a case to case basis.  Dick also explained that if there is a 50 foot wide buffer zone 
and the first 10 feet needs to be used for sloping, that it may not have that big of an impact on the 
buffer.   
 
Ron explained that from his involvement in the Catawba-Wateree relicensings he had the guidelines 
for bank stabilization developed for those projects.  He explained that it consisted of a booklet of 
instructions for the back property owner on what type of erosion control was allowed and contained 
recommendations for stabilization.  Alan asked if Ron would develop a strawman for Lake Murray 
from the criteria in Duke’s plan and the group agreed.  Tommy also noted that he would like to see 
the criteria for the Corp and TVA lakes.  Tommy was assigned the homework of researching the 
Corp guidelines, while Steve Bell noted that he would research TVA criteria.  David also added that 
he would be meeting with the other utilities at a conference the next week and he would confer with 
them as to what types of guidelines for stabilization they imposed.   
 
Alan noted that at the next meeting they would continue to discuss erosion and sedimentation in the 
morning and discuss excavations in the afternoon.  Van Hoffman noted that he would also like a 
few minutes on the agenda to discuss a land transaction that was being discussed.   
 
The group concluded the meeting and noted that the next meeting would occur on May 8th at 9:30.   

 
Limited Brushing Criteria with group edits attached below:
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
DIVISION OF WILDLIFE AND FRESHWATER FISHERIES 

 ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS OFFICE 
 
 
 MEMORANDUM 
 
     To:  Lake & Land Management Technical Committee 
   From:  Ron Ahle 
   Date:  4-25-2006 (Revised 4/25/06) 
Subject: Limited Brushing  
________________________________________________________________ 
 
The unauthorized clearing of vegetation below the 360 elevation is not allowed on the shoreline of 
Lake Murray.  However, in some cases where the back property owner owns down to the 360 
elevation, limited brushing will be allowed when permission is granted by SCE&G Lake 
Management after a site visit with the applicant.  Once limited brushing is complete the 
applicant can maintain the site in said condition.  SCE&G permits docks to minimize impacts to 
vegetation below elevation 360 contour line.  Limited brushing will allow back property owners to 
remove exotic and invasive vegetation that occurs adjacent to their property.   
 
In general, certain critical vegetation cannot be removed when limited brushing is permitted.   
Critical vegetation such as buttonbush, willows, oaks and others provide well documented benefits 
such as bank stabilization, water quality functions, habitat, shade in near shore environments, and 
terrestrial input for aquatic ecosystems (May redefine later to a more common language or in a 
definition section .  For the purposes of a limited brushing permit, the following vegetation can not 
be cleared: 
 

Buttonbush Sycamore 
Tag alder River birch 

Water Hickory Green ash 
Black gum Cottonwood 

Black willow Oaks 
Tulip poplar Hardwood species 
Persimmon  

 
Plants that can be cleared through limited brushing are generally undesirable species that are 
invasive and in some cases, exotic.  Included in this group are vines such as green briars, Japanese 
honey suckle, poison ivy, poison oak, wisteria, and kudzu, shrubs such as black berry and privet, 
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and trees such as mimosa and Bradford Pear.  Trees that are dead and create a hazard may also be 
removed.  
 
Some selective clearing of native, non-invasive species will be allowed through limited brushing.  
Generally, this will include certain softwood species that are less than 3 inches diameter at breast 
height (dbh). 
Species that could be cleared in this category include: 
 

Sweetgum Red maple 
Red cedar Loblolly pine 

Longleaf pine Virginia pine 
 
Any vegetation that doesn’t meet the above listed criteria, but the back property owner would still 
like to remove will have to be addressed individually with SCE&G Lake Management Staff.  It is 
likely that any tree removal that is not consistent with limited brushing, as outlined above, will have 
to be mitigated in accordance with the riparian buffer zone management plan and may include 
revocation of the property owner’s dock permit.   
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 REMBERT C. DENNIS BUILDING * P.O. BOX 167 * COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29202 
 TELEPHONE: (803) 734-2728 * FACSIMILE: (803) 734-6020 
 
 



From: Alison Guth 
Sent: Thursday, May 04, 2006 12:56 PM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; Bertina 

Floyd; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill 
Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; 
Daniel Tufford; David Allen; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; George 
Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts 
(ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O'Rourke; Joy Downs; Kim Westbury; Larry 
Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Mark Leao; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike 
Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia 
Wendling; Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; 
RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; Robert Keener 
(SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
ryanity@scana.com; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers 
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; Tommy 
Boozer; Tony Bebber 

Subject: Lake and Land TWC Notes 
Hello all: 
 
Attached is the final copy of the Lake and Land Management TWC Meeting notes from 3-28.  
Thanks for the helpful comments.  Alison 
 

2006-3-28 final 
Meeting Minute...

 
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Laura Boos, USC 
Steve Bell, LW 

 
 
Amanda Hill, USFWS 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Rhett Bickley , Lexington County 
Van Hoffman, SCE&G 
Norman Boatwright, MFC 
 

 
 

DATE:  March 28, 2006 
 
 
HOMEWORK ITEMS: 
 
Due for next meeting: 
 
• Ron Ahle- to prepare a strawman of guidelines for limited brushing, will be discussed as first 

item on Tuesday.   
 
Due at a future date: 
 
• Tommy and David - Maps should be updated to include setbacks, Easement property that is not 

owned by SCE&G, and ESA's on Forest and Game Management Areas.  It was also 
recommended to have percentage/mileage tables (similar to the ESA percentage tables) that 
reflects all updated items. It was also suggested that the number of ESA's on the lake be attained 
by county. 

 
• Tommy and David - to develop criteria on permitting docks in shallow coves.  Will be 

discussed further in the dock discussion. 
 
• Tommy and David - to develop criteria for docks requested on ESA's in easement property.  

Although the group was leaning toward not allowing this, it was decided that some alternatives 
needed to be developed to present to the RCG along with the preferred alternative.  To be 
discussed at dock discussion 
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AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING: 
 

 9:30 to 10:30   Discussion of Homework items from previous TWC meeting – Ron 
  Ahle to review strawman of guidelines for limited brushing 

 
 10:30 to 10:45  Break 

 
 10:45 to 11:45   Group Discussion on Sedimentation and Erosion Control Plan 

   
 11:45 to 12:15 Lunch 

 
 12:15 to 1:15 Continued Discussion on Sedimentation and Erosion Control Plan 

 
 1:15 to 1:30 Break 

 
 1:30 to 2:45 Identification and Resolution on Items Discussed, Identification of 

 any Solutions 
 

 2:45 to 3:00 Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for 
 Next Meeting 

    
 Adjourn 

 
 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  April 25, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
Alan Stuart opened the meeting and after brief introductions Ron Ahle began a picture presentation 
on Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA’s).  Ron Ahle’s presentation can be viewed on the 
website.  Ron gave a brief explanation of the habitat types as well as the species present in each 
classification.  He noted that he was working with several USC graduate students to identify other 
various plant species present and their significance.   
 
The group then directly began discussion on ESA’s.  Tommy noted that the ESA’s have been 
updated twice.  During discussions Tommy distributed a handout to the group which specified the 
miles and percentages associated with ESA’s and Future Development ESA’s (document attached 
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below).  The group discussed this table further in order to gain a better understanding of the data it 
presented.  Norman Boatwright noted that they surveyed all of the setbacks in 1994, however, it is  
not included in the numbers listed in the table.  He noted that in 2002 they had surveyed all of the 
easement areas and updated the future development lands.  During further discussion the group 
decided that information the current maps lacked that needed to be incorporated into updated maps 
included setbacks, Easement property that is not owned by SCE&G, and ESA's on Forest and Game 
Management Areas.  It was also recommended to have updated  percentage/mileage tables that 
reflects these items.  Steve Bell pointed out that it would be interesting to know how many ESA’s 
are on the lake.  Tommy noted that they could identify that by county.   
 
Alan then directed the discussion toward the management of the ESA’s.  Tommy began to explain 
that before they received the order from the FERC asking SCE&G not to permit docks on 
continuous ESA’s, they would occasionally allow people to place docks on an continuous ESA, 
depending on the ESA.  He continued to explain that currently, in order to place a dock in a ESA 
that was not continuous, it was stated in the Army Corp of Engineers (Corp) General Permit (GP) 
that the individual would have to apply for a permit through the Corp.  Ron Ahle and Amanda Hill 
expressed concern over this and noted that although it may give the agencies an opportunity to 
comment, they do not recall ever being notified of such.  Ron noted that he would be much more 
comfortable if the permits went through SCE&G instead of the Corp, and SCE&G allowed the 
agencies to comment.  The group decided that one key item to accomplish was to take the ESA 
permitting out of the GP.  The group also noted that all dock requests on continuous ESA’s on 
easement property would be discussed by SCE&G, USFWS and DNR and they would collectively 
decide upon mitigation, community docks etc.  The groups initial response was to not allow docks 
in ESA’s on easement property, however it was decided that some alternatives need to be developed 
to present to the RCG along with the preferred alternative.  SCE&G was tasked to come up with 
general criteria regarding the permitting of docks in ESA’s on easement property to present to the 
group. 
 
Tommy noted that one problem that SCE&G deals with is when an individual owns the land under 
the lake and another individual would like to put a dock in that area.  Ron Ahle asked if SCE&G 
would consider buying that property.  Van Hoffman noted that they have tried to in the past but the 
landowners decided not to sell.   
 
Steve Bell asked the group if docks were allowed in the backs of coves.  David Hancock pointed out 
that it depended on the location.  He explained that they would have to go out and observe the cove 
and the vegetation and determine how a dock would impact that.  Steve asked if they could develop 
criteria for permitting a dock in the back of a shallow cove.   The group began to discuss this issue, 
one item that was proposed was for a trade off to occur, for example, a dock would be permitted in 
certain cases, if a 25 foot buffer was planted above the 360’.  Ron Ahle added that it could be tied 
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directly to the dock permit to prevent the landowner from then clearing all of the vegetation.  Steve 
requested that one of the requirements be that the dock be a certain distance away from the back of 
the cove.  It was decided that any criteria that was developed needed to be consistent.  SCE&G 
would began by developing a strawman of criteria and it would be discussed further in the 
discussion on docks.  Ron also suggested that the group look at how Duke has handled similar 
situations. 
 
Ron Ahle also requested that a 50 ft buffer be established on either side of a continuous ESA.  He 
noted that it was more significant to have buffers on either side of a continuous ESA because an 
intermittent ESA did not have as much value.  Ron referred to a FERC letter and he added that it 
requested this.  Tommy noted that it was not how it was interpreted by SCE&G, he noted that to his 
knowledge FERC was referring to 50 feet back from the ESA.  Ron then explained that he would 
like SCE&G to consider this, he pointed out that buffers would prevent individuals from slowly 
encroaching upon the ESA.  Tommy replied that SCE&G would agree to consider 15 feet adjacent 
to a continuous ESA on easement and future development property.  Ron agreed that they would 
accept 15 feet if SCE&G decided to implement it.    
 
After lunch the group began to discuss the Woody Debris Management Plan that was filed with the 
FERC.    
 
In a discussion on stump removal, SCE&G explained that at this point all that they are allowing is 
that stumps located next to docks be chainsawed off.  Tommy noted that they have relocated docks 
in areas where there are many stumps, however most of the time when this issue is raised it is only 
regarding a single stump.  Ron Ahle noted that he was okay with this, and asked SCE&G to put it 
into writing.  He explained that he was initially concerned because stumps are a important form of 
habitat in Lake Murray.   
 
The group began to go through the comments that the USFWS and DNR raised in regards to the 
Woody Debris Management Plan.  Amanda Hill noted that all of her comments were answered 
satisfactorily and all of DNR’s comments were incorporated into the plan.  Alan then asked the 
group if everyone was comfortable in taking the Woody Debris Management Plan as a component 
of the Shoreline Management Plan.  Everyone agreed.   
 
One of the final items for discussion pertained to the management of areas below the 360’.  Tommy 
Boozer explained that they have allowed people to perform limited brushing of non-critical 
vegetation below the 360’.  He noted that it is evaluated on a case by case basis on the brush that is 
already present.  Tommy described that if they go to a property that has quite a few pine trees and a 
lot of pines in danger of falling, that they allow individuals to take some out.  Ron Ahle noted that 
clearing below the 360’ was one of the biggest complaints received by DNR.  He noted that he is 
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concerned about the removal of large button bushes and willows.  Ron explained that he would like 
to see the group develop a limited brushing permit that included a species list.  Ron also noted that 
it may be beneficial to have examples (photographs, etc.) to show the landowner.  Tommy noted 
that they could come up with a definition of limited brushing but it would need to take place on a 
case to case basis.  He further noted that it should be done by species as well as condition.   
 
After continued discussion on this topic, Alan asked Ron Ahle if he would prepare a strawman of 
guidelines for limited brushing which will be presented to the group for consideration at the next 
meeting.   
 
It was noted that the next item for discussion would be on Erosion and Sedimentation.  The group 
agreed that the next meeting would occur on April 25th at 9:30.   
 
The group adjourned. 
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Dick Christie, SCDNR
Joy Downs, LMA

Steve Bell, LW
Amanda Hill, USFWS
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Ronald Scott – Lexington County
Van Hoffman – SCE&G

DATE: February 9, 2006

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

 SCE&G to provide a list of changes in classifications that have occurred since the
last map was completed - Not needed until Land Reclassification Discussion

 SCE&G to provide description of land classifications and how they are managed –
Not needed until Land Reclassification Discussion

 Alan to locate Randy Mahan’s letter to Lake property owners on setback
implementation and clearing policies

 Ron Scott to ask Rhett Bickley to attend next week’s TWC meeting

 Alan to check status of NWI maps

 SCE&G to send the original ’94, ’02 and ’04 studies on ESAs to the group – Not
needed until ESA Identification and Management Discussion

 SCE&G to distribute dock permitting sheet to the group – Not needed until Shoreline
Permitting Discussion

 Alan to send out the Revegetation, Sediment and Erosion and Woody Debris plans to
the group for review before the Buffer Zone Management discussion next Thursday
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AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING:

 Interactive Review of Buffer Zone Management Plans

 Discussion on Additional Criteria for Future Buffer Zone Enhancements and Potential
Restoration

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: March 16, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Alan opened the meeting and noted that the first item for discussion on the agenda was an update of
the shoreline classifications on Lake Murray. Tommy Boozer and David Hancock handed out and
began discussions on the 2002 and 2005 Lake Murray mileage sheets separated out by management
prescription. Tommy pointed out that although the mileage was not survey grade, it was as close as
could be attained using GIS. Tommy continued to expound on this issue, and explained that in
1994 they had complied their plats to provide a good baseline and the 2002 update provided a lot
more accurate photography. Subsequently, in 2005 the accuracy again increased due to the LIDAR
that was performed around the Lake.

The group continued to discuss the mileage sheets. In reference to Environmentally Sensitive Areas
(ESA)s, Tommy pointed out that there was almost 40 miles of ESAs on Easement property and
41.61 miles of ESAs on Future Development lands. David noted that this mileage does not include
the ESA land in front of forest and game management areas. Ron Ahle asked the group what
percentage of total easement land was ESA land. It was noted that it was 6.8%. Ron added that
ESA habitat would be lost when development occurs down to the 360. Tommy replied that with the
new regulations, hopefully no clearing would occur below the 360 and all of the ESAs are located
below the 360.

Ron Ahle noted that it was standard procedure to go back in relicensing and update the SMP,
however, in this case there have been very few changes that have occurred since the map was
completed. Therefore, Ron presented the idea of developing a list of changes that have occurred
since the map was last completed. He clarified that he was referring to actual changes to
classifications on the shoreline that have occurred. SCE&G agreed that they could provide this list.
Tommy and David additionally noted that the only changes that have occurred are the new additions
on easement property and land sales.
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The group decided that this meeting was not the appropriate time to evaluate rebalancing and it
should be further discussed at a later date. To aid in this discussion, SCE&G agreed to develop a
brief description of each classification and give a presentation on the classifications at a future
meeting. Tommy noted that there has been some discussion with DNR and PRT about rebalancing.
He added that at some point it would be brought back to the committee.

The group decided that the agenda item for the next TWC meeting should be a review of the Buffer
Zone Management Plan and an interactive session to go through the items in this plan.

The group began to briefly discuss the history of the buffer zone. Van Hoffman explained that in
1973 or 74 Santee Cooper received its new license and was subsequently required by FERC to put
in place a 50 foot easement. Shortly thereafter, SCE&G filed for a new license which was received
in ’84. However, the FERC required SCE&G to retain a 75 foot setback. Van continued to explain
that Randy Mahan had prepared a letter to landowners informing them of the setback and noting
that they would be allowed to clear vegetation excluding large trees. Van continued to explain the
progression toward a prescription that allowed clearing of vegetation less than 3 ½ inches in
diameter and subsequently toward non-disturbance. The group noted that they would like to view a
little bit of the history behind this and Alan agreed to locate Randy’s letter.

The group continued to discuss buffer zone management but agreed to hold this discussion until
next meeting and go through the plan line by line. Tommy asked Ron Scott if he could ask Rhett
Bickley to attend next week’s meeting. Ron said that he would ask him to come.

Alan then noted that they would use the rest of the time to go through the prioritized issues and
identify what information was needed for the future discussion of these topics. In reference to the
ESA Identification and Management Issues, Ron Ahle suggested that we have a presentation as well
as a boat trip. The group agreed but noted that they did not necessarily have to wait for the boat
trip before they made recommendations on this issue back to the RCG, because the boat trip would
need to be scheduled during warmer weather. A presentation on the history of ESA and
classifications would be needed. Tommy noted that they would send the original ’94, ’02 and ’04
studies on ESAs to the group.

Ron Ahle noted that he would like to view a map of where the wetlands were located. Alan noted
that he believes that the NWI maps have been generated and would check on the status of those.
The group began to discuss the issues under Shoreline Permitting and Tommy noted that he had a
permitting sheet that he would distribute to the group. There was some discussion on permitting
fees and Tommy noted that the Project license requires them to manage the shoreline and also
allows them to recoup their management expenses by charging fees. Joy Downs asked what was
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done in regards to commercial multi-slips when charging for slips. Tommy replied that commercial
facilities pay per slip. Dick noted that since not all of the public commercial landings provide
pump-out facilities, SCE&G may want to consider providing a reduced slip fee for those who do
have pump-out facilities as an incentive. The group agreed that this was a good idea to be
considered.

Alan asked the group what additional information was needed to discuss Docks issues. Ron Noted
that it may be beneficial to look at some of the commercial docks that have been permitted recently
that have been controversial in order to identify some of the reasons why they have been
controversial. The group decided that that would be beneficial. David Hancock noted that they
would also provide the group with aerial photography and also another layer on the large map for
purpose of identifying its general vicinity.

The group began to discuss excavations and a few people expressed concern on this issue. Ron
Ahle noted that in the past they have allowed the excavation of a boat channel and a place for the
individual to turn the boat around at the dock. He added that if there was a plan in place things
would progress smoother. David Hancock noted that this was a hard issue to deal with in a plan
because conditions varied from case to case. The group decided that they need to discuss at a
future date whether or not docks should not be allowed after a certain elevation or whether there
excavation should not be allowed completely.

The group concluded its discussion and Alan noted that he would send out the Revegetation,
Sediment and Erosion and Woody Debris plans to the group for review before the Buffer Zone
Management discussion next Thursday.



It may be useful to discuss our W2 calibration process in general and show input files using AGPM, but 
we do not want to dwell too much on the specifics of the current model since it is being upgraded.  I can 
also present information on our current thinking on the upgrading, but this would be only preliminary 
info.  We would welcome comments on our current plans.
 
Thanks, Jim
 
 

-------------- Original message --------------
From: Daniel Tufford <tufford@sc.edu> 

> I am still interested in reviewing the technical documentation on the 
> parameterization, calibration, verification, and any testing that has been done 
> with the W2 model. We were unable to conclude the discussion on this topic by 
> e-mail so I want to address it when we are talking together. 
> 
> Regards, 
> Daniel L. Tufford, Ph.D. 
> Research Assistant Professor 
> University of South Carolina 
> Department of Biological Sciences 
> Sumwalt 209F (office) 
> 701 Sumter Street, Room 401 (mail) 
> Columbia, SC 29208 
> e-mail: tufford@sc.edu 
> web: http://www.biol.sc.edu/~tufford 
> Ph: 803.777.3292 Fx: 803.777.3292 
> 
> 
> Quoting Alan Stuart : 
> 
> > Yes, the office is located at the Foreign Trade Zone (FTZ) complex which 
> > faces Hwy 302 right at the intersection with Airport Blvd. If coming from 
> > I-26, proceed through the traffic light at Airport blvd. Go to the entrance 
> > to FTZ off of 302, take the first left and Kleinschmidt's office is at the 
> > end of the complex. 
> > 
> > -----Original Message-----
> > From: C. Andy Miller 
> > To: jimruane@comcast.net; tufford@sc.edu 
> > Cc: Alan.Stuart@KleinschmidtUSA.com; Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com; 
> > wharden@mindspring.com 
> > Sent: 4/28/06 5:04 PM 
> > Subject: Re: May 3rd meeting 
> > 
> > The Kleinschmidt offices are good with me as well, and I hope for Wayne 
> > Harden too. Is the office located in West Columbia per the phone book? 
> > 
> > AM 
> > 
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> > >> > "Jim Ruane" 4/28/2006 4:41 PM >>> 
> > 
> > Either place is fine with me, too....but since there are no time 
> > constraints 
> > at the KA office, maybe we should go for that location. 
> > 
> > Thanks, Jim 
> > 
> > Richard J. Ruane, Reservoir Environmental Mgt., Inc. 
> > 900 Vine Street Suite 5 
> > Chattanooga, TN 37403 
> > 423-265-5820; cell: 423-605-5820; Fax: 423-266-5217; jim@chatt.net 
> > 
> > ----- Original Message -----
> > From: "Dan Tufford" 
> > To: "C. Andy Miller" 
> > Cc: ; ; 
> > ; 
> > Sent: Friday, April 28, 2006 3:11 PM 
> > Subject: Re: May 3rd meeting 
> > 
> > 
> > > Either place is fine with me. Dan 
> > > 
> > > C. Andy Miller wrote: 
> > > 
> > > > Alan, 
> > > > 
> > > > Thanks for the offer of lunches! I'm ok with any location that 
> > suits 
> > > > the group. My hope was however that four hours would be plenty if we 
> > > > wanted to be disciplined with a more limited agenda. That being 
> > said 
> > > > and considering Jim's long journey we may want to maximize his 
> > > > availability. I don't know where the Klienschmidt offices are 
> > however. 
> > > > The offer for DHEC offices still stands but would anyone have an 
> > > > objection to the Kleinschmidt office? 
> > > > 
> > > > AM 
> > > > 
> > > > Andy Miller 
> > > > Watershed Manager-Saluda/Santee 
> > > > SCDHEC 
> > > > Bureau of Water 
> > > > (803)-898-4031 
> > > > 
> > > > www.scdhec.gov/water/shed/home.html 
> > 
> > > > < http://www.scdhec.gov/water/shed/home.html 
> > > 
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> > > > millerca@dhec.sc.gov < mailto:millerca@dhec.sc.gov 
> > > 
> > > > 
> > > > 
> > > > 
> > > > >>> Alan Stuart 4/28/2006 12:37 
> > PM 
> > >>> 
> > > > Alison will you please take care of lunches for this meeting. It 
> > would 
> > seem 
> > > > McAlister's or Village Gourment might be a good option. 
> > > > 
> > > > If the group believes this me eting will extend beyond 1:30,I will 
> > propose to 
> > > > meet at our Kleinschmidt office. We have enough space to accomdate 
> > > > everyone. 
> > > > 
> > > > Alan 
> > > > 
> > > > -----Original Message-----
> > > > From: C. Andy Miller 
> > > > To: jimruane@comcast.net; tufford@sc.edu 
> > > > Cc: Alan.Stuart@KleinschmidtUSA.com; 
> > Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com; 
> > > > wharden@mindspring.com 
> > > > Sent: 4/28/06 10:07 AM 
> > > > Subject: Re: RE: May 3rd meeting 
> > > > 
> > > > Folks, 
> > > > 
> > > > I'm able to retain the room here to 1:30 PM. Jim we appreciate your 
> > > > willingness to discuss these issues in detail. We can work 
> > through 
> > > > lunch and or der in sandwiches or plan on bringing a lunch and 
> > having it 
> > > > indoors or out to our covered area. If we do need additional time 
> > we 
> > > > might be able to move to another conference room since we are a 
> > fairly 
> > > > small group. So, if this arraignment is acceptable to all please 
> > > > respond. I'll send back a draft agenda and building directions. If 
> > > > there are other items ya'll think we can discuss at the end I'll 
> > adjust 
> > > > accordingly. 
> > > > 
> > > > 
> > > > A 
> > > > 
> > > > Andy Miller 
> > > > Watershed Manager-Saluda/Santee 
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> > > > SCDHEC 
> > > > Bureau of Water 
> > > > (803)-898-4031 
> > > > 
> > > > www.scdhec.gov/water/shed/home. html 
> > 
> > > > < http://www.scdhec.gov/water/shed/home.html 
> > > 
> > > > < http://www.scdhec.gov/water/shed/home.html 
> > > 
> > > > millerca@dhec.sc.gov < mailto:millerca@dhec.sc.gov 
> > > 
> > > > 
> > > > M 
> > > > >>> "Jim Ruane" 4/28/2006 8:24 AM >>> 
> > > > 
> > > > Hi Andy and others 
> > > > 
> > > > Meeting at DHEC is fine with me, but we should consider allowing 
> > more 
> > > > time 
> > > > for discussion, either thru lunch or after. We have a lot to cover, 
> > and 
> > > > there are a range of appro aches to address the issues on your 
> > agenda. 
> > > > Each 
> > > > of these approaches will have pros and cons, and it would be helpful 
> > to 
> > > > identify these. 
> > > > 
> > > > Thanks, Jim 
> > > > 
> > > > Richard J. Ruane, Reservoir Environmental Mgt., Inc. 
> > > > 900 Vine Street Suite 5 
> > > > Chattanooga, TN 37403 
> > > > 423-265-5820; cell: 423-605-5820; Fax: 423-266-5217; jim@chatt.net 
> > > > 
> > > > ----- Original Message -----
> > > > From: "Alan Stuart" 
> > > > To: "'Daniel Tufford '" ; "'C. Andy Miller '" 
> > > > 
> > > > Cc: ; "Alan Stuart" 
> > > > ; > > > > "Alison Guth" ; 
> > > > 
> > > > Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2006 6:58 PM 
> > > > Subject: RE: RE: May 3rd meeting 
> > > > 
> > > > 
> > > > > Gentlemen, 
> > > > > 
> > > > > Andy if the offer still stands go ahead and have it at DHEC's 
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> > offices. 
> > > > Dan 
> > > > > was correct in our conversation. However, I thought the meeting 
> > I 
> > was 
> > > > > orginally planning to attend was at the training center and in 
> > later 
> > > > > dicussions with Shane he alerted me they are meeting at Carolina 
> > > > Research 
> > > > > Park. This location is closer to DHEC's offices. Dan, Thank you 
> > for 
> > > & gt; trying. 
> > > > > 
> > > > > Thanks, 
> > > > > Alan 
> > > > > 
> > > > > -----Original Message-----
> > > > > From: Daniel Tufford 
> > > > > To: C. Andy Miller 
> > > > > Cc: jimruane@comcast.net; Alan.Stuart@KleinschmidtUSA.com; 
> > > > > Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com; wharden@mindspring.com 
> > > > > Sent: 4/26/06 6:47 PM 
> > > > > Subject: Re: RE: May 3rd meeting 
> > > > > 
> > > > > I spoke with Alan today at the L&LM RCG meeting and expressed my 
> > > > belief 
> > > > > that it 
> > > > > is very important that he be there with us. He indicated he would 
> > do 
> > > > so 
> > > > > and 
> > > > > that it would be ea sier for him if we can meet at the training 
> > center, 
> > > > > where 
> > > > > another RCG meeting will be going on that day that he needs to be 
> > part 
> > > > > of as 
> > > > > well. He said he would check on availability of one of the 
> > smaller 
> > > > > rooms. 
> > > > > Unfortunately I had to leave the RCG meeting before lunch so I do 
> > not 
> > > > > know the 
> > > > > outcome of that. He did not rule out meeting with us at SCDHEC, 
> > but 
> > > > has 
> > > > > a 
> > > > > strong preference for something closer to his other meeting. 
> > > > > 
> > > > > I hope you were able to get a room at the training center, Alan. 
> > > > > 
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> > > > > Regards, 
> > > > > Daniel L. Tufford, Ph.D. 
> > > > > Research Assistant Professor 
> > > > > University of South Carolina 
> > > > > Department of Biological Sciences 
> > > > > Sumwalt 209F (office) 
> > > > > 701 Sumter Street, Room 401 (mail) 
> > > > > Columbia, SC 29208 
> > > > > e-mail: tufford@sc.edu 
> > > > > web: http://www.biol.sc.edu/~tufford 
> > 
> > < http://www.biol.sc.edu/~tufford > 
> > > > 
> > > > > Ph: 803.777.3292 Fx: 803.777.3292 
> > > > > 
> > > > > 
> > > > > Quoting "C. Andy Miller" : 
> > > > > 
> > > > > > Jim and others, 
> > > > > > 
> &g t; > > > > For the May 3rd meeting, I had offered to hold it here at 
> > DHEC's 
> > > > Bull 
> > > > > Street 
> > > > > > Office. 9:30 t0 12:00. If this is an agreeable location for 
> > you 
> > all 
> > > > > please 
> > > > > > respond to this e-mail ccing the others and I'll send some 
> > > > directions 
> > > > > to our 
> > > > > > building. If another location is preferable please offer a 
> > > > suggestion 
> > > > > to the 
> > > > > > group. 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > Thanks, 
> > > > > > AM 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > Andy Miller 
> > > > > > Watershed Manager-Saluda/Santee 
> > > > > > S CDHEC 
> > > > > > Bureau of Water 
> > > > > > (803)-898-4031 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > www.scdhec.gov/water/shed/home.html 
> > 
> > > > < http://www.scdhec.gov/water/shed/home.html 
> > > 
> > > > < http://www.scdhec.gov/water/shed/home.html 
> > > 
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> > > > > > millerca@dhec.sc.gov 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > >>> 4/25/2006 8:18 PM >>> 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > Hey folks 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > I will be there on May 3. I think in one of our previous > > emails, 
> > we 
> > > > > worked 
> > > > > > out a time and place, but I am working at home and do not have 
> > those 
> > > > > emails. 
> > > > > > I'll check them in the morning at the office, but I am flexible 
> > re: 
> > > > > the time 
> > > > > > on May 3 if we need to change either the time or the place. 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > Thanks, Jim 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > -------------- Original message --------------
> > > > > > From: Alan Stuart 
> > > > > > I see no harm in a meeting to discuss in general terms those 
> > items 
> > > > > Andy 
> > > > > > identified in his email . These issues appear more related to 
> > > > DHEC's 
> > > > > > position as the regulatory entity of what may be potentially 
> > > > available 
> > > > > or 
> > > > > > required as part of the TMDL process. I believe the subject 
> > matter 
> > > > > Andy has 
> > > > > > identified could be discussed within or outside of the 
> > relicensing 
> > > > > process 
> > > > > > and without commitment by any of the parties. 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > Jim, I think if you can work it in your schedule meeting face 
> > to 
> > > > face 
> > > > > with 
> > > > > > Andy and Dan would prove more beneficial than a long conference 
> > > > call. 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > I have as ked Alison to attend the meeting to facilitate minutes 
> > > > > preparation. 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > Alan 
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> > > > > > 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > Alan W. Stuart 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > Senior Licensing Coordinator 
> > > > > > Kleinschmidt Energy and Water Resources 
> > > > > > 101 Trade Zone Drive Suite 21A 
> > > > > > West Columbia, SC 29170 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > Phone 803.822.3177 
> > > > > > Cell 803.640.8765 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > -----Original Message-----
> > > > > > From: C. Andy Miller [ mailto:MILLERCA@dhec.sc.gov] 
> > 
> > > ; > < mailto:MILLERCA@dhec.sc.gov] > 
> > > > > > Sent: Monday, April 24, 2006 5:18 PM 
> > > > > > To: jimruane@comcast.net; tufford@sc.edu 
> > > > > > Cc: Alan.Stuart@KleinschmidtUSA.com; 
> > Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com 
> > > > > > Subject: May 3rd meeting 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > Folks, 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > I'd like to express the desire that we still meet on May 3rd as 
> > > > > planned to 
> > > > > > discuss the issue of a TMDL on lake Murray. Even if we have 
> > reached 
> > > > > > something of an impasse on the release of technical details of 
> > the 
> > > > > current 
> > > > > > modeling effort we should still be able to discuss: 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > -The need for a TMDL on Lake Murray focusing on the Western 
> > side of 
> > > > > the 
> > > > > > impoundment 
> > > > > > -Sufficiency of the W2 as component of the TMDL 
> > > > > > -Is the current W2 a potential component (in principle) or 
> > would we 
> > > > > need a 
> > > > > > new one focusing on the Western end? 
> > > > > > -What other models would be needed to supplement the in lake 
> > > > processes 
> > > > > > model? 
> > > > > > -What kind of extra monitoring would be needed? 
> > > > > > -What other data would be needed? 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > If Jim is not already going to be in Columbia that day I would 
> > > > suggest 
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> > > > > a 
> > > > > > conference call. 
> > > > > > I think we owe it to the larger Water Quality RCG to have had 
> > > > further 
> > > > > > discussion on the issue we were charged to address in order to 
> > have 
> > > > a 
> > > > > report 
> > > > > > at the May 23rd meeting. Please respond with your thoughts and 
> > a 
> > > > > decision on 
> > > > > > the meeting. 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > Thanks, 
> > > > > > AM 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > Andy Miller 
> > > > > > Watershed Manager-Saluda/Santee 
> > > > > > SCDHEC 
> > > > > > Bureau of Water 
> > > > > > (803)-898-4031 
> > > > > > 
> > > > > > www.scdhec.gov/water/shed/home.html 
> > 
> > > > < http://www.scdhec.gov/water/shed/home.html 
> > > 
> > > > < http://www.scdhec.gov/water/shed/home.html 
> > > 
> > > > > > millerca@dhec.sc.gov 
> > > 
> > 
> > 
> > 
> > 
> 
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth

Sent: Monday, March 20, 2006 6:21 PM

To: BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Alan Stuart; RMAHAN@scana.com; 'bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net';
'Rhett Bickley'; 'Dick Christie'; 'ahler@sc.dnr.gov'; 'Amanda_Hill@fws.gov'; 'Tony Bebber';
'Bigbillcutler@aol.com'; 'truple@sc.rr.com'; 'David Hancock'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'Van Hoffman';
'SUMMER, MICHAEL C'; 'EPPINK, THOMAS G'

Cc: Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 'Andy Miller'; 'Bertina Floyd'; 'Bill East'; 'Bill Marshall'; 'Bill Mathias';
'btrump@scana.com'; 'Charlie Compton'; 'Charlie Rentz'; 'Chris Page'; 'Daniel Tufford'; 'David Allen';
'Don Tyler'; 'George Duke'; 'Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers)'; 'Hank McKellar'; 'Irvin Pitts
(ipitts@scprt.com)'; 'James Smith'; 'Jennifer O'Rourke'; 'Joy Downs'; 'Kim Westbury'; 'Larry Turner
(turnerle@dhec.sc.gov)'; 'Mark Leao'; 'Michael Murrell'; 'Mike Duffy'; 'Mike Waddell'; 'Parkin Hunter';
'Patricia Wendling'; 'Patrick Moore'; 'Ralph Crafton'; 'Randal Shealy'; 'Richard Kidder'; 'Robert
Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com)'; 'Ron Ahle'; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Roy Parker'; 'ryanity@scana.com';
'Suzanne Rhodes'; 'Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net)'; 'Tim Flach'; 'Tom Brooks'

Subject: L&LM TWC Meeting Notes

Page 1 of 1L&LM TWC Meeting Notes

10/24/2007

Hello All,

Attached is the Lake and Land Mgt TWC meeting notes from last Thursday's meeting and the agenda for next
weeks ( March 28th) TWC meeting. If you attended the meeting I will be happy to take changes to meeting notes
themselves. If you did not attend I will accept comments only, to be included in a separate section of the notes.
Also, please have any comments on the March 9 meeting notes back to me by Wednesday. Thanks Alison

<<2006-3-16 draft Meeting Minutes - LLM TWC.doc>> <<Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda
032806.doc>>

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Dick Christie, SCDNR
Tom Ruple, LMA
Bill Cutler - LW
Steve Bell, LW

Amanda Hill, USFWS
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Rhett Bickley – Lexington County
Van Hoffman – SCE&G
Mike Summer – SCE&G
Randy Mahan – SCANA Services

DATE: March 16, 2006

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

 SCE&G/KA to revise Buffer Zone and Riparian Management Plan per TWC comments

AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING:

 Picture Presentation on ESA’s – Ron Ahle

 Discussion of ESA Management

 Discussion on Woody Debris Plan

 Discussion on Areas Below the 360’

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: March 16, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Alan opened the meeting and noted that before the group began discussions on the Buffer Zone and
Riparian Management Plan that Bill Cutler has asked to present a few items to the group. Bill
Cutler noted that he has developed a Structured Work Process for the TWCs that he would like to
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present to this group for consideration, as well as the other TWCs if time was available. Bill C.
distributed an explanation of the process (attached below) and noted that in his experience a
framework helps to smooth the progression through the issues. He continued to explain the benefits
of a structured process and noted that it would help to improve the quality of the final product and
consensus can be built incrementally. He noted that it would also provide an audit trail which makes
it possible to see how a particular decision came about.

Bill C. continued to go through the bulleted items on the handout with the group. Alan expressed
concern with too rigid a framework because not every issue falls under a structured framework in
terms of resolution. Bill C. agreed and noted that sometimes when a issue is small it is easy to work
with and a rigid framework is not needed, however a framework serves to resolve the larger issues
in a more efficient manner. Bill C. also noted that he believes that this process will provide a
degree of bullet proofing against challenges at the end and provides a structure that assists the group
in what needs to be covered, as well as helping as well as helping smoke out the stakeholders who
are unaware or not able to attend. On the subject of compiling stakeholder interests, Dick Christie
noted that he believes that it is the role of SCE&G and KA through the FERC process to identify the
interested parties; he added that that particular step has already been taken in this process. Ron
Ahle added that the members of the TWC have many stakeholders depending on the resource
agencies to express their interests. Bill C. concluded by noting that he was offering this process as a
proposal to the group and is willing to present this to the other groups as well if they are interested.
Randy Mahan noted that this information could be distributed to the other TWCs and they can
decide where to go from there.

The group then began a interactive review session of the Buffer Zone and Riparian Management
Plan. The Plan, with group consensus comments is attached at the end of the document in Adobe
format (double click on the front page to open Adobe).

The group discussed the term “Riparian” as it is used in the document and noted it is generally
associated riverine areas. Alan explained that in this plan the term is defined as the area below the
360’. The group decided that for clarification purposes, the term Riparian would need to be further
defined or another word needed to be substituted.

Tommy Boozer explained to the group that there is currently 22.9 miles of buffer zone on the lake,
which equals about 206 acres. He noted that in the new plan, they were proposing a 75’ non-
disturbance zone. Dick Christie asked how many miles the new buffer zone would address.
Tommy replied that it would apply to the Future Development lands and what is determined under
reclassification.
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The group continued to go over the Plan and it was pointed out that it may be good to include a
section on education. This would address a volunteer program that encouraged individuals to
revegetate areas below the 360’, such as areas that were destroyed by pine beetles. Tommy noted
that many of the buffer zones issued under the old permits had allowable limited brushing. Tom
Ruple pointed out that many individuals are not aware of where the 360’ is located. David Hancock
explained that they have placed irons, painted trees, and put up signs on the majority of fringelands.
Dick Christie asked if SCE&G would mark an unmarked area if a landowner requested it. Tommy
noted that they could do that.

The group began to discuss the various definitions for land classifications. Randy suggested that
Future Development lands could be better defined as lands that are available for sale and/or use up
to and including development. Dick Christie noted that the FERC 18 CFR Sec. 4.41 had a good
definition for buffer zones, and the group decided that it would be used in the plan.

After lunch the group began to discuss the section on Management Actions. Ron Ahle made a few
suggestions on amending this section and noted that it may be beneficial to have a brief statement
on Forest and Game management areas included. The group decided to split this section into two
paragraphs, one describing management actions from 1984-2005 and one paragraph describing
management actions from 2005 onward (SCE&G to develop paragraph strawman).

The next section the group discussed was Monitoring and Compliance. Ron Ahle noted that
documentation of planting successes and failures can be beneficial in the improvement of
survivorship over time. Ron continued to note that it would consist of a structured procedure in
which growth would be monitored. It was suggested that this plan could be implemented when a
violation has taken place and could require a land owner to provide pictures and measurements of
newly planted species for a certain period of time. The group concluded that this would be
addressed further under the revegetation plan.

In discussions on the Buffer Zone and Revegetation plan, the group concluded that only Zone 1
(area below 360) and Zone 2 (buffer zone) be included. Several individuals expressed concern that
Zone 3 may unintentionally invite landowners to privatize the buffer zone with non-native grasses.

The group briefly discussed violations and how the plan would be implemented. In such cases of
natural occurrences (e.g. lightning, pine beetles), Steve Bell suggested that SCE&G first encourage
the individual to use the revegetation plan, or otherwise let it grow back naturally. The group
agreed that it may be beneficial to consider that option.

Ron Ahle noted that he believed the 25’spacing of trees in the 75’ buffer may not be adequate. He
explained that if the spacing was shortened to 24’ then there would be 2x the amount of trees.
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Through some discussion it was decided that a 15’ requirement would be placed in the plan with a
maximum of 24’ that could be implemented at the discretion of SCE&G. The group also decided
that Sweetgum would be taken of the list of recommended species for planting in the buffer and all
recommended grasses would be limited to those native species.

The group concluded the meeting and noted that it would be beneficial to include Norman
Boatwright in the next meeting. Ron Ahle would also give a picture presentation on ESAs.

Meeting Adjourned

Attached below is the agenda, the TWC Work Processes Handout proposed by Bill Cutler, and the
edited version of the Buffer Zone and Riparian Management Plan (double-click on the page and
Adobe should open).
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee

Meeting Agenda

March 16, 2006
9:30 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

 Interactive Review of Buffer Zone Management Plans

 Discussion on Additional Criteria for Future Buffer Zone Enhancements and
Potential Restoration
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A Structured Work Process for the TWCs

Benefits of a structured process

- Complete and thorough consideration of all factors
- Everyone on the same page
- Consensus is built incrementally
- Enables work to be done via the internet
- Builds an audit trail to support reviews and respond to challenges
- Uniformity of products across the project

TWC Issue Resolution Report Template

1. Definition of the Issue
2. Stakeholder Audit
3. Compilation of Stakeholder Interests
4. Definition of Success
5. Solution Options
6. Methods of Evaluation
7. Selected Solution .

These process steps cover all the needed elements of a successful issue resolution, and contain nothing
extraneous. If a successful issue resolution is desired, nothing can be left out, and nothing needs to be
added.
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A Structured Work Process for the TWCs
William H. Cutler

February 10, 2006

A structured work process can enhance the efficiency and quality of the work done by the TWCs under the
various RCGs

Benefits of a structured process.
- Complete and thorough consideration of all factors bearing on issue resolution
- Everyone on the same page on each issue
- Consensus is built incrementally toward a final agreement that is acceptable to all stakeholders
- Enables work to be done via the internet, speeding up the process and minimizing the need for meetings
- Builds an audit trail to support reviews and respond to challenges
- Uniformity of products across the project

A structured process implements the measures of the Operating Procedures document that governs the
activities of the RCGs.

Paragraph 2.6 says, in part:
“Identify all stakeholders, their interests and issues…”

Paragraph 2.7 says, in part:
- 1. Encourage dialog which (1) gets at the deeper interests, values and priorities of the stakeholders, and (2)
is structured to provide the inputs needed by subsequent stages in the solution-discovery process.”
- 2. Document stakeholder interests…”
- 3. At every step along the solution-discovery pathway, validation of every decision is established…”

A standardized structured work process can be implemented by adopting a template for the reports prepared
by the TWCs that describe their proposed resolution for each of the issues they address. This report
template would consist of the following sections.

TWC Issue Resolution Report Template

1. A Definition of the Issue, describing scope, content, and related factors as known at the outset. This
definition may be revised as information is developed in the course of the issue resolution process.

2. A Stakeholder Audit, enumerating all the stakeholders, as individuals or classes, that have an interest in
the issue. This audit would include measures taken to ensure that each stakeholder is engaged in the
process, either by actual participation or by representation by a surrogate. The following definition of
stakeholder is proposed: “Stakeholders are any with an interest in the outcome of the issue, whether they
know it or not, and any who believe they have an interest, whether they do or not.” This broad and inclusive
definition of stakeholder is of benefit because it ensures that all relevant stakeholders are included, thereby
strengthening the solution, and that any significant challenges are anticipated and dealt with in advance.

3. A Compilation of Stakeholder Interests that expresses, to the satisfaction of each stakeholder, the
concerns, interests, values and priorities held by each stakeholder regarding the issue in question.
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4. A Definition of Success which describes the qualities of an outcome (independent of specific features of
any particular solution to be selected later) that would be acceptable to all stakeholders, along with whatever
Measures of Effectiveness are appropriate to quantify realization of the desired qualities. This represents an
idealized “wish list” and may contain conflicts to be resolved at later stages in the process. In general, the
Definition of Success is more than a mere reiteration of stakeholder interests. Rather, it is a translation of
those interests into a description of the outcome which is used as the standard for selecting the final solution.

5. A description of the Solution Options that were considered, as well as those rejected for consideration,
with justification for these decisions. Include also a description of the strategy used to generate solution
options, and how conflicts within the Definition of Success are resolved in design of a solution, by
compromise, tradeoff, or discovery of a creative solution which erases the conflict.

6. A description of the Methods of Evaluation that are used to determine which solution option best satisfies
the Definition of Success. This would include data, models, methods of analysis, etc. as appropriate to the
issue. Studies necessary to support issue resolution are identified here.

7. A description of the Selected Solution that results from application of all the previous steps, with
justification. Include analysis of considerations unique to the selected solution that may not have been
addressed in previous steps.

These process steps cover all the needed elements of a successful issue resolution, and contain nothing
extraneous. If a successful issue resolution is desired, nothing can be left out, and nothing needs to be
added.

This structured process enables working via the internet. A section editor is assigned to each of the sections
of the report. The members of the TWC e-mail suggestions to the section editor who uses them to prepare a
working draft of the section. The working draft is e-mailed to TWC members, who then review and make
additional suggestions. Face-to-face meetings may be held as necessary to iron out differences. When all
TWC members are satisfied, the report is ready for submittal to the RCG members for familiarization prior to
a RCG meeting where the report is reviewed.
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee

Meeting Agenda

March 28, 2006
9:30 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

 Picture Presentation on ESA’s – Ron Ahle

 Discussion of ESA Management

 Discussion on Woody Debris Plan

 Discussion on Areas Below the 360’





From: Alison Guth 
Sent: Friday, March 17, 2006 12:56 PM 
To: Wenonah Haire; Aaron Small; Alan Axson; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda 

Hill; Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Bill Cutler; Bill 
East; Bill Green; Bill Hulslander; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; Bob Seibels; 
Brandon Stutts ; Bret Hoffman; Brett Bursey; btrump@scana.com; Bud Badr; 
Buddy Baker ; Cam Littlejohn; Chad Long; Charlene Coleman; Charles 
Floyd; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Judge; Chris Page; Craig 
Stow; Daniel Tufford; Dave Anderson; Dave Landis; David Allen; David 
Hancock; David Jones; David Price; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; Donald Eng; 
Ed Diebold; Ed Fetner; Edward Schnepel; George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis 
(American Rivers); Gerrit Jobsis (CCL); Gina Kirkland; Guy Jones; Hal 
Beard; Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); James Smith; Jay 
Robinson; Jeanette Wells; Jeff Duncan; Jennifer O'Rourke; Jennifer Price ; 
Jennifer Summerlin; Jerry Wise; Jim Devereaux; Jim Glover; Jim Goller; Jim 
Ruane ; JoAnn Butler; Joe Logan; John and Rob Altenberg; John Davis 
(johned44@bellsouth.net); Jon Leader; Joy Downs; Karen Kustafik; Keith 
Ganz-Sarto; Ken Uschelbec; Kenneth Fox; Kim Westbury; Kristina Massey; 
Larry Michalec; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Lee Barber; Malcolm 
Leaphart; Marianne Zajac; Mark Leao; Marty Phillips; Mary Kelly; Michael 
Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Sloan; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); 
Mike Waddell; Miriam Atria; Norm Nicholson; Norman Ferris; Parkin Hunter; 
Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Prescott Brownell; Ralph Crafton; Randal 
Shealy; RMAHAN@scana.com; Ray Ammarell; Rebekah Dobrasko; Reed 
Bull (rbull@davisfloyd.com); Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; Richard Mikell; 
Robert Keener; Robert Lavisky; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Russell 
Jernigan; ryanity@scana.com; Sam Drake; Sandra Reinhardt; Sean Norris; 
Shane Boring; Stanley Yalicki; Steve Bell; Steve Leach; Steve Summer; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim 
Flach; Tim Vinson; Tom Bowles (tbowles@scana.com); Tom Brooks; Tom 
Eppink; Tom Ruple; Tom Stonecypher; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van 
Hoffman; Wade Bales (balesw@dnr.sc.gov); Mike Schimpff; Brandon Kulik; 
Marty Phillips 

Subject: Final Feb 9th notes 
Hello all: 
 
Attached to this email is the final meeting notes for the Feb 9th Lake and Land Management 
meeting.  They will also be posted to the web.  Thanks, Alison 

2006-2-09 final 
Meeting Minute...

 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services 
George Duke, LMHC 
Chris Page, SCDNR 
Dan Tufford, USC 
Dick Christie, SCDNR 
Bertina Floyd, LMHOC 
Joy Downs, LMA 
Richard Kidder - LMA 
Mike Summer – SCE&G 
Tom Ruple- LMA 
 

 
Mike Murrell, LMA 
Tom Brooks, Newberry County 
Don Tyler, LMA & LMHC 
Bill Marshall, SCDNR & LSSRAC 
Randall Shealy, Lake Murray Historical Soc. 
Bill Cutler, LW & SCCCL 
Steve Bell, LW 
Amanda Hill, USFWS 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT 
Rhett Bickley – Lexington County 
Ronald Scott – Lexington County 
Bill Mathias, LMA & Lake Murray Power  
           Squadron  
 

 

 
DATE:  February 9, 2006 
 
 
HOMEWORK ITEMS: 
 

 Develop SMP StrawMan – SCE&G 
 Read SMP and Highlight Items of Interest or Concern for Discussion – Everyone 
 Contact FERC Representative, Allan Creamer, to Arrange a Visit to the Next 

Quarterly Public Meeting – Bill Argentieri 
 Discuss with Orbis the Potential for Developing Aerial Survey Photography Above 

the 360 to Satisfy LIDAR Request – Tommy Boozer 
 Send SCE&G MOU with Santee Cooper on Aquatic Plants – DNR (Chris Page, Ron 

Ahle or Dick Christie) 
 
AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING: 
 

 To be determined by TWC 
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DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  April 26, 2006 at 9:00 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
Alan opened the meeting and noted that the first order of business was to discuss the status of the 
meeting minutes from the previous meeting.  He noted that he would like to finalize these notes and 
asked if anyone from the group had something that they would like to add or change.  The group 
agreed that the notes could be finalized and the group read the mission statement together.   
 
During the first quarter of the meeting David Hancock briefly went through the Shoreline 
Management Booklet prompting discussion on various topics referenced therein.    Alan indicated 
the booklet would likely change significantly as an new SMP was prepared.  
 
The group discussed the general makeup of what they felt should be contained in the new SMP.  It 
was pointed out that it would be important to have general guidelines with some flexibility for 
implementation.  
 
It was noted that one homework item for the group would be to go through the Shoreline 
Management Booklet.  Alan proposed that one of the missions of the Technical Working 
Committee would be to develop the components of the Shoreline Management Booklet, discussing 
the objectives with the RCG.  The group decided that it would be beneficial if SCE&G first 
provided a strawman of the Shoreline Management Booklet that the TWC could add onto and 
change as they see fit.  The group agreed that this would be beneficial.    
 
The group began to discuss the buffer zone management.  Alan noted that a buffer zone 
management plan has been sent to the FERC.  Rhett Bickley asked SCE&G what percent of 
shoreline on the Lower Saluda River was managed by SCE&G.  It was noted that it was 
approximately 50 percent.  Tony Bebber added that it may be beneficial to consider a type of 
voluntary program for those properties that are not under SCE&G ownership.  Tommy Boozer 
agreed that it could be incorporated as a part of public outreach and public education. 
 
Ron Ahle noted that he believed that the group should meet on an annual basis to discuss how the 
plan was or was not working and make suggested changes to the next plan.  Tommy noted that 
public response and communication was also important and helped to keep down the number of 
violations.  The group also decided that it would be beneficial for the FERC Representative for the 
Saluda Project to visit the next Quarterly Public Meeting in order to answer relicensing questions.   
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The group began an interactive discussion on issues and TWCs.  Amanda Hill noted that the Woody 
Debris Management was not included in the list of issues.  Alan pointed out that a Woody Debris 
Management Plan was developed and accepted by the agencies and would subsequently be included 
into the ESA.  The issues are attached below and filed underneath their appropriate subsection as 
agreed upon by the group.   
 
Buffer Zone Restoration/Management  
 

1. Lake Watch 2nd Priority : Buffer Zone restoration-  A technical committee should be 
formed to assess all buffer zones on the lake for compliance with current and past 
guidelines and restrictions etc. The cause of excessive clearing should be 
determined, the existing restoration plan should be re-evaluated and updated if 
necessary.  

2. USFWS 4th Priority: Buffer Zone Management  
3. Newberry County 6th Priority: Buffer Zone Management 
4. DNR Priority:  Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include a buffer 

zone management plan that includes restoration measures for buffer zone areas that 
have been improperly cleared by landowners 

5. DNR Priority:  Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include a map 
identifying intermittent and perennial streams and their associated 75’ buffer 

 
ESA Identification and Management  

6. DNR Priority: We also request that specific management restrictions be developed 
and incorporated into the SMP that would control encroachments into ESA’s, 
conservation areas, and other natural areas.   

7. USFWS 5th Priority: ESA management policy 
8. Newberry County 11th Priority: ESA  Management 
9. DNR Priority:  Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include 

guidelines for restrictions within the 50’ buffer surrounding the ESA’s 
10. DNR Priority: Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include a map 

showing  ESA’s in front of all easement properties 
11. DNR Priority:  Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include a woody 

debris and stump management plan 
 

Land Reclassification  
 
12. USFWS 2nd Priority: Updated Shoreline Classification for Lake Murray and Lower 

Saluda River 
13. Newberry County 4th Priority: Updated Shoreline Classification 
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14. DNR Priority:  SCE&G is in the process of revising land classifications, and we 
request an updated classification that clearly describes the existing use of the 
property, acreage and mileage of shoreline associated with each classification.      

15. DNR Priority: Our primary concern with the SMP plan continues to be rebalancing 
of shoreline classifications.  In a 2004 order, FERC recognized that the shoreline 
classifications are weighted heavily towards development and stated that 
rebalancing is needed.  We, along with other resource agencies and stakeholders, 
have repeatedly asked for and continue to recommend that rebalancing be 
completed. 

16. DNR Priority: Project lands associated with the Lower Saluda River have been less 
developed, and the riparian buffers and natural features associated with most of 
these lands are still intact. We request a summary of project lands and their current 
classifications, to include acreage and mileage of shoreline. 

17. Lake Watch 7th Priority: Social-economic- a technical committee should be formed 
to evaluate the socia-economic impacts associated with LUSMP including 
development and ecotourism – Land Reclassification  

18. SCPRT 1st Priority: Ensure that recreational facilities and opportunities are 
protected and enhanced for current and future users, on and near the lake and river.   
- (To be considered under Land Reclassification Discussion) 

19. SCPRT 2nd Priority: Provide sufficient recreation and nature-based tourism 
opportunities to support the growing population of the region throughout the license 
period. - (To be considered in the Land Reclassification Discussion) 

20. SCPRT 3rd Priority: Provide safe and enjoyable recreation experiences for the 
boating and non-boating public including state residents and visitors. - (To be 
considered in the Land Reclassification Discussion) 

21. SCPRT 4th Priority: Conserve natural, cultural, and recreational resources for 
future generations to enjoy. - (To be considered in the Land Reclassification 
Discussion) 

22. SCPRT 5th Priority: Include enough land in the project boundary to assure optimum 
development of recreational resources afforded by the project. -  Recreation RCG 
and to be considered in the Land Reclassification Discussion) 

23. SCPRT Priority:  The Saluda project (lake and regulated river) offers tremendous 
opportunities for parks, recreation, and tourism now and in the future.   We are 
concerned that insufficient project shoreline has been set aside for public recreation, 
especially shore-oriented recreation such as bank/pier fishing, picnicking, camping, 
wildlife watching, and hiking/walking.  As the population of this area grows and as 
this resource becomes more attractive to potential visitors from other areas, more 
shoreline and adjacent properties will be needed to serve the recreational and 
natural resource needs of the public.  In the current Shoreline Management Plan 
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(SMP), very little of the shoreline on the lake has been set aside for current or future 
public recreation.  Some of this recreational shoreline includes the islands which are 
generally inaccessible except by boat.  Approximately 75 percent of the shoreline is 
developed or planned for future development.  We believe that this development has 
impacted recreation use, visual aesthetics (a value to be considered in all TWC), 
fish and wildlife habitat, and water quality.  We request that SCE&G review the 
current allocation for the project in consultation with resource agencies and 
stakeholders and identify a more balanced allocation that will meet the public 
recreation and natural resource needs over the life of the license.  To accomplish 
this, an updated classification of the existing use of the property, acreage, and 
shoreline mileage associated with each classification should be completed and the 
shoreline management plan should be updated. - (To be considered in the Land 
Reclassification Discussion) 

24. SCPRT Priority: The ICD reports that only 404 acres are provided for public 
recreation on Lake Murray which includes the 348 acre Dreher Island State Park.  
The access areas listed are small - from 1.1 acre to 17.9 acres - with most under 10 
acres (excluding the state park and three sites that did not list acreage).  On the 
Saluda River, Saluda Shoals Park is 240 acres and the other three access areas are 
small (Gardendale acreage not identified).  We suggest acreage be added to all 
small sites to the extent possible to allow for future expansion as recreational needs 
change and to provide options for shore based recreation. Recreation RCG and 
Land Reclassification Discussions  

25. DNR Priority:  The access areas listed are small with most under 10 acres 
(excluding the state park) and we are concerned that adequate shore based 
recreational activities are not available for public use. Information regarding future 
plans to develop shore based recreational access is needed - Recreation RCG and 
Land Reclassification TWC Discussion 

26. SCPRT Priority: A “build out” scenario should be used to identify the volume of use 
based on future development proposed in the shoreline management plan.  This 
should help identify areas to avoid or target for new recreational access and may 
also identify areas that should be addressed for amendments to the shoreline 
management plan.  Information is needed on how the “build out” will affect boating 
carrying capacity, water quality, and fish and wildlife habitat. – Land 
Reclassification Discussion 

27. Newberry County 2nd Priority:  Total Build-Out Study - Land Reclassification 
Discussion 

28. USFWS 6th Priority:  Total Build-Out - Land Reclassification Discussion 
29. Permanent protection of a new state park property with significant shoreline on the 

Lexington/Saluda side of the lake. – Land Reclassification Discussion  
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30. Conservation of areas identified as important during interagency review of shoreline 
management maps. - Land Reclassification Discussion 

 
 

Lake Murray Land Sales – (Include as subcommittee to Land Reclassification) 
 

31. USFWS 3rd Priority: Future Fringeland Sale Policy 
32. Newberry County 5th Priority: Future Fringeland Sale 

 
Shoreline Permitting 
 

33. Lake Watch 8th Priority: We recommend that recent studies on Shoreline 
Development Impacts on TVA Rivers and Lakes and recent US Army Corps studies 
associated with shoreline management updates be used as part of the information 
available to address issues in this committee. A sub-committee under #5 [Land Use 
and Shoreline Plan] could be formed  
to retrieve this information along with any other request. – Shoreline Permitting  

34. Newberry County 14th Priority:  Review current Shoreline permitting fees - 
Shoreline Permitting Discussion 

 
Residential, Commercial, Public, Private, and Multi-Slip Dock Permitting – All Docks 
(subcommittee of Shoreline Permitting) 

 
35. USFWS 7th Priority: Residential, Commercial, and Common Docks 
36. Newberry County 13th Priority:  Residential Docks 
37. Newberry County 15th Priority:  Commercial Multi-use Dock procedure 
38. Newberry County 16th Priority:  Common Dock Regs 
39. Lake Watch 4th Priority: Marina construction- A technical committee should be 

formed to review and update the current guidelines and policies regarding the 
permitting of private and commercial marinas 

 
General Shoreline Management 

 
40. Newberry County 9th Priority: FERC Lake Murray Shoreline Management Plan 

Update – General Outline to be developed by SCE&G 
41. Lake Watch 5th Priority:  Land Use and Shoreline Plan- A technical committee 

should be formed to review the existing LUSMP line by line to discuss the need for 
making changes with the goal of submitting recommendations back to the larger 
group for discussion. One outcome would be to put together in one document the 
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entire LUSMP. The entire plan now can only be found as bits and pieces of the past 
record.  - General Outline to be developed by SCE&G 

42. Newberry County 8th Priority: General Permits – Shoreline Permitting  
43. Newberry County 7th Priority: General Shoreline Activities – Shoreline Permitting  

 
Excavation -  

 
44. USFWS 9th Priority:  General Shoreline Activities/Excavation policy - Shoreline 

Permitting  
45. Newberry County 12th Priority: Excavation policy - Shoreline Permitting  

 
Erosion and Sedimentation  
 

46. Lake Watch 6th Priority-Erosion- A technical committee should be formed to 
determine the extent of erosion problems on the project’s shoreline and submit 
recommendations back to the overall group for review and discussion. 

47. DNR Priority:  Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include: an 
erosion and sedimentation control plan 

 
Other 
 

48. Newberry County 1st Priority:  LIDAR up to at least the PBL (Project Boundary 
Line) – not scheduled for Newberry and Saluda counties, Richland (2003) and 
Lexington (2004) counties have it.  (Parking lot) 

49. Lake Watch 1st Priority: Communication between SCE&G and stakeholders - A 
technical committee should be formed to study how SCE&G and stakeholders can 
better communicate and work together to achieve the goals and objectives 
implemented in the new license plan. - General Outline to be developed by SCE&G   

 
 
Information Needs/Study Requests 
 

50. USFWS 1st Priority:  Existing Studies - Complete 
51. Newberry County 3rd Priority: Existing Studies - Complete 
52. Lake Watch 3rd Priority:  Federal and state regulations and/or requirements- A 

technical committee should be formed to determine and review all Federal and State 
regulations that relate to or have impact on the management of the reservoir, the 
lower Saluda and lands within the project boundaries. This committee should 
arrange to meet with FERC staff and discuss and clarify all FERC regulations or 
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requirements associated with lake and land management – FERC Relicensing 
Contact to talk at public meeting 

 
FOR CONSIDERATION TO BE HANDLED BY THE AQUATIC PLANT MANAGEMENT 
COUNCIL – (parking lot), one suggestion is to develop MOU with SCDNR to address this  
 

Newberry County 10th Priority: Aquatic Plant Management Program 
 
USFWS 10th Priority: Aquatic Plant Management 
 
DNR Priority:  Information such as species composition, location, and acreage of 
aquatic plants in the project is needed to develop an aquatic plant management plan.    
 
 

FOR CONSIDERATION TO BE HANDLED IN THE CULTURAL RESOURCE RCG 
 

SCPRT Priority: There are many known and unknown cultural resources located within 
the project boundary. A plan should be developed in coordination with appropriate 
resource agencies to identify and protect these valuable resources 

 
 
FOR CONSIDERATION TO BE HANDLED IN THE FISH AND WILDLIFE RCG 
 

SCPRT Priority: Due to state laws affecting Lake Murray, each new building or marina 
on the lake further restricts waterfowl hunting.  An estimate of remaining legal 
waterfowl hunting areas should be mapped for consideration of designated waterfowl 
hunting areas 
 
USFWS 11th Priority: Waterfowl Hunting Areas 
 
Newberry County 17th Priority: Waterfowl Hunting 
 
DNR Priority: Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include the 
designation of new waterfowl hunting areas to compensate for those lost to land sales 
and development 
 

FOR CONSIDERATION TO BE HANDLED IN THE RECREATION RCG – 
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DNR Priority:  In the lower Saluda River, flows are needed to support wade fishing and 
paddling. Information is needed regarding the flows that provide optimal recreational 
opportunity and when they should be provided.  – Operations RCG 
 

Access Points 
 

DNR Priority:  the location and property for a large, multi-lane boating event site should be explored. - 
Recreation RCG     
 
DNR Priority:  Ensuring the public has adequate access to the project is a high interest of the agency. A 
description of public recreation sites is provided in the ICD (Table E-15). However, no indication of 
capacity or handicapped accessibility is provided, and we request that information be included. – 
Recreation RCG  
 

 
Total Build-Out Scenarios 

 
 
SCPRT Priority: A boat carrying capacity study should be performed for Lake Murray 
to identify concerns with current or future over-crowding and safety.  As part of the 
process, include an inventory of current and future residential docks, public and private 
marinas, dry storage, and other boat access opportunities.  Project related accidents 
during the current license period should be identified for use in addressing safety needs.  
This study will identify areas to target or avoid for new boating facilities. – The study 
will be done by Recreation RCG, results made available to Lake and Land 
Management TWC 
 
DNR Priority:  Information regarding recreational use and needs, projected for at least 
10 years, is needed to plan for future recreational enhancements. – Recreation RCG 
 

Specific Priorities From SCPRT That Could be Handled in the Recreation RCG 
 

Permanent protection for Dreher Island State Recreation Area. - Recreation RCG 
 
 
Continuation of existing recreational resources on Lake Murray and new/expanded 
resources where possible and appropriate. – Recreation RCG 
 
Continued implementation of the Lower Saluda River Corridor Plan & Update, 
including additional recreational access at “Sandy Beach”, I-20, I-26, take out above 
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Mill Race Rapids, and development of the Saluda River greenway and Three Rivers 
Greenway. – Recreation RCG 
 
Continuation of existing recreational resources on the Saluda River. - Recreation RCG 
 
Maintenance/enhancement of the scenic integrity of Lake Murray and the Saluda River. 
– All TWC and RCG 
 
Identification and enhancement of paddling opportunities in the tributaries and tributary 
arms of the lake. - Recreation RCG 

 
 
FOR CONSIDERATION TO BE HANDLED IN THE SAFETY RCG 
 

DNR Priority:  we are interested in identifying ways to reduce the number of water 
related deaths and accidents associated with the project. We request that a list of all 
project related accidents that occurred during the existing license period be provided, 
as well as any accommodations in project operations or facilities by the licensee to 
address these accidents. – Safety RCG 

 
 
There was a brief discussion on LIDAR.  Chris Page explained that it was basically a form of radar 
that could give you good digital elevations among other things.  He noted that it had been 
performed in Lexington in 2004 and Richland in 2003.  He further explained that LIDAR has not 
been performed in Newberry or Saluda Counties.  Tom Brooks noted that they were looking for 
contours up to the PBL and  if SCE&G worked with Newberry and Saluda counties that the LIDAR 
could be completed in a more cost effective manner.  There was some discussion among the group 
on this topic.  Tommy noted that they had aerial photography from the 360 to the 355 and they 
would ask Orbis for information on what the capabilities are for developing more information above 
the 360.   
 
There was some discussion among the group on the issue of  aquatic plants.  Alan noted that in 
discussions with Chris Page and Tommy Boozer these issues would be addressed by the Aquatic 
Plant Management Council.  Bill Argentieri noted that the dates of Aquatic Plant Management 
Council meetings would be posted to the website as SCE&G is made aware of the meetings.   Alan 
asked if it would be okay if a Memorandum of Understanding could be worked out with DNR 
addressing this issue and shared with the group and the group agreed that that would be acceptable.  
DNR noted that they would send a copy of the MOU they had with Santee Cooper to SCE&G as an 
example.   
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After the group finished going through the issues, they then began to develop the list of members 
for the TWC.  Dick Christie noted that in his experience with Duke the TWC was relatively small, 
less then 10 people, and consisted mainly of people who were recognized for their technical 
knowledge and also of a few stakeholders.  He added that he believed it was important to include a 
few stakeholders that may not have all of the technical expertise but were able to provide a “real 
world” view.   
 
The group agreed that there would be one core TWC that would address all of the issues.  Everyone 
agreed that the TWC would consist of the members listed below and would discuss the following 
major topics and the items included therein (see pages 3-10 for a list of all of the items): 
 

Lake & Land Management TWC Participants 
 
Dick Christie - SCDNR 
Amanda Hill - USFWS  
Tony Bebber - SCPRT 
Ron Ahle - SCDNR 
Tommy Boozer – SCE&G 
David Hancock – SCE&G 
Van Hoffman – SCE&G 
Andy Miller – SCDHEC 
Alan Stuart – Kleinschmidt 
Steve Bell – Lake Watch 
Joy Downs – LMA 
 

• Buffer Zone Management 
Limited Brushing Below 360 El. 

 
• ESA Identification and Management 

Woody Debris & Stump Management 
 

• Land Reclassification 
Land Sales 

 
• Erosion and Sedimentation 

 
• Shoreline Permitting 

Commercial, residential, public, private, multi-slip docks 
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Excavation 
 

• Shoreline Management Plan Outline 
SCE&G to take lead in developing strawman 
 

 
The dates for the next TWC meetings would be March 9th, March 16th, March 21st and March 30th.   
The RCG decided to meet on the 26th of April.   
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing 
Lake and Land Management Resource Conservation Group 

 
Meeting Agenda 

 
February 9, 2006 

9:00 AM 
Lake Murray Training Center 

 
 
 
 

 9:00 to 9:30   Review of Meeting Notes from 12-8-05 
 

 9:30 to 9:35  Review of Mission Statement 
 

 9:35 to 11:45   Begin Discussion of Priority Issues 
   

 11:45 to 12:15 Lunch 
 

 12:15 to 2:30 Continued Discussion of Priority Issues 
 

 2:30 to 2:45 Discussion of Presentations Needed to Address Priority Issues 
 

 2:45 to 3:00 Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for 
Next  Meeting 

    
 Adjourn 

 
 
 
 

 
 



From: Alison Guth 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2006 5:17 PM 
To: Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 'billeast@sc.rr.com'; 'marshallb@dnr.sc.gov'; 

'flyhotair@greenwood.net'; 'tufford@sc.edu'; 'dchristie@infoave.net'; 
'tyle6544@bellsouth.net'; 'kayakduke@bellsouth.net'; 
'gjobsis@americanrivers.org'; 'Bkawasi@sc.rr.com'; 'Elymay2@aol.com'; 
'mdmurr@sc.rr.com'; 'parkin@parkinhunter.com'; 'wwending@sc.rr.com'; 
'PatrickM@scccl.org'; 'crafton@usit.net'; 'rkidder@pbtcomm.net'; 
'RESKKEENER@PBTCOMM.Net'; 'ahler@dnr.sc.gov'; 
'royparker38@earthlink.net'; 'r1shealy@aol.com'; 
'bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net'; 'suzrhodes@juno.com'; 
'tbrooks@newberrycounty.net'; 'truple@sc.rr.com'; 'tboozer@scana.com'; 
'tbebber@scprt.com'; 'rscott@lex-co.com'; 'BertFloyd@sc.rr.com'; 
BARGENTIERI@scana.com; 'btrump@scana.com'; 'rbickley@lex-co.com'; 
RMAHAN@scana.com; 'bill25@sc.rr.com'; 'bigbillcutler@aol.com'; 
'amanda_hill@fws.gov'; 'mark_leao@fws.gov'; 'pagec@dnr.sc.gov'; 
'dhancock@scana.com'; 'ryanity@scana.com'; 
'tpowers@newberrycounty.net'; 'vhoffman@scana.com'; 
'millerca@dhec.sc.gov'; 'k.westbury@saludacounty.sc.gov'; 'ccompton@lex-
co.com'; 'msummer@scana.com' 

Subject: Final Dec 8th Notes 
Hello Lake and Land Management Group, 
 
Attached is the final copy of the December 8th Meeting Notes.  Hope everyone has a great 
weekend.  Alison 
 

2005-12-08 Final 
Meeting Minut...

 
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
 
 
 



Kacie Jensen

From: Bigbillcutler@aol.com

Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2006 8:41 PM

To: Alison Guth

Subject: TWC Work Process notes

Page 1 of 3

10/24/2007

Alison,

Here is the text of the handouts I presented at the LLMTWC this morning. I’ve included it in the body of this
message below, and also as attached files, whichever is easier for you to use.

Sorry it is coming at the end of the day. My personal business this afternoon took a lot longer than I’d expected
and I didn’t get home until dinner time. I hope this is soon enough for you to include it in the meeting notes.

Regards,
Bill Cutler

---------------------------------------------------------------

A Structured Work Process for the TWCs

Benefits of a structured process

- Complete and thorough consideration of all factors
- Everyone on the same page
- Consensus is built incrementally
- Enables work to be done via the internet
- Builds an audit trail to support reviews and respond to challenges
- Uniformity of products across the project

TWC Issue Resolution Report Template

1. Definition of the Issue
2. Stakeholder Audit
3. Compilation of Stakeholder Interests
4. Definition of Success
5. Solution Options
6. Methods of Evaluation
7. Selected Solution .

These process steps cover all the needed elements of a successful issue resolution, and contain nothing
extraneous. If a successful issue resolution is desired, nothing can be left out, and nothing needs to be added.

--------------------------------------------------------------------

A Structured Work Process for the TWCs
William H. Cutler
February 10, 2006

A structured work process can enhance the efficiency and quality of the work done by the TWCs under the
various RCGs

Benefits of a structured process.
- Complete and thorough consideration of all factors bearing on issue resolution
- Everyone on the same page on each issue



- Consensus is built incrementally toward a final agreement that is acceptable to all stakeholders
- Enables work to be done via the internet, speeding up the process and minimizing the need for meetings
- Builds an audit trail to support reviews and respond to challenges
- Uniformity of products across the project

A structured process implements the measures of the Operating Procedures document that governs the
activities of the RCGs.

Paragraph 2.6 says, in part:
“Identify all stakeholders, their interests and issues…”

Paragraph 2.7 says, in part:
- 1. Encourage dialog which (1) gets at the deeper interests, values and priorities of the stakeholders, and (2) is
structured to provide the inputs needed by subsequent stages in the solution-discovery process.”
- 2. Document stakeholder interests…”
- 3. At every step along the solution-discovery pathway, validation of every decision is established…”

A standardized structured work process can be implemented by adopting a template for the reports prepared
by the TWCs that describe their proposed resolution for each of the issues they address. This report template
would consist of the following sections.

TWC Issue Resolution Report Template

1. A Definition of the Issue, describing scope, content, and related factors as known at the outset. This
definition may be revised as information is developed in the course of the issue resolution process.

2. A Stakeholder Audit, enumerating all the stakeholders, as individuals or classes, that have an interest in the
issue. This audit would include measures taken to ensure that each stakeholder is engaged in the process,
either by actual participation or by representation by a surrogate. The following definition of stakeholder is
proposed: “Stakeholders are any with an interest in the outcome of the issue, whether they know it or not, and
any who believe they have an interest, whether they do or not.” This broad and inclusive definition of
stakeholder is of benefit because it ensures that all relevant stakeholders are included, thereby strengthening
the solution, and that any significant challenges are anticipated and dealt with in advance.

3. A Compilation of Stakeholder Interests that expresses, to the satisfaction of each stakeholder, the concerns,
interests, values and priorities held by each stakeholder regarding the issue in question.

4. A Definition of Success which describes the qualities of an outcome (independent of specific features of any
particular solution to be selected later) that would be acceptable to all stakeholders, along with whatever
Measures of Effectiveness are appropriate to quantify realization of the desired qualities. This represents an
idealized “wish list” and may contain conflicts to be resolved at later stages in the process. In general, the
Definition of Success is more than a mere reiteration of stakeholder interests. Rather, it is a translation of those
interests into a description of the outcome which is used as the standard for selecting the final solution.

5. A description of the Solution Options that were considered, as well as those rejected for consideration, with
justification for these decisions. Include also a description of the strategy used to generate solution options,
and how conflicts within the Definition of Success are resolved in design of a solution, by compromise, tradeoff,
or discovery of a creative solution which erases the conflict.

6. A description of the Methods of Evaluation that are used to determine which solution option best satisfies the
Definition of Success. This would include data, models, methods of analysis, etc. as appropriate to the issue.
Studies necessary to support issue resolution are identified here.

7. A description of the Selected Solution that results from application of all the previous steps, with justification.
Include analysis of considerations unique to the selected solution that may not have been addressed in
previous steps.

These process steps cover all the needed elements of a successful issue resolution, and contain nothing
extraneous. If a successful issue resolution is desired, nothing can be left out, and nothing needs to be added.

Page 2 of 3
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This structured process enables working via the internet. A section editor is assigned to each of the sections of
the report. The members of the TWC e-mail suggestions to the section editor who uses them to prepare a
working draft of the section. The working draft is e-mailed to TWC members, who then review and make
additional suggestions. Face-to-face meetings may be held as necessary to iron out differences. When all
TWC members are satisfied, the report is ready for submittal to the RCG members for familiarization prior to a
RCG meeting where the report is reviewed.

Page 3 of 3
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1

Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Monday, March 13, 2006 11:50 AM
To: Alan Stuart; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; 'bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net'; 'Ronald Scott';

'Amanda_Hill@fws.gov'; 'Tony Bebber'; 'Dick Christie'; 'Van Hoffman'; 'David Hancock';
'Tommy Boozer'; 'ahler@dnr.sc.gov'; 'truple@sc.rr.com'; 'Rhett Bickley'

Subject: FW: L&LM TWC Notes

Hello All,

Let me know if you are not going to attend on Thursday, or know of someone else who is going to attend, so that I know
how many lunches to order. Also, if you have any changes to the draft notes sent out Friday, you can email them to me or
bring them to the meeting for finalization on Thursday. Thanks, Alison

-----Original Message-----
From: Alison Guth
Sent: Friday, March 10, 2006 4:50 PM
To: Alan Stuart; 'ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R'; Elymay2@aol.com; bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Amanda_Hill@fws.gov';

'Tony Bebber'; 'Dick Christie'; 'Van Hoffman'; 'David Hancock'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'ahler@dnr.sc.gov'; truple@sc.rr.com; 'Rhett
Bickley'

Cc: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Argentieri; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill
Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; David Hancock; Dick
Christie; Don Tyler; George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); James Smith; Joy
Downs; Kim Westbury; Mark Leao; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore;
Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; Robert Keener; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker;
ryanity@scana.com; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks; Tom
Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Subject: L&LM TWC Notes

Hello All,

Attached is the Lake and Land Mgt TWC meeting notes from yesterday's meeting and the agenda for next weeks TWC
meeting. If you attended the meeting I will be happy to take changes to meeting notes themselves. If you did not attend I
will accept comments only, to be included in a separate section of the notes. Thanks Alison.

2006-3-09 draft
Meeting Minute...

Lake and Land
Management TWC A...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183



MEETING NOTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC

SCE&G Training Center
March 9, 2006

Draft ACG 3-10-06

Page 1 of 4

ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Dick Christie, SCDNR
Joy Downs, LMA

Steve Bell, LW
Amanda Hill, USFWS
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Ronald Scott – Lexington County
Van Hoffman – SCE&G

DATE: February 9, 2006

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

 SCE&G to provide a list of changes in classifications that have occurred since the
last map was completed - Not needed until Land Reclassification Discussion

 SCE&G to provide description of land classifications and how they are managed –
Not needed until Land Reclassification Discussion

 Alan to locate Randy Mahan’s letter to Lake property owners on setback
implementation and clearing policies

 Ron Scott to ask Rhett Bickley to attend next week’s TWC meeting

 Alan to check status of NWI maps

 SCE&G to send the original ’94, ’02 and ’04 studies on ESAs to the group – Not
needed until ESA Identification and Management Discussion

 SCE&G to distribute dock permitting sheet to the group – Not needed until Shoreline
Permitting Discussion

 Alan to send out the Revegetation, Sediment and Erosion and Woody Debris plans to
the group for review before the Buffer Zone Management discussion next Thursday
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AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING:

 Interactive Review of Buffer Zone Management Plans

 Discussion on Additional Criteria for Future Buffer Zone Enhancements and Potential
Restoration

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: March 16, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Alan opened the meeting and noted that the first item for discussion on the agenda was an update of
the shoreline classifications on Lake Murray. Tommy Boozer and David Hancock handed out and
began discussions on the 2002 and 2005 Lake Murray mileage sheets separated out by management
prescription. Tommy pointed out that although the mileage was not survey grade, it was as close as
could be attained using GIS. Tommy continued to expound on this issue, and explained that in
1994 they had complied their plats to provide a good baseline and the 2002 update provided a lot
more accurate photography. Subsequently, in 2005 the accuracy again increased due to the LIDAR
that was performed around the Lake.

The group continued to discuss the mileage sheets. In reference to Environmentally Sensitive Areas
(ESA)s, Tommy pointed out that there was almost 40 miles of ESAs on Easement property and
41.61 miles of ESAs on Future Development lands. David noted that this mileage does not include
the ESA land in front of forest and game management areas. Ron Ahle asked the group what
percentage of total easement land was ESA land. It was noted that it was 6.8%. Ron added that
ESA habitat would be lost when development occurs down to the 360. Tommy replied that with the
new regulations, hopefully no clearing would occur below the 360 and all of the ESAs are located
below the 360.

Ron Ahle noted that it was standard procedure to go back in relicensing and update the SMP,
however, in this case there have been very few changes that have occurred since the map was
completed. Therefore, Ron presented the idea of developing a list of changes that have occurred
since the map was last completed. He clarified that he was referring to actual changes to
classifications on the shoreline that have occurred. SCE&G agreed that they could provide this list.
Tommy and David additionally noted that the only changes that have occurred are the new additions
on easement property and land sales.
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The group decided that this meeting was not the appropriate time to evaluate rebalancing and it
should be further discussed at a later date. To aid in this discussion, SCE&G agreed to develop a
brief description of each classification and give a presentation on the classifications at a future
meeting. Tommy noted that there has been some discussion with DNR and PRT about rebalancing.
He added that at some point it would be brought back to the committee.

The group decided that the agenda item for the next TWC meeting should be a review of the Buffer
Zone Management Plan and an interactive session to go through the items in this plan.

The group began to briefly discuss the history of the buffer zone. Van Hoffman explained that in
1973 or 74 Santee Cooper received its new license and was subsequently required by FERC to put
in place a 50 foot easement. Shortly thereafter, SCE&G filed for a new license which was received
in ’84. However, the FERC required SCE&G to retain a 75 foot setback. Van continued to explain
that Randy Mahan had prepared a letter to landowners informing them of the setback and noting
that they would be allowed to clear vegetation excluding large trees. Van continued to explain the
progression toward a prescription that allowed clearing of vegetation less than 3 ½ inches in
diameter and subsequently toward non-disturbance. The group noted that they would like to view a
little bit of the history behind this and Alan agreed to locate Randy’s letter.

The group continued to discuss buffer zone management but agreed to hold this discussion until
next meeting and go through the plan line by line. Tommy asked Ron Scott if he could ask Rhett
Bickley to attend next week’s meeting. Ron said that he would ask him to come.

Alan then noted that they would use the rest of the time to go through the prioritized issues and
identify what information was needed for the future discussion of these topics. In reference to the
ESA Identification and Management Issues, Ron Ahle suggested that we have a presentation as well
as a boat trip. The group agreed but noted that they did not necessarily have to wait for the boat
trip before they made recommendations on this issue back to the RCG, because the boat trip would
need to be scheduled during warmer weather. A presentation on the history of ESA and
classifications would be needed. Tommy noted that they would send the original ’94, ’02 and ’04
studies on ESAs to the group.

Ron Ahle noted that he would like to view a map of where the wetlands were located. Alan noted
that he believes that the NWI maps have been generated and would check on the status of those.
The group began to discuss the issues under Shoreline Permitting and Tommy noted that he had a
permitting sheet that he would distribute to the group. There was some discussion on permitting
fees and Tommy noted that the Project license requires them to manage the shoreline and also
allows them to recoup their management expenses by charging fees. Joy Downs asked what was



MEETING NOTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC

SCE&G Training Center
March 9, 2006

Draft ACG 3-10-06

Page 4 of 4

done in regards to commercial multi-slips when charging for slips. Tommy replied that commercial
facilities pay per slip. Dick noted that since not all of the public commercial landings provide
pump-out facilities, SCE&G may want to consider providing a reduced slip fee for those who do
have pump-out facilities as an incentive. The group agreed that this was a good idea to be
considered.

Alan asked the group what additional information was needed to discuss Docks issues. Ron Noted
that it may be beneficial to look at some of the commercial docks that have been permitted recently
that have been controversial in order to identify some of the reasons why they have been
controversial. The group decided that that would be beneficial. David Hancock noted that they
would also provide the group with aerial photography and also another layer on the large map for
purpose of identifying its general vicinity.

The group began to discuss excavations and a few people expressed concern on this issue. Ron
Ahle noted that in the past they have allowed the excavation of a boat channel and a place for the
individual to turn the boat around at the dock. He added that if there was a plan in place things
would progress smoother. David Hancock noted that this was a hard issue to deal with in a plan
because conditions varied from case to case. The group decided that they need to discuss at a
future date whether or not docks should not be allowed after a certain elevation or whether there
excavation should not be allowed completely.

The group concluded its discussion and Alan noted that he would send out the Revegetation,
Sediment and Erosion and Woody Debris plans to the group for review before the Buffer Zone
Management discussion next Thursday.
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Friday, March 10, 2006 4:50 PM
To: Alan Stuart; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; 'Elymay2@aol.com'; 'bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net';

'Ronald Scott'; 'Amanda_Hill@fws.gov'; 'Tony Bebber'; 'Dick Christie'; 'Van Hoffman'; 'David
Hancock'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'ahler@dnr.sc.gov'; 'truple@sc.rr.com'; 'Rhett Bickley'

Cc: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd;
BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias;
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David
Allen; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American
Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); James Smith; Joy Downs; Kim
Westbury; Mark Leao; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia
Wendling; Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett
Bickley; Richard Kidder; Robert Keener; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker;
ryanity@scana.com; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony
Bebber

Subject: L&LM TWC Notes

Hello All,

Attached is the Lake and Land Mgt TWC meeting notes from yesterday's meeting and the agenda for next weeks TWC
meeting. If you attended the meeting I will be happy to take changes to meeting notes themselves. If you did not attend I
will accept comments only, to be included in a separate section of the notes. Thanks Alison.

2006-3-09 draft
Meeting Minute...

Lake and Land
Management TWC A...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Dick Christie, SCDNR
Joy Downs, LMA

Steve Bell, LW
Amanda Hill, USFWS
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Ronald Scott – Lexington County
Van Hoffman – SCE&G

DATE: February 9, 2006

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

 SCE&G to provide a list of changes in classifications that have occurred since the
last map was completed - Not needed until Land Reclassification Discussion

 SCE&G to provide description of land classifications and how they are managed –
Not needed until Land Reclassification Discussion

 Alan to locate Randy Mahan’s letter to Lake property owners on setback
implementation and clearing policies

 Ron Scott to ask Rhett Bickley to attend next week’s TWC meeting

 Alan to check status of NWI maps

 SCE&G to send the original ’94, ’02 and ’04 studies on ESAs to the group – Not
needed until ESA Identification and Management Discussion

 SCE&G to distribute dock permitting sheet to the group – Not needed until Shoreline
Permitting Discussion

 Alan to send out the Revegetation, Sediment and Erosion and Woody Debris plans to
the group for review before the Buffer Zone Management discussion next Thursday
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AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING:

 Interactive Review of Buffer Zone Management Plans

 Discussion on Additional Criteria for Future Buffer Zone Enhancements and Potential
Restoration

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: March 16, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Alan opened the meeting and noted that the first item for discussion on the agenda was an update of
the shoreline classifications on Lake Murray. Tommy Boozer and David Hancock handed out and
began discussions on the 2002 and 2005 Lake Murray mileage sheets separated out by management
prescription. Tommy pointed out that although the mileage was not survey grade, it was as close as
could be attained using GIS. Tommy continued to expound on this issue, and explained that in
1994 they had complied their plats to provide a good baseline and the 2002 update provided a lot
more accurate photography. Subsequently, in 2005 the accuracy again increased due to the LIDAR
that was performed around the Lake.

The group continued to discuss the mileage sheets. In reference to Environmentally Sensitive Areas
(ESA)s, Tommy pointed out that there was almost 40 miles of ESAs on Easement property and
41.61 miles of ESAs on Future Development lands. David noted that this mileage does not include
the ESA land in front of forest and game management areas. Ron Ahle asked the group what
percentage of total easement land was ESA land. It was noted that it was 6.8%. Ron added that
ESA habitat would be lost when development occurs down to the 360. Tommy replied that with the
new regulations, hopefully no clearing would occur below the 360 and all of the ESAs are located
below the 360.

Ron Ahle noted that it was standard procedure to go back in relicensing and update the SMP,
however, in this case there have been very few changes that have occurred since the map was
completed. Therefore, Ron presented the idea of developing a list of changes that have occurred
since the map was last completed. He clarified that he was referring to actual changes to
classifications on the shoreline that have occurred. SCE&G agreed that they could provide this list.
Tommy and David additionally noted that the only changes that have occurred are the new additions
on easement property and land sales.
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The group decided that this meeting was not the appropriate time to evaluate rebalancing and it
should be further discussed at a later date. To aid in this discussion, SCE&G agreed to develop a
brief description of each classification and give a presentation on the classifications at a future
meeting. Tommy noted that there has been some discussion with DNR and PRT about rebalancing.
He added that at some point it would be brought back to the committee.

The group decided that the agenda item for the next TWC meeting should be a review of the Buffer
Zone Management Plan and an interactive session to go through the items in this plan.

The group began to briefly discuss the history of the buffer zone. Van Hoffman explained that in
1973 or 74 Santee Cooper received its new license and was subsequently required by FERC to put
in place a 50 foot easement. Shortly thereafter, SCE&G filed for a new license which was received
in ’84. However, the FERC required SCE&G to retain a 75 foot setback. Van continued to explain
that Randy Mahan had prepared a letter to landowners informing them of the setback and noting
that they would be allowed to clear vegetation excluding large trees. Van continued to explain the
progression toward a prescription that allowed clearing of vegetation less than 3 ½ inches in
diameter and subsequently toward non-disturbance. The group noted that they would like to view a
little bit of the history behind this and Alan agreed to locate Randy’s letter.

The group continued to discuss buffer zone management but agreed to hold this discussion until
next meeting and go through the plan line by line. Tommy asked Ron Scott if he could ask Rhett
Bickley to attend next week’s meeting. Ron said that he would ask him to come.

Alan then noted that they would use the rest of the time to go through the prioritized issues and
identify what information was needed for the future discussion of these topics. In reference to the
ESA Identification and Management Issues, Ron Ahle suggested that we have a presentation as well
as a boat trip. The group agreed but noted that they did not necessarily have to wait for the boat
trip before they made recommendations on this issue back to the RCG, because the boat trip would
need to be scheduled during warmer weather. A presentation on the history of ESA and
classifications would be needed. Tommy noted that they would send the original ’94, ’02 and ’04
studies on ESAs to the group.

Ron Ahle noted that he would like to view a map of where the wetlands were located. Alan noted
that he believes that the NWI maps have been generated and would check on the status of those.
The group began to discuss the issues under Shoreline Permitting and Tommy noted that he had a
permitting sheet that he would distribute to the group. There was some discussion on permitting
fees and Tommy noted that the Project license requires them to manage the shoreline and also
allows them to recoup their management expenses by charging fees. Joy Downs asked what was
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done in regards to commercial multi-slips when charging for slips. Tommy replied that commercial
facilities pay per slip. Dick noted that since not all of the public commercial landings provide
pump-out facilities, SCE&G may want to consider providing a reduced slip fee for those who do
have pump-out facilities as an incentive. The group agreed that this was a good idea to be
considered.

Alan asked the group what additional information was needed to discuss Docks issues. Ron Noted
that it may be beneficial to look at some of the commercial docks that have been permitted recently
that have been controversial in order to identify some of the reasons why they have been
controversial. The group decided that that would be beneficial. David Hancock noted that they
would also provide the group with aerial photography and also another layer on the large map for
purpose of identifying its general vicinity.

The group began to discuss excavations and a few people expressed concern on this issue. Ron
Ahle noted that in the past they have allowed the excavation of a boat channel and a place for the
individual to turn the boat around at the dock. He added that if there was a plan in place things
would progress smoother. David Hancock noted that this was a hard issue to deal with in a plan
because conditions varied from case to case. The group decided that they need to discuss at a
future date whether or not docks should not be allowed after a certain elevation or whether there
excavation should not be allowed completely.

The group concluded its discussion and Alan noted that he would send out the Revegetation,
Sediment and Erosion and Woody Debris plans to the group for review before the Buffer Zone
Management discussion next Thursday.
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2006 1:41 PM
To: BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Alan Stuart; 'msummer@scana.com'; 'dhancock@scana.com';

RMAHAN@scana.com; 'tyle6544@bellsouth.net'; 'dchristie@infoave.net';
'Bigbillcutler@aol.com'; 'Tony Bebber'; 'kayakduke@bellsouth.net'; 'rkidder@pbtcomm.net';
'mdmurr@sc.rr.com'; 'bill25@sc.rr.com'; 'bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net'; 'tufford@sc.edu';
'BertFloyd@sc.rr.com'; 'Amanda Hill'; 'tbrooks@newberrycounty.net'; 'ahler@dnr.sc.gov';
'r1shealy@aol.com'; 'Elymay2@aol.com'; 'truple@sc.rr.com'; 'rbickley@lex-co.com';
'rscott@lex-co.com'; 'tboozer@scana.com'; 'marshallb@dnr.sc.gov'; 'PageC@dnr.sc.gov'

Cc: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd;
BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias;
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David
Allen; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American
Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); James Smith; Joy Downs; Kim
Westbury; Mark Leao; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia
Wendling; Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett
Bickley; Richard Kidder; Robert Keener; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker;
ryanity@scana.com; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers
(tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony
Bebber

Subject: Draft Meeting Notes

Hello Lake and Land Management RCG,

Well today is my day to get caught up on meeting notes. You will notice that I have CC'ed the entire group on this email.
Our new meeting notes protocol includes the entire group on the draft notes, however, I will only accept changes to the
meeting notes themselves from individuals that attended the meeting. If you did not attend the meeting but have a
comment you may submit it to me for inclusion in a special separate section at the end of the document. Please have any
changes or comments back to me by Feb 17th. Thanks and I hope everyone has a wonderful weekend. Alison

2006-2-09 draft
Meeting Minute...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services
George Duke, LMHC
Chris Page, SCDNR
Dan Tufford, USC
Dick Christie, SCDNR
Bertina Floyd, LMHOC
Joy Downs, LMA
Richard Kidder - LMA
Mike Summer – SCE&G
Tom Ruple- LMA

Mike Murrell, LMA
Tom Brooks, Newberry County
Don Tyler, LMA & LMHC
Bill Marshall, SCDNR & LSSRAC
Randall Shealy, Lake Murray Historical Soc.
Bill Cutler, LW & SCCCL
Steve Bell, LW
Amanda Hill, USFWS
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Rhett Bickley – Lexington County
Ronald Scott – Lexington County
Bill Mathias, LMA & Lake Murray Power

Squadron

DATE: February 9, 2006

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

 Develop SMP StrawMan – SCE&G
 Read SMP and Highlight Items of Interest or Concern for Discussion – Everyone
 Contact FERC Representative, Allan Creamer, to Arrange a Visit to the Next

Quarterly Public Meeting – Bill Argentieri
 Discuss with Orbis the Potential for Developing Aerial Survey Photography Above

the 360 to Satisfy LIDAR Request – Tommy Boozer
 Send SCE&G MOU with Santee Cooper on Aquatic Plants – DNR (Chris Page, Ron

Ahle or Dick Christie)

AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING:

 To be determined by TWC
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DATE OF NEXT MEETING: April 26, 2006 at 9:00 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Alan opened the meeting and noted that the first order of business was to discuss the status of the
meeting minutes from the previous meeting. He noted that he would like to finalize these notes and
asked if anyone from the group had something that they would like to add or change. The group
agreed that the notes could be finalized and the group read the mission statement together.

During the first quarter of the meeting David Hancock briefly went through the Shoreline
Management Booklet prompting discussion on various topics referenced therein. Alan indicated
the booklet would likely change significantly as an new SMP was prepared.

The group discussed the general makeup of what they felt should be contained in the new SMP. It
was pointed out that it would be important to have general guidelines with some flexibility for
implementation.

It was noted that one homework item for the group would be to go through the Shoreline
Management Booklet. Alan proposed that one of the missions of the Technical Working
Committee would be to develop the components of the Shoreline Management Booklet, discussing
the objectives with the RCG. The group decided that it would be beneficial if SCE&G first
provided a strawman of the Shoreline Management Booklet that the TWC could add onto and
change as they see fit. The group agreed that this would be beneficial.

The group began to discuss the buffer zone management. Alan noted that a buffer zone
management plan has been sent to the FERC. Rhett Bickley asked SCE&G what percent of
shoreline on the Lower Saluda River was managed by SCE&G. It was noted that it was
approximately 50 percent. Tony Bebber added that it may be beneficial to consider a type of
voluntary program for those properties that are not under SCE&G ownership. Tommy Boozer
agreed that it could be incorporated as a part of public outreach and public education.

Ron Ahle noted that he believed that the group should meet on an annual basis to discuss how the
plan was or was not working and make suggested changes to the next plan. Tommy noted that
public response and communication was also important and helped to keep down the number of
violations. The group also decided that it would be beneficial for the FERC Representative for the
Saluda Project to visit the next Quarterly Public Meeting in order to answer relicensing questions.
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The group began an interactive discussion on issues and TWCs. Amanda Hill noted that the Woody
Debris Management was not included in the list of issues. Alan pointed out that a Woody Debris
Management Plan was developed and accepted by the agencies and would subsequently be included
into the ESA. The issues are attached below and filed underneath their appropriate subsection as
agreed upon by the group.

Buffer Zone Restoration/Management

1. Lake Watch 2nd Priority : Buffer Zone restoration- A technical committee should be
formed to assess all buffer zones on the lake for compliance with current and past
guidelines and restrictions etc. The cause of excessive clearing should be
determined, the existing restoration plan should be re-evaluated and updated if
necessary.

2. USFWS 4th Priority: Buffer Zone Management
3. Newberry County 6th Priority: Buffer Zone Management
4. DNR Priority: Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include a buffer

zone management plan that includes restoration measures for buffer zone areas that
have been improperly cleared by landowners

5. DNR Priority: Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include a map
identifying intermittent and perennial streams and their associated 75’ buffer

ESA Identification and Management
6. DNR Priority: We also request that specific management restrictions be developed

and incorporated into the SMP that would control encroachments into ESA’s,
conservation areas, and other natural areas.

7. USFWS 5th Priority: ESA management policy
8. Newberry County 11th Priority: ESA Management
9. DNR Priority: Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include

guidelines for restrictions within the 50’ buffer surrounding the ESA’s
10. DNR Priority: Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include a map

showing ESA’s in front of all easement properties
11. DNR Priority: Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include a woody

debris and stump management plan

Land Reclassification

12. USFWS 2nd Priority: Updated Shoreline Classification for Lake Murray and Lower
Saluda River

13. Newberry County 4th Priority: Updated Shoreline Classification
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14. DNR Priority: SCE&G is in the process of revising land classifications, and we
request an updated classification that clearly describes the existing use of the
property, acreage and mileage of shoreline associated with each classification.

15. DNR Priority: Our primary concern with the SMP plan continues to be rebalancing
of shoreline classifications. In a 2004 order, FERC recognized that the shoreline
classifications are weighted heavily towards development and stated that
rebalancing is needed. We, along with other resource agencies and stakeholders,
have repeatedly asked for and continue to recommend that rebalancing be
completed.

16. DNR Priority: Project lands associated with the Lower Saluda River have been less
developed, and the riparian buffers and natural features associated with most of
these lands are still intact. We request a summary of project lands and their current
classifications, to include acreage and mileage of shoreline.

17. Lake Watch 7th Priority: Social-economic- a technical committee should be formed
to evaluate the socia-economic impacts associated with LUSMP including
development and ecotourism – Land Reclassification

18. SCPRT 1st Priority: Ensure that recreational facilities and opportunities are
protected and enhanced for current and future users, on and near the lake and river.
- (To be considered under Land Reclassification Discussion)

19. SCPRT 2nd Priority: Provide sufficient recreation and nature-based tourism
opportunities to support the growing population of the region throughout the license
period. - (To be considered in the Land Reclassification Discussion)

20. SCPRT 3rd Priority: Provide safe and enjoyable recreation experiences for the
boating and non-boating public including state residents and visitors. - (To be
considered in the Land Reclassification Discussion)

21. SCPRT 4th Priority: Conserve natural, cultural, and recreational resources for
future generations to enjoy. - (To be considered in the Land Reclassification
Discussion)

22. SCPRT 5th Priority: Include enough land in the project boundary to assure optimum
development of recreational resources afforded by the project. - Recreation RCG
and to be considered in the Land Reclassification Discussion)

23. SCPRT Priority: The Saluda project (lake and regulated river) offers tremendous
opportunities for parks, recreation, and tourism now and in the future. We are
concerned that insufficient project shoreline has been set aside for public recreation,
especially shore-oriented recreation such as bank/pier fishing, picnicking, camping,
wildlife watching, and hiking/walking. As the population of this area grows and as
this resource becomes more attractive to potential visitors from other areas, more
shoreline and adjacent properties will be needed to serve the recreational and
natural resource needs of the public. In the current Shoreline Management Plan
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(SMP), very little of the shoreline on the lake has been set aside for current or future
public recreation. Some of this recreational shoreline includes the islands which are
generally inaccessible except by boat. Approximately 75 percent of the shoreline is
developed or planned for future development. We believe that this development has
impacted recreation use, visual aesthetics (a value to be considered in all TWC),
fish and wildlife habitat, and water quality. We request that SCE&G review the
current allocation for the project in consultation with resource agencies and
stakeholders and identify a more balanced allocation that will meet the public
recreation and natural resource needs over the life of the license. To accomplish
this, an updated classification of the existing use of the property, acreage, and
shoreline mileage associated with each classification should be completed and the
shoreline management plan should be updated. - (To be considered in the Land
Reclassification Discussion)

24. SCPRT Priority: The ICD reports that only 404 acres are provided for public
recreation on Lake Murray which includes the 348 acre Dreher Island State Park.
The access areas listed are small - from 1.1 acre to 17.9 acres - with most under 10
acres (excluding the state park and three sites that did not list acreage). On the
Saluda River, Saluda Shoals Park is 240 acres and the other three access areas are
small (Gardendale acreage not identified). We suggest acreage be added to all
small sites to the extent possible to allow for future expansion as recreational needs
change and to provide options for shore based recreation. Recreation RCG and
Land Reclassification Discussions

25. DNR Priority: The access areas listed are small with most under 10 acres
(excluding the state park) and we are concerned that adequate shore based
recreational activities are not available for public use. Information regarding future
plans to develop shore based recreational access is needed - Recreation RCG and
Land Reclassification TWC Discussion

26. SCPRT Priority: A “build out” scenario should be used to identify the volume of use
based on future development proposed in the shoreline management plan. This
should help identify areas to avoid or target for new recreational access and may
also identify areas that should be addressed for amendments to the shoreline
management plan. Information is needed on how the “build out” will affect boating
carrying capacity, water quality, and fish and wildlife habitat. – Land
Reclassification Discussion

27. Newberry County 2nd Priority: Total Build-Out Study - Land Reclassification
Discussion

28. USFWS 6th Priority: Total Build-Out - Land Reclassification Discussion
29. Permanent protection of a new state park property with significant shoreline on the

Lexington/Saluda side of the lake. – Land Reclassification Discussion
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30. Conservation of areas identified as important during interagency review of shoreline
management maps. - Land Reclassification Discussion

Lake Murray Land Sales – (Include as subcommittee to Land Reclassification)

31. USFWS 3rd Priority: Future Fringeland Sale Policy
32. Newberry County 5th Priority: Future Fringeland Sale

Shoreline Permitting

33. Lake Watch 8th Priority: We recommend that recent studies on Shoreline
Development Impacts on TVA Rivers and Lakes and recent US Army Corps studies
associated with shoreline management updates be used as part of the information
available to address issues in this committee. A sub-committee under #5 [Land Use
and Shoreline Plan] could be formed
to retrieve this information along with any other request. – Shoreline Permitting

34. Newberry County 14th Priority: Review current Shoreline permitting fees -
Shoreline Permitting Discussion

Residential, Commercial, Public, Private, and Multi-Slip Dock Permitting – All Docks
(subcommittee of Shoreline Permitting)

35. USFWS 7th Priority: Residential, Commercial, and Common Docks
36. Newberry County 13th Priority: Residential Docks
37. Newberry County 15th Priority: Commercial Multi-use Dock procedure
38. Newberry County 16th Priority: Common Dock Regs
39. Lake Watch 4th Priority: Marina construction- A technical committee should be

formed to review and update the current guidelines and policies regarding the
permitting of private and commercial marinas

General Shoreline Management

40. Newberry County 9th Priority: FERC Lake Murray Shoreline Management Plan
Update – General Outline to be developed by SCE&G

41. Lake Watch 5th Priority: Land Use and Shoreline Plan- A technical committee
should be formed to review the existing LUSMP line by line to discuss the need for
making changes with the goal of submitting recommendations back to the larger
group for discussion. One outcome would be to put together in one document the
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entire LUSMP. The entire plan now can only be found as bits and pieces of the past
record. - General Outline to be developed by SCE&G

42. Newberry County 8th Priority: General Permits – Shoreline Permitting
43. Newberry County 7th Priority: General Shoreline Activities – Shoreline Permitting

Excavation -

44. USFWS 9th Priority: General Shoreline Activities/Excavation policy - Shoreline
Permitting

45. Newberry County 12th Priority: Excavation policy - Shoreline Permitting

Erosion and Sedimentation

46. Lake Watch 6th Priority-Erosion- A technical committee should be formed to
determine the extent of erosion problems on the project’s shoreline and submit
recommendations back to the overall group for review and discussion.

47. DNR Priority: Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include: an
erosion and sedimentation control plan

Other

48. Newberry County 1st Priority: LIDAR up to at least the PBL (Project Boundary
Line) – not scheduled for Newberry and Saluda counties, Richland (2003) and
Lexington (2004) counties have it. (Parking lot)

49. Lake Watch 1st Priority: Communication between SCE&G and stakeholders - A
technical committee should be formed to study how SCE&G and stakeholders can
better communicate and work together to achieve the goals and objectives
implemented in the new license plan. - General Outline to be developed by SCE&G

Information Needs/Study Requests

50. USFWS 1st Priority: Existing Studies - Complete
51. Newberry County 3rd Priority: Existing Studies - Complete
52. Lake Watch 3rd Priority: Federal and state regulations and/or requirements- A

technical committee should be formed to determine and review all Federal and State
regulations that relate to or have impact on the management of the reservoir, the
lower Saluda and lands within the project boundaries. This committee should
arrange to meet with FERC staff and discuss and clarify all FERC regulations or
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requirements associated with lake and land management – FERC Relicensing
Contact to talk at public meeting

FOR CONSIDERATION TO BE HANDLED BY THE AQUATIC PLANT MANAGEMENT
COUNCIL – (parking lot), one suggestion is to develop MOU with SCDNR to address this

Newberry County 10th Priority: Aquatic Plant Management Program

USFWS 10th Priority: Aquatic Plant Management

DNR Priority: Information such as species composition, location, and acreage of
aquatic plants in the project is needed to develop an aquatic plant management plan.

FOR CONSIDERATION TO BE HANDLED IN THE CULTURAL RESOURCE RCG

SCPRT Priority: There are many known and unknown cultural resources located within
the project boundary. A plan should be developed in coordination with appropriate
resource agencies to identify and protect these valuable resources

FOR CONSIDERATION TO BE HANDLED IN THE FISH AND WILDLIFE RCG

SCPRT Priority: Due to state laws affecting Lake Murray, each new building or marina
on the lake further restricts waterfowl hunting. An estimate of remaining legal
waterfowl hunting areas should be mapped for consideration of designated waterfowl
hunting areas

USFWS 11th Priority: Waterfowl Hunting Areas

Newberry County 17th Priority: Waterfowl Hunting

DNR Priority: Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include the
designation of new waterfowl hunting areas to compensate for those lost to land sales
and development

FOR CONSIDERATION TO BE HANDLED IN THE RECREATION RCG –
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DNR Priority: In the lower Saluda River, flows are needed to support wade fishing and
paddling. Information is needed regarding the flows that provide optimal recreational
opportunity and when they should be provided. – Operations RCG

Access Points

DNR Priority: the location and property for a large, multi-lane boating event site should be explored. -
Recreation RCG

DNR Priority: Ensuring the public has adequate access to the project is a high interest of the agency. A
description of public recreation sites is provided in the ICD (Table E-15). However, no indication of
capacity or handicapped accessibility is provided, and we request that information be included. –
Recreation RCG

Total Build-Out Scenarios

SCPRT Priority: A boat carrying capacity study should be performed for Lake Murray
to identify concerns with current or future over-crowding and safety. As part of the
process, include an inventory of current and future residential docks, public and private
marinas, dry storage, and other boat access opportunities. Project related accidents
during the current license period should be identified for use in addressing safety needs.
This study will identify areas to target or avoid for new boating facilities. – The study
will be done by Recreation RCG, results made available to Lake and Land
Management TWC

DNR Priority: Information regarding recreational use and needs, projected for at least
10 years, is needed to plan for future recreational enhancements. – Recreation RCG

Specific Priorities From SCPRT That Could be Handled in the Recreation RCG

Permanent protection for Dreher Island State Recreation Area. - Recreation RCG

Continuation of existing recreational resources on Lake Murray and new/expanded
resources where possible and appropriate. – Recreation RCG

Continued implementation of the Lower Saluda River Corridor Plan & Update,
including additional recreational access at “Sandy Beach”, I-20, I-26, take out above
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Mill Race Rapids, and development of the Saluda River greenway and Three Rivers
Greenway. – Recreation RCG

Continuation of existing recreational resources on the Saluda River. - Recreation RCG

Maintenance/enhancement of the scenic integrity of Lake Murray and the Saluda River.
– All TWC and RCG

Identification and enhancement of paddling opportunities in the tributaries and tributary
arms of the lake. - Recreation RCG

FOR CONSIDERATION TO BE HANDLED IN THE SAFETY RCG

DNR Priority: we are interested in identifying ways to reduce the number of water
related deaths and accidents associated with the project. We request that a list of all
project related accidents that occurred during the existing license period be provided,
as well as any accommodations in project operations or facilities by the licensee to
address these accidents. – Safety RCG

There was a brief discussion on LIDAR. Chris Page explained that it was basically a form of radar
that could give you good digital elevations among other things. He noted that it had been
performed in Lexington in 2004 and Richland in 2003. He further explained that LIDAR has not
been performed in Newberry or Saluda Counties. Tom Brooks noted that they were looking for
contours up to the PBL and if SCE&G worked with Newberry and Saluda counties that the LIDAR
could be completed in a more cost effective manner. There was some discussion among the group
on this topic. Tommy noted that they had aerial photography from the 360 to the 355 and they
would ask Orbis for information on what the capabilities are for developing more information above
the 360.

There was some discussion among the group on the issue of aquatic plants. Alan noted that in
discussions with Chris Page and Tommy Boozer these issues would be addressed by the Aquatic
Plant Management Council. Bill Argentieri noted that the dates of Aquatic Plant Management
Council meetings would be posted to the website. Alan asked if would be okay if a Memorandum
of Understanding could be worked out with DNR addressing this issue and shared with the group
and the group agreed that that would be acceptable. DNR noted that they would send a copy of the
MOU they had with Santee Cooper to SCE&G as an example.
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After the group finished going through the issues, they then began to develop the list of members
for the TWC. Dick Christie noted that in his experience with Duke the TWC was relatively small,
less then 10 people, and consisted mainly of people who were recognized for their technical
knowledge and also of a few stakeholders. He added that he believed it was important to include a
few stakeholders that may not have all of the technical expertise but were able to provide a “real
world” view.

The group agreed that there would be one core TWC that would address all of the issues. Everyone
agreed that the TWC would consist of the members listed below and would discuss the following
major topics and the items included therein (see pages 3-10 for a list of all of the items):

Lake & Land Management TWC Participants

Dick Christie - SCDNR
Amanda Hill - USFWS
Tony Bebber - SCPRT
Ron Ahle - SCDNR
Tommy Boozer – SCE&G
David Hancock – SCE&G
Van Hoffman – SCE&G
Andy Miller – SCDHEC
Alan Stuart – Kleinschmidt
Steve Bell – Lake Watch
Joy Downs – LMA

 Buffer Zone Management
Limited Brushing Below 360 El.

 ESA Identification and Management
Woody Debris & Stump Management

 Land Reclassification
Land Sales

 Erosion and Sedimentation

 Shoreline Permitting
Commercial, residential, public, private, multi-slip docks
Excavation
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 Shoreline Management Plan Outline
SCE&G to take lead in developing strawman

The dates for the next TWC meetings would be March 9th, March 16th, March 21st and March 30th.
The RCG decided to meet on the 26th of April.
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management Resource Conservation Group

Meeting Agenda

February 9, 2006
9:00 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

 9:00 to 9:30 Review of Meeting Notes from 12-8-05

 9:30 to 9:35 Review of Mission Statement

 9:35 to 11:45 Begin Discussion of Priority Issues

 11:45 to 12:15 Lunch

 12:15 to 2:30 Continued Discussion of Priority Issues

 2:30 to 2:45 Discussion of Presentations Needed to Address Priority Issues

 2:45 to 3:00 Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for
Next Meeting

Adjourn
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Bob Keener, LMA & LMSCA 
Beth Trump, SCE&G 
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services 
George Duke, LMHC 
Chris Page, SCDNR 
Dan Tufford, USC 
Dick Christie, SCDNR 
Bertina Floyd, LMHOC 
Joy Downs, LMA 
 
 

 
 
Mike Murrell, LMA 
Tom Brooks, Newberry County 
Don Tyler, LMA & LMHC 
Roy Parker, LMA 
Mary Anne Taylor, SCE&G 
Bill Marshall, SCDNR & LSSRAC 
Randall Shealy, Lake Murray Historical Soc. 
Bill Cutler, LW & SCCCL 
Steve Bell, LW 
Amanda Hill, USFWS 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT 
Bill Mathias, LMA & Lake Murray Power  
           Squadron  
 

 
 

DATE:  December 8, 2005 
 
 
ACTION ITEMS: 
 

 Check on the Status of the Map Monitorization Program Using LIDAR – Chris Page 
 

 Check on the Criteria of Water Quality Monitoring Programs on Lake Murray – Tommy 
Boozer 

 
 Acquire Information from Clemson on Total Build-Out Scenarios – Tom Brooks 

 
HOMEWORK ITEMS: 
 

 Prioritization of Issues for Discussion in the Upcoming Meetings  
 
AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING: 
 

 To be determined with the receipt of prioritized issues 
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DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  February 9, 2005 at 9:00 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
Alan opened the meeting and introduced Tommy Boozer and David Hancock as the speakers.  
Tommy noted that for informational purposes he had brought an application permit for a boat ramp 
as well as the Shoreline Management Program booklet.  Tommy began his presentation and 
explained that easement property could be defined as property that SCE&G has sold down to the 
360 or has never owned.  George Duke asked if the Forest and Game management property could 
be sold, to which Tommy replied that it could not.  Randy Mahan elaborated that SCE&G has 
informed the FERC of the classification and that it would not be available to sell, although there is 
no conservation easement on it.  He noted that therefore SCE&G could not sell it without going 
through a FERC process.   
 
Through discussions, Tommy pointed out that SCE&G owns about 70 to 71 of the islands and that 
they are open for public recreation.  In a discussion on easement property, Randy noted that 
SCE&G’s policy has been that they will only sell to those individuals who already own the back 
property and that they do not allow someone to purchase property between another individuals 
home and the Lake.   Tommy further explained that they do not directly solicit landowners to buy 
this property, and noted that it was important to remember that these individuals have access to this 
property they just cannot put in a dock or do any type of brush clearing.  
 
Ron Ahle pointed out that due to the uniqueness of the Project, in having extra lands around the 
project boundary, that SCE&G could mitigate using property they already own.  Duke has had to 
purchase property for mitigation. 
 
Tommy showed the group a map depicting the Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA).  He also 
showed examples of future development property that would be set aside for use as a conservation 
area.  He noted that if land was protected as a conservation area it would be identified as such on 
future maps.  Tom Brooks inquired as to how long in advance SCE&G typically finds out about a 
new development coming in.  Tommy replied that those developers will usually not buy the 
property unless it has dock access.  He continued to note that he has yet to see a developer not come 
to them before they buy the property in order to see what could be done with the property.  Tom 
Brooks and SCE&G had brief discussion on the need for increased communication between the 
counties and SCE&G.   
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There was some discussion on the possible future use of LIDAR technology by SCE&G and what 
contours were going to use when it was performed.  It was noted that contours from the 354 to the 
360 would be used.  Chris Page briefly discussed that there was a map monitorization program that 
uses LIDAR to bring most maps in the state to the right designation.  Tom Brooks added that 
Lexington has already been completed; however he was not sure about Saluda and Richland.  Chris 
Page noted that he would check on what has been done.   
 
After a short break the group began to discuss issues related to Shoreline Management.  Tommy 
noted that to aid in discussions and presentation prep, that a homework assignment would be for 
each individual or organization to go home and prepare a list of prioritized issues based on items 
mentioned by stakeholders, study requests, etc.  Tommy prepared a packet with an extended list of 
issues; he noted that this packet could aid in the prioritization of issues.   
 
As the group began to go through the issues in this packet, Tommy began to discuss the residential 
dock policy, as well as common docks.  He noted that docks that have been permitted in the last 10 
years are relatively consistent; however, older docks that have been “grandfathered in” have various 
differences.  Tommy noted that docks can be permitted up to 750 sq. feet.  However, he added that 
SCE&G does not always permit a 750 sq. ft dock when requested; it very much depends on the land 
and the water.     
 
In a discussion of activities on the Lake, Tommy noted that they do not allow moorings on the 
Lake.  He explained that they do not move boats that are moored over the weekend but they will 
require individuals to move a boat that is moored for an extended period of time.  There was some 
discussion on the excavation policy and Ron Ahle mentioned that he believed there was room for 
improvement there.  Tommy noted that they would discuss it.  David Hancock added that the 
typical excavation that they approve allows an individual to increase their depth on an average of 2 
feet.  He continued to state that most excavations take place between the 352 and 354 elevations.   
 
In a discussion on dock permitting and marinas, Tommy mentioned that there has not been a new 
marina on the lake in some time.  He noted that they were looking into requirements that would 
ensure that public marinas stay public marinas.  David Hancock noted that common access areas 
have become great tools for selling off water lots and if those same individuals did not have 
common access areas then they would have to go to public access points, which are already 
crowded.   
 
The group continued to go through the issues packet and brief discussions continued on each of the 
items.  It was noted that SCE&G will request a 10 year review of the SMPs instead of a 5 year 
review.  Tommy noted that with the current 5 year review period, by the time they had finished with 
one review it would be time to start the next review.   
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The group then began to discuss the Buffer Zone Management Plan.  Randy noted that as far as he 
understood, a 10 foot meandering path is more stringent than what the FERC order required, 
however, SCE&G decided that they needed something that would give as much protection as 
possible and was easy for Tommy and the Lake and Land Management Group to implement.  
Randy reiterated that their standard was going to allow a 10 foot meandering path down to the bank 
with absolutely no disturbance for the whole 75 foot buffer zone.  Tommy added that there would 
be some safety issues to deal with such as pines and pine beetles, however they would be dealt with 
on a case to case basis.  Joy Downs expressed concern about having buffer zones open for the 
public, especially if it becomes public knowledge, when there are other areas that are available for 
public recreation.  Tommy explained that federal law requires that they allow public use of the 
buffer zone, however the public’s access can be limited, camping for example could be restricted, 
while they do allow a passage type of activity.   
 
As the group continued to discuss issues, Dick Christie noted that he thought it was important that 
everyone understand the current land classifications and what the ramifications would be if all of 
the developable lands were to be developed.  Tom Brooks noted that they could get information on 
the particular counties.   
 
Joy Downs asked Tommy if they performed water quality testing.  Tommy noted that they did to a 
certain extent through USGS monitoring.  However he noted that DHEC performed the testing at 
the back of coves.  Tommy noted that he would check into what exactly was monitored for. 
  
The group began to go over homework items.  It was noted that each individual or organization 
should prioritize their issues and then send your prioritizations to Alison Guth by December 30th.  
Tommy and David were tasked with preparing a presentation on those issues that are raised.  Tom 
Brooks mentioned that he felt the use of LIDAR up to the PBL was a very important issue although 
it was not listed. 
 
The group decided that the next meeting would occur on February 9th at 9:00.   
 
 Ron Ahle noted that he had concerns that the way the issues were broken down was too specific at 
this time.  He noted that he believed that the discussion could be focused toward going through the 
plan and addressing the issues in the way it is written.  The group agreed that that may be a good 
approach.   
 
In reference to the land classification maps of Lake Murray, Bill Marshall mentioned that it may be 
helpful to also have land classification maps of the LSR.   
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Tom Brooks was tasked with acquiring Total build out information from Clemson.  Chris Page was 
tasked with finding out the status on the map monitorization.  It was also noted that it would be 
important to send out more letters to the County Administrators.    
 
Lee’s Powerpoint Presentation of Saluda Hydro System Control can be viewed through the website 
as well as through the November 1st Operations meeting notes.   
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing 
Lake and Land Management Resource Conservation Group 

 
Meeting Agenda 

 
December 8, 2005 

9:30 AM 
Lake Murray Training Center 

 
 
 

 9:35 to 9:45   Introductions and Discussion On Presentation 
 

 9:45 to 10:30   Discussion on Lake Murray Lake and Land Maps – Tommy 
 Boozer, SCE&G  

 
 10:30 to 11:45   Preliminary Discussion of Issues 

   
 11:45 to 12:15 Lunch 

 
 12:15 to 1:00 Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for 

Next  Meeting 
    

 1:00 to 3:00 Presentation – Saluda Hydro Operations – Lee Xanthakos  
            SCANA Services 

 Adjourn 
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2006 5:17 PM
To: Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 'billeast@sc.rr.com'; 'marshallb@dnr.sc.gov';

'flyhotair@greenwood.net'; 'tufford@sc.edu'; 'dchristie@infoave.net'; 'tyle6544@bellsouth.net';
'kayakduke@bellsouth.net'; 'gjobsis@americanrivers.org'; 'Bkawasi@sc.rr.com'; 'Elymay2
@aol.com'; 'mdmurr@sc.rr.com'; 'parkin@parkinhunter.com'; 'wwending@sc.rr.com';
'PatrickM@scccl.org'; 'crafton@usit.net'; 'rkidder@pbtcomm.net';
'RESKKEENER@PBTCOMM.Net'; 'ahler@dnr.sc.gov'; 'royparker38@earthlink.net';
'r1shealy@aol.com'; 'bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net'; 'suzrhodes@juno.com';
'tbrooks@newberrycounty.net'; 'truple@sc.rr.com'; 'tboozer@scana.com';
'tbebber@scprt.com'; 'rscott@lex-co.com'; 'BertFloyd@sc.rr.com';
BARGENTIERI@scana.com; 'btrump@scana.com'; 'rbickley@lex-co.com';
RMAHAN@scana.com; 'bill25@sc.rr.com'; 'bigbillcutler@aol.com'; 'amanda_hill@fws.gov';
'mark_leao@fws.gov'; 'pagec@dnr.sc.gov'; 'dhancock@scana.com'; 'ryanity@scana.com';
'tpowers@newberrycounty.net'; 'vhoffman@scana.com'; 'millerca@dhec.sc.gov';
'k.westbury@saludacounty.sc.gov'; 'ccompton@lex-co.com'; 'msummer@scana.com'

Subject: Final Dec 8th Notes

Hello Lake and Land Management Group,

Attached is the final copy of the December 8th Meeting Notes. Hope everyone has a great weekend. Alison

2005-12-08 Final
Meeting Minut...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Bob Keener, LMA & LMSCA
Beth Trump, SCE&G
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services
George Duke, LMHC
Chris Page, SCDNR
Dan Tufford, USC
Dick Christie, SCDNR
Bertina Floyd, LMHOC
Joy Downs, LMA

Mike Murrell, LMA
Tom Brooks, Newberry County
Don Tyler, LMA & LMHC
Roy Parker, LMA
Mary Anne Taylor, SCE&G
Bill Marshall, SCDNR & LSSRAC
Randall Shealy, Lake Murray Historical Soc.
Bill Cutler, LW & SCCCL
Steve Bell, LW
Amanda Hill, USFWS
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Bill Mathias, LMA & Lake Murray Power

Squadron

DATE: December 8, 2005

ACTION ITEMS:

Check on the Status of the Map Monitorization Program Using LIDAR � Chris Page

Check on the Criteria of Water Quality Monitoring Programs on Lake Murray � Tommy
Boozer

Acquire Information from Clemson on Total Build-Out Scenarios � Tom Brooks

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

Prioritization of Issues for Discussion in the Upcoming Meetings

AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING:

To be determined with the receipt of prioritized issues
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DATE OF NEXT MEETING: February 9, 2005 at 9:00 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Alan opened the meeting and introduced Tommy Boozer and David Hancock as the speakers.
Tommy noted that for informational purposes he had brought an application permit for a boat ramp
as well as the Shoreline Management Program booklet. Tommy began his presentation and
explained that easement property could be defined as property that SCE&G has sold down to the
360 or has never owned. George Duke asked if the Forest and Game management property could
be sold, to which Tommy replied that it could not. Randy Mahan elaborated that SCE&G has
informed the FERC of the classification and that it would not be available to sell, although there is
no conservation easement on it. He noted that therefore SCE&G could not sell it without going
through a FERC process.

Through discussions, Tommy pointed out that SCE&G owns about 70 to 71 of the islands and that
they are open for public recreation. In a discussion on easement property, Randy noted that
SCE&G�s policy has been that they will only sell to those individuals who already own the back
property and that they do not allow someone to purchase property between another individuals
home and the Lake. Tommy further explained that they do not directly solicit landowners to buy
this property, and noted that it was important to remember that these individuals have access to this
property they just cannot put in a dock or do any type of brush clearing.

Ron Ahle pointed out that due to the uniqueness of the Project, in having extra lands around the
project boundary, that SCE&G could mitigate using property they already own. Duke has had to
purchase property for mitigation.

Tommy showed the group a map depicting the Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA). He also
showed examples of future development property that would be set aside for use as a conservation
area. He noted that if land was protected as a conservation area it would be identified as such on
future maps. Tom Brooks inquired as to how long in advance SCE&G typically finds out about a
new development coming in. Tommy replied that those developers will usually not buy the
property unless it has dock access. He continued to note that he has yet to see a developer not come
to them before they buy the property in order to see what could be done with the property. Tom
Brooks and SCE&G had brief discussion on the need for increased communication between the
counties and SCE&G.
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There was some discussion on the possible future use of LIDAR technology by SCE&G and what
contours were going to use when it was performed. It was noted that contours from the 354 to the
360 would be used. Chris Page briefly discussed that there was a map monitorization program that
uses LIDAR to bring most maps in the state to the right designation. Tom Brooks added that
Lexington has already been completed; however he was not sure about Saluda and Richland. Chris
Page noted that he would check on what has been done.

After a short break the group began to discuss issues related to Shoreline Management. Tommy
noted that to aid in discussions and presentation prep, that a homework assignment would be for
each individual or organization to go home and prepare a list of prioritized issues based on items
mentioned by stakeholders, study requests, etc. Tommy prepared a packet with an extended list of
issues; he noted that this packet could aid in the prioritization of issues.

As the group began to go through the issues in this packet, Tommy began to discuss the residential
dock policy, as well as common docks. He noted that docks that have been permitted in the last 10
years are relatively consistent; however, older docks that have been �grandfathered in� have various 
differences. Tommy noted that docks can be permitted up to 750 sq. feet. However, he added that
SCE&G does not always permit a 750 sq. ft dock when requested; it very much depends on the land
and the water.

In a discussion of activities on the Lake, Tommy noted that they do not allow moorings on the
Lake. He explained that they do not move boats that are moored over the weekend but they will
require individuals to move a boat that is moored for an extended period of time. There was some
discussion on the excavation policy and Ron Ahle mentioned that he believed there was room for
improvement there. Tommy noted that they would discuss it. David Hancock added that the
typical excavation that they approve allows an individual to increase their depth on an average of 2
feet. He continued to state that most excavations take place between the 352 and 354 elevations.

In a discussion on dock permitting and marinas, Tommy mentioned that there has not been a new
marina on the lake in some time. He noted that they were looking into requirements that would
ensure that public marinas stay public marinas. David Hancock noted that common access areas
have become great tools for selling off water lots and if those same individuals did not have
common access areas then they would have to go to public access points, which are already
crowded.

The group continued to go through the issues packet and brief discussions continued on each of the
items. It was noted that SCE&G will request a 10 year review of the SMPs instead of a 5 year
review. Tommy noted that with the current 5 year review period, by the time they had finished with
one review it would be time to start the next review.
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The group then began to discuss the Buffer Zone Management Plan. Randy noted that as far as he
understood, a 10 foot meandering path is more stringent than what the FERC order required,
however, SCE&G decided that they needed something that would give as much protection as
possible and was easy for Tommy and the Lake and Land Management Group to implement.
Randy reiterated that their standard was going to allow a 10 foot meandering path down to the bank
with absolutely no disturbance for the whole 75 foot buffer zone. Tommy added that there would
be some safety issues to deal with such as pines and pine beetles, however they would be dealt with
on a case to case basis. Joy Downs expressed concern about having buffer zones open for the
public, especially if it becomes public knowledge, when there are other areas that are available for
public recreation. Tommy explained that federal law requires that they allow public use of the
buffer zone, however the public�s access can be limited, camping for example could be restricted,
while they do allow a passage type of activity.

As the group continued to discuss issues, Dick Christie noted that he thought it was important that
everyone understand the current land classifications and what the ramifications would be if all of
the developable lands were to be developed. Tom Brooks noted that they could get information on
the particular counties.

Joy Downs asked Tommy if they performed water quality testing. Tommy noted that they did to a
certain extent through USGS monitoring. However he noted that DHEC performed the testing at
the back of coves. Tommy noted that he would check into what exactly was monitored for.

The group began to go over homework items. It was noted that each individual or organization
should prioritize their issues and then send your prioritizations to Alison Guth by December 30th.
Tommy and David were tasked with preparing a presentation on those issues that are raised. Tom
Brooks mentioned that he felt the use of LIDAR up to the PBL was a very important issue although
it was not listed.

The group decided that the next meeting would occur on February 9th at 9:00.

Ron Ahle noted that he had concerns that the way the issues were broken down was too specific at
this time. He noted that he believed that the discussion could be focused toward going through the
plan and addressing the issues in the way it is written. The group agreed that that may be a good
approach.

In reference to the land classification maps of Lake Murray, Bill Marshall mentioned that it may be
helpful to also have land classification maps of the LSR.
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Tom Brooks was tasked with acquiring Total build out information from Clemson. Chris Page was
tasked with finding out the status on the map monitorization. It was also noted that it would be
important to send out more letters to the County Administrators.

Lee�s Powerpoint Presentation of Saluda Hydro System Control can be viewed through the website
as well as through the November 1st Operations meeting notes.
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management Resource Conservation Group

Meeting Agenda

December 8, 2005
9:30 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

9:35 to 9:45 Introductions and Discussion On Presentation

9:45 to 10:30 Discussion on Lake Murray Lake and Land Maps � Tommy 
Boozer, SCE&G

10:30 to 11:45 Preliminary Discussion of Issues

11:45 to 12:15 Lunch

12:15 to 1:00 Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for
Next Meeting

1:00 to 3:00 Presentation � Saluda Hydro Operations � Lee Xanthakos  
SCANA Services

Adjourn
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Friday, February 03, 2006 3:25 PM
To: BARGENTIERI@scana.com; 'mataylor@scana.com'; Alan Stuart; 'Roy Parker'; 'Elymay2

@aol.com'; 'RESKKEENER@PBTCOMM.Net'; 'Amanda_Hill@fws.gov'; 'ahler@dnr.sc.gov';
'Bigbillcutler@aol.com'; 'bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net'; 'BertFloyd@sc.rr.com'; 'bill25
@sc.rr.com'; 'mdmurr@sc.rr.com'; 'Bill Marshall'; 'tbebber@scprt.com';
'dchristie@infoave.net'; 'tbrooks@newberrycounty.net'; 'kayakduke@bellsouth.net'; 'tyle6544
@bellsouth.net'; 'r1shealy@aol.com'; 'PageC@dnr.sc.gov'; RMAHAN@scana.com;
'dhancock@scana.com'; 'btrump@scana.com'; 'tboozer@scana.com'; 'tufford@sc.edu'

Subject: Draft L&LM Meeting Notes

Hello All

Attached is a draft copy of the Lake and Land Management meeting notes from December 8th. Please review and have
any comments back to me by February 17th for finalization. As you will notice there were several action items from the
last meeting, which I have listed below:

 Check on the Status of the Map Monitorization Program Using LIDAR – Chris Page

 Check on the Criteria of Water Quality Monitoring Programs on Lake Murray – Tommy Boozer

 Acquire Information from Clemson on Total Build-Out Scenarios – Tom Brooks

Thanks so much and let me know if you have any questions! Alison

2005-12-08 draft
Meeting Minut...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Bob Keener, LMA & LMSCA
Beth Trump, SCE&G
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services
George Duke, LMHC
Chris Page, SCDNR
Dan Tufford, USC
Dick Christie, SCDNR
Bertina Floyd, LMHOC
Joy Downs, LMA

Mike Murrell, LMA
Tom Brooks, Newberry County
Don Tyler, LMA & LMHC
Roy Parker, LMA
Mary Anne Taylor, SCE&G
Bill Marshall, SCDNR & LSSRAC
Randall Shealy, Lake Murray Historical Soc.
Bill Cutler, LW & SCCCL
Steve Bell, LW
Amanda Hill, USFWS
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Bill Mathias, LMA & Lake Murray Power

Squadron

DATE: December 8, 2005

ACTION ITEMS:

 Check on the Status of the Map Monitorization Program Using LIDAR – Chris Page

 Check on the Criteria of Water Quality Monitoring Programs on Lake Murray – Tommy
Boozer

 Acquire Information from Clemson on Total Build-Out Scenarios – Tom Brooks

HOMEWORK ITEMS:

 Prioritization of Issues for Discussion in the Upcoming Meetings

AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING:

 To be determined with the receipt of prioritized issues
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DATE OF NEXT MEETING: February 9, 2005 at 9:00 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Alan opened the meeting and introduced Tommy Boozer and David Hancock as the speakers.
Tommy noted that for informational purposes he had brought an application permit for a boat ramp
as well as the Shoreline Management Program booklet. Tommy began his presentation and
explained that easement property could be defined as property that SCE&G has sold down to the
360 or has never owned. George Duke asked if the Forest and Game management property could
be sold, to which Tommy replied that it could not. Randy Mahan elaborated that SCE&G has
informed the FERC of the classification and that it would not be available to sell, although there is
no conservation easement on it. He noted that therefore SCE&G could not sell it without going
through a FERC process.

Through discussions, Tommy pointed out that SCE&G owns about 70 to 71 of the islands and that
they are open for public recreation. In a discussion on easement property, Randy noted that
SCE&G’s policy has been that they will only sell to those individuals who already own the back
property and that they do not allow someone to purchase property between another individuals
home and the Lake. Tommy further explained that they do not directly solicit landowners to buy
this property, and noted that it was important to remember that these individuals have access to this
property they just cannot put in a dock or do any type of brushing.

Ron Ahle pointed out that due to the uniqueness of the Project, in having extra lands around the
project boundary, that SCE&G could mitigate using property they already own. Duke has had to
purchase property for mitigation.

Tommy showed the group a map depicting the Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) s. He also
showed examples of future development property that would be set aside for use as a conservation
area. He noted that if land was protected as a conservation area it would be identified as such on
future maps. Tom Brooks inquired as to how long in advance SCE&G typically finds out about a
new development coming in. Tommy replied that those developers will usually not buy the
property unless it has dock access. He continued to note that he has yet to see a developer not come
to them before they buy the property in order to see what could be done with the property. Tom
Brooks and SCE&G had brief discussion on the need for increased communication between the
counties and SCE&G.
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There was some discussion on the possible future use of LIDAR technology by SCE&G and what
contours were going to use when it was performed. It was noted that contours from the 354 to the
360 would be used. Chris Page briefly discussed that there was a map monitorization program that
uses LIDAR to bring most maps in the state to the right designation. Tom Brooks added that
Lexington has already been completed; however he was not sure about Saluda and Richland. Chris
Page noted that he would check on what has been done.

After a short break the group began to discuss issues related to Shoreline Management. Tommy
noted that to aid in discussions and presentation prep, that a homework assignment would be for
each individual or organization to go home and prepare a list of prioritized issues based on items
mentioned by stakeholders, study requests, etc. Tommy prepared a packet with an extended list of
issues; he noted that this packet could aid in the prioritization of issues.

As the group began to go through the issues in this packet, Tommy began to discuss the residential
dock policy, as well as common docks. He noted that docks that have been permitted in the last 10
years are relatively consistent; however, older docks that have been “grandfathered in” have various
differences. Tommy noted that docks can be permitted up to 750 sq. feet. However, he added that
SCE&G does not always permit a 750 sq. ft dock when requested; it very much depends on the land
and the water.

In a discussion of activities on the Lake, Tommy noted that they do not allow moorings on the
Lake. He explained that they do not move boats that are moored over the weekend but they will
require individuals to move a boat that is moored for an extended period of time. There was some
discussion on the excavation policy and Ron Ahle mentioned that he believed there was room for
improvement there. Tommy noted that they would discuss it. David Hancock added that the
typical excavation that they approve allows an individual to increase their depth on an average of 2
feet. He continued to state that most excavations take place between the 352 and 354 elevations.

In a discussion on dock permitting and marinas, Tommy mentioned that there has not been a new
marina on the lake in some time. He noted that they were looking into requirements that would
ensure that public marinas stay public marinas. David Hancock noted that common access areas
have become great tools for selling off water lots and if those same individuals did not have
common access areas then they would have to go to public access points, which are already
crowded.

The group continued to go through the issues packet and brief discussions continued on each of the
items. It was noted that SCE&G will request a 10 year review of the SMPs instead of a 5 year
review. Tommy noted that with the current 5 year review period, by the time they had finished with
one review it would be time to start the next review.



MEETING MINUTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT RESOURCE GROUP

SCE&G Training Center
December 8, 2005

Draft ACG 2-3-06

Page 4 of 6

The group then began to discuss the Buffer Zone Management Plan. Randy noted that as far as he
understood, a 10 foot meandering path is more stringent than what the FERC order required,
however, SCE&G decided that they needed something that would give as much protection as
possible and was easy for Tommy and the Lake and Land Management Group to implement.
Randy reiterated that their standard was going to allow a 10 foot meandering path down to the bank
with absolutely no disturbance for the whole 75 foot buffer zone. Tommy added that there would
be some safety issues to deal with such as pines and pine beetles, however they would be dealt with
on a case to case basis. Joy Downs expressed concern about having buffer zones open for the
public, especially if it becomes public knowledge, when there are other areas that are available for
public recreation. Tommy explained that federal law requires that they allow public use of the
buffer zone, however the public’s access can be limited, camping for example could be restricted,
while they do allow a passage type of activity.

As the group continued to discuss issues, Dick Christie noted that he thought it was important that
everyone understand the current land classifications and what the ramifications would be if all of
the developable lands were to be developed. Tom Brooks noted that they could get information on
the particular counties.

Joy Downs asked Tommy if they performed water quality testing. Tommy noted that they did to a
certain extent through USGS monitoring. However he noted that DHEC performed the testing at
the back of coves. Tommy noted that he would check into what exactly was monitored for.

The group began to go over homework items. It was noted that each individual or organization
should prioritize their issues and then send your prioritizations to Alison Guth by December 30th.
Tommy and David were tasked with preparing a presentation on those issues that are raised. Tom
Brooks mentioned that he felt LIDAR up to the PBL was a very important issue although it was not
listed.

The group decided that the next meeting would occur on February 9th at 9:00.

Ron Ahle noted that he had concerns that they way the issues were broken down was too specific at
this time. He noted that he believed that the discussion could be focused toward going through the
plan and addressing the issues in the way it is written. The group agreed that that may be a good
approach.

In reference to the land classification maps of Lake Murray, Bill Marshall mentioned that it may be
helpful to also have land classification maps of the LSR.
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Tom Brooks was tasked with acquiring Total build out information from Clemson. Chris Page was
tasked with finding out the status on the map monitorization. It was also noted that it would be
important to send out more letters to the County Administrators.

Lee’s Powerpoint Presentation of Saluda Hydro System Control can be viewed through the website
as well as through the November 1st Operations meeting notes.
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management Resource Conservation Group

Meeting Agenda

December 8, 2005
9:30 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

 9:35 to 9:45 Introductions and Discussion On Presentation

 9:45 to 10:30 Discussion on Lake Murray Lake and Land Maps – Tommy
Boozer, SCE&G

 10:30 to 11:45 Preliminary Discussion of Issues

 11:45 to 12:15 Lunch

 12:15 to 1:00 Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for
Next Meeting

 1:00 to 3:00 Presentation – Saluda Hydro Operations – Lee Xanthakos
SCANA Services

Adjourn



From: Alison Guth
To: "George Duke"; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

David Hancock; Dick Christie; John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); Joy Downs; 
Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; 
Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 

cc: "ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R"; "MAHAN, RANDOLPH R"; "HANCOCK, DAVID E"; 
"Tony Bebber"; "BOOZER, THOMAS C"; 

Subject: Updated: L&LM TWC - Agenda, Meeting Notes and Outlook Calendar Date Correction
Start: Tuesday, November 21, 2006 9:30:00 AM
End: Tuesday, November 21, 2006 2:30:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center - Room 100
Attachments: Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 112106.doc 

2006-10-31 draft Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.doc 

Hello All, 
I apologize about sending the wrong date to your calendars, for those of you who have Outlook.  As stated in 
the body of the email, the Lake and Land Management TWC is November 21.  Accepting this email should allow 
the correct date to be placed on your Outlook Calendars.  I have also attached an agenda for the upcoming 
meeting and the draft set of meeting notes from the last meeting.  Please have any comments or changes to the 
meeting notes back to me by December 4th.  Thanks, and I apologize for the confusion on the meeting date.  
Alison   
   
Previous Message: 
Good Afternoon All, 
We have a Lake and Land Management TWC meeting scheduled for next Tuesday, November 21.  This will occur 
at the Lake Murray Training Center at 9:30.  I will have a formal agenda, as well as the meeting notes from the 
last meeting, to you by tomorrow morning.  We will be developing a goal/mission statement for rebalancing as 
well as refining the criteria (listed below) that we developed at the last meeting.  I believe that SCDNR had a 
homework item of developing a strawman of the mission statement for rebalancing.  The group will also give 
consideration to a scoring method for lands using the agreed upon criteria.  A homework item for the group is to 
review the criteria listed below and give thought to a method of scoring prior to the meeting.  We will begin by 
discussing Future Development Lands.  Thanks, Alison 
Rebalancing Evaluation Criteria: 
· General habitat quality 
· Fish Spawning and nursery habitat 
· Length of undeveloped shoreline 
· Depth of undeveloped Shoreline 
· Waterfowl hunting opportunities 
· Habitat in surrounding region 
· Aesthetics 
· Recreational values, public use and access 
· Adjacency 
· Back property owners 
· ESA’s 
· Conservation areas 
· Continuity 
· Development pressure 
· Zoning (Density) 
· Economics 
· Endangered Species (federal, or state) 
· Unique habitat 
 Water Quality
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing

Lake and Land Management TWC

Meeting Agenda


November 21, 2006

9:30 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

· 9:30 to 10:30  
Discuss/Develop Goal Statement/Mission Statement for Rebalancing - 

Group

· 10:30 to 10:45 
Break

· 10:45 to 12:00  
Review and Summarize Evaluation Criteria Developed at October 
31 Meeting - Group

· 12:00 to 12:45
Lunch

· 12:45 to 2:00
Discuss Scoring Criteria for Land Rebalancing - Group

· 2:00 to 2:30
Add Discussion Points to Issues Matrix, Develop List of Homework 
Assignments, Agenda and Date for Next Meeting


Adjourn
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC


SCE&G Carolina Research Park

October 31, 2006


Draft acg 11-13-06 ________________________________________________________________________________________________



ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G




Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

George Duke, LMHOC

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G


Ron Ahle, SCDNR

Dick Christie, SCDNR


Rhett Bickley, Lexington Co.

Roy Parker, LMA



David Hancock, SCE&G

Steve Bell, Lake Watch


John Frick, landowner

Van Hoffman, SCANA


Amanda Hill, USFWS

Tony Bebber, SCPRT








HOMEWORK:

.


· Tommy, David and Van – GIS map depicting width of fringelands  


· DNR – Develop Goal/Mission Statement for land rebalancing 


· Entire Group – To review Evaluation Criteria and possible ways of scoring

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
November 21, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.








Located at Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Welcome and Fringeland Presentation:

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that Van Hoffman would be providing the group with a presentation on fringelands.  The group viewed the presentation which included various examples of land parcels around Lake Murray.  Van included aerial shots that depicted how the 100 ft setback could affect the fringeland.  Van also showed the group examples of land that includes conservation areas, such as shallow water habitat.  


The group discussed the sale of fringelands.  Ron Ahle noted that the intrinsic values that the Lake provides need to be kept in perspective when looking at potential reclassification.  These include the back property owners interests, wildlife interests, and development interests, among others.  The group discussed some of the limitations involved with areas of fringeland that are less than 75 ft.  It was explained that SCE&G cannot sell fringelands that are less than 75 ft, however it can be possible to permit a dock in those areas.  There was also brief discussion regarding some incentives for widening buffer zones.  

After his presentation, Van noted that Lexington County was working on new sediment control measures.  He explained that Lexington County may come in to discuss this and provide a presentation to the TWC.  

Presentation on Rebalancing:


After lunch, Ron Ahle began his presentation entitled Rebalancing of Shoreline Uses on Lake Murray: The DNR’s Perspective.  The group reviewed the values of the shoreline and the benefits of riparian setbacks .  Ron explained that there may be other ways for managing the 75 ft setbacks which include: a widening to 100ft, increasing the no clearing zone, maintaining a closed canopy by replacing diseased or hazardous trees, increase penalties and fines, improve educational outreach, and involve stakeholders in monitoring.  Ron also noted his concern at allowing docks in shallow coves.  Tommy Boozer noted that if an area is identified as shallow cove,  SCE&G does not allow the individual to dredge.   

During the presentation, the group also looked at easement properties with ESA’s.  Ron noted that they had concerns that the selling of ESA land with development behind it will eventually lead to the reduction of habitat.  Ron also presented the group with DNR’s selection criteria for the protection of lands that included the following:


· General habitat quality


· Fish spawning and nursery habitat


· Length and depth of undeveloped shoreline


· Waterfowl hunting opportunities


· Habitat in surrounding region


· Aesthetics


· Recreational values


· Adjacency


The group then began to discuss the rebalancing efforts by DNR and SCE&G, and the proposals that were made.  Ron noted that the above stated criteria was used by DNR when making the proposal, and choices were not made based on the back property owner.  He also noted that longer stretches of land are desirable because there are certain values that are lost with smaller stretches.  

Other Information Needs:


Ron concluded his presentation and Alan asked if there were any more presentations that were desired by the group before intensive rebalancing discussions.  The group noted that although there were no more presentations needed, there were several information needs that existed.  Ron noted that a map depicting the widths of the fringelands would be a necessary tool during rebalancing discussions.   Tommy noted that they would work on using the current GIS to put together these maps as best as possible.  Ron noted that they would only need to include the future development lands that can be sold.     

Rebalancing Evaluation Criteria:


The group then noted that they would develop a list of evaluation criteria, similar to DNR’s, to use when evaluating land.  Interactively, the group developed the following list of general criteria that will be refined later:  

Evaluation Criteria:


· General habitat quality


· Fish Spawning and nursery habitat


· Length of undeveloped shoreline


· Depth of undeveloped Shoreline


· Waterfowl hunting opportunities


· Habitat in surrounding region


· Aesthetics


· Recreational values, public use and access


· Adjacency


· Back property owners


· ESA’s


· Conservation areas


· Continuity


· Development pressure


· Zoning (Density)


· Economics


· Endangered Species (federal, or state)


· Unique habitat


· Water Quality


The group considered what other tools were needed for discussions on rebalancing.  Dick noted that it would be important to make sure all the keys to the maps were correct.  Tommy noted that they would be.  Steve Bell also noted that he would like to look at all the properties that DNR and the USFWS identified individually.  The group noted that at an upcoming meeting they would look at the areas one by one using the evaluation criteria that they developed.  Tommy noted that they would have Orbis come in to project the maps so that the group could view them.    DNR also pointed out that they had a set of ESA maps with the classifications listed that they would bring to the meeting.  


Discussion Review:


The group decided that at the next meeting they would refine the Evaluation Criteria to a list that was more workable.  The group would also consider a method of scoring areas of land based on the Evaluation Criteria.  DNR noted that they would work on developing a scoring mechanism as a homework item, and Alan encouraged the whole group to consider scoring options before the next meeting.  The group noted that the first areas that they would consider for rebalancing would be Future Development, which would consist of approximately 102 miles of shoreline.      

Alan pointed out that it would be important for the group to have a goal statement that would guide the group through rebalancing.  DNR was tasked with developing a strawman of a goal statement for the next meeting.  Van also briefly touched on the economic benefits of the fringelands with the group.  Van explained that the fringelands were important to the company in that the money from their sales is placed into other acquisitions so that it does not have to be borrowed.  He further noted that their primary use is to set up 10-31 land exchanges to buy substation sites.  Van noted that this helps to keep rates down and the company also earns a return off of the basis.  

The group concluded the meeting and reviewed the action items.  Tommy noted that when the group began to review the maps with Orbis it may be best to have a meeting two days in a row.  The group agreed.  The next meeting date was set for November 21 at the Lake Murray Training Center.  
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From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

David Hancock; Dick Christie; John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); 
Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; 
Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 

Subject: 8-24-06 Draft notes
Date: Friday, September 01, 2006 3:50:44 PM
Attachments: 2006-8-24 draft Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.doc 

Hello All, 
Attached is the draft set of meeting notes from last Thursday's meeting.  Please have all changes back to 
me by Sept. 15th.  Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC

SCE&G Training Center


August 24, 2006

Draft acg 8-30-06



ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G




Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services, Inc.

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G


Ron Ahle, SCDNR

David Hancock, SCE&G


Rhett Bickley, Lexington County

Joy Downs, LMA



Roy Parker, LMA

Steve Bell, Lake Watch


John Frick, landowner

Tony Bebber, SCPRT








HOMEWORK:

· Tommy/David to develop recommendations for increasing the size /slips of common access areas accommodating larger shoreline properties

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
September 5, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.








Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan opened the meeting and noted that the first item on the agenda would be for Tommy to give a presentation on SCE&G’s existing multi-use dock policy.

While discussing the presentation with the group, Tommy explained that the definition of a multi-use dock was a dock that would accommodate four or more watercraft simultaneously.  Tommy added that under the residential dock policy they could accommodate at most four people at a common dock.  However, Tommy reminded the group that they had recommended to change that number to two people at most per common dock.  Tommy also noted that the terms multi-use and multi-slip could be used interchangeably.  


During the presentation Tommy also discussed the general requirements of multi-use marinas.  Tommy explained that when a marina greater than 10 slips went into an area, no other marinas were allowed within a half-mile radius of the facility, except on a peninsula which there is a required 3 mile shoreline distance between marinas.  Ron Ahle asked why they chose the 3 mile distance on a peninsula rather than the ½ mile radius.  Randy Mahan replied that a 3 mile distance would be far enough that keep boat traffic at a distance where the marinas would not be impacting one another.  


Tommy went on to discuss common access areas.  He noted that if there is a common access area in a community then they will not permit individual boat ramps in that community.  After the presentation the group looked at the Lake Murray Multi-slip Radius Map.  While the group looked over the map, David Hancock noted that many of the facilities on the map were in place before the criteria came out.  Ron noted that when criteria is developed he believed that there needed to be something in the criteria that allows for an objection by the agencies if there is significant spawning habitat.  There was some discussion on private marinas vs. public marinas.  The group noted the need for public multi-slip facilities and questioned if there was a need to make special concessions for those facilities.  The group discussed how this could be incorporated while still developing fair criteria.  Ron Ahle suggested having a less restrictive rule that the public facility only has to be a ¼ mile from another facility rather than ½ mile.  

John Frick noted that if a developer buys 3000 ft of shoreline that it may have less of an environmental impact for him to put in a multi-slip dock rather than individual docks.  Tommy noted that he and David had discussed that issue and noted they have also considered asking the developer to put in a buffer in order to receive a certain amount of extra slips.  


The group discussed whether or not there was a need for more recreation facilities on the Lake.  Alan noted that they will be able to better understand this question with the data from the recreation studies.  Randy noted that the group needed to make sure that they documented the rationale behind the decisions they made because many of the decisions would be affecting the expectations that people would have for their property.  He also noted that they would be presenting the changes to the public.  


As a homework item review from the last meeting the group discussed the statistical analysis of the total number of docks that could exist on Lake Murray for each 100’ of shoreline.  Group noted that this would be good information to keep on file while making considerations.  The group then looked at the newly updated ESA data.  Ron noted that he would be interested in knowing how many deeper fringeland tracts are around the lake.  He noted that this would be important to know during discussions on rebalancing.  David noted that in order to do that there would need to be survey work done because there is inconsistencies with the GIS information.  He noted that the PBL is correct on the ground and the plats but it is not consistent with the GIS.  Tommy noted that they would look into this issue further.  


The group noted that the first set of criteria they would discuss was the criteria on common access areas.  The group briefly discussed what the definition of a narrow cove should be.  Ron noted that at another project they had termed a narrow cove anything “that was behind a constriction point of 300 ft or less”.  There was discussion on whether or not to permit common access in coves with narrow openings.  There was some agreement among individuals that this may not be an issue because there were not many areas like this around the Lake that needed to be dealt with.  


The group continued to review through the criteria (criteria with group accepted changes attached below).  As the group went through each one of the items they spent some time discussing how much shoreline should be required in a development for the common access area.  The group also discussed how many feet of shoreline should be required for developments greater than 75 units, and if they were to include the lake front lots in that number.  The group decided that the lake front lots would be included.  The group also concluded that they would like to implement a minimum of 100 feet of shoreline with common areas serving more than 75 property/residential units having an additional 1.5 feet of linear shoreline per each property/residential unit served.  The group noted that this would be good to have in place if there was a condominium or apartment complex built.  

The group also noted that common access areas serving 10 or fewer property/residential units will meet the established existing guidelines for private docks, generally permitting up to 750 square feet in size and 75 feet in length. Common access areas serving more than 10 property/residential units may be eligible for a slip dock.  This would allow a place where people could park their boat for short periods of time


When the group had finished discussing the criteria, they noted that the next TWC meeting would be scheduled for September 5th at 9:30 and they will be discussing commercial marinas.    














SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


LAKE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 


COMMON ACCESS AREA GUIDELINES


BOAT RAMPS AND COURTESY DOCKS

 1.


Initial consultation and site inspection by SCE&G Lake Management   representative. 


 2.


County Zoning Requirements:  SCE&G requires a letter from the County Zoning Administration stating that the proposed site location meets existing County regulations to construct a Boat Ramp or Courtesy Dock. 

3.


No common access area, dock or ramp will be permitted to be located in a cove less than 200’ wide measured from the 360’ to 360’ contour across the cove.  

3.


Existing slope and water depth must  accommodate ramp and dock at a minimum lake level elevation of 352’. Ramps will be constructed of reinforced concrete and may not exceed12 feet wide.  

 4.


No destruction or removal of critical shoreline vegetation growing below the 360' contour will be permitted for the installation of a boat ramp or dock.  Critical vegetation includes but is not limited to species such as button bush, willows and significant hardwood species
. 

 5.


From the end of the proposed courtesy dock, there must be a minimum of 150' across the cove to the 360' contour on the opposite shore  Clearance between structures on opposing banks must be a minimum of 75 feet. 

 6.


Common areas must be located within the confines of the proposed development with a minimum of 100' to the nearest adjoining property , or a buildable lot designated on both sides of the common area with a minimum linear shoreline footage of 100 feet. 


 7.

`
All common areas must have a minimum of 100' of linear shoreline.  Common areas serving more than 75 property/residential units must have an additional 1.5 feet of linear shoreline per each property/residential unit served. 




 


 8.


 


9.       

Common Access Area Guidelines


Boat Ramps and Courtesy Docks


Page 2


10.

Common access areas serving 10 or fewer property/residential units will meet the established existing guidelines for private docks, generally permitting up to 750 square feet in size and 75 feet in length. Common access areas serving more than 10 property/residentials units may be eligible for a slip dock.  waterway
. 


11.

All common access docks are approved for short term day use only. 







� Check for consistantcy with verbiage in the SMP/ESA criteria. 


�Tommy/David to develop recommendations for increasing the size /slips of common access areas accomodating larger shoreline properties.
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From: Alison Guth
To: "Carl Sundius"; 
cc: Alan Stuart; 
Subject: RE: L&LM TWC - Agenda, Meeting Notes and Outlook Calendar Date Correction
Date: Wednesday, December 06, 2006 5:15:45 PM
Attachments: Driving Directions to Training Center.doc 

OperatingProceduresforRelicensing2005-December14unsh1..pdf 

Mr. Sundius,
 
Our next meeting for the Lake and Land Management TWC is scheduled for 
Wednesday, January 17th at the Lake Murray Training Center (directions attached 
below).  I have just added you to the email notification distribution list so you 
should receive a reminder about a week before the meeting (I apologize for the 
late notice last time).  
 
Although the TWC member sign-up has already closed (the meetings began in 
November of 2005), you are more than welcome to attend as an observer.  I have 
also attached the RCG Operating Procedures.  Although it is a little lengthy, it will 
provide you with a better understanding on the structure of the committees, etc.
 
Thank you for your interest and I look forward to meeting you in January!
 
Alison
 
  

-----Original Message----- 
From: Carl Sundius [mailto:csundius@sc.rr.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2006 5:07 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: RE: L&LM TWC - Agenda, Meeting Notes and Outlook Calendar 
Date Correction 
 
Thank you for a copy of the meeting minutes.  
Do you have an idea of when the next meeting is going to be?
 
Thank you,
 
Carl W. Sundius
SouthShore Marina, LLC
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]  

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
mailto:csundius@sc.rr.com
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Driving Directions to SCE&G’s Lake Murray Training Center:

· All the November meetings are going to occur at the SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center located on the dam.  


· If you are crossing the dam, coming FROM Lexington and traveling TO Irmo, you will make a right at the first traffic light you encounter (the only light that is actually located on the dam).  


· You will then make an immediate left and will see a guard station.  


· The training center is the first building you come to once you pass through the guard station.  
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OPERATING PROCEDURES 


SALUDA HYDROELECTRIC RELICENSING PROJECT 


FERC NO. 516 


 


REVISED DECEMBER 12, 2005 


VERSION 2 


 


The following Team Operating Procedures (OPs) are intended to facilitate 


communications and cooperation among the Saluda Hydro Relicensing Group (“Relicensing 


Group” also know as SHRG), Resource Conservation Groups (“Resource Groups” also know as 


RCGs), and Technical Working Committees (“Technical Committees” also known as TWCs), 


during relicensing of the Saluda Hydroelectric Project pursuant to 18 C.F.R. 4.34(i). 


 


WHY GUIDELINES ARE NEEDED 


 


This relicensing process will be complex and lengthy. There will be numerous meetings 


and discussions held over the next few years to identify and resolve project issues. There also are 


many stakeholders (i.e., persons or groups with “stakes” or particular interests in the outcome of 


the relicensing process) interested in working with South Carolina Electric & Gas (SCE&G) to 


address and/or resolve the issues.  Personnel representing stakeholder groups in these meetings 


and discussions may change during the process. Without guidelines, the process of conducting 


meetings efficiently and effectively, keeping the focus on resolving issues, and ensuring 


consistency during the process will not be possible. Devoting time and effort during the initial 


meetings to complete these procedures will save much time and avoid unnecessary confusion in 


the future.  These procedures provide a framework, which can be amended as the process 


evolves, when there is consensus among the Team to make changes.  Consensus is considered to 


be general agreement within the group that, while perhaps an outcome or result is not what every 


individual or group believes to be the “preferred” result, nevertheless in the context of the give-


and-take of negotiating complex matters, members can “live with” the result. 
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ITEMS COVERED IN THE OPERATING PROCEDURES 


 


The following items are included in the OPs: 


PAGE 


1.0 RELICENSING MISSION STATEMENT .........................................................................3 
1.1 Mission Statement....................................................................................................3 


 
2.0 STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION OF THE SHRG, RCGS AND TWCS...........................3 


2.1 Mission Statement for RCGs and SHRG.................................................................4 
2.2 Role and Responsibilities of RCGs and TWCs .......................................................5 
2.3 Role and Responsibility of SHRG ...........................................................................5 
2.4 Role and Responsibility of TWCs ...........................................................................5 
2.5 Team and Group Composition – SHRG and RCGs.................................................6 
2.6 Stakeholder Engagement .........................................................................................7 
2.7 Facilitation ...............................................................................................................8 
2.8 Communication........................................................................................................9 


 
3.0 AGENCY MANDATES....................................................................................................10 
 
4.0 MEETING GROUND RULES, LOCATIONS AND LOGISTICS..................................11 


4.1 Meeting Locations and Schedule ...........................................................................12 
4.2 Meeting Procedures ...............................................................................................13 
4.3 General Administration Rules................................................................................14 


 
5.0 RULES FOR MEDIA AND OBSERVERS ......................................................................17 
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1.0 RELICENSING MISSION STATEMENT 


 


A mission statement reflects the “vision” or goal of an enterprise.  Usually developed at 


the beginning of a process or activity, it serves as a guidepost for keeping a group focused on the 


goal.  The following is the mission statement for the Saluda Hydro relicensing: 


 


1.1 Mission Statement 


 


“SCE&G will manage the relicensing process in consultation and cooperation 


with, state and federal resource agencies, local government interests, non-governmental 


organizations, special interest groups, homeowners and other interested stakeholders.  


This cooperative consultation process will be used to gather as well as disseminate 


information.  The objective will be for all stakeholders to learn from, as well as to 


educate each other on the issues and to arrive at issue resolutions.  Issue resolution should 


come only after appropriate consideration of all interests and should account for the 


reasonable needs of SCE&G and all other stakeholders plus the maintenance and/or 


enhancement of the quality of impacted resources.” 


 


2.0 STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION OF THE SHRG, RCGs AND TWCs 


 


The “Relicensing Group”, “Resource Groups” and “Technical Committees” are to be 


comprised of interested stakeholders committed to working with each other and with SCE&G to 


identify project issues and to develop recommendations for addressing/resolving the issues. The 


“Resource Groups” and “Technical Committees” stakeholders include SCE&G, state and federal 


agencies, local governments, consultants, non-governmental organizations, homeowner and boat 


owner groups, and individual private citizens who share a concern for the resources of the 


Project.  Based on information presented during the Issues Identification Workshops and 


Comments received in response to the Initial Stage Consultation Document (ICD), there will be 


plenary groups (Resource Groups) who will be responsible for providing oversight and direction 


on resource-specific issues (fish, water quality, recreation etc).  They are to address process 


issues and provide a forum for further discussion and cooperation.  Also, there will be smaller 


teams whose focus will be on resolution of specific ecological/technical issues and related 


studies (Technical Committees).  In some cases it may be necessary to form, sub-Technical 
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Committees to address mandatory regulatory requirements such as Section 7 Threatened and 


Endangered Species, Tribal Consultation and Section 106 Historic and Preservation Act 


Consultation.  The overarching, “Relicensing Group” will be responsible for accumulating all of 


the “Resource Group” recommendations and attempt to balance the operations, environmental, 


and economic considerations with the goal of developing an acceptable mitigation package to 


submit for SCE&G management approval and inclusion as part of the Final Application for New 


License. 


 


2.1 Mission Statement for RCGs and SHRG 


 


The following are mission statements for the SHRG and RCGs: 


 


“The mission of the Saluda Hydro Relicensing Group (Relicensing Group/SHRG) 


is to provide a forum for discussing and resolving key issues related to relicensing 


of the Saluda Hydroelectric Project.   The SHRG will focus on development of 


cooperative, consensus-based recommendations regarding resource balancing and 


serve as the primary forum for negotiating issue resolution agreements.” 


 


“The mission of the Resource Conservation Groups (Resource Groups/RCGs) is 


to identify resource-specific issues, perform necessary studies or gather 


information through the use of Technical Working Committees (TWCs), and to 


develop a range of reasonable alternatives associated with the Saluda 


Hydroelectric Project relative to those resource-specific issues. The RCGs goal is 


to consider those reasonable alternatives and to adopt recommendations for 


resolving these issues. The RCGs will serve as subcommittees to the SHRG.” 


 







- 5 - 


2.2 Role and Responsibilities of RCGs  


 


• Define and understand issues 
• Determine study needs/scopes 
• Determine the need for a TWC 
• Negotiate in good faith 
• Develop recommendations for resolving issues 


 


2.3 Role and Responsibility of SHRG 


 


• Forum for good faith negotiations 
• Utilize discovery-solution type processes and tools 
• Balancing competing interests 
• Process Review 
• Develop Package for SCE&G Management 


 


2.4 Role and Responsibility of TWCs 


 


• Form as needed to address very specific issues 
• Develop work plans to include work tasks, deliverables, and schedule 
• Develop study scopes and study plans 
• Provide sound, experience-based Biological, Engineering and/or Scientific 


input 
• Provide recommendations to RCG 


 
A comprehensive view of the issues and corresponding solutions is necessary to ensure 


(1) that an adequate understanding of all issues and their interdependencies is shared 


among all participants and RCG’s in the relicensing process, and (2) that the best 


combination of solution features will be adopted so as economically, effectively and 


completely to resolve all issues, limiting conflicts or unintended adverse consequences to 


the extent feasible.   


 
In assigning issues to the RGCs and TWCs, the SHRG shall ensure that the 


integrity of the collective issue resolutions does not become fragmented, that problem 


definitions and solutions developed by the RCGs and TWCs are coordinated, compatible, 


and when assembled into the overall system architecture, constitute an integrated whole. 
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2.5 Team and Group Composition – SHRG and RCGs 


 


In addition to unaffiliated individuals, groups likely will want to participate or be 


represented on the RCGs and the SHRG.  To facilitate effective participation by as many 


individuals and groups as possible, and to avoid hampering the decision-making process, 


each group/organization should select a primary spokesperson or representative and an 


alternate who will be authorized to speak for the group/organization.  Each representative 


should be prepared to act in good faith, and to be responsible for disseminating 


information to his/her group or organization as necessary for their purposes.  Unaffiliated 


individuals will be encouraged to seek out a group or groups whose views on particular 


matters of interest to the individual are consistent, and to work through the group(s). 


All participants will strive to maintain consistency in participation on RCGs and 


the SHRG.  When a primary representative cannot attend or otherwise participate in 


meetings, etc., an alternate spokesperson must participate, and it shall be the 


responsibility of the primary representatives to make arrangements for the alternates to 


attend. 


 


The following may provide members of the RCGs, SHRG, and TWCs: 


 


SHRG and RCGs 


 


• SCE&G/SCANA Services Staff 


• FERC staff 


• Consultants 


• Federal Resource Agencies 


• State Resource Agencies 


• Non-Governmental Organizations 


• Homeowners Associations 


• Individuals 
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TWCs 


 


• Facilitator 


• SCE&G/SCANA Services staff or consultant(s) 


• Representatives from the respective RCGs with biological, scientific or 


engineering experience relevant to specific ecological issues. 


• Representatives from the respective RCG’s with demonstrated, in-depth 


practical knowledge and experience/special insight relative to the specific issue. 


 


 


Limiting TWC participation to those with biological, scientific, engineering 


and/or practical experience or knowledge relative to that issue allows for the 


uninterrupted focus of expertise to be directed to gather and/or evaluate relevant 


data or information in a timely and cost effective manner.  All information 


gathered and developed by a TWC will be provided to the RCG to be used for 


decision making purposes.  To foster the educational benefits of the process, all 


TWC meetings will be open to all interested parties as observers.  Observers will 


be welcomed to participate in TWC’s to the extent that their interaction is not 


viewed by TWC members as disruptive or interfering with the established goals, 


including timeliness goals.     


 
2.6 Stakeholder Engagement 


 
Good stakeholder engagement is important to resolving issues during a 


cooperative process.  Therefore the qualities of a good Stakeholder Engagement Program 


for this process should encompass the following: 


 
• Inclusivness.  All viewpoints are accepted and honored, no matter how 


seemingly insignificant, far-fetched, or inconvenient. 


• Focused on results.  It gets at root concerns where agreement is more likely 


and satisfaction greater.  It avoids fixation on superficial positions, looking for 


the concerns behind the position whenever such a position is taken. 
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• Effectiveness.  The product should be (1) a complete and clear understanding 


of stakeholder interests, and (2) validation of each decision made along the 


path to the final result. 


 


To assist in ensuring that the qualities of good stakeholder engagement are 


appropriately pursued during the relicensing process, the following elements/methods are 


to be considered during the relicensing process: 


 


• Identify all stakeholders, their interests and issues, and categorize their 


interests and issues either as “general” types needing representation, or as 


specific instances to be included. 


• Recruit them as stakeholders into the process. 


• Empower the stakeholders through (1) education about the issues and process, 


and (2) assistance with organization so each stakeholder type is fully 


represented and linked into two-way communication with the project 


communications for inclusion in all stages of the solution-discovery process. 


 


2.7 Facilitation 


 


Each team or group will have a facilitator.  The goals of the facilitator should be 


to do the following: 


 


1. Encourage dialog which (1) gets at the deeper interests, values and priorities 


of the stakeholders, and (2) is structured to provide the inputs needed by 


subsequent stages in the solution-discovery process. 


2. Document stakeholder interests through publication of statements which 


fairly, clearly, and concisely encapsulate the collective interests of like 


stakeholders.  These interests statements are to be reworked until all 


stakeholders are satisfied that the statements effectively articulate their views.  


They should serve as a sound starting points along a clear path to a good 


solutions. 


3. At every step along the solution-discovery pathway, validation of every 
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decision is established by feedback with the stakeholders, iterating until 


stakeholder satisfaction with acceptance of the product, vis-a′-vis 


“consensus,” is achieved.  Note, satisfaction means “It’s not everything I want 


but I can live with it (defined consensus).  


 


The facilitator’s primary role is to manage the process, to enforce the operating 


guidelines and ground rules, and to work with all participants to build consensus and 


meet the goals of the process. 


 


Other responsibilities of the facilitators include doing the following: 


 


• Develop draft agendas 
• Set and enforce deadlines 
• Coordinate meetings of the SHRG, RCGs, TWCs and other groups 
• Moderate meetings 
• Provide guidance on substance and process 
• Enforce ground rules and operating guidelines 
• Prepare meeting summaries 
• Track action items 
• Keep the group focused on its goals 
• Ask questions to clarify 
• Ensure that meetings are conducted fairly, civilly, and with opportunity for 


participation by all. 
 


2.8 Communication 


 


Communications include written correspondence, e-mails, and individual and 


conference telephone calls as well as posting information on the SCE&G Relicensing 


Website.  Attempts may be made throughout the relicensing process to utilize the most 


current advances in online technology (internet, Net meeting etc) to the extent possible to 


maximize workload efficiency and accommodate schedules.  Automation of the process 


of disseminating information, conducting discussions, reaching decisions making, and 


documenting results, process/decision documentation can and likely will accelerate the 


pace of the relicensing process. 
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Each of the team members at each respective level will be included in or informed 


of communications made during the relicensing process.  The idea is to keep the lines of 


communication open during the relicensing process and make it easy for relicensing 


participants and the general public to get information.  The process is to be as 


“transparent” as possible. 


 


Confidentiality agreements between the stakeholders may be developed during 


the course of the relicensing.  Any confidentiality agreement developed will be drafted 


and circulated to each RCG member for review and comment.  Any confidentiality 


agreement drafted will in no way (1) attempt to withhold from public scrutiny 


information otherwise available to the public, whether as a plainly public document or 


through any applicable legal process or (2) be designed unfairly to withhold information 


from only certain stakeholders.  Should a confidentiality agreement be found to be 


necessary, only signatories to the agreement(s) may be allowed to participate in the 


proceedings covered by the agreement(s).  Persons choosing not to be signatories will be 


excluded from any meetings covered by the agreement. 


 


3.0 AGENCY MANDATES 


 


While some SHRG and RCG members represent non-governmental organizations, 


homeowner and boat owner associations, as well as local entities, some of the SHRG and RCG 


members represent federal, state and local resource agencies with specific statutory/regulatory 


mandates.  It is important that all stakeholders understand the statutory responsibilities of these 


team members in order to have constructive dialogue and to recognize the authority by which 


they participate in the process. Below we list the principal federal, state and local resource 


agencies with mandates requiring participation in this relicensing process. 


 


• Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 


• U.S. Department of Interior — Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 


• U.S. Department of Commerce — National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 


• U.S. Department of Interior — National Park Service (NPS) 
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• U.S. Department of the Army - U.S. Corps of Engineers (ACOE) 


• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 


• U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 


• South Carolina Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR) 


• South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) 


• South Carolina State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 


 
4.0 MEETING GROUND RULES, LOCATIONS AND LOGISTICS 


 
Ground rules are developed and used to govern procedural matters for the SHRG and 


RCGs and TWCs during the relicensing process. These ground rules can and shall have no effect 


upon the substantive statutory rights or obligations of any participant.  Repeated infractions of 


the ground rules listed below, however, may result in a request that the person find a replacement 


representative participant in the process. The following are Team ground rules. 


 


• Listen and respect others’ opinions 


• No talking when others are talking (Some inadvertent or minor “talking over” is 


inevitable.  However, should it become evident that the effect or intent of such is to 


stifle communication by the person(s) being talked over, a participant may be called 


to order and if necessary asked to leave.) 


• No “filibustering” 


• Stay focused on the issues - No “grandstanding” 


• Be courteous - no personal attacks 


• Be prepared for meetings or other activities 


• Commit to working to resolve disagreements 


• Leave baggage (old disputes) at the door 


• Act in good faith 


• Begin and end meetings on time 


• Allow adequate breaks during meetings 







- 12 - 


• To the extent possible, please turn cell phones off.  At a minimum, they must be 


placed in a silent or vibration-only mode. 


 


4.1 Meeting Locations and Schedule 


 


SCE&G recognizes that the Saluda Hydroelectric Project spans 4 counties and 


that there are many groups and individuals who want to participate in the process. 


SCE&G desires to work with stakeholders to develop a schedule that includes the most 


practical location and meeting times to accommodate the majority of participants. 


 


The SHRG and RCGs will meet according to a schedule to be determined by the 


team members.  In general, meetings will be held at least quarterly, and more frequently 


as needed to resolve issues.  The Team will set the dates of future meetings at least three 


months in advance whenever possible.  The Team recognizes that a three-month schedule 


is probably not feasible for the TWCs, which may find it necessary meet much more 


frequently during the relicensing process, especially during the design and/or 


implementation of studies and report preparation. 


 


Currently, it is anticipated that meetings will occur at Lexington or Columbia 


locations.  Exact meeting locations may vary slightly depending on facility availability. 


 


Team meetings are scheduled to begin in October 2005.  SCE&G will provide, to 


the extent possible, a calendar of proposed dates for 2005 and subsequent SHRG and 


RCG meetings at least three months in advance.  Additionally, quarterly public meetings 


will be held to inform the general public and non-active stakeholders on the progress of 


the relicensing. It is anticipated that the next Quarterly public meeting will convene on 


September 22, 2005. 


 


In general, SHRG and RCG meetings will be held between the hours of 9:30 a.m. 


and 3:30 p.m.  Every effort will be made to begin and end meetings on time. Lunch will 


be provided and adequate breaks will occur during the meetings.  SCE&G will make 


attempts to convene meetings at other times if it appears a majority of necessary 
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participants can attend at those alternative times, and no critical agency will thereby be 


unrepresented. 


 


SCE&G may also provide, on a case-by-case basis for emergency or extenuating 


circumstances, telephone conference calling access for the SHRG or RCG meetings.  In 


general however, SCE&G discourages the use of telephone conference calls for large 


group meetings, as it tends to distract from the overall quality and efficiency of the 


discussion.  SCE&G does encourage the use of telephone conference calls for TWC 


meetings, as those groups will be comprised of much smaller membership and will meet 


on a more frequent basis. 


 


4.2 Meeting Procedures 


 


1) SCE&G or their representative will notify all team members at least two 


weeks in advance of the next planned meeting.  As a part of this notification, a 


meeting agenda and anticipated meeting schedule will be provided.  SCE&G 


will also at that time distribute any available documents or other information 


that will be the subject of meeting discussions. 


2) SHRG and RCG members agree to RSVP to SCE&G or their representative 


upon receipt of the meeting notice so that meeting facility and lunch 


arrangements can be appropriately planned.  Team members agree to attempt 


to attend all meetings or to appoint an alternate representative to attend if 


possible. 


3) Team members also agree to review all documents provided prior to the 


meeting in order to come to the meeting prepared to discuss issues on the 


meeting agenda.  Team members agree to be prepared to discuss fully issues 


within their area of interest and/or expertise. 


4) All team members shall arrive for the meeting on time. 


5) Meetings will typically be scheduled Monday – Friday during normal business 


hours.  However, recognizing the fact that many non-governmental 


stakeholders donate personal time, an occasional evening or weekend meeting 


may occur. SCE&G encourages those NGOs to meet internally in the 


evenings and weekends to inform their constituents and members on the 
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relicensing proceeding.  When possible, SCE&G will provide representatives 


at such meetings on request. 


 


4.3 General Administration Rules 


 


1) All meetings will be planned for fixed durations.  Every effort will be made to 


begin and end meetings on time. 


2) Facilitators will be used to ensure that the meetings are conducted in an 


effective and expeditious manner. 


3) SCE&G will provide someone to record notes for each SHRG and RCG 


meeting.  Draft meeting summaries based on those notes will be prepared by 


SCE&G and distributed to team members no more than three weeks following 


each meeting.  Team members will have two weeks to comment and submit 


corrections to the summary.  Each prior meeting’s summary will be reviewed 


and formally approved at the next team meeting. 


4) Parking Lot - During the course of relicensing, many issues will be raised by 


SHRG, RCG and TWC members. All relevant input will be considered.  In 


respect of all participants’ time, agenda for the meetings will be followed 


closely.  However, some valid and important non-agenda topics may be raised 


from time to time and will need to be addressed somewhere in the process.  


Such items will be noted and placed in a “parking lot.”  All items dispatched 


to the parking lot will be addressed at the end of the meeting (time permitting) 


or a subsequent meeting as directed by the RCG members.   No item entered 


into the parking lot will be dismissed without discussion and due cause.  


Those items raised during the meeting which appear outside of the current 


agenda will be designated as parking lot items by the facilitator. 


Items RCG members may want to raise outside of meetings may be directed 


to the “parking lot” by fax, electronic or hard copy mail, or telephone call, to 


Alison Guth at Kleinschmidt between meetings, or team members may 


propose items for the “parking lot” at the meeting.  If agreed to by RCG 


members, they will be added.  Any fax, electronic or hard copy mail should be 


clearly labeled as “Parking Lot Items, Ideas or Comments”. 
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5) Procedures for New Team Members - SCE&G has identified a need for 


three levels of participation, allowing stakeholders to be involved, to varying 


degrees, in the relicensing process. 


 


Tier 1 participation includes those individuals actively participating on 


one or more of the relicensing teams (SHRG, RCG, or TWC).  A Tier 1 


commitment implies and requires regular attendance at meetings and active 


review and comment on varying relicensing documents. 


 


Tiers 2 and 3 include individuals interested in receiving mailings but 


who are not members of a relicensing team or regular attendees at meetings. 


Tier 2 individuals receive a majority of the relicensing documents, including 


study plans, study reports, FERC notices, etc. Tier 3 stakeholders receive only 


FERC Notices and major relicensing milestone documents (such as the Initial 


Information Packages, NEPA Scoping Document, and draft and final license 


applications and NEPA documents).  Tier 2 and 3 stakeholders may provide 


comments in writing or in person by attending relicensing team meetings. 


When attending meetings, Tier 2 and 3 members will have opportunities to 


discuss their comments or raise items for the “parking lot” at an appropriate 


time as specified in the meeting agenda. 


 


SCE&G invites and encourages, at anytime during this process, all 


interested parties to participate on any level of the relicensing of the Saluda 


Hydroelectric Project.  In order to become a Tier 2 or 3 stakeholder, an 


individual need only contact Alison Guth to be added to the mailing list.  


Since Tier 1 stakeholders must make long-term commitments of time and 


energy with the goal of reaching resolution on the issues, a different procedure 


is to be followed for individuals to become Tier 1 members, as described 


below.  This process will also be used for those Tier 1 members who miss 


more than one scheduled meeting. 


 


Stakeholders who are interested in participating on the SHRG, RCG or 


TWCs and who wish to attend team meetings must review several work 
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products and Team guidelines prior to attending their first meeting.  These 


items include the Operating Procedures, Ground Rules, Communication Plan, 


Issue Sheets, process information, relevant study plans/reports and 


agreements, and Team decisions and outcomes to date.  Since Teams are 


responsible for maintaining progress and enforcing previous agreements, new 


Tier 1 members, i.e. those who become Tier 1 members in mid-process must: 


 


• Follow, and not challenge, all agreements regarding the process 


and all work performed to date; 


• Agree to encourage and maintain the continuity and forward 


progress of the Team(s); and 


• Respect decisions made by Tier 1 members in attendance at the 


previous meetings,  


all of which are crucial to the timely resolution of issues. 


 


Items that have been discussed and resolved by the Teams will not be 


renegotiated with new team members during a meeting. 


 


To obtain all relevant documents, new members should contact Alison 


Guth.  Documents will be sent to new members and arrangements will be 


made to discuss those documents, including specific items and overall intent, 


with new Tier 1 members prior to attending a meeting.  SCE&G will also 


assist the new Tier 1 members by providing a list of other Tier 1 members 


who may be contacted to provide an update of the process and to discuss any 


specific resource issues that may have been previously discussed, including a 


status of resolution. 


The following is the process for new Tier 1 participants. 


 


• Persons wishing to become Tier 1 stakeholders must contact 


Alison Guth. 


• SCE&G sends new Tier 1 stakeholders all relevant process 


documents, including Final Operating Procedures, Communication 
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Plan, Ground Rules, Issue Sheets, and all other final documents as 


well as those that are in progress.  The new Tier 1 stakeholders 


must review all documents prior to their first Team meeting.  If the 


new members have any questions or comments, they must contact 


SCE&G or other Tier 1 members prior to attending the next 


scheduled meeting. 


• SCE&G also sends a list of other Tier 1 team members as contacts 


for the new Tier 1 members. 


• The stakeholder confirms with SCE&G their intent to participate in 


the relicensing at the Tier 1 level in accordance with all Tier 1 


member obligations. 


 


This procedure is not designed to discourage including new 


stakeholders in the relicensing process.  Rather, the goal of this procedure is to 


respect the efforts and decision making of the Teams and to ensure timely and 


effective consideration and resolution of the issues and preparation and 


completion of an application by August 2008. 


 


5.0 RULES FOR MEDIA AND OBSERVERS 


 


During the process, the media and other persons or groups may desire to attend an SHRG 


RCG, or TWC meeting.  Meetings will be open to attendance by the public and the media as 


observers only. Time will be reserved at each meeting to take questions and comments from 


persons attending meetings as observers.  If a person other than a media representative wish to 


participate at the level required by the Teams and agrees to abide by the OPs, they may request 


to SCE&G and the Teams to become a SHRG or RCG member (see Procedures for New Team 


Members Section 4.3).  Members of the media (i.e. reporters ) may not participate as Team 


Members but will be allowed as observers. 


 


SHRG and RCG members will not use the media as a place to discuss positions and 


views of other RCG members. All news releases to the media will be coordinated through the 
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SHRG and RCG.  Negotiations and information shared at the SHRG and RCGs should be 


considered confidential to the Team and its members. 


 


No tape recorders, voice recorders or other forms of electronic recording devices will be 


allowed in any RCG or TWC meeting.  Detailed meeting notes will be generated for each RCG 


and TWC meeting and will be posted to the website for public disclosure.  These minutes will be 


circulated draft to each of the RCG members for review and comment.  It is the intent in 


developing the minutes to accurately reflect the discussions during the meeting to serve as the 


public record without bias.  The operation of voice recording equipment may have a chilling 


effect on desired open and honest communications.  Folks tend to become very guarded in 


expressing themselves.  The need is for free and open discussion, not crafted Public Relations. 


statements. 


 


6.0 PROCEDURES FOR MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS 


 


As discussed throughout these OPs, the SHRG and RCGs function in an advisory 


capacity to SCE&G in relicensing the Saluda Hydroelectric Project.  SCE&G and SCE&G alone 


has the statutory obligation to file a license application no later than August 2008.  Nevertheless, 


while advisory in nature, SCE&G intends to encourage and promote cooperative, consensus-


based decisions regarding proposals and recommendations for protection, enhancement and 


mitigation measures. 


 


For purposes of this cooperative enhanced traditional relicensing licensing process, 


consensus is defined to be general agreement within the group that, while perhaps an outcome or 


result is not what every individual or group believes to be the “preferred” results, nevertheless in 


the context of the give-and-take of negotiating complex matters, members can “live with” the 


result. 


 


The following describes the procedures for making recommendations within the SHRG 


and RCGs. 


 


1) RCG members discuss issue and all available information. 


2) Members discuss alternatives and propose actions. 
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3) Any active participant or the facilitator may offer recommendations in regards to any 


procedural or technical matter. 


4) Members are expected to provide scientific or data-based support for their proposed 


recommendations. 


5) Any participant has the right to participate in decisions and the team member(s) or 


facilitator can postpone decisions if it is judged that other team members need to be 


present when a decision is rendered. 


6) If action items are identified, both the team member(s) responsible for the action 


items and a schedule for completing specific actions or tasks must be recorded and 


associated with the action items. 


7) Determine the existence or the absence of consensus (as defined above). 


8) If consensus exists, the decisions will be documented and included in the appropriate 


context in the final license application, the NEPA document, and/or if appropriate in a 


formal agreement. 


9) Should there be disagreement, the disagreeing team member(s) should state their 


disagreement and the reasons for the disagreement and request that they be recorded 


in the meeting summary. 


10) Items disagreed upon will be recorded and tracked by the facilitator for 


reconsideration and resolution at an appropriate point in the process. 


11) First attempts at dispute resolution shall be by compromise upon good faith efforts, 


recognizing that each team member might find the resulting decision not to be 100% 


in accord with their preferred outcome, but nevertheless acknowledging that a 


compromise decision is in the best interest of the Team’s objective. 


12) Should compromise not be possible, every effort will be made to use other informal 


conflict resolution techniques, including, but not limited to, expert panels, technical 


experts, and mediation by the facilitator, etc.  The appropriateness of one method or 


another may be subject and circumstance dependant; hence no absolute, irreversible 


pre-determination will be made here. 


13) If a dispute still exists, SCE&G—with the team members’ input—will evaluate the 


use of formal dispute resolution techniques and services such as a third party 


mediator or FERC’s Office of Alternative Dispute Resolution. 
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The overall goal in conducting this enhanced traditional relicensing process for Saluda 


Hydroelectric Project is to identify all relevant project related solutions and develop a consensus 


driven Protection, Mitigation and Enhancement Agreement for inclusion in the Final Application 


that gives equal consideration and reasonably balances the resources.  While the intent is for all 


parties to unanimously reach consensus as defined in this document, it is possible that there may 


be conflicts and one or more dissenting parties who believe they cannot live with in part or in its  


entirety the PM&E Agreement.  Should this occur, those dissenting from a group(s) 


recommended alternative(s) or measures are encouraged to provide their recommended 


alternative and reasons for dissention to SCE&G for inclusion in the public record and/or file 


their comments with the FERC for due consideration.  







Sent: Monday, November 20, 2006 9:39 AM 
To: csundius@sc.rr.com 
Subject: FW: L&LM TWC - Agenda, Meeting Notes and Outlook 
Calendar Date Correction
 

When: Tuesday, November 21, 2006 9:30 AM-2:30 PM (GMT-05:00) 
Eastern Time (US & Canada).  
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*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 

 

 -----Original Appointment-----  
From:   Alison Guth   
Sent:   Thursday, November 16, 2006 2:22 PM  
To:     George Duke; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; David 
Hancock; Dick Christie; John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett 
Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony 
Bebber

Cc:     'ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R'; 'MAHAN, RANDOLPH R'; 'HANCOCK, DAVID E'; 'Tony 

Bebber'; 'BOOZER, THOMAS C'  
Subject:        Updated: L&LM TWC - Agenda, Meeting Notes and Outlook Calendar Date 

Correction  
When:   Tuesday, November 21, 2006 9:30 AM-2:30 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern Time (US & 

Canada).  
Where:  Lake Murray Training Center - Room 100 

Hello All, 

I apologize about sending the wrong date to your calendars, for those of 
you who have Outlook.  As stated in the body of the email, the Lake 
and Land Management TWC is November 21.  Accepting this email 
should allow the correct date to be placed on your Outlook Calendars.  I 
have also attached an agenda for the upcoming meeting and the draft 
set of meeting notes from the last meeting.  Please have any comments 
or changes to the meeting notes back to me by December 4th.  Thanks, 
and I apologize for the confusion on the meeting date.  Alison  

<<Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 112106.doc>> <<2006-



10-31 draft Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.doc>> 

Previous Message:  
Good Afternoon All, 

We have a Lake and Land Management TWC meeting scheduled for 
next Tuesday, November 21.  This will occur at the Lake Murray 
Training Center at 9:30.  I will have a formal agenda, as well as the 
meeting notes from the last meeting, to you by tomorrow morning.  We 
will be developing a goal/mission statement for rebalancing as well as 
refining the criteria (listed below) that we developed at the last meeting.  
I believe that SCDNR had a homework item of developing a strawman 
of the mission statement for rebalancing.  The group will also give 
consideration to a scoring method for lands using the agreed upon 
criteria.  A homework item for the group is to review the criteria listed 
below and give thought to a method of scoring prior to the meeting.  We 
will begin by discussing Future Development Lands.  Thanks, Alison

Rebalancing Evaluation Criteria: 

•       General habitat quality  
•       Fish Spawning and nursery habitat  
•       Length of undeveloped shoreline  
•       Depth of undeveloped Shoreline  
•       Waterfowl hunting opportunities  
•       Habitat in surrounding region  
•       Aesthetics  
•       Recreational values, public use and access  
•       Adjacency  
•       Back property owners  
•       ESA’s  
•       Conservation areas  
•       Continuity  
•       Development pressure  
•       Zoning (Density)  
•       Economics  



•       Endangered Species (federal, or state)  
•       Unique habitat 

        Water Quality 



From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

David Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; 
Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; 

cc: "jsfrick@mindspring.com"; Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Cutler; Bill East; 
Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; 
Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; 
George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; 
Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O"Rourke; John Oswald ; 
Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); 
Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Mark Leao; 
Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.
com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; 
Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net); 
Richard Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); 
Tom Brooks; 

Subject: 7/12/06 final meeting notes
Date: Tuesday, August 08, 2006 1:50:35 PM
Attachments: 2006-7-12 final Meeting Minutes  -  LLM TWC.pdf 

Hello all, 
Attached are the final meeting notes from the July 12th Lake and Land Management TWC Meeting.  
Thanks for all of your comments.  Alison 
  
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Dick Christie, SCDNR 
Steve Bell, LW 
 


 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Rhett Bickley – Lexington County 
Van Hoffman – SCE&G 
Randy Mahan – SCANA Services 
Tom Eppink – SCANA Services 
John Frick, Landowner 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT 
Roy Parker, LMA 


 
 


DATE:  July 12, 2006 
 
 
HOMEWORK ITEMS: 
 


• SCE&G to work on list of activities that are not allowed 
• SCE&G to estimate the maximum number of docks possible on the lake at the request of 


Lake Watch. 
• Dick Christie to develop section on Aquatic Plants for SMP booklet and email to SCE&G 
• Group to consider incentives to landowners for multi-slip docks and habitat improvements 


for boat ramps. 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  August 24, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
Alan opened the meeting and noted that the group would begin by reviewing the Shoreline 
Management Program Booklet.  Although this was not the first item on the agenda it was noted that 
discussion on the first item would require the presence of another individual that had not yet shown 
up.   
 
The group began to discuss the booklet item by item.  The group noted that the goal was to make 
the booklet deal solely with permitting.  As the group discussed the items in the booklet, changes 
were made directly to the document projected on the screen (document attached).  During 
discussions on the section in the booklet pertaining to undeveloped areas, it was noted that that 







Saluda Hydro Relicensing 
Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee 


 


 
 


Page 2 of 24 


particular section would need to be addressed in more detail during TWC discussion on land 
reclassification.    
 
It was noted that discussion on fisheries management would not be included in the smaller booklet, 
but in the more detailed SMP.  In place of extended discussion on this topic in the booklet, the 
group noted that DNR’s website would be listed as a reference for information on fisheries 
management.  The group also noted that the phone number for Marine Enforcement should be 
included under the section entitled Boating Safety.  There was continued discussion on the purpose 
and function of the booklet and it was noted that another separate booklet would be put together for 
Recreation, while this booklet strictly contained the dos and don’ts in the Shoreline Management 
Program.   
 
The group briefly discussed the Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA)s.  John Frick asked if the 
ESA classifications would shift over time due to die-offs.  Ron Ahle replied that although the button 
bushes may die from time to time in an area, the habitat that is suitable for growth will remain, and 
they will come back over time.  Ron also noted that periodic updates to ESA’s may be beneficial to 
protect areas that were not originally identified.   
 
Dick Christie made a few suggestions to the SMP booklet for the group to consider.  He noted that 
it may be beneficial to list Shoreline Classifications at the beginning of the booklet.  He explained 
that this section could include discussion on what activities are allowed in areas such as Forest and 
Game Management, what acreage is included in those lands, etc.  Tommy Boozer also added that 
discussion on what activities can be performed in the Buffer Zone should be included as well.   
 
The group continued to progress through the booklet and noted that there would be a brief reference 
to SCE&G Park facilities; although the points on Criteria for Establishing New Facilities would be 
taken out, while the other items could be placed in the recreation booklet.   
 
As the group began discussion on dock policies, Ron suggested that the group come up with some 
proposals for incentive programs.  The group noted that incentive programs would be discussed at a 
later date and the group was tasked to consider incentives in the meantime, as well as review 
incentive programs at other projects.   
 
The group briefly discussed boat ramps and Tommy explained this issue to the group.   Tommy 
noted that they do not permit a boat ramp to an individual that has access to a community boat 
ramp.  He explained that the only instances in which SCE&G does permit a boat ramp are when the 
individual owns down to the 360, is not associated with a common access area and they have no 
vegetation to consider.  Ron suggested that the group consider not allowing private residential boat 
ramps.  Alan noted that a ramp may be used as an incentive to have the homeowner plant button 
bushes on his property.  The group agreed that this may be an area for incentives.    
 
Discussion arose regarding boat lifts and Tommy explained that they only allow one boatlift per 
dock.  Tommy continued to note that he would like the groups’ input on the issue of jet ski lifts.  He 
pointed out that most of the jet ski or personal watercraft lifts are floating and have been considered 
temporary because they are fiberglass and are placed on the backside of docks.  Tommy noted that 
it currently has not been an issue due to the fact that the footprint of the dock does not change.  
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Tommy also explained that another issue that they have been confronted with is the homeowner 
wanting to purchase a jet dock in order to pull their boat up on.  He explained that they are currently 
handling this situation by informing the individuals that they cannot have the jet dock unless it took 
the place of their current dock and was a maximum size of 20’ x 12’.   Dick made the suggestion of 
defining “jet dock” in the booklet.  Tom Eppink noted that he believed it best that a permitting 
process be developed for jet ski lifts.   
 
Tony Bebber explained that in the Catawba relicensing issues with water toys, such as trampolines 
and large inflatable rafts, arose.  The group considered these issues and noted that water toys, such 
as trampolines, could not be left out for more than a day without being considered a mooring, 
adding to the total footprint of the area.  The group also decided to review Catawba’s policy on this.  
It was noted that the term “mooring” would also be defined in the booklet.  Tommy Boozer also 
explained that there are no approved ski jumps or ski courses on the lake.   
 
The group began to discuss earthfill encroachments.  It was noted that these encroachments 
happened many years ago and most are 5 to 10 ft.  Tommy explained that they sometimes have the 
encroachments removed, however in some cases it is more detrimental to remove an encroachment 
than to permit it.  Tommy also explained that the license allows SCE&G to sell those 
encroachments to the property owner.   
 
The next topic to discuss was fringelands, however the group noted that this topic would be 
discussed in more detail prior to a presentation on this issue by Van Hoffman. The group briefly 
discussed the section on water removal and noted that it would be revised and condensed.   
 
As the group continued through the document, it was noted that many of the items would be 
discussed in detail in the SMP, rather than in the booklet.  Dick noted that he would put together a 
section on aquatic plants for the booklet as a homework assignment.    
 
The group concluded the discussion on the SMP booklet and briefly noted the homework items 
before moving on to discuss the General Requirements for Docks.   
 
In discussions on the General Requirements for docks, Steve Bell requested an estimate on the 
maximum number of docks possible on Lake Murray.  When asked why this number was useful,  
Steve noted that it has been requested for consideration in whether the footprint is too large.  
SCE&G noted that they could calculate the maximum docks on the lake, however the number 
would be completely theoretical.  It was noted that more discussion on the General Requirements 
would occur after the number was distributed to the TWC.   
 
John Frick suggested an alternative proposal of increasing the spacing between docks to 400 ft, with 
agreement from some attendees of the concept of greater spacing.   Tommy noted that that would 
essentially be privatizing the lake because very few people could afford that much shoreline.  Also, 
John F. suggested that landward access to game management lands should be a requirement, else 
the designation as game management might be misleading since only lakeside access would be 
possible for the public.  The group came to consensus that issues regarding game management 
lands, land sales and fringe lands would be discussed in more detail at a future Lake and Land 
Management meeting.   Specifically, when the group focuses land sales, reclassification and 
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rebalancing discussions.  Tony suggested that the group should decide if shared docks and multi-
slip docks are preferable to the current pattern of individual docks, and discuss what incentives or 
requirements would encourage this.  The group decided to discuss this issue in more detail during 
discussions on incentives.     
 
Agenda for next meeting: 
It was noted that at the next meeting there would be discussion on multi-slip docks and common 
access areas.  Tommy would give a presentation on how multi-slip docks and common access areas 
are currently being permitted.   
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Lake Murray  
 


Policies and Procedures 
 


 
INTRODUCTION 
 Work of clearing the site for the Saluda River Hydroelectric Development was 
started in April of 1927 under a permit granted by the Federal Power Commission to the 
Lexington Water Power Company.  
 In July of 1930 Lake Murray reached an elevation of 300 feet.  The following 
December, the first electric power, 10,000 kilowatts, was delivered At the time of its 
completion, Saluda Dam was the largest earth dam in cubical content for power purposes 
in the worldi.  The dam itself is 211 feet high and contains over 11 million cubic yards of 
material.  Lake Murray is 41 miles long and 14 miles wide at its widest point and contains 
763 billion gallons of water.  It has a shoreline of approximately 650 miles including the 
islands. Residents and visitors to Lake Murray are familiar with its fluctuating water 
levels.  In the Saluda River watershed, about 75 percent of the normal rainfall comes in the 
first six months of the calendar year.  The lake level can reach 360 feet; however the 
normal high lake level is usually reached in May at about 358 feet above mean sea level.  
When rainfall decreases during the summer months and the demand for power increases, 
the elevation begins to drop with a normal minimum of about 350 feet elevation coming in 
the fall of the year. 
 Lake Murray, over the years, has been, and still is, a major power generation 
source and provider of recreational and commercial resources for the residents and 
visitors of South Carolina. 
 In the late 1960’s  a rapid change in the character and rate of development of the 
lake began to take place.  
 As development increases, due primarily to Lake Murray’s close proximity to the 
Columbia Metropolitan area, the very values that attract families and visitors in the first 
place could be destroyed unless the potential for environmental degradation is recognized 
by all parties concerned.  
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 South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, (SCE&G) as owner and Licensee of 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Project No. 516, realizes the need for formulation 
of rules and regulations to promote and enhance the recreational potential of Lake Murray 
and protect its environmental quality while continuing to use Lake Murray as a major part 
of SCE&G’s power production capabilities.  All lake management policies are consistent 
with the regulations and requirements of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) under whose authority SCE&G owns and operates Lake Murray for the generation 
of power.  
 SCE&G’s  Lake Management Department is responsible for enforcing FERC 
directives regarding unauthorized uses of Lake Murray waters and land below the 360 foot 
contour elevation.  
 FERC directives require SCE&G to prevent or halt unauthorized actions by taking 
measures to stop such actions. 
 SCE&G has implemented a Shoreline Management Permitting  Program (described 
in this booklet) to permit, upgrade, and properly maintain structures and facilities below the 
360 contour.  These regulations and inspection programs serve to maintain an 
environment at Lake Murray which has something to offer to everyone.  
 
Add Sections for ESA and Land Use Classification and what people can do on these lands 
 
   I.  ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES 
   
  1.  General Policy and Purpose 
 


a. The implementation by SCE&G of the Lake Murray Shoreline 
Management Program shall maintain and conserve the area’s natural and 
man-made resources. 


 
b. The purpose of the policy is to comply with the terms of the Project 
No. 516 License, the regulations and the orders of the FERC and to assist in 
providing a balance between recreation and environmental control. 
 


  2.  Water Quality Standards 
 


 SCE&G will conduct a continuing water quality monitoring program to 
ensure that the waters of Lake Murray continue to be of an “A” classification 
suitable for swimming, fishing and other water-related recreational activities.  


 
  3. Undeveloped Areas 
 


 SCE&G owned undeveloped land around the lake is managed by the 
Land Department. These properties will be maintained through a sound 
forest management program to ensure the health of the forest.  Timber will 
be managed in a multiple use manner in compliance with the S. C. Best 
Management Practices to maintain a balance of quality watershed 
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conditions, recreational opportunities, wildlife habitat and promotion of new 
timber growth. 


 
  II.  PUBLIC FISHING, BOATING AND HUNTING 
 
  1.  Fisheries Management  
    


 The South Carolina Department of Natural Resources maintains an 
annual stocking program during the months of April, May and June.  
Fisheries Management of the lake in future years will consist of annual 
checks of the population by predator stocking (striped bass).  Approximately 
20,000 Rainbow Trout are stocked in the Saluda River below the dam 
annually.  State fishing and safety regulations are enforced by the South 
Carolina Department of Natural Resources. 


 
  2.  Boating Safety 
  


 The boating laws of South Carolina are enforced by the South Carolina 
Department of Natural Resources Department on Lake Murray 
 


   3.  Public Hunting  
 


  Approximately 6,225 acres of watershed land within and adjacent to 
Project No. 516 are leased to the South Carolina Department of Natural 
Resources as a part of the statewide Game Management Program.  This land 
is located adjacent to the western portions of Lake Murray and in many cases, 
adjacent to other privately held lands that are also in the management 
program.  These public hunting areas are shown on Game Management Area 
Maps available through the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources. 
 


III. PUBLIC LANDINGS and Parksites 
 
Recreation will be placed in a separate brochure or map. 
 
 1.  SCE&G Park Facilities 
 


 SCE&G presently maintains 12 parks on Lake Murray, for a total of 56 
acres.   Each park provides a variety of recreational opportunities available to 
the public.  Recreational activities include boat launching, fishing and 
picnicking.  At the recreational facilities located on the north and south ends of 
the Lake Murray Dam a parking fee is charged to provide security and traffic 
control in congested areas. (Park season is from April 1 through September 
30).   
 
 In addition to the existing 12 developed public parks, there are 65 islands 
in Lake Murray consisting of 220 acres that are available for public recreation.  
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2.   Deleted: Criteria for Establishing 


New Company Facilities¶
¶
Additional park sites have been set 
aside by SCE&G.  When public 
demand justifies the need for 
additional parks, these sites will be 
developed in cooperation with state 
and county agencies or independently 
by SCE&G.
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3.    Saluda River Access 
Update with Saluda Shoals Park and Metts Landing.  Place in Recreation Brochure.  
 


 Public boat ramps are provided on the north and south sides of the 
Saluda River approximately 1 mile below the dam where Hope Ferry Road 
once crossed the river.  They can be reached from the south by Corley Mill 
Road and on the north by Bush River Road. 
  
 A canoe portage facility is located approximately seven miles below the 
Lake Murray Dam on the north side of the Saluda River off of Bush River Road.  
 


 4. Commercial Facilities 
 
Place in Recreation Brochure 


 Public access to the lake is also provided at privately-owned facilities.  
Boat launching and other recreation activities are available. 
 


 5. S. C. Department of Parks, Recreation and    Tourism 
 
Place in Recreation Brochure 
 


  Dreher Island State Park provides boat ramps, camping, swimming, 
nature trails, sailing, and overlook areas.  This 348 acre island is leased to PRT 
by SCE&G.  See www.southcarolinaparks.com or call 803-364-4152 for more 
information. 


 
Make new sections as follows: 
List all permitted activities, list all activities and provide a description of the activities. 
 
IV. DOCKS 
 
 1. General 


 
  SCE&G requires that all docks, fixed, floating or combinations, be 
inspected by SCE&G agents to comply with Section IV, Paragraph 6, and that 
an inspection decal be prominently displayed on the approved dock. 


 
 2. Policy 
   
    SCE&G requires that anyone desiring to repair, replace, add to, or 


construct a dock must file an application before a permit will be issued prior to 
start of construction. Docks, whether fixed or floating must not interfere with 
surface water activities or navigation and must be compatible with scenic 
values in the vicinity.  Use of common docks will be encouraged where 
practical. 


 


Deleted: 3.


Deleted:  
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 3.  General Requirements 
 


 A minimum lot width of 100 feet along the 360 foot contour is required 
before an individual residential dock application will be considered.   


 
   Lots measuring less than 100 feet in width along the 360 contour 


requesting a dock, will be required to construct common docks with adjacent 
property owner(s).  It is an applicant’s responsibility to make arrangements 
with his neighbor(s) for common dock facilities. Common docks may 
accommodate up to five (5) individual lakefront property owners.  A minimum 
distance of 100 feet is required between common docks and/or a common 
dock and an existing individual dock.  


 
 Lots measuring less than 100 feet in width in subdivisions established 
prior to 1989, where the adjacent lots have existing docks, may be considered 
for limited size docks. 


 
 If an existing lot having a permitted dock is subdivided, that dock permit 
will be canceled.  A new permit will be issued only if the shoreline width 
requirement is met or if a common dock for all resulting lots is requested. 
 


 4. Watercraft Limitations 
  
   No watercraft exceeding 30 feet in length will be permitted to be 


permanently docked at a residential or common area dock.  
 
   Watercraft exceeding 30 feet must be docked at a multi-use docking 


facility  
 
   It is against both federal and state laws to discharge sewage from any 


description of watercraft into the waters of South Carolina.  
 
 5. Application Procedure for New Construction,    Additions or 
Replacements 
 


 The applicant will be required to apply to SCE&G in writing and submit 
the following:  
 
a. Sketch showing location, design and dimensions of the proposed 
structure.  
 
b. Permitting fee required.  
 
c. Specific directions by land to applicant’s property on Lake Murray.  
 







Saluda Hydro Relicensing 
Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee 


 


 
 


Page 13 of 24 


d. Plat of applicant’s property reflecting, among other things, county tax map 
information..  


 
 6. Dock Specifications 
 


a. Private docks whether permanent, floating or a combination of both, may 
generally be up to 450 square feet in overall size (surface area) and 75 feet in 
length provided they do not interfere with navigation, ingress or egress to 
adjoining property or are in any manner hazardous.  In some locations, such 
as narrow coves, the maximum size may not be permitted or docks may not be 
permitted at all.  Floating docks attached to permanent docks may be moved 
out as the water level recedes, provided they do not interfere with adjacent 
property owner’s access. 
 
b. A variance in the dimensions related to the length of docks may be 
granted in instances where conformity with existing structures would be 
practical and in cases where exceptions would be desirable due to curvature 
and/or slope of the shoreline.  However, the effects on navigation and the 
aesthetic values of the surrounding area will control issuance of any variance.  
 
c. All permanent docks must be built horizontally between the elevation of 
360 foot and 362 foot contour.  
 
d. Docks must be located a minimum of 15 feet from adjacent property lines 
and the projected length should not encroach across the imaginary projected 
lot lines.  The projection of the imaginary property line is a management tool to 
assist Lake Management Representatives and may be waived under certain 
circumstances.  Common docks, between adjacent property owners, are 
encouraged.  The sideline limitation of 15 feet will be waived for existing or 
proposed common use docks.  A copy of the written agreement between 
participating property owners will be furnished to SCE&G.  An acceptable form 
of agreement is available upon request.  
 
e. Covers on docks are not permissable unless the covered portion is 
located within 15ft. of the 360 foot contour. Handrailings  on docks are 
permissible, provided that the sides of docks are not enclosed so as to 
obscure cross-vision. 
 
f. Sinks, toilets, showers, etc., or any type of equipment or construction 
which will create or cause any liquid or solid waste to be discharged into the 
waters of the lake will not be permitted. 
 
g. Effective January 1, 1995, all new floating docks constructed on Lake 
Murray are required to use encased or encapsulated flotation.  Exposed foam 
bead flotation billets,  or metal drums will not be allowed.  Foam bead flotation 
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deteriorates, causing shoreline litter.  It is subject to destruction by animals and 
becomes waterlogged.  
 
The New regulation applies only to new dock construction.  Existing docks will 
be required to install encapsulated flotation when the old existing flotation 
needs to be replaced.  
 
h. Houseboats used for habitation may not be permanently moored at 
private docks.  Permanent mooring must be at marinas with sewer pump-out 
and treatment facilities.  
 


 7. Common Dock Policy 
 
    Common docks are docks which provide lake access for two to five family 


residential lots.  Common docks are encouraged for all lake property as an 
alternative to individual docks and will be required on property with poor access 
and/or limited lake frontage, or in such other circumstances that SCE&G deems 
appropriate.  Property owners are encouraged to adopt the common dock 
concept to reduce the number of docks on the shoreline and limit congestion in 
heavily developed areas.  


 
    SCE&G does not guarantee water access.  Each lot is affected by the 


existing contours of the lake bottom and the operation of the Saluda Hydro 
Electric Project. It is the applicant’s responsibility to review the shoreline area 
where the dock is to be located and to apply the restrictions outlined in Section 
IV-6 above to ensure the dock will meet the applicant’s needs and satisfy 
SCE&G’s shoreline management requirements.  


 
 8.  Multi-slip Dock Policy [Make sure this multi-slip term is consistent 
between this document and the SMP.] 
 
   The development and expansion of new or existing commercial docks will 


be negotiated on a case by case basis.  The necessary Federal State and 
Local approved permits must be obtained before final approval by South 
Carolina Electric and Gas and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 
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 V. Boat Ramps, Marine Railways & Boat Lifts 
 
 1.  Policy 


 
 Boat ramps, marine railways, or boat lifts cannot be constructed, replaced 
or added to without a permit from SCE&G.  The use of boat ramps at public 
and semi-public facilities shall be encouraged in preference to construction of 
private ramps. Refer to Section IX - 2. concerning boatramps on fringeland. 
[add more detail of boat ramp details with incentives for improvements if they 
ramps are allowed, such as vegetation, slope, topography, etc.] 


 
 2. Application Procedure 
 
   Applications for permits to construct, add to, or replace boat ramps, 


marine railways, boat lifts shall be submitted to SCE&G in writing and must  
include the following:  


 
  a. Sketch showing location and dimensions of the proposed ramp, boat lift 


and/or marine railway.  
 
  b. Permitting fee required.  
 
  c. Specific directions, by land, to applicant’s property on Lake Murray.  
 
 3. Boat Ramp, Boat Lift, Personal Watercraft Lifts and/or Marine Railway 
Specifications 
 


a. Ramps will be constructed of concrete.  Asphalt compounds or petroleum 
base products are prohibited.  
 
b. All ramps should be located as not to interfere with neighboring property 
owners. Adjoining property owners are encouraged to agree to common use of 
the ramp.  A copy of the written agreement between participating property 
owners will be furnished to SCE&G.  


 
c. Ramps may generally be up to 15 feet wide and required length to be 
functional.  Public and  semi -public ramps may be granted a variance. 


 
d. Generally, marine railways to be constructed for access to the lake from 
facilities located above the 360 foot contour are permitted.  Railways 
constructed below the 360 foot contour area restricted to two foot elevation 
above the natural lake basin. 
 
e. Boat lifts should be located as not to interfere with the adjoining property 


owners’ access.  All boat lifts will be constructed at the owners’ dock.   No 


Formatted: Bullets and Numbering


Deleted: 


Deleted: e.


Deleted: lake view


Deleted: adjacent to


Deleted: permanent 


Deleted: and be a minimum of 15 
feet from their property line. 







Saluda Hydro Relicensing 
Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee 


 


 
 


Page 16 of 24 


covers are to be constructed over boatlifts. [only one boat lift will be 
approved per dock.]  [we need to address floating drive on docks under 
Dock Section of the SMP]  [address jet ski drive on docks – we do not 
object to them at this time.]   


 
f. Personal Watercraft lifts will require a permit from SCE&G  [We need to 


address jet ski lifts] 
 


g. Floating platforms or tubes (look at Duke SMP program for water toys)  
 


VI. Moorings (develop a definition of anchorages at USACE) 
  


 Absent exceptional circumstances, mooring on the waters of Lake Murray is 
not allowed.  
 
Ski jumps are not allowed.  Ski courses are not allowed on a permanent 
basis 


 
VII. Shoreline Stabilization 
 
No sand shall be placed below the 360 foot contour.  They shall take effective measures to 
keep sand from migrating below the 360 foot contour. 
 
 1. Policy 
 
   No rip-rapping, seawalls or retainer walls will be constructed, replaced, 


repaired or added to without a permit from SCE&G.  
 
 2. Application Procedure 
 
   Applicants for permits for erosion control shall be submitted to SCE&G in 


writing and must  
 include the following: 
 


a A copy of applicant’s deed and plat to the  property.  
 


  b. Area on plat where located and type of  erosion control proposed.  
 
  c. Permitting fee required.  
 


d. Specific directions by land, to applicant’s  property on Lake Murray.  
 


 3. Specifications 
 
  a. Rip -rapping  
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   Rip-rapping for erosion control at the 360 foot contour and below will 
generally be permitted provided it is aesthetically acceptable and 
materials used have prior approval by SCE&G.  (No concrete blocks, 
bricks, or building materials may be used as rip-rap below the 360 foot 
contour). 


 
  b. Seawalls or retainer walls 
 
   Seawalls or retainer walls for erosion control will be permitted 


provided they are constructed on the 360 foot contour.  Earth fills below 
the 360 foot contour are prohibited.  


 
 4. Limited Brushing 
 


 Trees, bushes, and vegetation growing below the 360 foot contour on the 
shoreline of Lake Murray play an important role in the overall environmental 
condition of the Lake.  The ecological impact the vegetation has on the fish 
and wildlife habitat is necessary to ensure a sound, healthy Lake environment.  
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company’s Shoreline Management Plan 
permits limited removal  of the shoreline vegetation for the construction and 
installation of docks.  Please be advised that unauthorized removal of 
shoreline vegetation (button bushes, willow trees, hardwood, etc.) will result in 
the cancellation of the dock permit and revegetation of the shoreline will be 
required.  Removal of mercantilable timber may require reimbursement subject 
to valuation by SCE&G’s Land Department.  Property owners must contact 
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company’s Lake Management Department prior 
to any removal of shoreline vegetation below the 360’ contour.  


 
VIII.  Excavations 
 1.  Policy 
 


 Excavation below the 360 foot contour is not permitted without 
authorization from SCE&G.  All authorized excavations must be in accordance 
with SCE&G specifications and requirements which may include an 
environmental assessment plan or report. 


 
 2.  Application Procedure 
 
    Applications for permits to excavate shall be submitted to SCE&G in 


writing and will include the following:  
 


a. A copy of applicant’s deed and  plat of    property.  
b. Specific directions, by land, to applicant’s    property on 
Lake Murray. 


  c. Drawing to scale of area to be excavated. 
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  d. Required local, state and federal permits.   Lake Management 
Department of SCE&G  will assist in preparation of required local, 
 state and federal permits. 


  e. An application for an excavation not 
   exceeding 150 cubic yards can be  
   processed by SCE&G personnel.  Any 
   commercial excavation or individual  
   individual excavation exceeding 150 cubic  
   yards must be processed through the U. S. 
   Army Corps of Engineers and State  agencies. 
  f. Permitting fee required. 
   
 
 3.  Excavation Specifications  
 
 a. All excavating must be done directly in   front of the permitee’s 


lot. 
  
 b. No excavation will be permitted when the   excavation site is 


covered with water.  
 
 c. All displaced soil must be moved above the  360 foot contour and must be 


stabilized   and top seeded to prevent erosion.  
 
 d. A 4 to 1 slope is the maximum slope    allowed without rip 


rap.  A 2 to 1 slope is   permitted if rip-rap is installed.  
 
 e Excavations of wooded or vegetated areas   located below the 360 


foot contour is   prohibited.  
 f. No excavation will be permitted to alter the   existing 360 contour.  
 
 g. Excavation activities will be allowed only  between October 1st of the 


current year   and January 15th of the next year.  Permits  expire 
January 15 following the date of   issuance 


 
IX. LAND USE 
 
 1. Encroachments 
 


 Earth fills and non-permitted structures below the 360 foot contour are 
prohibited.  Any that occurred prior to January 1, 1974, will be handled on a case 
by case basis.  


 
 2. Fringeland [insert diagram!!!] 
  Fringeland is that strip of land owned by SCE&G located between the 360 


foot contour and the FERC Project Boundary Line. Fringeland is real estate 
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and as such falls under the responsibility of the Land Department.  The use of 
all fringeland is categorized under a Land Use Classification Plan.  Fringeland 
under the Development Category is generally available for purchase by the 
adjoining back property owner subject to Land Department and FERC review 
and regulation.  However, as landowner, the Company retains the discretion to 
determine the availability of parcels for sale on an individual basis.  Residential 
landowners, who have property behind SCE&G fringeland will have the right of 
access by foot to and from the lake.  However, they will not be allowed to 
encroach with improvements, cut any trees or shrubs, place any water-
oriented encroachments (dock or ramp) or otherwise alter the fringeland 
without written consent from the Lake Management Department.  Appropriate 
action will be initiated to address such unauthorized violations.   Upon the sale 
of fringeland to an individual, SCE&G generally retains title to a 75 foot buffer 
zone adjacent to the 360 foot contour. 


  
   Any unauthorized clearing of the trees or underbrush in the 75 foot buffer 


zone will result in the immediate cancellation of the individual’s dock permit as 
well as possible legal action to require the revegetation of the affected area.  
Removal of merchantable timber will require reimbursement to South Carolina 
Electric & Gas Company subject to valuation of the Land Department.    


 
 X. WATER REMOVAL FROM THE LAKE [Move this section to after Moorings] 
 
 1. Application for a Permit  [Commercial and residential requests for water 
withdrawals should contact SCE&G for permit applications and additional 
information.  Water removal permits for residential property will be for irrigation purposes 
only.]  
 


 [note – verify this information is in the SMP]  Applications for a 
commercial permit to remove water may be submitted to SCE&G.  SCE&G will 
deny the application if it appears to conflict with the public interest.  If not, it will 
be forwarded to FERC for approval if required.  SCE&G will not endorse such 
applications.  SCE&G will impose limits in granting permits for approved 
applications.  The applicant will be required to compensate SCE&G for water 
withdrawn and to bear expenses of filing the application.   
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 2. Application Procedure 
 


 A commercial application to withdraw water from the lake must include a 
complete description of the purpose for the removal and processes to be used, 
the volumes to be withdrawn and ultimately to be returned to the project 
waters, and copies of all required local, state, and federal permits and reports.  
A fee will be required.  
 


XI. EFFLUENT DISCHARGES [for SMP only – make sure this information is in 
the SMP.]  
 
[We should include a statement in this document as follows:  Lake Murray is 
classified as a no sewage discharge lake.] 
  
 1. Policy 


 
 SCE&G personnel will continue to notify appropriate governmental 
officials of any unauthorized effluent discharges which are discovered.  
Anyone found to have an unauthorized discharge source within the project 
boundary line will be required to remove it.  


 
 2. Installation of Sewage Pumping Stations at    Marinas 
 


 Commercial marinas must have facilities to remove effluent wastes from 
boats pursuant to South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental 
Control regulations.  


 
XII. GOVERNMENTAL CONSENTS [make sure the first two paragraphs are 
included in the SMP and remove from this document.] 
 


The South Carolina Department of Natural Resources has jurisdiction over 
navigation, wildlife, fisheries on Lake Murray.  Applications for construction of new 
docks, boat ramps, excavations, filling and other encroachments may require 
evidence of consent from this agency.  


 
The S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control and the U. S. 


Environmental Protection Agency have jurisdiction over effluent discharges and 
activities affecting water quality in Lake Murray.  Permits and certificates from 
these agencies may also be required.   


 
Leave this statement in this document:  [Permits or consents from local 


governments with jurisdiction over zoning or other land use laws may be required.]  
 


XIII. GENERAL [include PFD, boating, other safety issues and/or websites to 
address these issues in more detail.] 
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Aquatic Plants [Dick Christie to develop a write-up for this section.] 


 
 The management of the Aquatic Weed Program on Lake Murray is a cooperative 
agreement between the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources and South 
Carolina Electric & Gas Company’s Lake Management Department.  Lake visitors are 
requested to help prevent the spread of aquatic weeds by clearing off boats and trailers 
before launching into the waters of Lake Murray.  
 
 It is against both State and Federal regulations for individuals to spray or treat aquatic 
growth in the waters of Lake Murray without the necessary permits.  Report all 
unauthorized spraying or  aquatic weed problems to South Carolina Electric & Gas 
Company’s Lake Management Department.  
 
Notice to Boaters  (Overhead Powerlines      
 Crossing Project Waters) 


 
Overhead powerlines cross  the waters of Lake Murray.  Boaters should be aware 
of powerlines and approach with caution.  


 
 Deeds, permits or other instruments affecting Project 516 lands and waters will 
contain all standard covenants customarily imposed upon project property and 
such other covenants as in the sole discretion of SCE&G may be desirable or 
appropriate.  The instrument may contain indemnity clauses and insurance 
provisions.  
 
 Inspection fees do not constitute a charge for admission to Project lands,.  
 
 SCE&G retains the right to vary the amount of inspection fees.  
 
 No vested right or rights enforceable by third parties are created by SCE&G’s 
Policies or Procedures.  
 
 All statements in this booklet are qualified by reference to SCE&G’s Policy 
Memorandum and Procedure Memorandum governing Lake Murray, both of which 
are subject to change at any time.  Regulations, Orders and Directives of the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission will take precedence. 
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Maps of Lake Murray showing public and commercial landings, parks, 
shoal markings and other information are available free of charge from 
the South Carolina Electric & Gas Company.  
 
Inquiries concerning policies, procedures, applications or regulations as 
outlined in this booklet should be directed to South Carolina Electric & 
Gas Company (096), Lake Murray Management Department, Columbia, 
South Carolina 29218.  Telephone (803) 748-3015.  
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Oct. 31 Agenda

Hello TWC, 

Attached is the agenda for the October 31 meeting.  Email me with any questions or concerns. Thanks, 
Alison 

<<Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 103106.doc>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183 

http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/public/Jobs/455/455...0emails/Oct.%2031%20Agenda-759006571.EML?Cmd=open [5/21/2008 9:53:53 AM]



From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

David Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; 
Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; 

Subject: Agenda and RSVP Request
Date: Wednesday, July 05, 2006 1:59:46 PM
Attachments: Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 71206.doc 

Hello All, 
Attached is the meeting agenda for next Wednesday's (7-12) Lake and Land Management TWC 
meeting.  Please let me know if you plan on attending, if you have not yet done so.  This makes ordering 
lunches much easier for me :).  Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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mailto:rmahan@scana.com
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mailto:rscott@lex-co.com
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mailto:tboozer@scana.com
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing

Lake and Land Management TWC

Meeting Agenda


July 12, 2006

9:30 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

· 9:30 to 10:30  
Continued Review of General Requirements Document from Previous 

Discussion on Private Docks

· 10:30 to 10:35 
Break

· 10:35 to 11:45  
Review of Items in the Shoreline Management Plan Booklet

· 11:45 to 12:15
Lunch

· 12:15 to 2:30
Continued Review of Items in the Shoreline Management Plan Booklet

· 2:30 to 2:45
Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for Next 
Meeting


Adjourn
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From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

David Hancock; Dick Christie; John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); 
Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; 
Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 

Subject: 10-10-06 L&LM Agenda
Date: Thursday, October 05, 2006 10:55:29 AM
Attachments: Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 101006.doc 

Good Morning, 
Attached is the agenda for this Tuesday's Lake and Land Management TWC.  Hope to see you there!  
Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing

Lake and Land Management TWC

Meeting Agenda


October 10, 2006

9:30 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

· 9:30 to 10:30  
Continued Discussion on Private Marina Facilities

· 10:30 to 10:35 
Break

· 10:35 to 11:45  
Discussion on Dock Citing Criteria

· 11:45 to 12:15
Lunch

· 12:15 to 1:30
Continued Discussion on Dock Citing Criteria

· 1:30 to 2:00
Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for Next 
Meeting


Adjourn
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From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; 

Bertina Floyd; Bill Argentieri; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; 
Daniel Tufford; David Allen; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; 
George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; 
Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O"Rourke; 
John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); Joy Downs; Kim Westbury; 
Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos (laura.
mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; 
Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; 
Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; 
Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Randy Mahan; 
Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net); Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; 
Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
ryanity@scana.com; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; 
Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 

Subject: Final Meeting Notes - 8-22 & 8-24
Date: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 2:04:11 PM
Attachments: 2006-8-22 Final Meeting Minutes -  LLM RCG.pdf 

2006-8-24 final Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.pdf 

Hello all,  
Attached are the final meeting notes from the August 22nd Lake and Land Management RCG and the 
August 24th Lake and Land Management TWC.  Thanks, Alison 
   
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Steve Bell, LW 
Roy Parker, LMA 
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services 
Bob Keener, LMA, LMSCA 
Tom Bowles, SCE&G 
Don Tyler, LMA, LMHOC 
Tom Ruple, LMA 
Trisha Priester, Lexington County 
Teresa Powers, Newberry County 
Jennifer O’Rourke, SCWF 


 
 
Phil Hamby, Landowner 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT 
Rhett Bickley – Lexington County 
Van Hoffman – SCE&G 
Amanda Hill, USFWS 
Dick Christie, SCDNR 
Bill Mathias, LMA, LMPS 
Mike Murrell, LMA 
Bertina Floyd, LMHOC 
Bill Marshall, SCDNR, LSSRAC 
Regis Parsons, Landowner 
Joy Downs, LMA 
 


 
 


DATE:  August 22, 2006 
 
 
HOMEWORK ITEMS: 
 


• RCG members to make recommendations for what they would like to see in regards to 
public outreach to the TWC 


 
• Alan and Tommy to contact individuals at Alabama Power and Georgia Power to see how 


their public outreach programs are being accepted 
 


• TWC to take field trip to review the ESAs. 
 


• Ron Ahle to put together some information on the biological benefits of a periodic 
drawdown for TWC discussion 


 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  November 14, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.   (Tentative) 
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
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INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 
 
Alan Stuart opened the meeting and welcomed the group.  It was noted that the first item of the 
agenda was for Alison Guth to give a presentation on public outreach for shoreline management 
plans at hydropower projects.  After the presentation the floor was opened for group discussion on 
this topic.   
 
The group discussed a variety of public outreach options that included newsletters at kiosks, notices 
on bill stuffers, and quarterly newsletters.  Tommy Boozer noted that the website could be used as 
an information portal and have links with the Department of Natural Resources (DNR), Lake 
Murray Association (LMA), and Lake Murray Power Squadron (LMPS) websites.   There was also 
discussion on publishing a quarterly or annual newsletter similar to the example from Alabama 
Power Company given in Alison’s presentation.  Ron Ahle noted that he believed that the 
newsletter would allow for the development of incentive and recognition programs for shoreline 
improvement.  The group generally liked the idea of a recognition program for shoreline 
improvements.  Tommy noted that it may also be beneficial if Steve Bell wrote about some of the 
shoreline management issues in his articles in the Lake Murray News.   
 
Don Tyler asked how a property owner would obtain a copy of the SMP if they did not apply for a 
dock permit.  Tommy replied that they are currently working on ways to tie it into title transfers.   
 
The group continued to discuss public outreach options.  It was noted that one important item to 
have in a newsletter would be a section including standard information on lake management 
contacts and regulations.  There was the suggestion of having the newsletter as a pdf that would be 
available on the website.  The group noted pro’s and con’s of having a solely electronic newsletter.  
It was noted that although the electronic version may be the way things are progressing, many 
people would not think to look it up.  Overall, the group noted that if a newsletter was chosen as a 
form of public outreach it would need to be diverse and cover many issues on Lake Murray, not 
solely lake and land management issues.  The group decided that a homework item would be for the 
group members to make recommendations for what they would like to see in regards to public 
outreach to the TWC.   
 
Alan noted that he would work with Tommy to contact individuals at Alabama Power and Georgia 
Power to see how their public outreach programs are being accepted.  The group also noted public 
outreach would be addressed in the license in a brief manner, and the nuts and bolts of the public 
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outreach program would not be included as a part of the license.  This would allow for modification 
of a public outreach program without having to change the license.     
 
The next item for discussion was the issues matrix.  As the group interactively reviewed the issues 
matrix for Lake and Land, they made comments and asked question on the issues.  Alan noted that 
the goal of the issues matrix is to make sure that everyone’s issue has been addressed or is being 
addressed.   
 
Joy Downs asked if the RCG would see the newly drafted SMP section by section or as a whole.  
Alan noted that he would leave that up to the group to decide.  After some discussion the group 
decided that the RCG would see the SMP as a whole, although they could track each issue through 
the issues matrix and through the notes.   
 
While the group continued to discuss the matrix, Steve Bell noted that he believed the TWC would 
need to go out on the Lake to review the ESAs.  The TWC members generally agreed that a field 
trip to review the ESAs may be beneficial.  Although, David Hancock added that USFWS and DNR 
had already been out with the consultant to map the ESAs.  Tommy also noted that they were in the 
process of putting together a map that included the ESAs and where they were within each land 
classification.   
 
There was some discussion on whether or not there should be a periodic drawdown for vegetation 
control.  The group briefly discussed the positives and negatives of a drawdown and Ron Ahle 
noted he would put together some information on the biological benefits of a periodic drawdown 
that will be discussed in more detail in the TWC.   
 
The group continued to review the issues matrix and the group discussed the issues regarding Two-
Bird cove.  SCE&G explained that they had had no choice but to act on the FERC order to 
designate Two-Bird Cove as a special recreation area.  Bill Argentieri explained that they first 
received this order in October of 2004, which SCE&G appealed stating that they recommended 
against it.  However, in December of 2004 the FERC rejected their appeal and required SCE&G to 
designate the areas.  Several of the group members who live in Two-Bird Cove expressed their 
concern.  Phil Hamby expressed his concern that there may be public facilities placed in the cove on 
SCE&G owned property.  Tommy noted that SCE&G had no plans of doing that and the FERC 
order required no facilities be placed there.  He also noted that a good deal of the property in the 
cove is classified as ESA.  Ron noted that when they reviewed the FERC order it was originally 
concerning sailboats, which he was not as apprehensive about because they would not be able to go 
far back in the shallow cove.  Ron noted that he was concerned that it included all boats because the 
area is a significant in regards to habitat.  For clarification purposes, Alan asked SCE&G what they 
were planning on doing as part of the designation.  Tommy noted that they had no plans or 
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intentions of doing anything as part of the designation.  Tommy further noted that the only thing 
they may have to do is identify the areas on Exhibit R maps.  Ron suggested that the TWC come up 
with a few alternative coves to present to the FERC that the sailboat groups would agree to.  Regis 
Parsons noted that he thought the landowners would be happy with that alternative if it was also 
coupled with the de-designation of Two-Bird Cove.   
 
Alan noted that there would be continued dialogue on this topic in future discussions on Fringelands 
and Land Classifications.  Amanda Hill and Ron both noted that they would like to revisit this topic 
because they were not anticipating the level of high intensity use of this cove by all boats, not just 
sailboats.     
 
The group concluded the meeting and noted that the next RCG meeting was tentatively scheduled 
for November 14th, 2006. 
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Issue/Request Requested by: TWC Assignment/ 
Category 


Assignment* 


Description Status/Date 
Discussed 


Current Action Items Resolutions 


Map of Intermittent 
and Perennial 
Streams 


DNR Buffer Zone 
Restoration and 
Management 


Parts of the SMP that have not 
been resolved include a map 
identifying intermittent and 
perennial streams and their 
associated 75' buffer 


  Include maps in SMP Tentatively 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC (August 
2005??) 


Existing Studies USFWS, 
Newberry County 


Information 
Needs/Study 
Requests 


 


    Tentatively 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 


Federal and State 
Regulations 
Technical Committee 


Lake Watch Information 
Needs/Study 
Requests 


A technical committee should be 
formed to determine and review 
all Federal and State regulations 
that relate to or have impact on 
the management of the 
reservoir, the lower Saluda and 
lands within the project 
boundaries.  The committee 
should also meet with FERC and 
discuss and clarify all FERC 
regulations/ requirements. 


April 20, 2006 - 
Allan Creamer 
(FERC Rep for the 
Saluda Project) 
attended a 
question and 
answer session at 
the Quarterly 
Public Meeting to 
answer the groups 
relicensing 
questions 


Continue to review 
regulations as issues 
are 
identified/addressed 


Tentatively 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 


Updated Shoreline 
Classification  


USFWS, DNR, 
Newberry County 


Shoreline 
Classification 


Updated classification that 
describes the existing use of the 
property, acreage and mileage of 
shoreline for Lake Murray and 
Lower Saluda River. Including 
information on how many acres, 
within the PBL are associated 
with environmental, forest and 
game and vegetated land 
classifications, as well as 
wetlands 


March 28, 2006 - 
Tommy presented 
this information to 
the TWC.  Maps 
are also currently 
being updated to 
include all 
information 


Include in SMP Tentatively 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 


LUSMP Technical 
Committee 


Lake Watch Shoreline Permitting 
sub-committee 
(General Shoreline 
Management) 


The technical committee would 
review the existing LUSMP and 
make changes after discussion 
with the larger group.  One 
outcome would be to put 
together in one document the 
entire LUSMP 


    Tentatively 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC - This is 
being 
accomplished 
through the Lake 
and Land 
Management 
Technical Working 
Committee 
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Buffer Zone 
Restoration Technical 
Committee 


Lake Watch Buffer Zone 
Restoration and 
Management 


A technical committee should be 
formed to assess all buffer zones 
on the lake for compliance with 
current and past guidelines and 
restriction.  Cause of excessive 
clearing should be determined, 
restoration plan should be re-
evaluated and updated if 
necessary 


March 16, 2006 - 
TWC discussed the 
Buffer Zone 
Management Plan 
and agreed on a 
monitoring and 
compliance section 
that would include 
the submittal of a 
revegetation plan 
by the land owner 
and that the 
landowner provide 
photo 
documentation of 
replanted area for 
a period of 5 years 


TWC discussed these 
issues and arrived at 
consensus regarding 
the Monitoring and 
Compliance section of 
the Plan.  It would 
include items such as 
the submittal of a 
revegetation plan by 
the land owner and 
that the landowner 
must provide photo 
documentation of 
replanted area for a 
period of 5 years 


Tentatively 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 


Communications/ 
Procedural Technical 
Committee 


Lake Watch Other A technical committee should be 
formed to study how SCE&G 
and stakeholders can better 
communicate and work together 
to achieve the goals and 
objectives implemented in the 
new license plan 


November 1, 2005 
- Group discussed 
this issue and it 
was concluded that 
if increased 
communication 
between group was 
needed then joint 
group meetings 
would be held  


Steve Bell to develop 
recommendations 


  


Excavation Policy Newberry County, 
USFWS 


Shoreline Permitting 
sub-committee 
(Excavation) 


review the current excavation 
policy 


June 15, 2006 - 
TWC reviewed and 
made group 
consensus 
changes to 
Excavation Policy.  
SCE&G to 
incorporate 
changes 


  1st Draft 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 
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Erosion and 
Sedimentation 
Control Plan 


DNR Erosion and 
Sedimentation 


Parts of the plan (SMP) that 
have not been resolved include: 
an erosion and sedimentation 
control plan 


May 8, 2006 - 
TWC reviewed 
DNR drafted  
shoreline 
stabilization plan 
that details the 
criteria for 
shoreline 
stabilization 
permits and 
consequences for 
violators.  May 26, 
2006 - TWC 
continued to review 
strawman shoreline 
stabilization criteria 
developed by 
SCDNR.  
Incorporated group 
consensus 
changes 


  1st Draft 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 


FERC Lake Murray 
Shoreline 
Management Plan 
Update  


Newberry County Shoreline Permitting 
sub-committee 
(General Shoreline 
Management) 


General Outline to be developed 
by SCE&G 


April 26, 2005 - 
RCG reviewed and 
made changes to 
the new SMP 
general outline.  
Group consensus 
changes to be 
incorporated 


  1st Draft 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 


Limited Brushing 
Criteria 


DNR Shoreline Permitting It was requested that a limited 
brushing permit be implemented 
to cut back growth of invasive 
plants and to educate the 
landowner. 


April 25, 2006 - 
TWC agreed on 
limited brushing 
guidelines and 
created a 
document that 
details, among 
other items, 
species that can 
and cannot be 
cleared. 


  1st Draft 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 


Woody Debris and 
Stump Management 
Plan 


DNR ESA Identification 
and Management 


Parts of the SMP that have not 
been resolved include a woody 
debris and stump management 
plan 


March 28, 2006 - 
The TWC agreed 
to make the Woody 
Debris 
Management Plan 
a component of the 
SMP. TWC 
reviewed plan and 
comments were 
incorporated 


  1st Draft 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 
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Completion of a 
Buffer Zone 
Management Plan 


USFWS, DNR, 
Newberry County 


Buffer Zone 
Restoration and 
Management 


Complete a Buffer Zone and 
Management Plan that includes 
Restoration Measures for buffer 
zone areas that have been 
improperly cleared by 
landowners.  Newberry county 
requests that the buffer zone 
property be mapped and posted 
with the applicable restrictions in 
order to be made available 
through local government offices 


March 16, 2006 - 
TWC progressed 
through Buffer 
Zone and Riparian 
Management Plan 
and incorporated 
changes based on 
group consensus.  
SCE&G to 
incorporate 
changes into 
document 


  1st Draft 
Complete to the 
Satisfaction of 
the TWC 


Restriction 
Guidelines in Buffer 
Surrounding ESA's 


DNR ESA Identification 
and Management 


Parts of the SMP that have not 
been resolved include guidelines 
for restrictions within the 50' 
buffer surrounding the ESA's 


March 28, 2006 - 
TWC discussed the 
implementation of 
a 15ft buffer 
around continuous 
ESA's.  


SCE&G to consider 
implementation of 15ft 
buffer on either side 
adjacent to continuous 
ESA on easement and 
future development 
property.  DNR noted 
that this would be 
acceptable 


Proposal under 
consideration by 
SCE&G 


Map Showing ESA's 
for Easement 
Properties 


DNR ESA Identification 
and Management 


Parts of the SMP that have not 
been resolved include a map 
showing ESA's in front of all 
easement properties 


March 28, 2006 - 
SCE&G is in the 
process of 
developing 
updated map 
including these 
items 


SCE&G developing 
map 
Combined with Item 1 
SCE&G still needs to 
place all ESA locations 
in one viewing tool 
TWC ground-truth 
verification of ESA 
Map 


Completed 


ESA Management 
Policy 


DNR, USFWS, 
Newberry County 


ESA Identification 
and Management 


Development and incorporation 
of specific management 
restrictions into the SMP to 
control encroachments into 
ESA's, conservation areas, and 
other areas  


March 28, 2006 - 
TWC discussed the 
permitting of docks 
in ESA's on 
easement property 
and the 
establishment of a 
buffer around 
continuous ESA's. 


SCE&G tasked with 
developing general 
criteria regarding the 
permitting of docks on 
ESAs on easement 
property  


Ongoing 
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Reservoir Level 
Study 


CCL/American 
Rivers, City of 
Columbia PRT, 
LSSRAC, LMA 


  Lake level fluctuation as it 
pertains to aquatic habitat, 
downstream flows, and 
recreation.  More specifically the 
effects of drawdown on 
recreational boating, the ability to 
release downstream flows using 
a hydrologic/operations a model 
including effects of inundation 
patterns on the Congaree.  A 
look at the effects of yearly lake 
level fluctuations on the Saluda 
and Congaree as well as the 
Congaree National Park.  Also, 
to evaluate potential seasonal 
target elevations for Lake Murray 
that attempt to balance all 
related interest, including 
lakeside homeowners, municipal 
water users, environmental 
interests, power production 
capabilities, and downstream 
river users 


    Ongoing: 
Operations TWC is 
in the process of 
developing a 
Hydraulic 
Operations Model 
that will answer 
many of these 
questions.   


Posting of Drawdown 
Dates/ 
Periodic Drawdowns 


Newberry County   Newberry County requests the 
posting of draw-down dates due 
to safety concerns for lake users. 


  Ron Ahle will prepare 
a presentation on the 
WQ and F&W benefits 
of periodic 
drawdowns. 


Ongoing: SCE&G 
in the process of 
developing Web-
based information 
system that 
includes 
information on 
planned releases 


Review of TVA and 
USACE Shoreline 
Management Policies 


Lake Watch Shoreline Permitting It is recommended that studies 
on Shoreline Development 
Impacts on TVA Rivers and 
Lakes and US Army Corps 
studies associated with shoreline 
management updates be used 
as part of the information 
available to address issues in 
this committee  


May 8, 2006 - 
TWC reviewed 
TVA and Corps 
guidelines for bank 
stabilization while 
discussing what 
guidelines on Lake 
Murray should 
entail. 


  Ongoing  
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Total Build-Out Study SCPRT, 
Newberry County, 
USFWS, LMHC 


Land 
Reclassification  


A "build-out" scenario should be 
used to identify areas to avoid or 
target for new recreational 
access and identify areas in 
SMP that need to be amended 


July 12, 2006 - 
TWC discussed 
this item, SCE&G 
to estimate the 
maximum number 
of docks possible 
on the lake at the 
request of Lake 
Watch   July 19, 
2006 - Recreation 
Management TWC 
in process of 
developing Boat 
Density Study Plan 
which will provide 
information on 
what areas of the 
lake are most used 
and where areas 
for improvement 
would be 


SCE&G to provide 
number for maximum 
number of docks 
possible.  Rec 
Management TWC to 
finalize and provide 
data from Boat Density 
Study     


Ongoing: AWS 
been working 
with Bill Mathias 
and AWS to 
develop a 
study/work plan 


Residential, 
Commercial, and 
Common Docks 


USFWS, 
Newberry County, 
Lake Watch 


Shoreline Permitting 
sub-committee 
(Residential, 
Commercial, Public, 
Private, and Multi-
Slip Dock Permitting) 


It was requested that the group 
review the Residential, 
Commercial, Public, Private and 
Muilt-Slip dock policies 


June 15, 2006 - 
Group reviewed 
and made changes 
to General 
requirements for 
Private Docks and 
Common Docks.  
Lake Watch noted 
that they needed 
until the July 12, 
2006 meeting to 
review the General 
Requirements 
document.  July 
12, 2006 Lake 
Watch noted that in 
order to agree with 
criteria on Private 
and Common 
docks they would 
need information 
on the maximum 
number of docks 
possible on Lake 
Murray.  SCE&G to 
calculate number 


SCE&G to calculate 
maximum possible 
number of docks on 
Lake Murray  


TBD: Meeting on 
August 24 
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Rebalancing of 
Shoreline 
Classifications 


DNR, SCPRT Land 
Reclassification 


Rebalancing of shoreline 
classifications in order to provide 
sufficient recreation and nature-
based tourism opportunities for 
the growing regional population 
throughout the license period.  
Acreage should be added to all 
small recreation sites to allow for 
future expansion as recreational 
needs change and to provide 
options for shore based 
recreation. 


    TBD 


Future Fringeland 
Sale Policy 


USFWS, 
Newberry County 


Land 
Reclassification sub-
committee (Lake 
Murray Land Sales) 


Review the current policies on 
the sale of fringeland 


    TBD 


Two-Bird Cove 
Hurricane Hole Cove 


Landowners Land 
Reclassification 


Would like the de-designation of 
Two Bird Cove as a special 
recreation area 


  Explore alternatives to 
recreation in the Two 
Bird Cove area and 
remove "Special 
Recreation" 
designation. 


TBD 


Activities in the 
Fringeland 


          TBD 


Obtain dock without 
purchase of 
fringeland 


          TBD 
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G    
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates  Randy Mahan, SCANA Services, Inc. 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G   Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
David Hancock, SCE&G   Rhett Bickley, Lexington County 
Joy Downs, LMA    Roy Parker, LMA 
Steve Bell, Lake Watch   John Frick, landowner 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT     
 
 
 
HOMEWORK: 
 


• Tommy/David to develop recommendations for increasing the size /slips of common access 
areas accommodating larger shoreline properties 


 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  September 5, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
 
MEETING NOTES: 
 
These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 
 
Alan opened the meeting and noted that the first item on the agenda would be for Tommy to give a 
presentation on SCE&G’s existing multi-use dock policy. 
 
While discussing the presentation with the group, Tommy explained that the definition of a multi-
use dock was a dock that would accommodate four or more watercraft simultaneously.  Tommy 
added that under the residential dock policy they could accommodate at most four people at a 
common dock.  However, Tommy reminded the group that they had recommended to change that 
number to two people at most per common dock.  Tommy also noted that the terms multi-use and 
multi-slip could be used interchangeably.   
 
During the presentation Tommy also discussed the general requirements of multi-use marinas.  
Tommy explained that when a marina greater than 10 slips went into an area, no other marinas were 
allowed within a half-mile radius of the facility, except on a peninsula which there is a required 3 
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mile shoreline distance between marinas.  Ron Ahle asked why they chose the 3 mile distance on a 
peninsula rather than the ½ mile radius.  Randy Mahan replied that a 3 mile distance would be far 
enough that keep boat traffic at a distance where the marinas would not be impacting one another.   
 
Tommy went on to discuss common access areas.  He noted that if there is a common access area in 
a community then they will not permit individual boat ramps in that community.  After the 
presentation the group looked at the Lake Murray Multi-slip Radius Map.  While the group looked 
over the map, David Hancock noted that many of the facilities on the map were in place before the 
criteria came out.  Ron noted that when criteria is developed he believed that there needed to be 
something in the criteria that allows for an objection by the agencies if there is significant spawning 
habitat.  There was some discussion on private marinas vs. public marinas.  The group noted the 
need for public multi-slip facilities and questioned if there was a need to make special concessions 
for those facilities.  The group discussed how this could be incorporated while still developing fair 
criteria.  Ron Ahle suggested having a less restrictive rule that the public facility only has to be a ¼ 
mile from another facility rather than ½ mile.   
 
John Frick noted that if a developer buys 3000 ft of shoreline that it may have less of an 
environmental impact for him to put in a multi-slip dock rather than individual docks.  Tommy 
noted that he and David had discussed that issue and noted they have also considered asking the 
developer to put in a buffer in order to receive a certain amount of extra slips.   
 
The group discussed whether or not there was a need for more recreation facilities on the Lake.  
Alan noted that they will be able to better understand this question with the data from the recreation 
studies.  Randy noted that the group needed to make sure that they documented the rationale behind 
the decisions they made because many of the decisions would be affecting the expectations that 
people would have for their property.  He also noted that they would be presenting the changes to 
the public.   
 
As a homework item review from the last meeting the group discussed the statistical analysis of the 
total number of docks that could exist on Lake Murray for each 100’ of shoreline.  Group noted that 
this would be good information to keep on file while making considerations.  The group then looked 
at the newly updated ESA data.  Ron noted that he would be interested in knowing how many 
deeper fringeland tracts are around the lake.  He noted that this would be important to know during 
discussions on rebalancing.  David noted that in order to do that there would need to be survey work 
done because there is inconsistencies with the GIS information.  He noted that the PBL is correct on 
the ground and the plats but it is not consistent with the GIS.  Tommy noted that they would look 
into this issue further.   
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The group noted that the first set of criteria they would discuss was the criteria on common access 
areas.  The group briefly discussed what the definition of a narrow cove should be.  Ron noted that 
at another project they had termed a narrow cove anything “that was behind a constriction point of 
300 ft or less”.  There was discussion on whether or not to permit common access in coves with 
narrow openings.  There was some agreement among individuals that this may not be an issue 
because there were not many areas like this around the Lake that needed to be dealt with.   
 
The group continued to review through the criteria (criteria with group accepted changes attached 
below).  As the group went through each one of the items they spent some time discussing how 
much shoreline should be required in a development for the common access area.  The group also 
discussed how many feet of shoreline should be required for developments greater than 75 units, and 
if they were to include the lake front lots in that number.  The group decided that the lake front lots 
would be included.  The group also concluded that they would like to implement a minimum of 100 
feet of shoreline with common areas serving more than 75 property/residential units having an 
additional 1.5 feet of linear shoreline per each property/residential unit served.  The group noted that 
this would be good to have in place if there was a condominium or apartment complex built.   
 
The group also noted that common access areas serving 10 or fewer property/residential units will 
meet the established existing guidelines for private docks, generally permitting up to 750 square feet 
in size and 75 feet in length. Common access areas serving more than 10 property/residential units 
may be eligible for a slip dock.  This would allow a place where people could park their boat for short 
periods of time 
 
When the group had finished discussing the criteria, they noted that the next TWC meeting would be 
scheduled for September 5th at 9:30 and they will be discussing commercial marinas.    
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY 
LAKE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT  


 
COMMON ACCESS AREA GUIDELINES 
BOAT RAMPS AND COURTESY DOCKS 


 
 1.   Initial consultation and site inspection by SCE&G Lake 


Management   representative.  
 


 2.   County Zoning Requirements:  SCE&G requires a letter from the 
County Zoning Administration stating that the proposed site location 
meets existing County regulations to construct a Boat Ramp or Courtesy 
Dock.  


3.   No common access area, dock or ramp will be permitted to be located in a cove 
less than 200’ wide measured from the 360’ to 360’ contour across the cove.  3. 
  Existing slope and water depth must  accommodate ramp 
and dock at a minimum lake level elevation of 352’. Ramps will be 
constructed of reinforced concrete and may not exceed12 feet wide.   
 


 4.   No destruction or removal of critical shoreline vegetation growing 
below the 360' contour will be permitted for the installation of a boat 
ramp or dock.  Critical vegetation includes but is not limited to species 
such as button bush, willows and significant hardwood species.  
 


 5.   From the end of the proposed courtesy dock, there must be a 
minimum of 150' across the cove to the 360' contour on the opposite 
shore  Clearance between structures on opposing banks must be a 
minimum of 75 feet.  
 


 6.   Common areas must be located within the confines of the 
proposed development with a minimum of 100' to the nearest adjoining 
property , or a buildable lot designated on both sides of the common 
area with a minimum linear shoreline footage of 100 feet.  
 


 7.  ` All common areas must have a minimum of 100' of linear 
shoreline.  Common areas serving more than 75 property/residential 
units must have an additional 1.5 feet of linear shoreline per each 
property/residential unit served.  
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Common Access Area Guidelines 
Boat Ramps and Courtesy Docks 
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10.  Common access areas serving 10 or fewer property/residential 
units will meet the established existing guidelines for private docks, 
generally permitting up to 750 square feet in size and 75 feet in length. 
Common access areas serving more than 10 property/residentials units 
may be eligible for a slip dock.  waterway.  
 


11.  All common access docks are approved for short term day use 
only.  
 


 


Deleted: Common areas must 
provide adequate roads and 
parking area to accommodate the 
use of the facility by the 
Homeowners Association.


Deleted:         Ramps will be 
constructed of reinforced concrete 
and generally up to            12 feet 
wide.  Required length to be 
functional. 


Deleted: Docks will follow the


Deleted:  


Comment: Tommy/David to develop 
recommendations for increasing the size 
/slips of common access areas 
accomodating larger shoreline properties. 


Deleted:  or not to extend one 
third the distance across the 
affected


Deleted: No slips or overnight 
docking of boats will be allowed at 
the Courtesy Dock. 







From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

David Hancock; Dick Christie; John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); 
Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; 
Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 

Subject: Sept 5th Agenda
Date: Thursday, August 31, 2006 5:10:33 PM
Attachments: Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 9506.doc 

Hello All, 
Attached is the agenda for next Tuesday's meeting.  As you can see it is not very extensive.  We will 
basically be reviewing the criteria for Commercial Marinas.  The draft meeting minutes from last week's 
meetings will be sent out tomorrow morning.  Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing

Lake and Land Management TWC

Meeting Agenda


September 5, 2006

9:30 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

· 9:30 to 10:30  
Discussion on Commercial Marina Criteria

· 10:30 to 10:35 
Break

· 10:35 to 11:45  
Continued Discussion on Commercial Marina Criteria

· 11:45 to 12:15
Lunch

· 12:15 to 1:30
Continued Discussion on Commercial Marina Criteria

· 1:30 to 2:00
Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for Next 
Meeting


Adjourn
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From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

David Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; 
Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; 

cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; 
Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George Duke; 
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.
com); James Smith; Jennifer O"Rourke; Kim Westbury; 
Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Mark Leao; Michael Murrell; 
Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; 
Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; 
Randal Shealy; Richard Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); 
Roy Parker; ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; 
Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks; 

Subject: Final Lake and Land Mgt TWC Notes
Date: Monday, March 27, 2006 5:24:43 PM
Attachments: 2006-3-09 final Meeting Minutes -  LLM TWC.pdf 

2006-3-16 draft Meeting Minutes comments -  LLM TWC.DOC 

Hello All,  
Attached is a final copy of the Lake and Land Mgt TWC notes from March 9th.  Also, I have attached a 
copy of the March 16 draft Lake and Land Management TWC with the comments that I have received 
thus far.  Comments on the March 16th notes will be due this Wednesday.  Thanks and take care.  Alison 
   
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Dick Christie, SCDNR 
Joy Downs, LMA 
 


 
 
Steve Bell, LW 
Amanda Hill, USFWS 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT 
Ronald Scott – Lexington County 
Van Hoffman – SCE&G 


 


 
DATE:  February 9, 2006 
 
 
HOMEWORK ITEMS: 
 


 SCE&G to provide a list of changes in classifications that have occurred since the 
last map was completed - Not needed until Land Reclassification Discussion 


 
 SCE&G to provide description of land classifications and how they are managed – 


Not needed until Land Reclassification Discussion 
 


 Alan to locate Randy Mahan’s letter to Lake property owners on setback 
implementation and clearing policies 


 
 Ron Scott to ask Rhett Bickley to attend next week’s TWC meeting 


 
 Alan to check status of NWI maps 


 
 SCE&G to send the original ’94, ’02 and ’04 studies on ESAs to the group – Not 


needed until ESA Identification and Management Discussion 
 


 SCE&G to distribute dock permitting sheet to the group – Not needed until Shoreline 
Permitting Discussion 


 
 Alan to send out the Revegetation, Sediment and Erosion and Woody Debris plans to 


the group for review before the Buffer Zone Management discussion next Thursday 
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AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING: 
 
• Interactive Review of Buffer Zone Management Plans 


 
• Discussion on Additional Criteria for Future Buffer Zone Enhancements and Potential 


Restoration 
 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  March 16, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
Alan opened the meeting and noted that the first item for discussion on the agenda was an update of 
the shoreline classifications on Lake Murray.  Tommy Boozer and David Hancock handed out and 
began discussions on the 2002 and 2005 Lake Murray mileage sheets separated out by management 
prescription.  Tommy pointed out that although the mileage was not survey grade, it was as close as 
could be attained using GIS.  Tommy continued to expound on this issue, and explained that in 
1994 they had complied their plats to provide a good baseline and the 2002 update provided a lot 
more accurate photography.  Subsequently, in 2005 the accuracy again increased due to the LIDAR 
that was performed around the Lake.   
 
The group continued to discuss the mileage sheets.  In reference to Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
(ESA)s, Tommy pointed out that there was almost 40 miles of ESAs on Easement property and 
41.61 miles of ESAs on Future Development lands.  David noted that this mileage does not include 
the ESA land in front of forest and game management areas.  Ron Ahle asked the group what 
percentage of total easement land was ESA land.  It was noted that it was 6.8%.  Ron added that 
ESA habitat would be lost when development occurs down to the 360.  Tommy replied that with the 
new regulations, hopefully no clearing would occur below the 360 and all of the ESAs are located 
below the 360.   
 
Ron Ahle noted that it was standard procedure  to go back in relicensing and update the SMP, 
however, in this case there have been very few changes that have occurred since the map was 
completed.  Therefore, Ron presented the idea of developing a list of changes that have occurred 
since the map was last completed.  He clarified that he was referring to actual changes to 
classifications on the shoreline that have occurred.  SCE&G agreed that they could provide this list.  
Tommy and David additionally noted that the only changes that have occurred are the new additions 
on easement property and land sales.   
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The group decided that this meeting was not the appropriate time to evaluate rebalancing and it 
should be further discussed at a later date.  To aid in this discussion, SCE&G agreed to develop a 
brief description of each classification and give a presentation on the classifications at a future 
meeting.  Tommy noted that there has been some discussion with DNR and PRT about rebalancing.  
He added that at some point it would be brought back to the committee.   
 
The group decided that the agenda item for the next TWC meeting should be a review of the Buffer 
Zone Management Plan and an interactive session to go through the items in this plan.   
 
The group began to briefly discuss the history of the buffer zone.  Van Hoffman explained that in 
1973 or 74 Santee Cooper received its new license and was subsequently required by FERC to put 
in place a 50 foot easement.  Shortly thereafter, SCE&G filed for a new license which was received 
in ’84.  However, the FERC required SCE&G to retain a 75 foot setback.  Van continued to explain 
that Randy Mahan had prepared a letter to landowners informing them of the setback and noting 
that they would be allowed to clear vegetation excluding large trees.  Van continued to explain the 
progression toward a prescription that allowed clearing of vegetation less than 3 ½ inches in 
diameter and subsequently toward non-disturbance.   The group noted that they would like to view a 
little bit of the history behind this and Alan agreed to locate Randy’s letter.   
 
The group continued to discuss buffer zone management but agreed to hold this discussion until 
next meeting and go through the plan line by line.  Tommy asked Ron Scott if he could ask Rhett 
Bickley to attend next week’s meeting.  Ron said that he would ask him to come.   
 
Alan then noted that they would use the rest of the time to go through the prioritized issues and 
identify what information was needed for the future discussion of these topics.  In reference to the 
ESA Identification and Management Issues, Ron Ahle suggested that we have a presentation as well 
as a boat trip.   The group agreed but noted that they did not necessarily have to wait for the boat 
trip before they made recommendations on this issue back to the RCG, because the boat trip would 
need to be scheduled during warmer weather.   A presentation on the history of ESA and 
classifications would be needed.  Tommy noted that they would send the original ’94, ’02 and ’04 
studies on ESAs to the group.   
 
Ron Ahle noted that he would like to view a map of where the wetlands were located.  Alan noted 
that he believes that the NWI maps have been generated and would check on the status of those.   
The group began to discuss the issues under Shoreline Permitting and Tommy noted that he had a 
permitting sheet that he would distribute to the group.  There was some discussion on permitting 
fees and Tommy noted that the Project license requires them to manage the shoreline and also 
allows them to recoup their management expenses by charging fees.  Joy Downs asked what was 
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done in regards to commercial multi-slips when charging for slips.  Tommy replied that commercial 
facilities pay per slip.  Dick noted that since not all of the public commercial landings provide 
pump-out facilities, SCE&G may want to consider providing a reduced slip fee for those who do 
have pump-out facilities as an incentive.  The group agreed that this was a good idea to be 
considered.   
 
Alan asked the group what additional information was needed to discuss Docks issues.  Ron Noted 
that it may be beneficial to look at some of the commercial docks that have been permitted recently 
that have been controversial in order to identify some of the reasons why they have been 
controversial.  The group decided that that would be beneficial.  David Hancock noted that they 
would also provide the group with aerial photography and also another layer on the large map for 
purpose of identifying its general vicinity.   
 
The group began to discuss excavations and a few people expressed concern on this issue.  Ron 
Ahle noted that in the past they have allowed the excavation of a boat channel and a place for the 
individual to turn the boat around at the dock.  He added that if there was a plan in place things 
would progress smoother.  David Hancock noted that this was a hard issue to deal with in a plan 
because conditions varied from case to case.   The group decided that they need to discuss at a 
future date whether or not docks should not be allowed after a certain elevation or whether there 
excavation should not be allowed completely.  
 
The group concluded its discussion and Alan noted that he would send out the Revegetation, 
Sediment and Erosion and Woody Debris plans to the group for review before the Buffer Zone 
Management discussion next Thursday. 
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Ron Ahle, SCDNR

Dick Christie, SCDNR

Tom Ruple, LMA


Bill Cutler - LW

Steve Bell, LW


Amanda Hill, USFWS

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Rhett Bickley – Lexington County


Van Hoffman – SCE&G

Mike Summer – SCE&G


Randy Mahan – SCANA Services


DATE: 
March 16, 2006



HOMEWORK ITEMS:

· SCE&G/KA to revise Buffer Zone and Riparian Management Plan per TWC comments

AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING:

· Picture Presentation on ESA’s – Ron Ahle


· Discussion of ESA Management


· Discussion on Woody Debris Plan


· Discussion on Areas Below the 360’


DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
March 28, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.   







Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

Alan opened the meeting and noted that before the group began discussions on the Buffer Zone and Riparian Management Plan that Bill Cutler has asked to present a few items to the group.  Bill Cutler noted that he has developed a Structured Work Process for the TWCs that he would like to present to this group for consideration, as well as the other TWCs if time was available.  Bill C. distributed an explanation of the process (attached below) and noted that in his experience a framework helps to smooth the progression through the issues.  He continued to explain the benefits of a structured process and noted that it would help to improve the quality of the final product and consensus can be built incrementally. He noted that it would also provide an audit trail which makes it possible to see how a particular decision came about. 

Bill C. continued to go through the bulleted items on the handout with the group.  Alan expressed concern with too rigid a framework because not every issue falls under a structured framework in terms of resolution.  Bill C. agreed and noted that sometimes when a issue is small it is easy to work with and a rigid framework is not needed, however a framework serves to resolve the larger issues in a more efficient manner.  Bill C. also noted that he believes that this process will provide a degree of bullet proofing against challenges at the end and provides a structure that assists the group in what needs to be covered, as well as helping as well as helping smoke out the stakeholders who are unaware or not able to attend.  On the subject of compiling stakeholder interests, Dick Christie noted that he believes that it is the role of SCE&G and KA through the FERC process to identify the interested parties; he added that that particular step has already been taken in this process.  Ron Ahle added that the members of the TWC have many stakeholders depending on the resource agencies to express their interests.  Bill C. concluded by noting that he was offering this process as a proposal to the group and is willing to present this to the other groups as well if they are interested.  Randy Mahan noted that this information could be distributed to the other TWCs and they can decide where to go from there.  

The group then began a interactive review session of the Buffer Zone and Riparian Management Plan.  The Plan, with group consensus comments is attached at the end of the document in Adobe format (double click on the front page to open Adobe).  


The group discussed the term “Riparian” as it is used in the document and noted it is generally associated with riverine areas.  Alan explained that in this plan the term is defined as the area below the 360’ elevation.  The group decided that for clarification purposes, the term Riparian would need to be further defined or another word needed to be substituted.  

Tommy Boozer explained to the group that there is currently 22.9 miles of buffer zone on the lake, which equals about 206 acres.  He noted that in the new plan, they were proposing a 75’ non-disturbance zone.  Dick Christie asked how many miles the new buffer zone would address.  Tommy replied that it would apply to the Future Development lands and what is determined under reclassification. 


The group continued to go over the Plan and it was pointed out that it may be good to include a section on education.  This would address a volunteer program that encouraged individuals to revegetate areas below the 360’, such as areas that were destroyed by pine beetles.  Tommy noted that many of the buffer zones issued under the old permits had allowable limited brushing.  Tom Ruple pointed out that many individuals are not aware of where the 360’ is located.  David Hancock explained that they have placed irons, painted trees, and put up signs on the majority of fringelands.  Dick Christie asked if SCE&G would mark an unmarked area if a landowner requested it.  Tommy noted that they could do that.  

The group began to discuss the various definitions for land classifications.  Randy suggested that Future Development lands could be better defined as lands that are available for sale and/or use up to and including development.  Dick Christie noted that the FERC 18 CFR Sec. 4.41 had a good definition for buffer zones, and the group decided that it would be used in the plan.  


After lunch the group began to discuss the section on Management Actions.  Ron Ahle made a few suggestions on amending this section and noted that it may be beneficial to have a brief statement on Forest and Game Management areas included.  The group decided to split this section into two paragraphs, one describing management actions from 1984-2005 and one paragraph describing management actions from 2005 onward (SCE&G to develop paragraph strawman).

The next section the group discussed was Monitoring and Compliance.  Ron Ahle noted that documentation of planting successes and failures can be beneficial in the improvement of survivorship over time.  Ron continued to note that it would consist of a structured procedure in which growth would be monitored.  It was suggested that this plan could be implemented when a violation has taken place and could require a land owner to provide pictures and measurements of newly planted species for a certain period of time.  The group concluded that this would be addressed further under the revegetation plan.    

In discussions on the Buffer Zone and Revegetation plan, the group concluded that only Zone 2 (buffer zone) should be included in the new plan.  Zone I (below elevation 360’) will be covered under the ESA topic.  Several individuals expressed concern that Zone 3 may unintentionally invite landowners to privatize the buffer zone with non-native grasses.  

The group briefly discussed violations and how the plan would be implemented.  In such cases of natural occurrences (e.g. lightning, pine beetles), Steve Bell suggested that SCE&G first encourage the individual to use the revegetation plan, or otherwise let it grow back naturally.  The group agreed that it may be beneficial to consider that option.   


Ron Ahle noted that he believed the 25’spacing of trees in the 75’ buffer may not be adequate.  He explained that if the spacing was shortened to 24’ then there would be 2x the amount of trees.  Through some discussion it was decided that a 15’ requirement would be placed in the plan with a maximum of 24’ that could be implemented at the discretion of SCE&G.  The group also decided that Sweetgum would be taken off the list of recommended species for planting in the buffer and all recommended grasses would be limited to those native species.  

The group concluded the meeting and noted that it would be beneficial to include Norman Boatwright in the next meeting.  Ron Ahle would also give a picture presentation on ESAs.  


Meeting Adjourned


Attached below is the agenda, the TWC Work Processes Handout proposed by Bill Cutler, and the edited version of the Buffer Zone and Riparian Management Plan (double-click on the page and Adobe should open).


Saluda Hydro Relicensing


Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee

Meeting Agenda


March 16, 2006

9:30 AM


Lake Murray Training Center


· Interactive Review of Buffer Zone Management Plans

· Discussion on Additional Criteria for Future Buffer Zone Enhancements and Potential Restoration






A Structured Work Process for the TWCs


 


Benefits of a structured process


 


- Complete and thorough consideration of all factors
- Everyone on the same page
- Consensus is built incrementally
- Enables work to be done via the internet
- Builds an audit trail to support reviews and respond to challenges
- Uniformity of products across the project


 



TWC Issue Resolution Report Template


 


1. Definition of the Issue
2. Stakeholder Audit
3. Compilation of Stakeholder Interests
4. Definition of Success
5. Solution Options
6. Methods of Evaluation
7. Selected Solution .


 


These process steps cover all the needed elements of a successful issue resolution, and contain nothing extraneous.  If a successful issue resolution is desired, nothing can be left out, and nothing needs to be added.


A Structured Work Process for the TWCs
William H. Cutler
February 10, 2006


 


A structured work process can enhance the efficiency and quality of the work done by the TWCs under the various RCGs


 


Benefits of a structured process.
- Complete and thorough consideration of all factors bearing on issue resolution
- Everyone on the same page on each issue
- Consensus is built incrementally toward a final agreement that is acceptable to all stakeholders
- Enables work to be done via the internet, speeding up the process and minimizing the need for meetings
- Builds an audit trail to support reviews and respond to challenges
- Uniformity of products across the project


 


A structured process implements the measures of the Operating Procedures document that governs the activities of the RCGs.


 


Paragraph 2.6 says, in part:
“Identify all stakeholders, their interests and issues…”


 


Paragraph 2.7 says, in part:
- 1. Encourage dialog which (1) gets at the deeper interests, values and priorities of the stakeholders, and (2) is structured to provide the inputs needed by subsequent stages in the solution-discovery process.”
- 2. Document stakeholder interests…”
- 3. At every step along the solution-discovery pathway, validation of every decision is established…”


 


A standardized structured work process can be implemented by adopting a template for the reports prepared by the TWCs that describe their proposed resolution for each of the issues they address.  This report template would consist of the following sections.


 


TWC Issue Resolution Report Template


 


1. A Definition of the Issue, describing scope, content, and related factors as known at the outset.  This definition may be revised as information is developed in the course of the issue resolution process.



2. A Stakeholder Audit, enumerating all the stakeholders, as individuals or classes, that have an interest in the issue.  This audit would include measures taken to ensure that each stakeholder is engaged in the process, either by actual participation or by representation by a surrogate.  The following definition of stakeholder is proposed: “Stakeholders are any with an interest in the outcome of the issue, whether they know it or not, and any who believe they have an interest, whether they do or not.”  This broad and inclusive definition of stakeholder is of benefit because it ensures that all relevant stakeholders are included, thereby strengthening the solution, and that any significant challenges are anticipated and dealt with in advance.



3. A Compilation of Stakeholder Interests that expresses, to the satisfaction of each stakeholder, the concerns, interests, values and priorities held by each stakeholder regarding the issue in question.



4. A Definition of Success which describes the qualities of an outcome (independent of specific features of any particular solution to be selected later) that would be acceptable to all stakeholders, along with whatever Measures of Effectiveness are appropriate to quantify realization of the desired qualities.  This represents an idealized “wish list” and may contain conflicts to be resolved at later stages in the process.  In general, the Definition of Success is more than a mere reiteration of stakeholder interests.  Rather, it is a translation of those interests into a description of the outcome which is used as the standard for selecting the final solution.



5. A description of the Solution Options that were considered, as well as those rejected for consideration, with justification for these decisions.  Include also a description of the strategy used to generate solution options, and how conflicts within the Definition of Success are resolved in design of a solution, by compromise, tradeoff, or discovery of a creative solution which erases the conflict.



6. A description of the Methods of Evaluation that are used to determine which solution option best satisfies the Definition of Success.  This would include data, models, methods of analysis, etc. as appropriate to the issue.  Studies necessary to support issue resolution are identified here.



7. A description of the Selected Solution that results from application of all the previous steps, with justification.  Include analysis of considerations unique to the selected solution that may not have been addressed in previous steps.


 


These process steps cover all the needed elements of a successful issue resolution, and contain nothing extraneous.  If a successful issue resolution is desired, nothing can be left out, and nothing needs to be added.


 


This structured process enables working via the internet.  A section editor is assigned to each of the sections of the report.  The members of the TWC e-mail suggestions to the section editor who uses them to prepare a working draft of the section.  The working draft is e-mailed to TWC members, who then review and make additional suggestions.  Face-to-face meetings may be held as necessary to iron out differences.  When all TWC members are satisfied, the report is ready for submittal to the RCG members for familiarization prior to a RCG meeting where the report is reviewed.
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY 
SALUDA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT 



(FERC PROJECT NO. 516) 
 



FERC COMPLIANCE ARTICLES 
 



BUFFER ZONE AND RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 



 



This plan was prepared in compliance with the requirements of the Federal Energy 



Regulatory Commission’s (FERC or Commission) Order Approving Land Use and Shoreline 



Management Plan for FERC Project No. 516, issued and effective June 23, 2004 and subsequent 



Order Clarifying and Modifying the June Order, issued and effective October 28, 2004 (together 



referred to hereafter as the ”Order”).  Paragraph G of the June 23 Order and Paragraph E of the 



October 28 Order require South Carolina Electric & Gas (SCE&G) to develop and file a plan, by 



June 23, 2005, for addressing buffer zone management and the re-vegetation of improperly 



cleared buffer zones on Lake Murray.  On May 31, 2005, SCE&G requested a time extension 



until January 31, 2006. 



Define Riparian in final plan.  This term will be used to address area below 360’ 



elevation along the lake. 



 



Add a short paragraph of how LSR buffer zone is handled. 



 



SCE&G will mark the 75-foot set back property line 



 



This plan addresses management and re-vegetation of  areas within the 75’ foot buffer 



zone above the 360’ foot contour (Plant Datum) (“the 360,” or “El. 360”) adjacent to lands sold 



after 1984 .  This document applies to all lands around the lake except those sold prior to 1984 or 



to those properties below El. 360 over which SCE&G has no management authority.  Buffer 



zones exist for only a very few parcels of shoreline property sold prior to 1984.1 



 



                                                 
11 Though submitted and approved in 1980, Licensee’s original SMP contained a fifty foot (50’) buffer requirement.  
However, only a couple of parcels were sold under the original SMP.   
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1.0 DEFINITIONS 



 



Buffer Zone – SCE&G provide strawman for this definition and send to other members 



of TWC for their review and comment. Use 18 CFR 4.41(f) (7) (iii) as the definition. 



 



Future Development Lands are Licensee-owned properties within the project boundary 



that have been identified as lands available for possible sale and/or development.  These lands 



are available for sale and/or use up to and including development. 



 



Fringeland is Licensee-owned property which lies between the Project Boundary Line 



(PBL) and the 360.  SCE&G is to define what happens when Fringeland is sold under this 



definition.  It turns into Easement Property. 



 



Add definition of Easement Property – SCE&G to provide a definition 



 



Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) are generally located below the 360-foot 



contour.  ESAs include areas of wetlands and shallow coves, typically occupied by willow trees 



and buttonbushes, which are the “target vegetation” for defining which shoreline areas are to be 



considered ESAs by virtue of vegetative cover; and other areas determined to be critical to the 



continued existence of indigenous or threatened species, such as spawning and nesting habitat.  



ESAs have a 50-foot natural buffer zone designated around them.  Clearing is prohibited within 



the ESAs and the associated 50-foot buffer zone.  They are sub-classified as follows: 



 



• Shallow Coves with Stream Confluence – Areas where streams enter the lake to 



form coves where water elevations in areas outside the historical stream channel are 



predominately above the 355 foot contour line.  The up gradient portion of shallow coves 



is typically vegetated with buttonbush and willow.   



• Continuous Vegetated Shoreline – Continuous vegetated linear shoreline at least 



66 feet in length, with vegetation greater than 5 feet deep (horizontal depth of vegetative 



strip not vertical depth of water), measured perpendicular to the shoreline.   



• Intermittent Vegetated Shoreline – Linear shoreline coverage of vegetation at 



least 66 feet in length.  This class can have gaps.  (Gap is defined as 8 to 20 feet in length 
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where there is little or no vegetation below the normal high water mark.)  Areas with 



gaps more than 20 feet in length are termed “breaks” and are not to be considered 



vegetated shoreline. 



• Bottomland Hardwood and Wet Flats – Continuous linear shoreline coverage of 



bottomland hardwood (excluding sweetgum) and wet flats at least 66 feet in length. 



Deleted: within which











 



 



2.0 INTRODUCTION – [MOVE THIS SECTION TO BEFORE THE DEFINITIONS, 



MAKE IT SECTION 1.0] 



 



Shoreline vegetation along Lake Murray primarily consists of buttonbush, alder, willow, 



river birch, green ash, and loblolly pine with limited occurrence of oaks and other hardwood 



trees.  Forested, riparian buffers along reservoir shorelines are generally acknowledged to 



provide a variety of environmental functions and ecological values.  These environmental 



functions include trapping and/or filtering sediment runoff, reducing bank erosion, removing 



phosphorous and other nutrients and sequestering contaminants such as pesticides.  Ecological 



values include contribution of leaves and other nutrient sources to the lake, maintenance of 



habitat for fish and aquatic organisms by moderating near shore water temperature, providing 



woody debris and providing habitat for amphibians and other terrestrial organisms.  Buffers also 



provide societal values such as maintaining a more “natural” aesthetic appearance of shoreline.   



 



The license issued to SCE&G by the FERC in 1984 for the Saluda Hydroelectric Project 



required SCE&G to establish and maintain a 75-foot vegetative buffer zone on all Fringeland 



conveyed after the issuance of the 1984 license.  The buffer zone, which extends inland from the 



360 foot (Plant Datum) contour, creates an expanded vegetated, aesthetic buffer between back 



property development and the Lake Murray shoreline that protects and enhances the Project’s 



scenic, recreational and environmental values.  The 75-foot vegetative buffer zone represents the 



normal limit to which SCE&G may sell land between the PBL and the lake. SCE&G retains 



ownership of the 75-foot buffer area.  It comes into existence “in front of” (between the PBL and 



the 360’ contour) all Fringeland sold.  In addition, buffer zones exist along all perennial and 



intermittent streams in both Future Development and Forest and Game Management land as a 



result of the June and October 2004 FERC Orders. 



 



In addition to the 75-foot zone for Future Development properties sold, and thereafter 



classified as “Easement Properties,” SCE&G manages (and in most locations, owns) lands below 



the 360-foot contour, adjacent to Future Development lands and Easement Properties.  



Management prescriptions for these lands, which are separate from the 75-foot vegetative buffer 



zone, are also provided here. 
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Insert section for Goals and Objectives after the Introduction Section – [SCE&G will 



develop a strawman to address this section] 



 



3.0 MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 



 



Shoreline Property:   Generally speaking, prior to 2004, SCE&G managed its properties 



within and adjacent to the PBL, including Future Development Lands, according to its Forest 



Management Plan.  However, there are some areas where active management is problematic, and 



sometimes not possible, due to the lack of land-side vehicular access, small and isolated parcels, 



or land that is adjacent to highly developed residential areas, or for other reasons.  Where 



applied, the Forest Management Plan provided for the protection of the watershed and its 



wildlife and fishery habitat and reduced insect- and disease-related tree mortality.  In turn, the 



plan provided for a variety of forest products while promoting a healthy forest and managed 



conservation of natural resources.  Among other things, this program employs selective 



harvesting to maintain optimum stocking by removing suppressed, intermediate and diseased 



trees while favoring dominant and co-dominant pine trees and mass-producing hardwood.  



Forestry management practices affecting property that became the 75-foot buffer zone upon sale 



of the Fringeland include the following: 



 



1. Maintenance of a 100-foot wide forested buffer strip adjacent to the shoreline where 



timber is only selectively harvested to ensure the health of the forest.  SCE&G 



harvests trees within 100 feet of the open shoreline where stocking conditions make 



thinning appropriate. 



2. SCE&G adheres to, and sometimes exceeds where necessary, the South Carolina 



Forestry Commission’s Best Management Practices. 



3. Healthy mast-producing hardwood trees within 100 feet of the shoreline are 



maintained. 



4. Selective thinning that always leaves a minimum stem basal area of 60 square feet for 



over story trees where stocking density is adequate. 



5. Forest stands on unique sites such as cliffs, steep slopes, or atypical groups of trees 



receive special protection. 



6. No trees are cut within the 25-foot area (measured horizontally) immediately adjacent 



to the Lake’s shoreline beginning at that point where merchantable tree growth begins 



Comment: Condense this paragraph 
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to ensure that habitat and aesthetic values are protected.    Only weak and hazardous 



trees are removed when deemed necessary to protect public safety and the health of 



the forest.  Special attention always is given to aesthetics in areas of shoreline highly 



visible to the public from the lake. 



7. To promote the existence of a healthy forest understory, SCE&G’s goal is to attempt 



to schedule selective thinnings so that they don’t coincide with the sale of Future 



Development lands, but rather provide adequate time intervals for the healing and/or 



development of a vigorous vegetative understory so as to provide desirable levels of 



forest stratification within the transition zone. 



8. Prohibits tree cutting within the 25-foot area (measured horizontally) immediately 



adjacent to the lake’s shoreline on all Future Development lands, while maintaining 



all healthy mast-producing hardwood trees within 100 feet of the shoreline. 



 



Since 2004, SCE&G forestry practices prohibit selective thinning or timber management 



within 100 feet of the 360-foot contour on Future Development Lands. 



  



Buffer Zone (1984-2005)2:  [Add footnote – Discuss history of SMP, initial shoreline 



management plan was approved in 1981,] Buffer zones did not exist prior to 1984.  As part of the 



sale of Future Development property, the 75-foot buffer zone was delineated and documented.  It 



became the lake-ward property boundary with the new Fringeland owner.  SCE&G maintains 



GIS based maps of each established 75-foot vegetative buffer zone. Where available, aerial 



photography may have been used for site documentation.  This provided a baseline to assist in 



future monitoring. 



 



SCE&G maintained special use restrictions within the 75-foot vegetative buffer zone.  



The use of SCE&G’s 75-foot vegetative buffer zone was entirely permissive and at the discretion 



of SCE&G as landowner.  Owners of adjoining lands (back property owners) were given the 



right of access by foot to and from the lake over the buffer zone, but were not permitted to 



encroach with improvements, cut any significant trees or shrubs, place any water-oriented 



encroachments (docks, ramps, etc.), change the contour of the land, or post the property, without 
                                                 
2 In 2005, Licensee adopted and is operating according to more stringent and protective criteria.  These criteria will 
be the subject of study and discussion during the currently ongoing Project 516 relicensing process, and included, as 
they may be amended, as part of the SMP five-year review process integrated into the relicensing process as directed 
by the FERC in the Order. 
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written consent from SCE&G.  Any modification to the lands within the buffer zone approved by 



SCE&G had to comply with all applicable requirements of SCE&G’s Shoreline Management 



Program. 











 



 



Special use restrictions within the 75-foot vegetative buffer zone included the following: 



 



1. Upon the sale of any Fringeland, a purchaser was allowed to perform limited brushing 



so long as the purchaser adhered to SCE&G’s established guidelines as described 



below.  Once a purchaser had completed the permissible limited brushing, a 



subsequent property owner only could maintain the work that had been completed.  



No further brushing or clearing was allowed, whether by permit or otherwise. 



2. Trimming or limbing of trees higher than ten feet above the ground was prohibited 



without prior approval and permits. 



3. “Privatization” and structural encroachments were prohibited. 



4. After 1994, individual boat ramps were prohibited.  However, community boat ramps 



were encouraged and approved, provided existing guidelines were met. 



5. Removal of vegetation greater than 3 inches in diameter measured at breast high (4’) 



was prohibited without a permit. 



6. Boat docks were allowed provided they complied with SCE&G’s standard boat dock 



guidelines and appropriate permits were obtained. 



 



Additional restrictions may have applied if the property was adjacent to ESAs. 



 



Buffer Zones (2005 - ???)  SCE&G should develop a strawman to describe this section 



and send to TWC for review and comment. 



 



Lands below El. 360.  SCE&G maintains a policy of no disturbance for any and all ESA 



target vegetation below El. 360 unless its removal is necessary for reasons of health and human 



safety or in compliance with the Woody Debris Management Plan.  Furthermore, SCE&G 



maintains a policy of no disturbance for any vegetation below El. 360 without approval from 



SCE&G.  With few exceptions, lands below El. 360 are owned and managed by SCE&G. 
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4.0 MONITORING & COMPLIANCE 



 



Buffer zones are inspected annually by SCE&G staff for compliance with approved 



management practices.  Boundaries have been painted and signs have been posted to identify 



these areas.  On approximately a five-year rotation, a physical inspection of the buffer zones to 



monitor for violations and replace damaged or worn signs is conducted.  At all times, upon 



observation or notification that a property owner may be in violation of these management 



criteria, SCE&G field checks the property and, in cases of confirmed violations, provides written 



notification of the violations and requests for corrective actions to the land owners.  Buffer zones 



that have been restored are inspected annually to check survival of planted species and 



compliance with the re-vegetation plan. 
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5.0 BUFFER ZONE RE-VEGETATION PLAN 



 



Occasionally, vegetation in buffer zones is disturbed beyond what is permitted in the 



guidelines. Regardless of whether a disturbance was man-made or natural, intentional or 



unintentional, it is the intent of the Licensee to implement this re-vegetation plan. The 



principle of the plan is to stabilize disturbed areas by planting forbs, grasses, shrubs and 



trees as needed, and to allow natural succession to continue.      



 



SCE&G has worked closely with the National Resource Conservation Service 



(NRCS) to develop guidelines for establishing and/or restoring effective vegetative buffer 



zones.  The NRCS is a federal agency whose mission is to work with landowners 



assessing and treating natural resource concerns including establishing protective buffer 



zones on lands which border water bodies.  According to the management protocol 



recommended by NRCS, riparian buffers occur in three distinct zones for management 



purposes.  Zone II begins at the edge of Zone I and extends upland a minimum distance 



of 20 feet measured horizontally. This zone, which can be increased up to 120 feet in 



high sediment or nutrient producing areas, can include faster growing softwood trees, but 



should include at least 20% deciduous hardwoods or shrubs.  Zone III would apply 



upland of Zone II, and consists of filter strips comprised of grasses, legumes and/or other 



forbs. This zone may be a component of a buffer zone where protection from excessive 



sediment or nutrients is needed.  



 



The NRCS has prepared “minimum guidelines” for re-vegetation of these Zones, and 



the Licensee intends to require landowners to conduct re-vegetation under these 



Guidelines, which appear as Attachment A.   



 



• Zone I (Riparian) – Lands below El 360 



• Zone II (Buffer Zone) – Lands above El 360, beginning at the 360 and extending 75 feet 



inland, measured horizontally 



• Zone III (Buffer Zone) – Lands above EL 360 beginning at a line 25 feet inland from the 



360, measured horizontally, and extending to a line 75 feet inland measured horizontally 



at all points above the 360.       
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CORRECTIVE ACTIONS AND PENALTIES 



 Corrective Actions 



Landowners found to have violated the buffer zone requirements or landowners adjacent 



to buffers that have been significantly affected by natural conditions (storm, pestilence, fire, etc.) 



must submit a re-vegetation plan to SCE&G within 30 days of being notified by SCE&G of the 



violation or “natural” conditions warranting mitigation.  If the buffer has been significantly 



affected by natural conditions, then SCE&G will work with the landowner to restore vegetation 



in the buffer zone.   SCE&G’s Lake and Land Management Department will review the final 



plan for adequacy and completeness and provide the landowner with a request for modifications 



and/or approval within 30 days of receipt of the plan.  If the plan requires modification, the 



landowner may be given no more than fifteen business days following SCE&G’s modification 



request to make the modifications and re-submit a conforming plan.  Under no circumstances 



may more than a total of 50 days for violations or 90 days for natural condition mitigation from 



the date of SCE&G’s notification to the landowner pass until an approved plan must be received 



by SCE&G.  SCE&G reserves the right to require more than the minimum re-vegetation 



requirements should it determine that additional vegetation is needed, based on site 



characteristics or extenuating circumstances.  The nature of the violation or the response of the 



landowner are two such extenuating circumstances that will be considered.  The landowner must 



comply with these changes or risk penalties. 



 



Once a re-vegetation plan has been approved, the landowner must implement the plan 



during the next planting season.  SCE&G defines the planting season to be from November to 



February.  Should the landowner not implement the plan within the specified time frame, the 



plan will become null and void and the landowner will be found in violation and subject to 



penalties. 



 



This plan will be used to encourage all landowners to develop a buffer zone or correct 



any violations of existing buffer zones. 



 



SCE&G will perform a follow-up inspection after the 5 year improvement period.  
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6.0 PENALTIES [MAKE INTO SUBSECTION OF CORRECTIVE ACTIONS AND 



PENALTIES] 



 



In most cases, SCE&G is able to work with the landowner to resolve areas of 



nonconformance, particularly if the buffer zone modification is a result of natural causes.  



SCE&G reserves the right to require additional plantings that go beyond the guidelines in 



Attachment A. 



 



Landowners found in violation of the 75-foot buffer zone management restrictions or 



management restrictions below El. 360, as a result of the removal of vegetation, encroachment 



into the buffer zone, or un-permitted changes to property contours, may be subject to any or all 



of the following: 



 



a) Repeat violations by landowners may result in the permanent cancellation of their 



dock permit and loss of lake access. 



b) Revocation of existing shoreline dock and/or ramp permits for a period of no less than 



five years. 



c) Denial of any future permits and denial of access across SCE&G’s property to the 



lake, perhaps even in the form of positive barriers. 



d) Requirements that the landowner submits a re-vegetation plan for approval to 



SCE&G and complete replanting during the next growing season.  A re-vegetation 



plan must, at a minimum, comply with guidelines set forth in Attachment A. [add 



note – individual will provide photo documentation for a period of 5 years] 



e)  SCE&G reserves the right to take legal action to require re-vegetation of the affected 



areas, seek damages, and seek its administrative and legal costs for doing so. 



f) Removal of marketable timber within the buffer zone by the landowner will require, 



at a minimum, payment equal to triple stumpage, subject to valuation by SCE&G’s 



Land Department. 



g) Reimbursement of costs, in cases where SCE&G finds it necessary, to actively restore 



affected buffer zones because landowners either have not timely submitted a re-



vegetation plan, or the conditions are such as in the opinion of SCE&G to require 



immediate attention to prevent serious shoreline problems.   
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VOLUNTARY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM  



 



 



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT A 
 



75-FOOT BUFFER ZONE GOALS AND CRITERIA FOR  



RE-VEGETATION OF DISTURBED AREAS 



 
 











 



 



BUFFER ZONE GOALS AND MINIMUM CRITERIA  
FOR RE-VEGETATION OF DISTURBED AREAS 



 
FERC PROJECT NO. 516 



 
LAKE MURRAY – SCE&G 



 
 



MINIMUM BUFFER ZONE AND SHORELINE VEGETATION 
 



1. Improvement Goals and Recommendations 
 



Implementation of the management goals below is recommended to 



enhance vegetated buffers, thereby improving biodiversity, providing erosion 



protection, adding or maintaining filtering capacity, and protecting the aesthetics 



of a “natural” shoreline. 



 



The vegetated buffer will be managed as three zones with the desired 



vegetative mix for each zone based on the inherent properties of the zone and the 



ecological function of that zone and of the buffer in total.  These zones include 



Zone I (vegetated perimeter below the 360 elevation), Zone II (0 feet to 25 feet 



beginning at the 360 elevation inland), and Zone III (>25 feet to 75 feet).  The 



table in Section 3 provides recommendations for adapted species for each zone. 



 



a) Zone I:  If the slope is as flat as 2 to 1 or flatter, an understory cover 



consisting of grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 



inches or duff or natural mulch at least 4 inches thick will be 



established or encouraged to develop over at least 75% of this zone for 



the stability of the shoreline.  All shrubs, grasses and forbs used to 



meet the understory requirement shall be native species. Absolutely no 



removal of trees and shrubs other than dead specimens is permitted in 



this zone.  Unless an exception is granted by SCE&G, any tree 



removed in this zone must be replaced.  Replacement trees shall be at 



least 6 feet in height (measured from the first sign of bark exiting the 
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soil to the top of the tree).  If the slope of this zone is steeper than 2 to 



1 and the shoreline is unstable, South Carolina Electric & Gas will 



provide guidance on acceptable measures that may be used to stabilize 



the shoreline. 



b) Zone II:  At least 50% of Zone II shall have an understory cover 



consisting of grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 



inches or a layer of duff or mulch of natural materials at least 4 inches 



in thickness.  All shrubs, grasses and forbs used to meet the understory 



requirement shall be native species. Absolutely no removal of trees 



other than dead or diseased specimens is permitted in this zone should 



occur in this Zone.  Removed trees should be replaced as needed to 



meet the spacing limitation.  Replacement trees should be at least 6 



feet in height above the ground. 



c) Zone III:  An understory primarily consisting of herbaceous species is 



suggested for this zone to provide for immediate filtering of sediment, 



nutrients, and other potential pollutants from developed upland areas 



above the lake.  Traditional lawn species, vines and shrubs are 



accepted and permitted in the upper 25 ft. of this zone, i.e. >50 ft to 75 



ft. can be planted with grass but will be managed naturally without 



application of nutrients or pesticides, and except as specified below, it 



may not be cleared or “improved” to create conditions favorable for 



such traditional lawn species.  Selective thinning may be allowed in 



this zone to remove undesirable or dead trees and shrubs. Dead or 



undesirable trees, which are removed, shall be replanted. Replacement 



trees should be at least 6 feet in height above the ground. 



 



2. Minimum Criteria for Re-vegetation of Disturbed Areas 
 



The following guidelines shall be adhered to as minimum criteria for 



application in the restoration of disturbed buffers along the shoreline perimeter of 



Lake Murray: 



Comment: This zone will be used as 
part of the riparian description. 



Comment: SCE&G will develop 
spacing criteria instead of 50% 
understory cover. 



Comment: Remove this zone  
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The area beginning at the 360 feet elevation (the “360”) and continuing 



inland to the limits of the 75 ft shoreline buffer zone shall be maintained as a 



vegetated buffer.  No removal of ESA targeted vegetation (willow, buttonbush 



etc.) whatsoever may occur.  This entire area shall be inclusive of buffer 



vegetative management Zone II and Zone III. 



 



a) In addition to the requirements for zones II and III, if the slope of Zone 



I is as flat as 2 to1 or flatter, the guidelines in Section 2 will be applied 



to facilitate the establishment/development of satisfactory vegetative 



cover. 



b) The spacing between any two trees shall not exceed 25 feet.  In 



addition, the spacing between the 360 feet elevation and a tree shall 



not exceed 25 ft. 



c) If the spacing does not meet the minimum requirements cited above, 



specimens of approved tree species shall be planted as needed for 



compliance.  Dead trees or trees weakened by disease, insects, natural 



events, etc. may be selectively cut.  However, cut trees must be 



replaced, regardless of their spacing, to meet these spacing 



requirements.  Existing pines may be credited towards meeting the 



spacing requirements.  However, pines are not included in the list of 



acceptable replacements because of the frequency of mortality due to 



pest and climatic problems. 



d) If a significant understory was present prior to disturbance in Zone 1 



re-vegetation shall be planted to have an understory cover consisting 



of grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 inches covering 



no less than 75 % area in Zone 1. 



e) If a significant understory was present prior to disturbance in  Zone 2 



re-vegetation shall planted to have an understory cover consisting of 



grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 inches covering no 



Comment: Change to something less 
than 25 feet (any number between 15 and 
24 feet can be included in this plan) 
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less than 50 % area in Zone 2 and a layer of duff or mulch of natural 



materials at least 4 inches thick. 



f) In addition, in order to meet this requirement, the understory cover in 



both Zones 1 and Zone 2 shall be in a mosaic or linear arrangement 



that extends across at least 80% of the length of the buffer. 



g) The impacted area shall be replaced with a layer of duff or mulch of 



natural materials at least 4 inches think.  The leaves from the leaf drop 



of the trees must be left on the surface to provide ground cover and 



filtering.  Dead limbs on the surface in the buffer zone may be 



removed. 



h) All replanted trees must be of a height between 6 to 8 feet above the 



ground (measure from the first sign of exposed bark exiting the soil to 



the top of the tree). 



i) No pesticides or nutrients are to be applied within the buffer without 



written approval from SCE&G. 



 
 



 



3. Recommended Species for Planting in the Vegetated Buffer 
 



ZONE RECOMMENDED SPECIES 



 Trees Shrubs Grass & Forbs 



Zone I 
 
(Perimeter 
below 360 feet 
elevation) 



Black Willow* 
Cottonwood* 
Cypress, Bald* 
Cypress, Pond 
Green Ash* 
River Birch* 
Swamp Tupelo 
Willow Oak* 
Water Oak* 



Buttonbush* 
Silky Dogwood* 
Swamp Azalea 
Wax Myrtle* 
Alder 
 



Maidencane 
Switchgrass (Alamo)* 
Bushy Bluestem 
Switchcane 
Hibiscus 
Water willow 











 



 



ZONE RECOMMENDED SPECIES 



 Trees Shrubs Grass & Forbs 



Zone II 
 
(0 to 25 feet in 
perimeter 
above the 360 
feet elevation) 



American Elm* 
Bitter-nut Hickory 
Crabapple* 
Dogwood* 
Eastern Redbud* 
Eastern Redcedar* 
Green Ash* 
Hackberry/Sugarberry 
Laurel Oak* 
Paw Paw 
Persimmon* 
Red Maple* 
Red Mulberry 
Sweetgum 
Sycamore* 
Water Oak* 
White Ash* 
Willow Oak* 
Yellow Poplar* 



American Strawberry Bush 
American Beautyberry* 
American Holly* 
Carolina Rose 
Native Azaleas 
Wax Myrtle* 



Big Bluestem* 
Broomsedge 
Eastern Gamagrass* 
Little Bluestem* 
Indiangrass* 
Purpletop 
Switchgrass* 
Illinois Bundleflower* 
Partridge Pea* 
Purple Coneflower* 



Zone III 
 
(>25 to 75 feet 
in perimeter 
above the 360 
feet elevation) 



American Elm* 
Bitter-nut Hickory 
Crabapple* 
Dogwood* 
Eastern Redbud* 
Eastern Red Cedar* 
Green Ash* 
Hackberry/Sugarberry 
Laurel Oak* 
Paw Paw 
Persimmon* 
Red Maple* 
Red Mulberry 
Sweetgum 
Sycamore* 
Water Oak* 
White Ash* 
Willow Oak* 
Yellow Poplar* 



American Strawberry Bush 
American Beautyberry* 
American Holly* 
Carolina Rose 
Native Azaleas 
Wax Myrtle* 



Big Bluestem* 
Broomsedge 
Eastern Gamagrass* 
Little Bluestem* 
Indiangrass* 
Purpletop 
Switchgrass* 
Illinois Bundleflower* 
Partridge Pea* 
Purple Coneflower* 
 
 



 



The tree, shrub and herbaceous plants listed include only native species 



which are adapted for the location and use and which are commercially available.  



Species which typically are the most readily available are indicated by an “*”.  



Note that the native botanical community may include other acceptable species 



that typically are not commercially available. 



  



Comment: REMOVE FROM LIST 



Comment: Remove from list 
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT RESOURCE GROUP


SCE&G Training Center


February 9, 2006


Draft ACG 3-3-06



ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Ron Ahle, SCDNR

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services

George Duke, LMHC

Chris Page, SCDNR


Dan Tufford, USC


Dick Christie, SCDNR


Bertina Floyd, LMHOC


Joy Downs, LMA


Richard Kidder - LMA

Mike Summer – SCE&G

Tom Ruple- LMA


Mike Murrell, LMA


Tom Brooks, Newberry County


Don Tyler, LMA & LMHC


Bill Marshall, SCDNR & LSSRAC


Randall Shealy, Lake Murray Historical Soc.

Bill Cutler, LW & SCCCL

Steve Bell, LW

Amanda Hill, USFWS

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Rhett Bickley – Lexington County


Ronald Scott – Lexington County


Bill Mathias, LMA & Lake Murray Power 

          Squadron 

DATE: 
February 9, 2006



HOMEWORK ITEMS:


· Develop SMP StrawMan – SCE&G

· Read SMP and Highlight Items of Interest or Concern for Discussion – Everyone


· Contact FERC Representative, Allan Creamer, to Arrange a Visit to the Next Quarterly Public Meeting – Bill Argentieri


· Discuss with Orbis the Potential for Developing Aerial Survey Photography Above the 360 to Satisfy LIDAR Request – Tommy Boozer


· Send SCE&G MOU with Santee Cooper on Aquatic Plants – DNR (Chris Page, Ron Ahle or Dick Christie)


AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING:

· To be determined by TWC

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
April 26, 2006 at 9:00 a.m.   







Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

Alan opened the meeting and noted that the first order of business was to discuss the status of the meeting minutes from the previous meeting.  He noted that he would like to finalize these notes and asked if anyone from the group had something that they would like to add or change.  The group agreed that the notes could be finalized and the group read the mission statement together.  


During the first quarter of the meeting David Hancock briefly went through the Shoreline Management Booklet prompting discussion on various topics referenced therein.    Alan indicated the booklet would likely change significantly as an new SMP was prepared. 


The group discussed the general makeup of what they felt should be contained in the new SMP.  It was pointed out that it would be important to have general guidelines with some flexibility for implementation. 


It was noted that one homework item for the group would be to go through the Shoreline Management Booklet.  Alan proposed that one of the missions of the Technical Working Committee would be to develop the components of the Shoreline Management Booklet, discussing the objectives with the RCG.  The group decided that it would be beneficial if SCE&G first provided a strawman of the Shoreline Management Booklet that the TWC could add onto and change as they see fit.  The group agreed that this would be beneficial.   


The group began to discuss the buffer zone management.  Alan noted that a buffer zone management plan has been sent to the FERC.  Rhett Bickley asked SCE&G what percent of shoreline on the Lower Saluda River was managed by SCE&G.  It was noted that it was approximately 50 percent.  Tony Bebber added that it may be beneficial to consider a type of voluntary program for those properties that are not under SCE&G ownership.  Tommy Boozer agreed that it could be incorporated as a part of public outreach and public education.


Ron Ahle noted that he believed that the group should meet on an annual basis to discuss how the plan was or was not working and make suggested changes to the next plan.  Tommy noted that public response and communication was also important and helped to keep down the number of violations.  The group also decided that it would be beneficial for the FERC Representative for the Saluda Project to visit the next Quarterly Public Meeting in order to answer relicensing questions.  


The group began an interactive discussion on issues and TWCs.  Amanda Hill noted that the Woody Debris Management was not included in the list of issues.  Alan pointed out that a Woody Debris Management Plan was developed and accepted by the agencies and would subsequently be included into the ESA.  The issues are attached below and filed underneath their appropriate subsection as agreed upon by the group.  


Buffer Zone Restoration/Management 


1. Lake Watch 2nd Priority : Buffer Zone restoration-  A technical committee should be formed to assess all buffer zones on the lake for compliance with current and past guidelines and restrictions etc. The cause of excessive clearing should be determined, the existing restoration plan should be re-evaluated and updated if necessary. 


2. USFWS 4th Priority: Buffer Zone Management 


3. Newberry County 6th Priority: Buffer Zone Management


4. DNR Priority:  Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include a buffer zone management plan that includes restoration measures for buffer zone areas that have been improperly cleared by landowners


5. DNR Priority:  Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include a map identifying intermittent and perennial streams and their associated 75’ buffer


ESA Identification and Management 

6. DNR Priority: We also request that specific management restrictions be developed and incorporated into the SMP that would control encroachments into ESA’s, conservation areas, and other natural areas.  


7. USFWS 5th Priority: ESA management policy


8. Newberry County 11th Priority: ESA  Management


9. DNR Priority:  Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include guidelines for restrictions within the 50’ buffer surrounding the ESA’s


10. DNR Priority: Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include a map showing  ESA’s in front of all easement properties


11. DNR Priority:  Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include a woody debris and stump management plan


Land Reclassification 


12. USFWS 2nd Priority: Updated Shoreline Classification for Lake Murray and Lower Saluda River


13. Newberry County 4th Priority: Updated Shoreline Classification


14. DNR Priority:  SCE&G is in the process of revising land classifications, and we request an updated classification that clearly describes the existing use of the property, acreage and mileage of shoreline associated with each classification.     


15. DNR Priority: Our primary concern with the SMP plan continues to be rebalancing of shoreline classifications.  In a 2004 order, FERC recognized that the shoreline classifications are weighted heavily towards development and stated that rebalancing is needed.  We, along with other resource agencies and stakeholders, have repeatedly asked for and continue to recommend that rebalancing be completed.


16. DNR Priority: Project lands associated with the Lower Saluda River have been less developed, and the riparian buffers and natural features associated with most of these lands are still intact. We request a summary of project lands and their current classifications, to include acreage and mileage of shoreline.


17. Lake Watch 7th Priority: Social-economic- a technical committee should be formed to evaluate the socia-economic impacts associated with LUSMP including development and ecotourism – Land Reclassification 


18. SCPRT 1st Priority: Ensure that recreational facilities and opportunities are protected and enhanced for current and future users, on and near the lake and river.   - (To be considered under Land Reclassification Discussion)


19. SCPRT 2nd Priority: Provide sufficient recreation and nature-based tourism opportunities to support the growing population of the region throughout the license period. - (To be considered in the Land Reclassification Discussion)


20. SCPRT 3rd Priority: Provide safe and enjoyable recreation experiences for the boating and non-boating public including state residents and visitors. - (To be considered in the Land Reclassification Discussion)


21. SCPRT 4th Priority: Conserve natural, cultural, and recreational resources for future generations to enjoy. - (To be considered in the Land Reclassification Discussion)


22. SCPRT 5th Priority: Include enough land in the project boundary to assure optimum development of recreational resources afforded by the project. -  Recreation RCG and to be considered in the Land Reclassification Discussion)


23. SCPRT Priority:  The Saluda project (lake and regulated river) offers tremendous opportunities for parks, recreation, and tourism now and in the future.   We are concerned that insufficient project shoreline has been set aside for public recreation, especially shore-oriented recreation such as bank/pier fishing, picnicking, camping, wildlife watching, and hiking/walking.  As the population of this area grows and as this resource becomes more attractive to potential visitors from other areas, more shoreline and adjacent properties will be needed to serve the recreational and natural resource needs of the public.  In the current Shoreline Management Plan (SMP), very little of the shoreline on the lake has been set aside for current or future public recreation.  Some of this recreational shoreline includes the islands which are generally inaccessible except by boat.  Approximately 75 percent of the shoreline is developed or planned for future development.  We believe that this development has impacted recreation use, visual aesthetics (a value to be considered in all TWC), fish and wildlife habitat, and water quality.  We request that SCE&G review the current allocation for the project in consultation with resource agencies and stakeholders and identify a more balanced allocation that will meet the public recreation and natural resource needs over the life of the license.  To accomplish this, an updated classification of the existing use of the property, acreage, and shoreline mileage associated with each classification should be completed and the shoreline management plan should be updated. - (To be considered in the Land Reclassification Discussion)


24. SCPRT Priority: The ICD reports that only 404 acres are provided for public recreation on Lake Murray which includes the 348 acre Dreher Island State Park.  The access areas listed are small - from 1.1 acre to 17.9 acres - with most under 10 acres (excluding the state park and three sites that did not list acreage).  On the Saluda River, Saluda Shoals Park is 240 acres and the other three access areas are small (Gardendale acreage not identified).  We suggest acreage be added to all small sites to the extent possible to allow for future expansion as recreational needs change and to provide options for shore based recreation. Recreation RCG and Land Reclassification Discussions 


25. DNR Priority:  The access areas listed are small with most under 10 acres (excluding the state park) and we are concerned that adequate shore based recreational activities are not available for public use. Information regarding future plans to develop shore based recreational access is needed - Recreation RCG and Land Reclassification TWC Discussion

26. SCPRT Priority: A “build out” scenario should be used to identify the volume of use based on future development proposed in the shoreline management plan.  This should help identify areas to avoid or target for new recreational access and may also identify areas that should be addressed for amendments to the shoreline management plan.  Information is needed on how the “build out” will affect boating carrying capacity, water quality, and fish and wildlife habitat. – Land Reclassification Discussion

27. Newberry County 2nd Priority:  Total Build-Out Study - Land Reclassification Discussion

28. USFWS 6th Priority:  Total Build-Out - Land Reclassification Discussion

29. Permanent protection of a new state park property with significant shoreline on the Lexington/Saluda side of the lake. – Land Reclassification Discussion 


30. Conservation of areas identified as important during interagency review of shoreline management maps. - Land Reclassification Discussion

Lake Murray Land Sales – (Include as subcommittee to Land Reclassification)


31. USFWS 3rd Priority: Future Fringeland Sale Policy


32. Newberry County 5th Priority: Future Fringeland Sale


Shoreline Permitting


33. Lake Watch 8th Priority: We recommend that recent studies on Shoreline Development Impacts on TVA Rivers and Lakes and recent US Army Corps studies associated with shoreline management updates be used as part of the information available to address issues in this committee. A sub-committee under #5 [Land Use and Shoreline Plan] could be formed 


to retrieve this information along with any other request. – Shoreline Permitting 


34. Newberry County 14th Priority:  Review current Shoreline permitting fees - Shoreline Permitting Discussion

Residential, Commercial, Public, Private, and Multi-Slip Dock Permitting – All Docks (subcommittee of Shoreline Permitting)


35. USFWS 7th Priority: Residential, Commercial, and Common Docks


36. Newberry County 13th Priority:  Residential Docks


37. Newberry County 15th Priority:  Commercial Multi-use Dock procedure


38. Newberry County 16th Priority:  Common Dock Regs


39. Lake Watch 4th Priority: Marina construction- A technical committee should be formed to review and update the current guidelines and policies regarding the permitting of private and commercial marinas


General Shoreline Management


40. Newberry County 9th Priority: FERC Lake Murray Shoreline Management Plan Update – General Outline to be developed by SCE&G

41. Lake Watch 5th Priority:  Land Use and Shoreline Plan- A technical committee should be formed to review the existing LUSMP line by line to discuss the need for making changes with the goal of submitting recommendations back to the larger group for discussion. One outcome would be to put together in one document the entire LUSMP. The entire plan now can only be found as bits and pieces of the past record.  - General Outline to be developed by SCE&G

42. Newberry County 8th Priority: General Permits – Shoreline Permitting 


43. Newberry County 7th Priority: General Shoreline Activities – Shoreline Permitting 


Excavation - 


44. USFWS 9th Priority:  General Shoreline Activities/Excavation policy - Shoreline Permitting 

45. Newberry County 12th Priority: Excavation policy - Shoreline Permitting 


Erosion and Sedimentation 


46. Lake Watch 6th Priority-Erosion- A technical committee should be formed to determine the extent of erosion problems on the project’s shoreline and submit recommendations back to the overall group for review and discussion.


47. DNR Priority:  Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include: an erosion and sedimentation control plan


Other


48. Newberry County 1st Priority:  LIDAR up to at least the PBL (Project Boundary Line) – not scheduled for Newberry and Saluda counties, Richland (2003) and Lexington (2004) counties have it.  (Parking lot)


49. Lake Watch 1st Priority: Communication between SCE&G and stakeholders - A technical committee should be formed to study how SCE&G and stakeholders can better communicate and work together to achieve the goals and objectives implemented in the new license plan. - General Outline to be developed by SCE&G  


Information Needs/Study Requests


50. USFWS 1st Priority:  Existing Studies - Complete


51. Newberry County 3rd Priority: Existing Studies - Complete

52. Lake Watch 3rd Priority:  Federal and state regulations and/or requirements- A technical committee should be formed to determine and review all Federal and State regulations that relate to or have impact on the management of the reservoir, the lower Saluda and lands within the project boundaries. This committee should arrange to meet with FERC staff and discuss and clarify all FERC regulations or requirements associated with lake and land management – FERC Relicensing Contact to talk at public meeting

FOR CONSIDERATION TO BE HANDLED BY THE AQUATIC PLANT MANAGEMENT COUNCIL – (parking lot), one suggestion is to develop MOU with SCDNR to address this 


Newberry County 10th Priority: Aquatic Plant Management Program


USFWS 10th Priority: Aquatic Plant Management


DNR Priority:  Information such as species composition, location, and acreage of aquatic plants in the project is needed to develop an aquatic plant management plan.   


FOR CONSIDERATION TO BE HANDLED IN THE CULTURAL RESOURCE RCG


SCPRT Priority: There are many known and unknown cultural resources located within the project boundary. A plan should be developed in coordination with appropriate resource agencies to identify and protect these valuable resources

FOR CONSIDERATION TO BE HANDLED IN THE FISH AND WILDLIFE RCG


SCPRT Priority: Due to state laws affecting Lake Murray, each new building or marina on the lake further restricts waterfowl hunting.  An estimate of remaining legal waterfowl hunting areas should be mapped for consideration of designated waterfowl hunting areas


USFWS 11th Priority: Waterfowl Hunting Areas


Newberry County 17th Priority: Waterfowl Hunting


DNR Priority: Parts of the plan [SMP] that have not been resolved include the designation of new waterfowl hunting areas to compensate for those lost to land sales and development


FOR CONSIDERATION TO BE HANDLED IN THE RECREATION RCG –


DNR Priority:  In the lower Saluda River, flows are needed to support wade fishing and paddling. Information is needed regarding the flows that provide optimal recreational opportunity and when they should be provided.  – Operations RCG

Access Points


DNR Priority:  the location and property for a large, multi-lane boating event site should be explored. - Recreation RCG    


DNR Priority:  Ensuring the public has adequate access to the project is a high interest of the agency. A description of public recreation sites is provided in the ICD (Table E-15). However, no indication of capacity or handicapped accessibility is provided, and we request that information be included. – Recreation RCG 


Total Build-Out Scenarios


SCPRT Priority: A boat carrying capacity study should be performed for Lake Murray to identify concerns with current or future over-crowding and safety.  As part of the process, include an inventory of current and future residential docks, public and private marinas, dry storage, and other boat access opportunities.  Project related accidents during the current license period should be identified for use in addressing safety needs.  This study will identify areas to target or avoid for new boating facilities. – The study will be done by Recreation RCG, results made available to Lake and Land Management TWC

DNR Priority:  Information regarding recreational use and needs, projected for at least 10 years, is needed to plan for future recreational enhancements. – Recreation RCG

Specific Priorities From SCPRT That Could be Handled in the Recreation RCG


Permanent protection for Dreher Island State Recreation Area. - Recreation RCG

Continuation of existing recreational resources on Lake Murray and new/expanded resources where possible and appropriate. – Recreation RCG

Continued implementation of the Lower Saluda River Corridor Plan & Update, including additional recreational access at “Sandy Beach”, I-20, I-26, take out above Mill Race Rapids, and development of the Saluda River greenway and Three Rivers Greenway. – Recreation RCG

Continuation of existing recreational resources on the Saluda River. - Recreation RCG

Maintenance/enhancement of the scenic integrity of Lake Murray and the Saluda River. – All TWC and RCG

Identification and enhancement of paddling opportunities in the tributaries and tributary arms of the lake. - Recreation RCG

FOR CONSIDERATION TO BE HANDLED IN THE SAFETY RCG


DNR Priority:  we are interested in identifying ways to reduce the number of water related deaths and accidents associated with the project. We request that a list of all project related accidents that occurred during the existing license period be provided, as well as any accommodations in project operations or facilities by the licensee to address these accidents. – Safety RCG

There was a brief discussion on LIDAR.  Chris Page explained that it was basically a form of radar that could give you good digital elevations among other things.  He noted that it had been performed in Lexington in 2004 and Richland in 2003.  He further explained that LIDAR has not been performed in Newberry or Saluda Counties.  Tom Brooks noted that they were looking for contours up to the PBL and  if SCE&G worked with Newberry and Saluda counties that the LIDAR could be completed in a more cost effective manner.  There was some discussion among the group on this topic.  Tommy noted that they had aerial photography from the 360 to the 355 and they would ask Orbis for information on what the capabilities are for developing more information above the 360.  


There was some discussion among the group on the issue of  aquatic plants.  Alan noted that in discussions with Chris Page and Tommy Boozer these issues would be addressed by the Aquatic Plant Management Council.  Bill Argentieri noted that the dates of Aquatic Plant Management Council meetings would be posted to the website as SCE&G is made aware of the meetings.   Alan asked if it would be okay if a Memorandum of Understanding could be worked out with DNR addressing this issue and shared with the group and the group agreed that that would be acceptable.  DNR noted that they would send a copy of the MOU they had with Santee Cooper to SCE&G as an example.  


After the group finished going through the issues, they then began to develop the list of members for the TWC.  Dick Christie noted that in his experience with Duke the TWC was relatively small, less then 10 people, and consisted mainly of people who were recognized for their technical knowledge and also of a few stakeholders.  He added that he believed it was important to include a few stakeholders that may not have all of the technical expertise but were able to provide a “real world” view.  


The group agreed that there would be one core TWC that would address all of the issues.  Everyone agreed that the TWC would consist of the members listed below and would discuss the following major topics and the items included therein (see pages 3-10 for a list of all of the items):


Lake & Land Management TWC Participants


Dick Christie - SCDNR


Amanda Hill - USFWS



Tony Bebber - SCPRT


Ron Ahle - SCDNR


Tommy Boozer – SCE&G


David Hancock – SCE&G


Van Hoffman – SCE&G


Andy Miller – SCDHEC

Alan Stuart – Kleinschmidt


Steve Bell – Lake Watch


Joy Downs – LMA

· Buffer Zone Management


Limited Brushing Below 360 El.


· ESA Identification and Management


Woody Debris & Stump Management

· Land Reclassification


Land Sales


· Erosion and Sedimentation


· Shoreline Permitting


Commercial, residential, public, private, multi-slip docks


Excavation


· Shoreline Management Plan Outline


SCE&G to take lead in developing strawman

The dates for the next TWC meetings would be March 9th, March 16th, March 21st and March 30th.   The RCG decided to meet on the 26th of April.  


Saluda Hydro Relicensing


Lake and Land Management Resource Conservation Group


Meeting Agenda


February 9, 2006

9:00 AM


Lake Murray Training Center


· 9:00 to 9:30  
Review of Meeting Notes from 12-8-05


· 9:30 to 9:35 
Review of Mission Statement

· 9:35 to 11:45  
Begin Discussion of Priority Issues

· 11:45 to 12:15
Lunch

· 12:15 to 2:30
Continued Discussion of Priority Issues

· 2:30 to 2:45
Discussion of Presentations Needed to Address Priority Issues


· 2:45 to 3:00
Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for Next 
Meeting


Adjourn
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From: Alison Guth
To: "dchristie@infoave.net"; "amanda_hill@fws.gov"; "tbebber@scprt.com"; 

"ahler@dnr.sc.gov"; "Tommy Boozer"; "David Hancock"; "Van Hoffman"; 
"C. Andy Miller"; Alan Stuart; "bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net"; "Elymay2@aol.
com"; "Ronald Scott"; "ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R"; 

Subject: Thursday"s Agenda
Date: Monday, March 06, 2006 3:41:25 PM
Attachments: Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 030906.doc 

Hello, 
As promised the Lake and Land TWC Agenda.  Thanks, Alison 
  
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
mailto:dchristie@infoave.net
mailto:amanda_hill@fws.gov
mailto:tbebber@scprt.com
mailto:ahler@dnr.sc.gov
mailto:tboozer@scana.com
mailto:dhancock@scana.com
mailto:vhoffman@scana.com
mailto:MILLERCA@dhec.sc.gov
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alan Stuart
mailto:bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
mailto:Elymay2@aol.com
mailto:Elymay2@aol.com
mailto:rscott@lex-co.com
mailto:BARGENTIERI@scana.com

Saluda Hydro Relicensing

Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee

Meeting Agenda


March 9, 2006

9:00 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

· Discussion and Update on Shoreline Classifications on Lake Murray and Lower Saluda River (Prioritized Items 12-16 & 30 in the Feb 9th Draft Meeting Notes)

· Discussion on Future Fringeland Sale Policy (Items 31-32)


· Discuss Items 18-25 & 29 as They Pertain to Recreation Lands and Access Areas


As time allows, or to be placed on the agenda for 3/16:


· Discussion of Build-Out Scenarios (Items 17 & 26-28)
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From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; 

Bertina Floyd; Bill Argentieri; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; 
Daniel Tufford; David Allen; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; 
George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; 
Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O"Rourke; 
John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); Joy Downs; Kim Westbury; 
Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos (laura.
mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; 
Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; 
Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; 
Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Randy Mahan; 
Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net); Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; 
Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
ryanity@scana.com; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; 
Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 

Subject: Final Sept. 5 Lake and Land Notes
Date: Thursday, October 05, 2006 3:52:26 PM
Attachments: 2006-9-5 Final Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.pdf 

Dear Lake and Land RCG and TWC Members, 
Attached is the final set of meeting notes from the September 5 TWC meeting.  Email me if you have 
any questions.  Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G    
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates  Randy Mahan, SCANA Services, Inc. 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G   Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Rhett Bickley, Lexington County  Dick Christie, SCDNR 
Joy Downs, LMA    Roy Parker, LMA 
Steve Bell, Lake Watch   John Frick, landowner 
Kim Westbury, Saluda County  Van Hoffman, SCANA 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT     
 
 
 
HOMEWORK: 
 


• Tommy and David to review proposed changes to Commercial Marina Criteria on radius 
map. 


 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  September 19, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at Carolina Research Park 
 
MEETING NOTES: 
 
These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 
 
Alan welcomed the group and noted that discussions will be regarding Commercial Marinas.  Alan 
explained that, with the guidance of Tommy Boozer, the group would progress through the current 
criteria for Commercial Marinas.  Tommy noted that while reviewing the criteria, that the group 
should keep in mind that Commercial Marinas are areas where public access should be promoted.   
 
Before the group directly made changes to the criteria, Tommy reviewed background data with the 
group.  He noted that if a permit is approved for a public marina, than it was important that it stay a 
public marina under that permit.  Tommy also briefly reviewed the general requirements.  There 
was some discussion on incentives that may be provided to the Commercial Marinas in particular.   
Examples that were discussed included the allowance of more slips at facilities that are open to the 
public.   
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During discussions on the permitting process, Tommy proposed an alternative process for 
permitting Commercial Marinas that has been considered by SCE&G.  He explained that this 
process would require the marina or proposed marina to meet basic critiera before progressing 
through an in-depth committee review process with SCE&G, agencies, and possibly a few NGO 
individuals.  He noted that during the committee review the potential marina owners could provide 
the committee with a presentation on what was planned for the marina.  The group agreed with this 
concept. 
 
Joy Downs noted that it may be beneficial to encourage dry storage rather than wet slips at marinas 
and asked the group what incentives could be provided to marinas to put dry storage in place.  Steve 
Bell agreed, and noted that he believed that the boat “parking lots” on the lake needed to be kept as 
small as possible.  However, he added that the business owners still needed to be considered in the 
equation, and he thought it a good idea to talk with the marina owners.  In the discussion on dry 
storage options, Van Hoffman pointed out that dry storage was not without its drawbacks due to the 
large buildings that effect aesthetics and the need to excavate an area.  Group discussed that there 
were drawbacks to both wet slips as well as dry.  
 
There was some discussion on information gathering from marina operators, and Steve Bell 
suggested that a survey be given to marina operators.  Steve Bell added that it may help to answer 
questions on if size limitations on facilities are going to prevent the facilities from continuing 
business or new facilities from coming in.  There was agreement among some individuals in the 
group that a survey was needed.  Roy Parker also suggested looking at a few marinas that serve as 
desirable examples aesthetics wise, water quality wise, etc.  Dick Christie added that another 
information need may be what percentage of the boating public actually use commercial marinas.   
 
After some brainstorming the group began to list what criteria was needed from a prospective 
marina owner if a new marina was proposed.  Interactively the group developed the following list of 
criteria: 
 


New Commercial Marina Information Needs 
• Size (minimum and/or maximum number of slips) 
• Location 
• Environmental issues (aesthetics, WQ, dredging, traffic, parking lot runoff, dry storage, 


PetroSoil material for oil absorption) 
• Local authorities (traffic to facility, road issues) 
• Layout, scope of facilities (fuel, parking, waste pump-out facility) 
• Economics – profitability of new and existing marinas 
• What % of lake users are accommodated by commercial marinas 
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• Provide incentives for privately owned commercial marinas vs. SCE&G managed or 
existing facilities 


• Minimum criteria that an applicant will need to request a permit for a new commercial 
marina 


 
 
Roy asked if Tommy would give his view on a desirable marina, as well as the issues regarding the 
public marinas.  Tommy briefly discussed a few of the items that he frequently deals with regarding 
public marinas and highlighted that most of them frequently ask for more slips as well note that they 
cannot compete with State and SCE&G sites such as Billy Dreher Island.  Speaking to the question 
of which marina may be a desirable example, Tommy explained that many provide the same access 
and amenities, however, some are more recently renovated, citing Lighthouse Marina as an 
example.  Tommy did not note, however, that being recently renovated made Lighthouse Marina 
any better of an example than some of the older facilities that provided the same access.   
 
After the group concluded the general discussion and suggestions, the group moved to talk about 
the initial criteria that would be required of a new marina in order to make a proposal for a permit.  
Alan recapped that there would be general criteria that the prospective marina would have to meet 
before providing information, answering the above listed information needs, to a panel for review.  
Draft changes from the interactive review of the current criteria is attached below. 
 
The group generally agreed that the criteria for the commercial marinas should be less stringent than 
private marinas.  Such as a higher number of slips may be allowed per area for a commercial marina 
than a private marina.  Tommy noted that he would review all proposed changes on the radius map 
and the group would revisit items if needed.   
 
While reviewing the criteria Ron suggested that buffer zones be established horizontally between 
ESA’s and commercial marinas where the dock crosses the 360.  The group came to the agreement 
on a 100-foot distance along the 360-foot contour from an ESA. 
 
The group took some time to review and discuss the definition of a narrow cove.  After some 
discussion the group decided that depending on the number of slips, there would need to be at least 
350’ to 750’ extending from the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway where 
the dock is located. 
 
Steve Bell noted that he was concerned that if the number of slips is not limited, a landowner may 
be able to expand greatly into the waterway.  Tommy acknowledged his concern but also noted that 
he would like to retain the flexibility to allow for 250 slips or so at a site that has been set aside and 
there is minimum impact to adjoining property owners.  Tommy cited Dreher Island as an example.  
Dick Christie suggested leaving a maximum at 200 and increasing it during a subsequent review 
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period if necessary.  Steve also asked if this issue could be placed in the parking lot for review at a 
later date. 
 
The group concluded the discussion on the criteria for Commercial Marinas and noted that they 
would be discussing Private Marinas on September 19th, 2006.  Before adjourning there was a brief 
review of items that the group would still give thought to: 
 


• The review process for commercial marinas 
• Criteria for the commercial marina review process 
• Incentives for dry storage 
• Size of commercial marinas (# of slips) 
• Expiration of permit if there is a change of use 
• Protection of aesthetics 
• Buffer zones for dry storage areas 
• Survey of marina users 
• Economics 
• Percent of boaters using public marinas.   
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LAKE MURRAY MULTI-USE DOCKS PROJECTS 


 
Definition 
Multi-use docks are docks that will accommodate four (4) or more watercraft 
simultaneously and for which a user fee or maintenance fee is charged for the use or 
upkeep of the facility - Commercial, Private, Private Residential. 
 
TYPES OF MULTI-USE DOCK MARINAS 
 
Commercial Marina: 
Facility opens to the General Public. 
Boat Launching, Boat Storage – Wet and Dry 
Food, Gas, Boat Repairs, etc. 
Example: Jake’s Landing,  


Dreher Island State Park 
Lake Murray Marina 
Light House Marina 
South Shore Marina 
Siesta Cove 


 
Private Marina 
Multi-use Docks and Boat Ramp 
Sail Clubs, Yacht Club, Private Clubs 
Pay a membership fee to participate 
Example:  Windward Point Yacht Club  


Columbia Sail Club 
Pine Island 
 


Private Residential Marinas 
 
Multi-slip Docks and Boat Ramp, Residential Development Both on Water and Off Water 
Lots, Condominiums, Multi-family Development, Subdivisions 
Not open to the General Public 
Example:  Spence Point 
  Land’s End 
  Night Harbor 
  Harbor Watch 
  Timberlake 
 
Common Access Areas – Residential / 360 and Setback Access 
Boat Ramp and Courtesy Dock 
On and Off Water Lots 
Example: Clear Water 
  Forty Love 
  Harbor View 
  Indian Fork 


Deleted: Private


Deleted: Public
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REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 
 


1. Initial consultation with SCE&G Lake Management Department 
 


2. County Zoning Requirements 
 


3. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers – Approval Permit 
 


4. S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control – Approval Permit 
 


5. S. C. Department of Natural Resources 
 


6. U. S. Fish and wildlife Service 
 


7. State Historic Preservation Office 
S. C. Department of Archives and History 


 
8. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 


 
9. South Carolina Electric & Gas Company – Approved Permit 


 
 


EXISTING PERMITTING CONDITIONS 
 


 
GENERAL REQUIREMENTS – Commercial Marinas 


 
1. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time 


will be permitted any closer than ¼ mile radius to an existing Multi-use Facility.  
 


2. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating between eleven (11) and one 
hundred (100) watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ½ mile radius to 
an existing Multi-use Facility.  


 
3. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating more than one hundred (100) 


watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than 1 mile radius to an existing 
Multi-use Facility. 


 
4. Any proposed Commercial Marina facility located within the ½ mile radius of an 


existing facility but separated by a peninsula will be located on the opposite side of 
the peninsula and will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance 
along the 360 contour of three (3) miles between the existing and proposed Multi-
use Facility.  


 
5. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time 


must be located a minimum of 150' from each outside edge of the dock walkway to 
the nearest common property line between the proposed development property and 
the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which 
ever provides for greater distance. 
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6. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred 


(100) watercraft at a time must be located a minimum of 250' from each outside edge 
of the dock walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed 
development property and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County 
zoning requirements; which ever provides for greater distance. 


 
7. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) 


watercraft at a time must be located a minimum of 300' from each outside edge of 
the dock walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed 
development property and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County 
zoning requirements; which ever provides for greater distance. 


 
8. The proposed Commercial Marina should be located within the confines of the 


imaginary projected property lines as they extend lakeward. 
 


9. Commercial Marina facilities must be located a minimum of 100 feet from an 
Environmentally Sensitive Area. 


 
10. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time 


shall be located within a minimum distance of 350 feet extending from the 360 foot to 
the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.   


 
11. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred 


(100) watercraft at a time shall be located within a minimum distance of 500 feet 
extending from the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.   


 
12. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) 


watercraft at a time shall be located within a minimum distance of 750 feet extending 
from the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.   


 
13. No Commercial Marina facility may encroach or extend more than one-third the 


distance across any cove area or waterway. 
 


14. A maximum development limit of 200 on-water slips to accommodate watercraft will 
be permitted.  The buildout period must conform to the U. S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and S.C. Department of Health and Environmental Control permit time 
frame.  


 
15.  


 
16. No Commercial Marina facilities will be permitted to have covers over the requested 


slips. 
 


17. Excavations for Commercial Marina facilities to improve public access may be 
considered on a case-by-case basis with consultation with appropriate State and 
federal resource agencies and regulatory authorities.  


 
18. The construction or use of Commercial Marina facilities must in no way be 


detrimental to the existing water quality. 
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19. Applicant will be required to conduct a 5-year Baseline Environmental Water Quality 


Monitoring Plan – see attached sheet.  
 


20. Commercial Marina facilities with greater than ten (10) watercraft or which 
accommodate watercraft with marine sanitation facilities will be required to install, 
operate, and maintain sewer pump-out disposal systems.   


 
21. Commercial Marina facilities must provide public restrooms. 


 
22. Commercial Marina facilities are encouraged to provide public fishing access areas. 


 
23. Commercial Marina facilities must comply with all local, county, state and federal 


regulations.  
 


24. Applicant must sign and complete the Commercial Marina Application Agreement 
before SCE&G will process a permit request.  


 
 


Discussion 
 


NEW CRITERIA FOR MULTI-USE DOCKS 
 


Commercial Marina 
• Size (minimum and/or maximum number of slips) 
• Location 
• Environmental issues (aesthetics, WQ, dredging, traffic, parking lot runoff, dry storage, 


PetroSoil material for oil absorption) 
• Local authorities (traffic to facility, road issues) 
• Layout, scope of facilities (fuel, parking, waste pump-out facility) 
• Economics – profitability of new and existing marinas 
• What % of lake users are accommodated by commercial marinas 
• Provide incentives for privately owned commercial marinas vs SCE&G managed or 


existing facilities 
• Minimum criteria that an applicant will need to request a permit for a new commercial 


marina 
 
 
Private Marina 
Private Residential Marina/Slips 
Common Access Areas 
 
Expanding of Existing Marina Facilities 
Public and Private 
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Criteria for Multi-slip vs. Private Individual Docks 
Number of slips per shoreline footage 
Example: Two (2) slips per 100 feet of shoreline 
 Maximum number 
 Minimum number 
 
 
 
 
 
Incentives 
Shoreline Protection/Buffer 
 
Multi-slip Dock 
Easement Property vs. Setback Property 
Footage of shoreline of ESA to be included in total shoreline footage 
 
 
 
 
 
Definition of Cove 
100’ to 400’ width 
 
 
 
 
Aerial Photographs 
Tapp Property  
McMeekin Property 
Rawls Property 
R. B. Baker Tract 
 
 
 







Page 7: [1] Deleted SCANA 9/5/2006 3:09 PM 


located in an area where water depths are adequate for the development of the 
project without requiring any excavation.  


 


 







FW: L&LM TWC - Agenda, Meeting Notes and Outlook Calendar Date Correction

 
 -----Original Appointment-----  
From:   Alison Guth   
Sent:   Thursday, November 16, 2006 2:22 PM  
To:     George Duke; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; David Hancock; Dick Christie; 
John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve 
Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber

Cc:     'ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R'; 'MAHAN, RANDOLPH R'; 'HANCOCK, DAVID E'; 'Tony Bebber'; 'BOOZER, THOMAS C'  
Subject:        Updated: L&LM TWC - Agenda, Meeting Notes and Outlook Calendar Date Correction  
When:   Tuesday, November 21, 2006 9:30 AM-2:30 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada).  
Where:  Lake Murray Training Center - Room 100 

Hello All, 

I apologize about sending the wrong date to your calendars, for those of you who have Outlook.  As 
stated in the body of the email, the Lake and Land Management TWC is November 21.  Accepting this 
email should allow the correct date to be placed on your Outlook Calendars.  I have also attached an 
agenda for the upcoming meeting and the draft set of meeting notes from the last meeting.  Please 
have any comments or changes to the meeting notes back to me by December 4th.  Thanks, and I 
apologize for the confusion on the meeting date.  Alison  

<<Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 112106.doc>> <<2006-10-31 draft Meeting Minutes -
Lake and Land TWC.doc>> 

Previous Message:  
Good Afternoon All, 

We have a Lake and Land Management TWC meeting scheduled for next Tuesday, November 21.  
This will occur at the Lake Murray Training Center at 9:30.  I will have a formal agenda, as 
well as the meeting notes from the last meeting, to you by tomorrow morning.  We will be developing a 
goal/mission statement for rebalancing as well as refining the criteria (listed below) that we developed 
at the last meeting.  I believe that SCDNR had a homework item of developing a strawman of the 
mission statement for rebalancing.  The group will also give consideration to a scoring method for 
lands using the agreed upon criteria.  A homework item for the group is to review the criteria listed 
below and give thought to a method of scoring prior to the meeting.  We will begin by discussing Future 
Development Lands.  Thanks, Alison

Rebalancing Evaluation Criteria: 

•       General habitat quality  
•       Fish Spawning and nursery habitat  
•       Length of undeveloped shoreline  

http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/public/Jobs/455...ar%20Date%20Correction-758102743.EML?Cmd=open (1 of 2) [5/21/2008 9:48:12 AM]



FW: L&LM TWC - Agenda, Meeting Notes and Outlook Calendar Date Correction

•       Depth of undeveloped Shoreline  
•       Waterfowl hunting opportunities  
•       Habitat in surrounding region  
•       Aesthetics  
•       Recreational values, public use and access  
•       Adjacency  
•       Back property owners  
•       ESA’s  
•       Conservation areas  
•       Continuity  
•       Development pressure  
•       Zoning (Density)  
•       Economics  
•       Endangered Species (federal, or state)  
•       Unique habitat 

        Water Quality 

http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/public/Jobs/455...ar%20Date%20Correction-758102743.EML?Cmd=open (2 of 2) [5/21/2008 9:48:12 AM]



From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; 

Bertina Floyd; Bill Argentieri; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; 
Daniel Tufford; David Allen; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; 
George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; 
Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O"Rourke; 
John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); Joy Downs; Kim Westbury; 
Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos (laura.
mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; 
Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; 
Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; 
Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Randy Mahan; 
Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net); Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; 
Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
ryanity@scana.com; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; 
Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 

Subject: Final Sept. 5 Lake and Land Notes
Date: Thursday, October 05, 2006 3:52:26 PM
Attachments: 2006-9-5 Final Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.pdf 

Dear Lake and Land RCG and TWC Members, 
Attached is the final set of meeting notes from the September 5 TWC meeting.  Email me if you have 
any questions.  Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G    
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates  Randy Mahan, SCANA Services, Inc. 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G   Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Rhett Bickley, Lexington County  Dick Christie, SCDNR 
Joy Downs, LMA    Roy Parker, LMA 
Steve Bell, Lake Watch   John Frick, landowner 
Kim Westbury, Saluda County  Van Hoffman, SCANA 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT     
 
 
 
HOMEWORK: 
 


• Tommy and David to review proposed changes to Commercial Marina Criteria on radius 
map. 


 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  September 19, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at Carolina Research Park 
 
MEETING NOTES: 
 
These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 
 
Alan welcomed the group and noted that discussions will be regarding Commercial Marinas.  Alan 
explained that, with the guidance of Tommy Boozer, the group would progress through the current 
criteria for Commercial Marinas.  Tommy noted that while reviewing the criteria, that the group 
should keep in mind that Commercial Marinas are areas where public access should be promoted.   
 
Before the group directly made changes to the criteria, Tommy reviewed background data with the 
group.  He noted that if a permit is approved for a public marina, than it was important that it stay a 
public marina under that permit.  Tommy also briefly reviewed the general requirements.  There 
was some discussion on incentives that may be provided to the Commercial Marinas in particular.   
Examples that were discussed included the allowance of more slips at facilities that are open to the 
public.   
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During discussions on the permitting process, Tommy proposed an alternative process for 
permitting Commercial Marinas that has been considered by SCE&G.  He explained that this 
process would require the marina or proposed marina to meet basic critiera before progressing 
through an in-depth committee review process with SCE&G, agencies, and possibly a few NGO 
individuals.  He noted that during the committee review the potential marina owners could provide 
the committee with a presentation on what was planned for the marina.  The group agreed with this 
concept. 
 
Joy Downs noted that it may be beneficial to encourage dry storage rather than wet slips at marinas 
and asked the group what incentives could be provided to marinas to put dry storage in place.  Steve 
Bell agreed, and noted that he believed that the boat “parking lots” on the lake needed to be kept as 
small as possible.  However, he added that the business owners still needed to be considered in the 
equation, and he thought it a good idea to talk with the marina owners.  In the discussion on dry 
storage options, Van Hoffman pointed out that dry storage was not without its drawbacks due to the 
large buildings that effect aesthetics and the need to excavate an area.  Group discussed that there 
were drawbacks to both wet slips as well as dry.  
 
There was some discussion on information gathering from marina operators, and Steve Bell 
suggested that a survey be given to marina operators.  Steve Bell added that it may help to answer 
questions on if size limitations on facilities are going to prevent the facilities from continuing 
business or new facilities from coming in.  There was agreement among some individuals in the 
group that a survey was needed.  Roy Parker also suggested looking at a few marinas that serve as 
desirable examples aesthetics wise, water quality wise, etc.  Dick Christie added that another 
information need may be what percentage of the boating public actually use commercial marinas.   
 
After some brainstorming the group began to list what criteria was needed from a prospective 
marina owner if a new marina was proposed.  Interactively the group developed the following list of 
criteria: 
 


New Commercial Marina Information Needs 
• Size (minimum and/or maximum number of slips) 
• Location 
• Environmental issues (aesthetics, WQ, dredging, traffic, parking lot runoff, dry storage, 


PetroSoil material for oil absorption) 
• Local authorities (traffic to facility, road issues) 
• Layout, scope of facilities (fuel, parking, waste pump-out facility) 
• Economics – profitability of new and existing marinas 
• What % of lake users are accommodated by commercial marinas 







MEETING NOTES 
 


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY 
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING 


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC 
 


SCE&G Training Center 
September 5, 2006 


Final acg 10-5-06 
 
 


 I:\Land\Lake\Commonar.doc 
 Revised 08-21-2006 


• Provide incentives for privately owned commercial marinas vs. SCE&G managed or 
existing facilities 


• Minimum criteria that an applicant will need to request a permit for a new commercial 
marina 


 
 
Roy asked if Tommy would give his view on a desirable marina, as well as the issues regarding the 
public marinas.  Tommy briefly discussed a few of the items that he frequently deals with regarding 
public marinas and highlighted that most of them frequently ask for more slips as well note that they 
cannot compete with State and SCE&G sites such as Billy Dreher Island.  Speaking to the question 
of which marina may be a desirable example, Tommy explained that many provide the same access 
and amenities, however, some are more recently renovated, citing Lighthouse Marina as an 
example.  Tommy did not note, however, that being recently renovated made Lighthouse Marina 
any better of an example than some of the older facilities that provided the same access.   
 
After the group concluded the general discussion and suggestions, the group moved to talk about 
the initial criteria that would be required of a new marina in order to make a proposal for a permit.  
Alan recapped that there would be general criteria that the prospective marina would have to meet 
before providing information, answering the above listed information needs, to a panel for review.  
Draft changes from the interactive review of the current criteria is attached below. 
 
The group generally agreed that the criteria for the commercial marinas should be less stringent than 
private marinas.  Such as a higher number of slips may be allowed per area for a commercial marina 
than a private marina.  Tommy noted that he would review all proposed changes on the radius map 
and the group would revisit items if needed.   
 
While reviewing the criteria Ron suggested that buffer zones be established horizontally between 
ESA’s and commercial marinas where the dock crosses the 360.  The group came to the agreement 
on a 100-foot distance along the 360-foot contour from an ESA. 
 
The group took some time to review and discuss the definition of a narrow cove.  After some 
discussion the group decided that depending on the number of slips, there would need to be at least 
350’ to 750’ extending from the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway where 
the dock is located. 
 
Steve Bell noted that he was concerned that if the number of slips is not limited, a landowner may 
be able to expand greatly into the waterway.  Tommy acknowledged his concern but also noted that 
he would like to retain the flexibility to allow for 250 slips or so at a site that has been set aside and 
there is minimum impact to adjoining property owners.  Tommy cited Dreher Island as an example.  
Dick Christie suggested leaving a maximum at 200 and increasing it during a subsequent review 
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period if necessary.  Steve also asked if this issue could be placed in the parking lot for review at a 
later date. 
 
The group concluded the discussion on the criteria for Commercial Marinas and noted that they 
would be discussing Private Marinas on September 19th, 2006.  Before adjourning there was a brief 
review of items that the group would still give thought to: 
 


• The review process for commercial marinas 
• Criteria for the commercial marina review process 
• Incentives for dry storage 
• Size of commercial marinas (# of slips) 
• Expiration of permit if there is a change of use 
• Protection of aesthetics 
• Buffer zones for dry storage areas 
• Survey of marina users 
• Economics 
• Percent of boaters using public marinas.   
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LAKE MURRAY MULTI-USE DOCKS PROJECTS 


 
Definition 
Multi-use docks are docks that will accommodate four (4) or more watercraft 
simultaneously and for which a user fee or maintenance fee is charged for the use or 
upkeep of the facility - Commercial, Private, Private Residential. 
 
TYPES OF MULTI-USE DOCK MARINAS 
 
Commercial Marina: 
Facility opens to the General Public. 
Boat Launching, Boat Storage – Wet and Dry 
Food, Gas, Boat Repairs, etc. 
Example: Jake’s Landing,  


Dreher Island State Park 
Lake Murray Marina 
Light House Marina 
South Shore Marina 
Siesta Cove 


 
Private Marina 
Multi-use Docks and Boat Ramp 
Sail Clubs, Yacht Club, Private Clubs 
Pay a membership fee to participate 
Example:  Windward Point Yacht Club  


Columbia Sail Club 
Pine Island 
 


Private Residential Marinas 
 
Multi-slip Docks and Boat Ramp, Residential Development Both on Water and Off Water 
Lots, Condominiums, Multi-family Development, Subdivisions 
Not open to the General Public 
Example:  Spence Point 
  Land’s End 
  Night Harbor 
  Harbor Watch 
  Timberlake 
 
Common Access Areas – Residential / 360 and Setback Access 
Boat Ramp and Courtesy Dock 
On and Off Water Lots 
Example: Clear Water 
  Forty Love 
  Harbor View 
  Indian Fork 


Deleted: Private


Deleted: Public
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REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 
 


1. Initial consultation with SCE&G Lake Management Department 
 


2. County Zoning Requirements 
 


3. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers – Approval Permit 
 


4. S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control – Approval Permit 
 


5. S. C. Department of Natural Resources 
 


6. U. S. Fish and wildlife Service 
 


7. State Historic Preservation Office 
S. C. Department of Archives and History 


 
8. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 


 
9. South Carolina Electric & Gas Company – Approved Permit 


 
 


EXISTING PERMITTING CONDITIONS 
 


 
GENERAL REQUIREMENTS – Commercial Marinas 


 
1. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time 


will be permitted any closer than ¼ mile radius to an existing Multi-use Facility.  
 


2. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating between eleven (11) and one 
hundred (100) watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ½ mile radius to 
an existing Multi-use Facility.  


 
3. No Commercial Marina facility accommodating more than one hundred (100) 


watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than 1 mile radius to an existing 
Multi-use Facility. 


 
4. Any proposed Commercial Marina facility located within the ½ mile radius of an 


existing facility but separated by a peninsula will be located on the opposite side of 
the peninsula and will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance 
along the 360 contour of three (3) miles between the existing and proposed Multi-
use Facility.  


 
5. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time 


must be located a minimum of 150' from each outside edge of the dock walkway to 
the nearest common property line between the proposed development property and 
the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which 
ever provides for greater distance. 
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6. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred 


(100) watercraft at a time must be located a minimum of 250' from each outside edge 
of the dock walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed 
development property and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County 
zoning requirements; which ever provides for greater distance. 


 
7. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) 


watercraft at a time must be located a minimum of 300' from each outside edge of 
the dock walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed 
development property and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County 
zoning requirements; which ever provides for greater distance. 


 
8. The proposed Commercial Marina should be located within the confines of the 


imaginary projected property lines as they extend lakeward. 
 


9. Commercial Marina facilities must be located a minimum of 100 feet from an 
Environmentally Sensitive Area. 


 
10. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time 


shall be located within a minimum distance of 350 feet extending from the 360 foot to 
the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.   


 
11. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred 


(100) watercraft at a time shall be located within a minimum distance of 500 feet 
extending from the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.   


 
12. Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) 


watercraft at a time shall be located within a minimum distance of 750 feet extending 
from the 360 foot to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway.   


 
13. No Commercial Marina facility may encroach or extend more than one-third the 


distance across any cove area or waterway. 
 


14. A maximum development limit of 200 on-water slips to accommodate watercraft will 
be permitted.  The buildout period must conform to the U. S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and S.C. Department of Health and Environmental Control permit time 
frame.  


 
15.  


 
16. No Commercial Marina facilities will be permitted to have covers over the requested 


slips. 
 


17. Excavations for Commercial Marina facilities to improve public access may be 
considered on a case-by-case basis with consultation with appropriate State and 
federal resource agencies and regulatory authorities.  


 
18. The construction or use of Commercial Marina facilities must in no way be 


detrimental to the existing water quality. 
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19. Applicant will be required to conduct a 5-year Baseline Environmental Water Quality 


Monitoring Plan – see attached sheet.  
 


20. Commercial Marina facilities with greater than ten (10) watercraft or which 
accommodate watercraft with marine sanitation facilities will be required to install, 
operate, and maintain sewer pump-out disposal systems.   


 
21. Commercial Marina facilities must provide public restrooms. 


 
22. Commercial Marina facilities are encouraged to provide public fishing access areas. 


 
23. Commercial Marina facilities must comply with all local, county, state and federal 


regulations.  
 


24. Applicant must sign and complete the Commercial Marina Application Agreement 
before SCE&G will process a permit request.  


 
 


Discussion 
 


NEW CRITERIA FOR MULTI-USE DOCKS 
 


Commercial Marina 
• Size (minimum and/or maximum number of slips) 
• Location 
• Environmental issues (aesthetics, WQ, dredging, traffic, parking lot runoff, dry storage, 


PetroSoil material for oil absorption) 
• Local authorities (traffic to facility, road issues) 
• Layout, scope of facilities (fuel, parking, waste pump-out facility) 
• Economics – profitability of new and existing marinas 
• What % of lake users are accommodated by commercial marinas 
• Provide incentives for privately owned commercial marinas vs SCE&G managed or 


existing facilities 
• Minimum criteria that an applicant will need to request a permit for a new commercial 


marina 
 
 
Private Marina 
Private Residential Marina/Slips 
Common Access Areas 
 
Expanding of Existing Marina Facilities 
Public and Private 
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Criteria for Multi-slip vs. Private Individual Docks 
Number of slips per shoreline footage 
Example: Two (2) slips per 100 feet of shoreline 
 Maximum number 
 Minimum number 
 
 
 
 
 
Incentives 
Shoreline Protection/Buffer 
 
Multi-slip Dock 
Easement Property vs. Setback Property 
Footage of shoreline of ESA to be included in total shoreline footage 
 
 
 
 
 
Definition of Cove 
100’ to 400’ width 
 
 
 
 
Aerial Photographs 
Tapp Property  
McMeekin Property 
Rawls Property 
R. B. Baker Tract 
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located in an area where water depths are adequate for the development of the 
project without requiring any excavation.  


 


 







From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; 

Bertina Floyd; Bill Argentieri; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; 
Daniel Tufford; David Allen; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; 
George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; 
Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O"Rourke; John Oswald ; Joy Downs; 
Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); 
Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Mark Leao; 
Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.
com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; 
Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; 
Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
ryanity@scana.com; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; 
Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks; 
Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 

Subject: Final Lake and Land RCG notes
Date: Thursday, June 22, 2006 12:53:54 PM
Attachments: 2006-4-26 Final Meeting Minutes -  LLM RCG.pdf 

Hello all, 
Attached is the final set of meeting notes from the April 26 Lake and Land RCG.  Thank you for all your 
comments.  Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Steve Bell, LW 
John Oswald, Century 21 
Kit Oswald, Century 21 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Van Hoffman, SCE&G 
Don Tyler, LMA, LMHOC 
Roy Parker, LMA 
 


 
 
Dan Tufford, USC 
Mike Murrell, LMA 
Bertina Floyd, LMHOC 
Richard Kidder, LMA, LMSCA 
Bob Keener, LMA, LMSCA 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT 
Jenn O’Rourke, SC Wildlife Federation 
John S Frick, landowners 
Bill Mathias, LMA, LMPS 
Tom Ruple, LMA 
Ron Scott, Lexington County 
 


 
 


DATE:  April 26, 2006 
 
 
AGENDA ITEMS: 
 


• Alan Stuart suggested a presentation on what other utilities are doing as far as public 
outreach.  – Alan Stuart 


 
HOMEWORK ITEMS:  
 
None 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  August 22, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
Alan Stuart began the meeting and the group progressed through introductions.  Before beginning 
the first item on the agenda, Alan S. briefly reviewed the mission statement with the group.  As an 
introductory item, Alan S. updated the Resource Conservation Group (RCG) as to the progress of 
the Technical Working Committee (TWC).  He explained that the TWC has developed the first 
draft of a Buffer Zone and Woody Debris Management Plan.  Alan S. added that the TWC has 
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discussed limited brushing, as well, and has come to a few conclusions regarding that issue.  When 
asked the status of the request for a Total Build-Out, Study Alan S. replied that Randy Mahan was 
currently looking into it.  Don Tyler explained that he viewed the real value of a build-out study as 
providing key information that can be applied to land management policies.   
 
There was some discussion on land reclassification.  Alan S. explained that land reclassification was 
one of the last items that the TWC would discuss.  One individual expressed concern about areas 
that were categorized as forest and game management areas.  He noted that some of the areas are 
too small to actually be hunted or provide benefit for recreation and wildlife.  Ron Ahle explained 
that although he would like for the most ideal land to be categorized as Forest and Game 
Management, that the smaller lands provided benefits other than hunting, which includes habitat for 
many smaller species.    
 
Moving to the next item on the agenda, the group began to review the draft layout of the Shoreline 
Management Plan (SMP).  Alan S. explained that his goal was to, through this meeting, develop a 
solid first draft to move forward with.  The group continued to review through the draft and Alan S. 
briefly explained each item as the group proceeded through the document.   
 
The group began to discuss the section defining the existing resources of the Project.  Steve Bell 
asked if the TWC’s would be developing the information under that section.  Alan S. explained that 
that section in particular would generally consist of information obtained from the ICD, and the 
TWC would most likely only review the data.   
 
For clarification purposes, Bertina Floyd noted that it was her understanding that the group would 
develop a complete SMP to be filed with the FERC along with a more abbreviated booklet for the 
general publics’ understanding.  David Hancock explained that the group has reviewed several ideas 
and noted that the SMP may change depending on what the FERC issues.  David H. continued to 
note that the smaller booklet will most likely not distributed until the FERC issues the new license.   
 
The group continued to proceed through the document. Upon discussing the section on Cultural 
Resources, Tony Bebber suggested that a statement be placed in the document that instructs an 
individual what to do if an artifact is found.  The group continued to discuss the Cultural Resources 
component of the SMP and Bill Argentieri briefly explained what activities were being performed 
during Stage 2 surveys.   When asked if this information was going to be shared in detail with the 
group, Bill A. replied that he would need to first discuss this with his cultural resources contact 
because there may be some legal issues with the release of the information.   
 
There was some discussion on setbacks and buffer zones.  It was explained that according to 
SCE&G definition, “setbacks” and “buffer zones” were used interchangeably.  The group agreed 
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that in order to cut down on the potential for confusion, that they would only use the term buffer 
zone, as it is the FERC definition.  Tony B. suggested the SMP contain a sketch of the land 
classifications, including ESA’s, Buffer Zones and Fringeland.   
 
Bob Keener noted that other than aquatic vegetation, there may be a need to address the vegetation 
that grows in previously water covered areas during drawdowns.  Tommy Boozer replied that 
during an extended drawdown they allow individuals to remove the vegetation from around their 
docks.   
 
After lunch the group began to discuss the prohibited activities section of the SMP strawman.  
Tommy B. noted that he would work to develop a list of prohibited activities to add to the 
strawman.  Tony B. suggested the group include a list of activities that are not allowed in the buffer 
zone, in particular, as well.   Alan S. noted that one important overarching component would be 
education and the group began to discuss ideas on this issue in more detail.  Alan S. pointed out that 
the education program included in the SMP would most likely be very broad so that there was not 
the need to continue to update the SMP as things changed.    Tommy B. agreed, and noted that the 
more specific items would probably be discussed in the small booklet and/or addressed on the 
website.   
 
The group briefly discussed the cost of implementing the SMP and Steve Bell noted that he felt as 
though the property owners were paying the bill.  David H. explained that what was received 
through permitting fees did not cover near all of the expenses that SCE&G accrues in implementing 
the SMP.  Tommy B. added that it is going to take additional staff to manage Lake Murray with the 
new criteria implemented through relicensing.   
 
Steve B. pointed out that public communications may be an important component to place in the 
SMP and suggested the development of communications protocol.  Tommy B. noted that 
information could also be disseminated through the homeowner groups.  Roy Parker noted that 
currently the LMA is engaged in an education effort to inform individuals on the proper fertilization 
techniques for centipede lawns.  Alan S. suggested addressing the education issue in a “public 
outreach and communication” section of the SMP.   
 
The group concluded discussions on the draft document and Alan S. explained that this document 
was still a draft and there was still opportunity for revisions.  The group agreed that they were 
happy with the draft outline.  The group discussed placing text to the outline and Tony B. suggested 
that after the TWC has placed text to 2 or 3 sections, that it be brought back to the RCG for review.  
Tommy B. also suggested that the group begin by reviewing what has been done with other projects 
and noted that many utilities have a quarterly newsletter that they issue.  Alan S. suggested that at 
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the next RCG meeting it may be helpful to have a presentation on what other utilities around the 
country are doing as far as public outreach.   
 
The group concluded the meeting and agreed that they were pleased with the changes made to the 
draft SMP outline.  The next meeting was scheduled for August 22, 2006. 
 
Draft SMP outline with group incorporated changes attached below: 
  


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY 
 


LAKE MURRAY SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 


APRIL 2006 (REVISED 4/26/06) 
 


 
Executive Summary 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
2.0 Purpose and Scope of the Shoreline Management Plan 
 
3.0 Shoreline Management Plan Goals and Objectives 


3.1 Consultation 
 
4.0 Inventory of Existing Resources  


4.1 Soils and Geology  
4.2 Water Quality  


4.2.1 Water Quality Standards  
4.3 Aquatic Resources 
4.4 Terrestrial Resources  
4.5 Threatened and Endangered Species 
4.6 Land Use and Aesthetics [Re-number from here to end] 
4.6 Cultural Resources  
4.7 Recreation Facilities (include informal areas such as SCE&G owned islands, 


impromptu, etc.) 
4.7.1 Lake Murray 


4.7.1.1 Private 
4.7.1.2 Public 
4.7.1.3 Commercial  
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4.7.2 Lower Saluda River  
4.7.2.1 Public 


4.8 Recreation Use  
4.8.1 Fishing  
4.8.2 Public Hunting  
4.8.3 Boating 


4.8.3.1    Sailboats 
 4.8.3.2    Jet skis 
 4.8.3.3    Motor Boats 
 4.8.3.4    Kayaking 
4.8.4 Other 
Hiking 
bird watching 
sunbathing 
picnicking 
hunting 
(Obtain other activities from Recreation Survey) 
 


7.0 Land Use Classifications  
7.1 Definitions  
7.2 Forest and Game Management  
7.3 Future Development  
7.4 Buffer Zone 
7.5 Recreation  
7.6 ESA 
7.7  Conservation Area 
7.8 Project Operations 
7.9 Easement 


 
8.0 New Shoreline Facilities or Activities Evaluation Process  


8.1 Shoreline Management Guidelines for Project Lands  
8.1.1 Residential  


8.1.1.1 Permitting 
8.1.2 Commercial  


8.1.2.1 Permitting 
 


8.1 Buffer Zone Management [Re-number from here to end of section] 
8.1.1 Limited Brushing Below 360 El.  
8.1.2 Re-vegetation of Disturbed Areas  
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8.1.3 Activities impacting buffer zones  
8.2 ESA Identification and Management  


8.2.1 Woody Debris & Stump Management 
8.2.2 Shoreline Vegetation Management  


8.3 Erosion and Sedimentation  
8.3.1 Excavation Activities  


8.4 Shoreline Permitting Program  
8.4.1 Shoreline Permitting (docks, boat lifts, etc.) 
8.4.2 Multi-slip (public & private) 
 


9.0 PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES  
9.1 Moorings  
9.2 Encroachments 
9.3 Boat Discharges 
9.4 ATV (motorized vehicles) below the 360 elevation 
9.5 List of what is not allowed and list of what is not allowed without a permit. 
9.6 Address restriction of Bomb Island during Purple Martin roosting period.  


 
10.0 Water Management Activities  


10.1 Residential & commercial water withdrawals 
 
11.0 Aquatic Plant Management Activities  
 
 
11.0 BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AND PUBLIC EDUCATION  


11.1 Shoreline Enhancement Program  
11.2 Public access area maps 
11.3 Non-point source discharge  
11.4 Public Service Announcements (PSA) 
11.5 Safety Programs 


11.5.1 Lake Murray  
11.5.2 Lower Saluda River  


 
14.0 SCE&G PERMITTING FEE POLICIES  
 
15.0 MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT OF SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN 


15.1 Overall Land Use Monitoring  
 
16.0 PUBLIC OUTREACH AND COMMUNICATION 
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16.1 Dispute resolution 
 
17.0 REVIEW PROCESS  


17.1 Review Process  
 







From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

David Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; 
Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; 

cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; 
Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George Duke; 
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.
com); James Smith; Jennifer O"Rourke; Kim Westbury; 
Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Mark Leao; Michael Murrell; 
Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; 
Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; 
Randal Shealy; Richard Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); 
Roy Parker; ryanity@scana.com; Suzanne Rhodes; 
Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks; 

Subject: L&LM TWC Final Notes 3/16
Date: Wednesday, March 29, 2006 2:33:32 PM
Attachments: 2006-3-16 final Meeting Minutes -  LLM TWC.pdf 

Hello All, 
Attached is the final copy of the Lake and Land Management TWC Meeting Notes from March 16th.  
Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Dick Christie, SCDNR 
Tom Ruple, LMA 
Bill Cutler - LW 
Steve Bell, LW 


 
 
Amanda Hill, USFWS 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT 
Rhett Bickley – Lexington County 
Van Hoffman – SCE&G 
Mike Summer – SCE&G 
Randy Mahan – SCANA Services 
 


 
 


DATE:  March 16, 2006 
 
 
HOMEWORK ITEMS: 
 


• SCE&G/KA to revise Buffer Zone and Riparian Management Plan per TWC comments 
 
AGENDA TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING: 
 


• Picture Presentation on ESA’s – Ron Ahle 
 
• Discussion of ESA Management 
 
• Discussion on Woody Debris Plan 
 
• Discussion on Areas Below the 360’ 


 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  March 28, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
Alan opened the meeting and noted that before the group began discussions on the Buffer Zone and 
Riparian Management Plan that Bill Cutler has asked to present a few items to the group.  Bill 
Cutler noted that he has developed a Structured Work Process for the TWCs that he would like to 
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present to this group for consideration, as well as the other TWCs if time was available.  Bill C. 
distributed an explanation of the process (attached below) and noted that in his experience a 
framework helps to smooth the progression through the issues.  He continued to explain the benefits 
of a structured process and noted that it would help to improve the quality of the final product and 
consensus can be built incrementally. He noted that it would also provide an audit trail which makes 
it possible to see how a particular decision came about.  
 
Bill C. continued to go through the bulleted items on the handout with the group.  Alan expressed 
concern with too rigid a framework because not every issue falls under a structured framework in 
terms of resolution.  Bill C. agreed and noted that sometimes when a issue is small it is easy to work 
with and a rigid framework is not needed, however a framework serves to resolve the larger issues 
in a more efficient manner.  Bill C. also noted that he believes that this process will provide a 
degree of bullet proofing against challenges at the end and provides a structure that assists the group 
in what needs to be covered, as well as helping as well as helping smoke out the stakeholders who 
are unaware or not able to attend.  On the subject of compiling stakeholder interests, Dick Christie 
noted that he believes that it is the role of SCE&G and KA through the FERC process to identify the 
interested parties; he added that that particular step has already been taken in this process.  Ron 
Ahle added that the members of the TWC have many stakeholders depending on the resource 
agencies to express their interests.  Bill C. concluded by noting that he was offering this process as a 
proposal to the group and is willing to present this to the other groups as well if they are interested.  
Randy Mahan noted that this information could be distributed to the other TWCs and they can 
decide where to go from there.   
 
The group then began a interactive review session of the Buffer Zone and Riparian Management 
Plan.  The Plan, with group consensus comments is attached at the end of the document in Adobe 
format (double click on the front page to open Adobe).   
 
The group discussed the term “Riparian” as it is used in the document and noted it is generally 
associated with riverine areas.  Alan explained that in this plan the term is defined as the area below 
the 360’ elevation.  The group decided that for clarification purposes, the term Riparian would need 
to be further defined or another word needed to be substituted.   
 
Tommy Boozer explained to the group that there is currently 22.9 miles of buffer zone on the lake, 
which equals about 206 acres.  He noted that in the new plan, they were proposing a 75’ non-
disturbance zone.  Dick Christie asked how many miles the new buffer zone would address.  
Tommy replied that it would apply to the Future Development lands and what is determined under 
reclassification.  
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The group continued to go over the Plan and it was pointed out that it may be good to include a 
section on education.  This would address a volunteer program that encouraged individuals to 
revegetate areas below the 360’, such as areas that were destroyed by pine beetles.  Tommy noted 
that many of the buffer zones issued under the old permits had allowable limited brushing.  Tom 
Ruple pointed out that many individuals are not aware of where the 360’ is located.  David Hancock 
explained that they have placed irons, painted trees, and put up signs on the majority of fringelands.  
Dick Christie asked if SCE&G would mark an unmarked area if a landowner requested it.  Tommy 
noted that they could do that.   
 
The group began to discuss the various definitions for land classifications.  Randy suggested that 
Future Development lands could be better defined as lands that are available for sale and/or use up 
to and including development.  Dick Christie noted that the FERC 18 CFR Sec. 4.41 had a good 
definition for buffer zones, and the group decided that it would be used in the plan.   
 
After lunch the group began to discuss the section on Management Actions.  Ron Ahle made a few 
suggestions on amending this section and noted that it may be beneficial to have a brief statement 
on Forest and Game Management areas included.  The group decided to split this section into two 
paragraphs, one describing management actions from 1984-2005 and one paragraph describing 
management actions from 2005 onward (SCE&G to develop paragraph strawman). 
 
The next section the group discussed was Monitoring and Compliance.  Ron Ahle noted that 
documentation of planting successes and failures can be beneficial in the improvement of 
survivorship over time.  Ron continued to note that it would consist of a structured procedure in 
which growth would be monitored.  It was suggested that this plan could be implemented when a 
violation has taken place and could require a land owner to provide pictures and measurements of 
newly planted species for a certain period of time.  The group concluded that this would be 
addressed further under the revegetation plan.     
 
In discussions on the Buffer Zone and Revegetation plan, the group concluded that only Zone 2 
(buffer zone) should be included in the new plan.  Zone I (below elevation 360’) will be covered 
under the ESA topic.  Several individuals expressed concern that Zone 3 may unintentionally invite 
landowners to privatize the buffer zone with non-native grasses.   
 
The group briefly discussed violations and how the plan would be implemented.  In such cases of 
natural occurrences (e.g. lightning, pine beetles), Steve Bell suggested that SCE&G first encourage 
the individual to use the revegetation plan, or otherwise let it grow back naturally.  The group 
agreed that it may be beneficial to consider that option.    
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Ron Ahle noted that he believed the 25’spacing of trees in the 75’ buffer may not be adequate.  He 
explained that if the spacing was shortened to 24’ then there would be 2x the amount of trees.  
Through some discussion it was decided that a 15’ requirement would be placed in the plan with a 
maximum of 24’ that could be implemented at the discretion of SCE&G.  The group also decided 
that Sweetgum would be taken off the list of recommended species for planting in the buffer and all 
recommended grasses would be limited to those native species.   
 
The group concluded the meeting and noted that it would be beneficial to include Norman 
Boatwright in the next meeting.  Ron Ahle would also give a picture presentation on ESAs.   
 
Meeting Adjourned 
 
Attached below is the agenda, the TWC Work Processes Handout proposed by Bill Cutler, and the 
edited version of the Buffer Zone and Riparian Management Plan (double-click on the page and 
Adobe should open). 
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing 
Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee 


 
Meeting Agenda 


 
March 16, 2006 


9:30 AM 
Lake Murray Training Center 


 
 
 
 


• Interactive Review of Buffer Zone Management Plans 
 


• Discussion on Additional Criteria for Future Buffer Zone Enhancements and 
Potential Restoration 
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A Structured Work Process for the TWCs 
  


Benefits of a structured process 
  
- Complete and thorough consideration of all factors 
- Everyone on the same page 
- Consensus is built incrementally 
- Enables work to be done via the internet 
- Builds an audit trail to support reviews and respond to challenges 
- Uniformity of products across the project 
  
 
TWC Issue Resolution Report Template 
  
1. Definition of the Issue 
2. Stakeholder Audit 
3. Compilation of Stakeholder Interests 
4. Definition of Success 
5. Solution Options 
6. Methods of Evaluation 
7. Selected Solution . 
  
These process steps cover all the needed elements of a successful issue resolution, and contain nothing 
extraneous.  If a successful issue resolution is desired, nothing can be left out, and nothing needs to be 
added. 
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A Structured Work Process for the TWCs 
William H. Cutler 
February 10, 2006 


  
A structured work process can enhance the efficiency and quality of the work done by the TWCs under the 
various RCGs 
  
Benefits of a structured process. 
- Complete and thorough consideration of all factors bearing on issue resolution 
- Everyone on the same page on each issue 
- Consensus is built incrementally toward a final agreement that is acceptable to all stakeholders 
- Enables work to be done via the internet, speeding up the process and minimizing the need for meetings 
- Builds an audit trail to support reviews and respond to challenges 
- Uniformity of products across the project 
  
A structured process implements the measures of the Operating Procedures document that governs the 
activities of the RCGs. 
  
Paragraph 2.6 says, in part: 
“Identify all stakeholders, their interests and issues…” 
  
Paragraph 2.7 says, in part: 
- 1. Encourage dialog which (1) gets at the deeper interests, values and priorities of the stakeholders, and (2) 
is structured to provide the inputs needed by subsequent stages in the solution-discovery process.” 
- 2. Document stakeholder interests…” 
- 3. At every step along the solution-discovery pathway, validation of every decision is established…” 
  
A standardized structured work process can be implemented by adopting a template for the reports prepared 
by the TWCs that describe their proposed resolution for each of the issues they address.  This report 
template would consist of the following sections. 
  
TWC Issue Resolution Report Template 
  
1. A Definition of the Issue, describing scope, content, and related factors as known at the outset.  This 
definition may be revised as information is developed in the course of the issue resolution process. 
 
2. A Stakeholder Audit, enumerating all the stakeholders, as individuals or classes, that have an interest in 
the issue.  This audit would include measures taken to ensure that each stakeholder is engaged in the 
process, either by actual participation or by representation by a surrogate.  The following definition of 
stakeholder is proposed: “Stakeholders are any with an interest in the outcome of the issue, whether they 
know it or not, and any who believe they have an interest, whether they do or not.”  This broad and inclusive 
definition of stakeholder is of benefit because it ensures that all relevant stakeholders are included, thereby 
strengthening the solution, and that any significant challenges are anticipated and dealt with in advance. 
 
3. A Compilation of Stakeholder Interests that expresses, to the satisfaction of each stakeholder, the 
concerns, interests, values and priorities held by each stakeholder regarding the issue in question. 
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4. A Definition of Success which describes the qualities of an outcome (independent of specific features of 
any particular solution to be selected later) that would be acceptable to all stakeholders, along with whatever 
Measures of Effectiveness are appropriate to quantify realization of the desired qualities.  This represents an 
idealized “wish list” and may contain conflicts to be resolved at later stages in the process.  In general, the 
Definition of Success is more than a mere reiteration of stakeholder interests.  Rather, it is a translation of 
those interests into a description of the outcome which is used as the standard for selecting the final solution. 
 
5. A description of the Solution Options that were considered, as well as those rejected for consideration, 
with justification for these decisions.  Include also a description of the strategy used to generate solution 
options, and how conflicts within the Definition of Success are resolved in design of a solution, by 
compromise, tradeoff, or discovery of a creative solution which erases the conflict. 
 
6. A description of the Methods of Evaluation that are used to determine which solution option best satisfies 
the Definition of Success.  This would include data, models, methods of analysis, etc. as appropriate to the 
issue.  Studies necessary to support issue resolution are identified here. 
 
7. A description of the Selected Solution that results from application of all the previous steps, with 
justification.  Include analysis of considerations unique to the selected solution that may not have been 
addressed in previous steps. 
  
These process steps cover all the needed elements of a successful issue resolution, and contain nothing 
extraneous.  If a successful issue resolution is desired, nothing can be left out, and nothing needs to be 
added. 
  
This structured process enables working via the internet.  A section editor is assigned to each of the sections 
of the report.  The members of the TWC e-mail suggestions to the section editor who uses them to prepare a 
working draft of the section.  The working draft is e-mailed to TWC members, who then review and make 
additional suggestions.  Face-to-face meetings may be held as necessary to iron out differences.  When all 
TWC members are satisfied, the report is ready for submittal to the RCG members for familiarization prior to 
a RCG meeting where the report is reviewed. 
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY 
SALUDA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT 


(FERC PROJECT NO. 516) 
 


FERC COMPLIANCE ARTICLES 
 


BUFFER ZONE AND RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 


 


This plan was prepared in compliance with the requirements of the Federal Energy 


Regulatory Commission’s (FERC or Commission) Order Approving Land Use and Shoreline 


Management Plan for FERC Project No. 516, issued and effective June 23, 2004 and subsequent 


Order Clarifying and Modifying the June Order, issued and effective October 28, 2004 (together 


referred to hereafter as the ”Order”).  Paragraph G of the June 23 Order and Paragraph E of the 


October 28 Order require South Carolina Electric & Gas (SCE&G) to develop and file a plan, by 


June 23, 2005, for addressing buffer zone management and the re-vegetation of improperly 


cleared buffer zones on Lake Murray.  On May 31, 2005, SCE&G requested a time extension 


until January 31, 2006. 


Define Riparian in final plan.  This term will be used to address area below 360’ 


elevation along the lake. 


 


Add a short paragraph of how LSR buffer zone is handled. 


 


SCE&G will mark the 75-foot set back property line 


 


This plan addresses management and re-vegetation of  areas within the 75’ foot buffer 


zone above the 360’ foot contour (Plant Datum) (“the 360,” or “El. 360”) adjacent to lands sold 


after 1984 .  This document applies to all lands around the lake except those sold prior to 1984 or 


to those properties below El. 360 over which SCE&G has no management authority.  Buffer 


zones exist for only a very few parcels of shoreline property sold prior to 1984.1 


 


                                                 
11 Though submitted and approved in 1980, Licensee’s original SMP contained a fifty foot (50’) buffer requirement.  
However, only a couple of parcels were sold under the original SMP.   


Comment: Address riparian zone in a 
different plan or section of the SMP. 


Comment: Delete this paragraph 


Deleted: riparian 


Deleted: between 


Deleted: and 2000 where vegetation 
has been disturbed


Deleted: does not 


Deleted: y


Deleted: any 


Comment: Delete from this section and 
use later in plan. 



SCANA

Address riparian zone in a different plan or section of the SMP.



SCANA

Delete this paragraph



SCANA

Delete from this section and use later in plan.







 


 


1.0 DEFINITIONS 


 


Buffer Zone – SCE&G provide strawman for this definition and send to other members 


of TWC for their review and comment. Use 18 CFR 4.41(f) (7) (iii) as the definition. 


 


Future Development Lands are Licensee-owned properties within the project boundary 


that have been identified as lands available for possible sale and/or development.  These lands 


are available for sale and/or use up to and including development. 


 


Fringeland is Licensee-owned property which lies between the Project Boundary Line 


(PBL) and the 360.  SCE&G is to define what happens when Fringeland is sold under this 


definition.  It turns into Easement Property. 


 


Add definition of Easement Property – SCE&G to provide a definition 


 


Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) are generally located below the 360-foot 


contour.  ESAs include areas of wetlands and shallow coves, typically occupied by willow trees 


and buttonbushes, which are the “target vegetation” for defining which shoreline areas are to be 


considered ESAs by virtue of vegetative cover; and other areas determined to be critical to the 


continued existence of indigenous or threatened species, such as spawning and nesting habitat.  


ESAs have a 50-foot natural buffer zone designated around them.  Clearing is prohibited within 


the ESAs and the associated 50-foot buffer zone.  They are sub-classified as follows: 


 


• Shallow Coves with Stream Confluence – Areas where streams enter the lake to 


form coves where water elevations in areas outside the historical stream channel are 


predominately above the 355 foot contour line.  The up gradient portion of shallow coves 


is typically vegetated with buttonbush and willow.   


• Continuous Vegetated Shoreline – Continuous vegetated linear shoreline at least 


66 feet in length, with vegetation greater than 5 feet deep (horizontal depth of vegetative 


strip not vertical depth of water), measured perpendicular to the shoreline.   


• Intermittent Vegetated Shoreline – Linear shoreline coverage of vegetation at 


least 66 feet in length.  This class can have gaps.  (Gap is defined as 8 to 20 feet in length 
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where there is little or no vegetation below the normal high water mark.)  Areas with 


gaps more than 20 feet in length are termed “breaks” and are not to be considered 


vegetated shoreline. 


• Bottomland Hardwood and Wet Flats – Continuous linear shoreline coverage of 


bottomland hardwood (excluding sweetgum) and wet flats at least 66 feet in length. 


Deleted: within which







 


 


2.0 INTRODUCTION – [MOVE THIS SECTION TO BEFORE THE DEFINITIONS, 


MAKE IT SECTION 1.0] 


 


Shoreline vegetation along Lake Murray primarily consists of buttonbush, alder, willow, 


river birch, green ash, and loblolly pine with limited occurrence of oaks and other hardwood 


trees.  Forested, riparian buffers along reservoir shorelines are generally acknowledged to 


provide a variety of environmental functions and ecological values.  These environmental 


functions include trapping and/or filtering sediment runoff, reducing bank erosion, removing 


phosphorous and other nutrients and sequestering contaminants such as pesticides.  Ecological 


values include contribution of leaves and other nutrient sources to the lake, maintenance of 


habitat for fish and aquatic organisms by moderating near shore water temperature, providing 


woody debris and providing habitat for amphibians and other terrestrial organisms.  Buffers also 


provide societal values such as maintaining a more “natural” aesthetic appearance of shoreline.   


 


The license issued to SCE&G by the FERC in 1984 for the Saluda Hydroelectric Project 


required SCE&G to establish and maintain a 75-foot vegetative buffer zone on all Fringeland 


conveyed after the issuance of the 1984 license.  The buffer zone, which extends inland from the 


360 foot (Plant Datum) contour, creates an expanded vegetated, aesthetic buffer between back 


property development and the Lake Murray shoreline that protects and enhances the Project’s 


scenic, recreational and environmental values.  The 75-foot vegetative buffer zone represents the 


normal limit to which SCE&G may sell land between the PBL and the lake. SCE&G retains 


ownership of the 75-foot buffer area.  It comes into existence “in front of” (between the PBL and 


the 360’ contour) all Fringeland sold.  In addition, buffer zones exist along all perennial and 


intermittent streams in both Future Development and Forest and Game Management land as a 


result of the June and October 2004 FERC Orders. 


 


In addition to the 75-foot zone for Future Development properties sold, and thereafter 


classified as “Easement Properties,” SCE&G manages (and in most locations, owns) lands below 


the 360-foot contour, adjacent to Future Development lands and Easement Properties.  


Management prescriptions for these lands, which are separate from the 75-foot vegetative buffer 


zone, are also provided here. 
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Insert section for Goals and Objectives after the Introduction Section – [SCE&G will 


develop a strawman to address this section] 


 


3.0 MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 


 


Shoreline Property:   Generally speaking, prior to 2004, SCE&G managed its properties 


within and adjacent to the PBL, including Future Development Lands, according to its Forest 


Management Plan.  However, there are some areas where active management is problematic, and 


sometimes not possible, due to the lack of land-side vehicular access, small and isolated parcels, 


or land that is adjacent to highly developed residential areas, or for other reasons.  Where 


applied, the Forest Management Plan provided for the protection of the watershed and its 


wildlife and fishery habitat and reduced insect- and disease-related tree mortality.  In turn, the 


plan provided for a variety of forest products while promoting a healthy forest and managed 


conservation of natural resources.  Among other things, this program employs selective 


harvesting to maintain optimum stocking by removing suppressed, intermediate and diseased 


trees while favoring dominant and co-dominant pine trees and mass-producing hardwood.  


Forestry management practices affecting property that became the 75-foot buffer zone upon sale 


of the Fringeland include the following: 


 


1. Maintenance of a 100-foot wide forested buffer strip adjacent to the shoreline where 


timber is only selectively harvested to ensure the health of the forest.  SCE&G 


harvests trees within 100 feet of the open shoreline where stocking conditions make 


thinning appropriate. 


2. SCE&G adheres to, and sometimes exceeds where necessary, the South Carolina 


Forestry Commission’s Best Management Practices. 


3. Healthy mast-producing hardwood trees within 100 feet of the shoreline are 


maintained. 


4. Selective thinning that always leaves a minimum stem basal area of 60 square feet for 


over story trees where stocking density is adequate. 


5. Forest stands on unique sites such as cliffs, steep slopes, or atypical groups of trees 


receive special protection. 


6. No trees are cut within the 25-foot area (measured horizontally) immediately adjacent 


to the Lake’s shoreline beginning at that point where merchantable tree growth begins 
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to ensure that habitat and aesthetic values are protected.    Only weak and hazardous 


trees are removed when deemed necessary to protect public safety and the health of 


the forest.  Special attention always is given to aesthetics in areas of shoreline highly 


visible to the public from the lake. 


7. To promote the existence of a healthy forest understory, SCE&G’s goal is to attempt 


to schedule selective thinnings so that they don’t coincide with the sale of Future 


Development lands, but rather provide adequate time intervals for the healing and/or 


development of a vigorous vegetative understory so as to provide desirable levels of 


forest stratification within the transition zone. 


8. Prohibits tree cutting within the 25-foot area (measured horizontally) immediately 


adjacent to the lake’s shoreline on all Future Development lands, while maintaining 


all healthy mast-producing hardwood trees within 100 feet of the shoreline. 


 


Since 2004, SCE&G forestry practices prohibit selective thinning or timber management 


within 100 feet of the 360-foot contour on Future Development Lands. 


  


Buffer Zone (1984-2005)2:  [Add footnote – Discuss history of SMP, initial shoreline 


management plan was approved in 1981,] Buffer zones did not exist prior to 1984.  As part of the 


sale of Future Development property, the 75-foot buffer zone was delineated and documented.  It 


became the lake-ward property boundary with the new Fringeland owner.  SCE&G maintains 


GIS based maps of each established 75-foot vegetative buffer zone. Where available, aerial 


photography may have been used for site documentation.  This provided a baseline to assist in 


future monitoring. 


 


SCE&G maintained special use restrictions within the 75-foot vegetative buffer zone.  


The use of SCE&G’s 75-foot vegetative buffer zone was entirely permissive and at the discretion 


of SCE&G as landowner.  Owners of adjoining lands (back property owners) were given the 


right of access by foot to and from the lake over the buffer zone, but were not permitted to 


encroach with improvements, cut any significant trees or shrubs, place any water-oriented 


encroachments (docks, ramps, etc.), change the contour of the land, or post the property, without 
                                                 
2 In 2005, Licensee adopted and is operating according to more stringent and protective criteria.  These criteria will 
be the subject of study and discussion during the currently ongoing Project 516 relicensing process, and included, as 
they may be amended, as part of the SMP five-year review process integrated into the relicensing process as directed 
by the FERC in the Order. 
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written consent from SCE&G.  Any modification to the lands within the buffer zone approved by 


SCE&G had to comply with all applicable requirements of SCE&G’s Shoreline Management 


Program. 







 


 


Special use restrictions within the 75-foot vegetative buffer zone included the following: 


 


1. Upon the sale of any Fringeland, a purchaser was allowed to perform limited brushing 


so long as the purchaser adhered to SCE&G’s established guidelines as described 


below.  Once a purchaser had completed the permissible limited brushing, a 


subsequent property owner only could maintain the work that had been completed.  


No further brushing or clearing was allowed, whether by permit or otherwise. 


2. Trimming or limbing of trees higher than ten feet above the ground was prohibited 


without prior approval and permits. 


3. “Privatization” and structural encroachments were prohibited. 


4. After 1994, individual boat ramps were prohibited.  However, community boat ramps 


were encouraged and approved, provided existing guidelines were met. 


5. Removal of vegetation greater than 3 inches in diameter measured at breast high (4’) 


was prohibited without a permit. 


6. Boat docks were allowed provided they complied with SCE&G’s standard boat dock 


guidelines and appropriate permits were obtained. 


 


Additional restrictions may have applied if the property was adjacent to ESAs. 


 


Buffer Zones (2005 - ???)  SCE&G should develop a strawman to describe this section 


and send to TWC for review and comment. 


 


Lands below El. 360.  SCE&G maintains a policy of no disturbance for any and all ESA 


target vegetation below El. 360 unless its removal is necessary for reasons of health and human 


safety or in compliance with the Woody Debris Management Plan.  Furthermore, SCE&G 


maintains a policy of no disturbance for any vegetation below El. 360 without approval from 


SCE&G.  With few exceptions, lands below El. 360 are owned and managed by SCE&G. 
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4.0 MONITORING & COMPLIANCE 


 


Buffer zones are inspected annually by SCE&G staff for compliance with approved 


management practices.  Boundaries have been painted and signs have been posted to identify 


these areas.  On approximately a five-year rotation, a physical inspection of the buffer zones to 


monitor for violations and replace damaged or worn signs is conducted.  At all times, upon 


observation or notification that a property owner may be in violation of these management 


criteria, SCE&G field checks the property and, in cases of confirmed violations, provides written 


notification of the violations and requests for corrective actions to the land owners.  Buffer zones 


that have been restored are inspected annually to check survival of planted species and 


compliance with the re-vegetation plan. 
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5.0 BUFFER ZONE RE-VEGETATION PLAN 


 


Occasionally, vegetation in buffer zones is disturbed beyond what is permitted in the 


guidelines. Regardless of whether a disturbance was man-made or natural, intentional or 


unintentional, it is the intent of the Licensee to implement this re-vegetation plan. The 


principle of the plan is to stabilize disturbed areas by planting forbs, grasses, shrubs and 


trees as needed, and to allow natural succession to continue.      


 


SCE&G has worked closely with the National Resource Conservation Service 


(NRCS) to develop guidelines for establishing and/or restoring effective vegetative buffer 


zones.  The NRCS is a federal agency whose mission is to work with landowners 


assessing and treating natural resource concerns including establishing protective buffer 


zones on lands which border water bodies.  According to the management protocol 


recommended by NRCS, riparian buffers occur in three distinct zones for management 


purposes.  Zone II begins at the edge of Zone I and extends upland a minimum distance 


of 20 feet measured horizontally. This zone, which can be increased up to 120 feet in 


high sediment or nutrient producing areas, can include faster growing softwood trees, but 


should include at least 20% deciduous hardwoods or shrubs.  Zone III would apply 


upland of Zone II, and consists of filter strips comprised of grasses, legumes and/or other 


forbs. This zone may be a component of a buffer zone where protection from excessive 


sediment or nutrients is needed.  


 


The NRCS has prepared “minimum guidelines” for re-vegetation of these Zones, and 


the Licensee intends to require landowners to conduct re-vegetation under these 


Guidelines, which appear as Attachment A.   


 


• Zone I (Riparian) – Lands below El 360 


• Zone II (Buffer Zone) – Lands above El 360, beginning at the 360 and extending 75 feet 


inland, measured horizontally 


• Zone III (Buffer Zone) – Lands above EL 360 beginning at a line 25 feet inland from the 


360, measured horizontally, and extending to a line 75 feet inland measured horizontally 


at all points above the 360.       
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CORRECTIVE ACTIONS AND PENALTIES 


 Corrective Actions 


Landowners found to have violated the buffer zone requirements or landowners adjacent 


to buffers that have been significantly affected by natural conditions (storm, pestilence, fire, etc.) 


must submit a re-vegetation plan to SCE&G within 30 days of being notified by SCE&G of the 


violation or “natural” conditions warranting mitigation.  If the buffer has been significantly 


affected by natural conditions, then SCE&G will work with the landowner to restore vegetation 


in the buffer zone.   SCE&G’s Lake and Land Management Department will review the final 


plan for adequacy and completeness and provide the landowner with a request for modifications 


and/or approval within 30 days of receipt of the plan.  If the plan requires modification, the 


landowner may be given no more than fifteen business days following SCE&G’s modification 


request to make the modifications and re-submit a conforming plan.  Under no circumstances 


may more than a total of 50 days for violations or 90 days for natural condition mitigation from 


the date of SCE&G’s notification to the landowner pass until an approved plan must be received 


by SCE&G.  SCE&G reserves the right to require more than the minimum re-vegetation 


requirements should it determine that additional vegetation is needed, based on site 


characteristics or extenuating circumstances.  The nature of the violation or the response of the 


landowner are two such extenuating circumstances that will be considered.  The landowner must 


comply with these changes or risk penalties. 


 


Once a re-vegetation plan has been approved, the landowner must implement the plan 


during the next planting season.  SCE&G defines the planting season to be from November to 


February.  Should the landowner not implement the plan within the specified time frame, the 


plan will become null and void and the landowner will be found in violation and subject to 


penalties. 


 


This plan will be used to encourage all landowners to develop a buffer zone or correct 


any violations of existing buffer zones. 


 


SCE&G will perform a follow-up inspection after the 5 year improvement period.  


 


Comment: Change description into one 
zone.  


Comment: Reword this section into 
bullet items and add d and e from Penalty 
section. 
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6.0 PENALTIES [MAKE INTO SUBSECTION OF CORRECTIVE ACTIONS AND 


PENALTIES] 


 


In most cases, SCE&G is able to work with the landowner to resolve areas of 


nonconformance, particularly if the buffer zone modification is a result of natural causes.  


SCE&G reserves the right to require additional plantings that go beyond the guidelines in 


Attachment A. 


 


Landowners found in violation of the 75-foot buffer zone management restrictions or 


management restrictions below El. 360, as a result of the removal of vegetation, encroachment 


into the buffer zone, or un-permitted changes to property contours, may be subject to any or all 


of the following: 


 


a) Repeat violations by landowners may result in the permanent cancellation of their 


dock permit and loss of lake access. 


b) Revocation of existing shoreline dock and/or ramp permits for a period of no less than 


five years. 


c) Denial of any future permits and denial of access across SCE&G’s property to the 


lake, perhaps even in the form of positive barriers. 


d) Requirements that the landowner submits a re-vegetation plan for approval to 


SCE&G and complete replanting during the next growing season.  A re-vegetation 


plan must, at a minimum, comply with guidelines set forth in Attachment A. [add 


note – individual will provide photo documentation for a period of 5 years] 


e)  SCE&G reserves the right to take legal action to require re-vegetation of the affected 


areas, seek damages, and seek its administrative and legal costs for doing so. 


f) Removal of marketable timber within the buffer zone by the landowner will require, 


at a minimum, payment equal to triple stumpage, subject to valuation by SCE&G’s 


Land Department. 


g) Reimbursement of costs, in cases where SCE&G finds it necessary, to actively restore 


affected buffer zones because landowners either have not timely submitted a re-


vegetation plan, or the conditions are such as in the opinion of SCE&G to require 


immediate attention to prevent serious shoreline problems.   


 


Comment: Move to previous section of 
re-vegetation 


Comment: Move to previous section of 
re-vegetation. 
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Move to previous section of re-vegetation
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ATTACHMENT A 
 


75-FOOT BUFFER ZONE GOALS AND CRITERIA FOR  


RE-VEGETATION OF DISTURBED AREAS 


 
 







 


 


BUFFER ZONE GOALS AND MINIMUM CRITERIA  
FOR RE-VEGETATION OF DISTURBED AREAS 


 
FERC PROJECT NO. 516 


 
LAKE MURRAY – SCE&G 


 
 


MINIMUM BUFFER ZONE AND SHORELINE VEGETATION 
 


1. Improvement Goals and Recommendations 
 


Implementation of the management goals below is recommended to 


enhance vegetated buffers, thereby improving biodiversity, providing erosion 


protection, adding or maintaining filtering capacity, and protecting the aesthetics 


of a “natural” shoreline. 


 


The vegetated buffer will be managed as three zones with the desired 


vegetative mix for each zone based on the inherent properties of the zone and the 


ecological function of that zone and of the buffer in total.  These zones include 


Zone I (vegetated perimeter below the 360 elevation), Zone II (0 feet to 25 feet 


beginning at the 360 elevation inland), and Zone III (>25 feet to 75 feet).  The 


table in Section 3 provides recommendations for adapted species for each zone. 


 


a) Zone I:  If the slope is as flat as 2 to 1 or flatter, an understory cover 


consisting of grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 


inches or duff or natural mulch at least 4 inches thick will be 


established or encouraged to develop over at least 75% of this zone for 


the stability of the shoreline.  All shrubs, grasses and forbs used to 


meet the understory requirement shall be native species. Absolutely no 


removal of trees and shrubs other than dead specimens is permitted in 


this zone.  Unless an exception is granted by SCE&G, any tree 


removed in this zone must be replaced.  Replacement trees shall be at 


least 6 feet in height (measured from the first sign of bark exiting the 
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This zone will be used as part of the riparian description.







 


 


soil to the top of the tree).  If the slope of this zone is steeper than 2 to 


1 and the shoreline is unstable, South Carolina Electric & Gas will 


provide guidance on acceptable measures that may be used to stabilize 


the shoreline. 


b) Zone II:  At least 50% of Zone II shall have an understory cover 


consisting of grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 


inches or a layer of duff or mulch of natural materials at least 4 inches 


in thickness.  All shrubs, grasses and forbs used to meet the understory 


requirement shall be native species. Absolutely no removal of trees 


other than dead or diseased specimens is permitted in this zone should 


occur in this Zone.  Removed trees should be replaced as needed to 


meet the spacing limitation.  Replacement trees should be at least 6 


feet in height above the ground. 


c) Zone III:  An understory primarily consisting of herbaceous species is 


suggested for this zone to provide for immediate filtering of sediment, 


nutrients, and other potential pollutants from developed upland areas 


above the lake.  Traditional lawn species, vines and shrubs are 


accepted and permitted in the upper 25 ft. of this zone, i.e. >50 ft to 75 


ft. can be planted with grass but will be managed naturally without 


application of nutrients or pesticides, and except as specified below, it 


may not be cleared or “improved” to create conditions favorable for 


such traditional lawn species.  Selective thinning may be allowed in 


this zone to remove undesirable or dead trees and shrubs. Dead or 


undesirable trees, which are removed, shall be replanted. Replacement 


trees should be at least 6 feet in height above the ground. 


 


2. Minimum Criteria for Re-vegetation of Disturbed Areas 
 


The following guidelines shall be adhered to as minimum criteria for 


application in the restoration of disturbed buffers along the shoreline perimeter of 


Lake Murray: 


Comment: This zone will be used as 
part of the riparian description. 


Comment: SCE&G will develop 
spacing criteria instead of 50% 
understory cover. 


Comment: Remove this zone  
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The area beginning at the 360 feet elevation (the “360”) and continuing 


inland to the limits of the 75 ft shoreline buffer zone shall be maintained as a 


vegetated buffer.  No removal of ESA targeted vegetation (willow, buttonbush 


etc.) whatsoever may occur.  This entire area shall be inclusive of buffer 


vegetative management Zone II and Zone III. 


 


a) In addition to the requirements for zones II and III, if the slope of Zone 


I is as flat as 2 to1 or flatter, the guidelines in Section 2 will be applied 


to facilitate the establishment/development of satisfactory vegetative 


cover. 


b) The spacing between any two trees shall not exceed 25 feet.  In 


addition, the spacing between the 360 feet elevation and a tree shall 


not exceed 25 ft. 


c) If the spacing does not meet the minimum requirements cited above, 


specimens of approved tree species shall be planted as needed for 


compliance.  Dead trees or trees weakened by disease, insects, natural 


events, etc. may be selectively cut.  However, cut trees must be 


replaced, regardless of their spacing, to meet these spacing 


requirements.  Existing pines may be credited towards meeting the 


spacing requirements.  However, pines are not included in the list of 


acceptable replacements because of the frequency of mortality due to 


pest and climatic problems. 


d) If a significant understory was present prior to disturbance in Zone 1 


re-vegetation shall be planted to have an understory cover consisting 


of grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 inches covering 


no less than 75 % area in Zone 1. 


e) If a significant understory was present prior to disturbance in  Zone 2 


re-vegetation shall planted to have an understory cover consisting of 


grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 inches covering no 


Comment: Change to something less 
than 25 feet (any number between 15 and 
24 feet can be included in this plan) 
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less than 50 % area in Zone 2 and a layer of duff or mulch of natural 


materials at least 4 inches thick. 


f) In addition, in order to meet this requirement, the understory cover in 


both Zones 1 and Zone 2 shall be in a mosaic or linear arrangement 


that extends across at least 80% of the length of the buffer. 


g) The impacted area shall be replaced with a layer of duff or mulch of 


natural materials at least 4 inches think.  The leaves from the leaf drop 


of the trees must be left on the surface to provide ground cover and 


filtering.  Dead limbs on the surface in the buffer zone may be 


removed. 


h) All replanted trees must be of a height between 6 to 8 feet above the 


ground (measure from the first sign of exposed bark exiting the soil to 


the top of the tree). 


i) No pesticides or nutrients are to be applied within the buffer without 


written approval from SCE&G. 


 
 


 


3. Recommended Species for Planting in the Vegetated Buffer 
 


ZONE RECOMMENDED SPECIES 


 Trees Shrubs Grass & Forbs 


Zone I 
 
(Perimeter 
below 360 feet 
elevation) 


Black Willow* 
Cottonwood* 
Cypress, Bald* 
Cypress, Pond 
Green Ash* 
River Birch* 
Swamp Tupelo 
Willow Oak* 
Water Oak* 


Buttonbush* 
Silky Dogwood* 
Swamp Azalea 
Wax Myrtle* 
Alder 
 


Maidencane 
Switchgrass (Alamo)* 
Bushy Bluestem 
Switchcane 
Hibiscus 
Water willow 







 


 


ZONE RECOMMENDED SPECIES 


 Trees Shrubs Grass & Forbs 


Zone II 
 
(0 to 25 feet in 
perimeter 
above the 360 
feet elevation) 


American Elm* 
Bitter-nut Hickory 
Crabapple* 
Dogwood* 
Eastern Redbud* 
Eastern Redcedar* 
Green Ash* 
Hackberry/Sugarberry 
Laurel Oak* 
Paw Paw 
Persimmon* 
Red Maple* 
Red Mulberry 
Sweetgum 
Sycamore* 
Water Oak* 
White Ash* 
Willow Oak* 
Yellow Poplar* 


American Strawberry Bush 
American Beautyberry* 
American Holly* 
Carolina Rose 
Native Azaleas 
Wax Myrtle* 


Big Bluestem* 
Broomsedge 
Eastern Gamagrass* 
Little Bluestem* 
Indiangrass* 
Purpletop 
Switchgrass* 
Illinois Bundleflower* 
Partridge Pea* 
Purple Coneflower* 


Zone III 
 
(>25 to 75 feet 
in perimeter 
above the 360 
feet elevation) 


American Elm* 
Bitter-nut Hickory 
Crabapple* 
Dogwood* 
Eastern Redbud* 
Eastern Red Cedar* 
Green Ash* 
Hackberry/Sugarberry 
Laurel Oak* 
Paw Paw 
Persimmon* 
Red Maple* 
Red Mulberry 
Sweetgum 
Sycamore* 
Water Oak* 
White Ash* 
Willow Oak* 
Yellow Poplar* 


American Strawberry Bush 
American Beautyberry* 
American Holly* 
Carolina Rose 
Native Azaleas 
Wax Myrtle* 


Big Bluestem* 
Broomsedge 
Eastern Gamagrass* 
Little Bluestem* 
Indiangrass* 
Purpletop 
Switchgrass* 
Illinois Bundleflower* 
Partridge Pea* 
Purple Coneflower* 
 
 


 


The tree, shrub and herbaceous plants listed include only native species 


which are adapted for the location and use and which are commercially available.  


Species which typically are the most readily available are indicated by an “*”.  


Note that the native botanical community may include other acceptable species 


that typically are not commercially available. 


  


Comment: REMOVE FROM LIST 


Comment: Remove from list 
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From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

David Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; 
Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; 

Subject: 5-8-06 meeting agenda
Date: Thursday, May 04, 2006 2:09:18 PM
Attachments: Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 050806.doc 

Hello all, 
Attached is the meeting agenda for the May 8th Lake and Land TWC Meeting.  Please let me know by 
tomorrow if you plan on attending.  Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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mailto:dchristie@infoave.net
mailto:elymay2@aol.com
mailto:rmahan@scana.com
mailto:rbickley@lex-co.com
mailto:ahler@dnr.sc.gov
mailto:rscott@lex-co.com
mailto:bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
mailto:truple@sc.rr.com
mailto:tboozer@scana.com
mailto:tbebber@scprt.com

Saluda Hydro Relicensing


Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee



Meeting Purpose:

To Develop Draft Criteria on Bank Stabilization, as well as to Develop Draft Criteria on Excavations for Inclusion in the Shoreline Management Plan.

Logistics:


Where: Lake Murray Training Center

When:  May 8, 2006


Time:  9:30 AM

Meeting Agenda:


· 9:30 to 9:45 
Review of Mission Statement and Review of Responsibilities of the 
TWC – Alan Stuart

· 9:45 to 10:05  
Review of Pending and Completed Priority Issues and Studies – 



Alan Stuart

· 10:05 to 10:35
Discussion on Potential SCE&G Land Transaction – Van Hoffman

· 10:35 to 10:45
Break

· 10:45 to 11:00
Discussion of Homework Items – Review of Core and TVA Bank 
Stabilization Guidelines – Tommy Boozer and Steve Bell

· 11:00 to 11:45
Discussion of Homework Items – Review Strawman on Bank 
Stabilization Guidelines based on Duke’s Guidelines – Ron Ahle and 
Group

· 11:45 to 12:15
Lunch

· 12:15 to 1:00
Continued Discussion on Bank Stabilization Guidelines Strawman – 
Ron Ahle and Group

· 1:00 to 1:45
Discussions on Excavations

· 1:45 to 2:00
Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for Next 
Meeting


Adjourn




From: Alison Guth
To: "bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net"; 
Subject: RE: Sept 5th Agenda
Date: Friday, September 01, 2006 9:18:01 AM

As far as I am aware we will only be discussing Commercial Marinas, unless for some reason we are able 
to fly through the commercial criteria 
-----Original Message----- 
From: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net [mailto:bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net]  
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2006 8:06 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Re: Sept 5th Agenda 
 
Alison- I assume this meeting will not include "private" marinas. Please advise and I will be there. 
Steve 
>  
> From: "Alison Guth" <Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com> 
> Date: 2006/08/31 Thu PM 05:10:32 EDT 
> To: "Van Hoffman" <vhoffman@scana.com>,  
>  "Alan Stuart" <alan.stuart@kleinschmidtusa.com>,  
>  "Alison Guth" <alison.guth@kleinschmidtusa.com>,  
>  "Amanda Hill" <amanda_hill@fws.gov>,  
>  "Bill Argentieri" <bargentieri@scana.com>,  
>  "David Hancock" <dhancock@scana.com>,  
>  "Dick Christie" <dchristie@infoave.net>,  
>  <jsfrick@mindspring.com>,  
>  "Joy Downs" <elymay2@aol.com>,  
>  "Randy Mahan" <rmahan@scana.com>,  
>  "Rhett Bickley" <rbickley@lex-co.com>,  
>  "Ron Ahle" <ahler@dnr.sc.gov>,  
>  "Ronald Scott" <rscott@lex-co.com>,  
>  "Roy Parker" <royparker38@earthlink.net>,  
>  "Steve Bell" <bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net>,  
>  "Tom Ruple" <truple@sc.rr.com>,  
>  "Tommy Boozer" <tboozer@scana.com>,  
>  "Tony Bebber" <tbebber@scprt.com> 
> Subject: Sept 5th Agenda 
>  
> Hello All, 
>  
> Attached is the agenda for next Tuesday's meeting.  As you can see it 
> is not very extensive.  We will basically be reviewing the criteria  
> for Commercial Marinas.  The draft meeting minutes from last week's  
> meetings will be sent out tomorrow morning.  Thanks, Alison 
>  
>  <<Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 9506.doc>> 
>  
> Alison Guth 
> Licensing Coordinator 
> Kleinschmidt Associates 
> 101 Trade Zone Drive  
> Suite 21A  
> West Columbia, SC 29170  
> P: (803) 822-3177  
> F: (803) 822-3183  
>  

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
mailto:bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net


>  
>  
>  



From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; 

Bertina Floyd; Bill Argentieri; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; 
Daniel Tufford; David Allen; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; 
George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; 
Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O"Rourke; John Oswald ; Joy Downs; 
Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); 
Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; 
Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); 
Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; 
Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; 
Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
ryanity@scana.com; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; 
Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tim Flach; Tom Brooks; 
Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 

Subject: April 26th draft Notes
Date: Thursday, May 25, 2006 10:44:07 AM
Attachments: 2006-4-26 draft Meeting Minutes -  LLM RCG.DOC 

Hello All, 
Attached are the draft meeting notes from the April 26 Lake and Land Management RCG.  Please have 
comments back to me by June 9th for finalization.  Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT RCG


SCE&G Training Center


April 26, 2006


draft ACG 5-25-06



ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Ron Ahle, SCDNR

Steve Bell, LW


John Oswald, Century 21

Kit Oswald, Century 21

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

Van Hoffman, SCE&G

Don Tyler, LMA, LMHOC

Roy Parker, LMA


Dan Tufford, USC


Mike Murrell, LMA


Bertina Floyd, LMHOC


Richard Kidder, LMA, LMSCA


Bob Keener, LMA, LMSCA


Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Jenn O’Rourke, SC Wildlife Federation

John S Frick, landowners

Bill Mathias, LMA, LMPS


Tom Ruple, LMA


Ron Scott, Lexington County


DATE: 
April 26, 2006



AGENDA ITEMS:

· Alan Stuart suggested a presentation on what other utilities are doing as far as public outreach. 

HOMEWORK ITEMS: 

None


DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
August 22, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.   







Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

Alan Stuart began the meeting and the group progressed through introductions.  Before beginning the first item on the agenda, Alan S. briefly reviewed the mission statement with the group.  As an introductory item, Alan S. updated the Resource Conservation Group (RCG) as to the progress of the Technical Working Committee (TWC).  He explained that the TWC has developed the first draft of a Buffer Zone and Woody Debris Management Plan.  Alan S. added that the TWC has discussed limited brushing, as well, and has come to a few conclusions regarding that issue.  When asked the status of the request for a Total Build-Out, Study Alan S. replied that Randy Mahan was currently looking into it.  Don Tyler explained that he viewed the real value of a build-out study as providing key information that can be applied to land management policies.  


There was some discussion on land reclassification.  Alan S. explained that land reclassification was one of the last items that the TWC would discuss.  One individual expressed concern about areas that were categorized as forest and game management areas.  He noted that some of the areas are too small to actually be hunted or provide benefit for recreation and wildlife.  Ron Ahle explained that although he would like for the most ideal land to be categorized as Forest and Game Management, that the smaller lands provided benefits other than hunting, which includes habitat for many smaller species.   


Moving to the next item on the agenda, the group began to review the draft layout of the Shoreline Management Plan (SMP).  Alan S. explained that his goal was to, through this meeting, develop a solid first draft to move forward with.  The group continued to review through the draft and Alan S. briefly explained each item as the group proceeded through the document.  


The group began to discuss the section defining the existing resources of the Project.  Steve Bell asked if the TWC’s would be developing the information under that section.  Alan S. explained that that section in particular would generally consist of information obtained from the ICD, and the TWC would most likely only review the data.  

For clarification purposes, Bertina Floyd noted that it was her understanding that the group would develop a complete SMP to be filed with the FERC along with a more abbreviated booklet for the general publics’ understanding.  David Hancock explained that the group has reviewed several ideas and noted that the SMP may change depending on what the FERC issues.  David H. continued to note that the smaller booklet will most likely not distributed until the FERC issues the new license.  


The group continued to proceed through the document. Upon discussing the section on Cultural Resources, Tony Bebber suggested that a statement be placed in the document that instructs an individual what to do if an artifact is found.  The group continued to discuss the Cultural Resources component of the SMP and Bill Argentieri briefly explained what activities were being performed during Stage 2 surveys.   When asked if this information was going to be shared in detail with the group, Bill A. replied that he would need to first discuss this with his cultural resources contact because there may be some legal issues with the release of the information.  


There was some discussion on setbacks and buffer zones.  It was explained that according to SCE&G definition, “setbacks” and “buffer zones” were used interchangeably.  The group agreed that in order to cut down on the potential for confusion, that they would only use the term buffer zone, as it is the FERC definition.  Tony B. suggested the SMP contain a sketch of the land classifications, including ESA’s, Buffer Zones and Fringeland.  


Bob Keener noted that other than aquatic vegetation, there may be a need to address the vegetation that grows in previously water covered areas during drawdowns.  Tommy Boozer replied that during an extended drawdown they allow individuals to remove the vegetation from around their docks.  


After lunch the group began to discuss the prohibited activities section of the SMP strawman.  Tommy B. noted that he would work to develop a list of prohibited activities to add to the strawman.  Tony B. suggested the group include a list of activities that are not allowed in the buffer zone, in particular, as well.   Alan S. noted that one important overarching component would be education and the group began to discuss ideas on this issue in more detail.  Alan S. pointed out that the education program included in the SMP would most likely be very broad so that there was not the need to continue to update the SMP as things changed.    Tommy B. agreed, and noted that the more specific items would probably be discussed in the small booklet and/or addressed on the website.  


The group briefly discussed the cost of implementing the SMP and Steve Bell noted that he felt as though the property owners were paying the bill.  David H. explained that what was received through permitting fees did not cover near all of the expenses that SCE&G accrues in implementing the SMP.  Tommy B. added that it is going to take additional staff to manage Lake Murray with the new criteria implemented through relicensing.  


Steve B. pointed out that public communications may be an important component to place in the SMP and suggested the development of communications protocol.  Tommy B. noted that information could also be disseminated through the homeowner groups.  Roy Parker noted that currently the LMA is engaged in an education effort to inform individuals on the proper fertilization techniques for centipede lawns.  Alan S. suggested addressing the education issue in a “public outreach and communication” section of the SMP.  


The group concluded discussions on the draft document and Alan S. explained that this document was still a draft and there was still opportunity for revisions.  The group agreed that they were happy with the draft outline.  The group discussed placing text to the outline and Tony B. suggested that after the TWC has placed text to 2 or 3 sections, that it be brought back to the RCG for review.  Tommy B. also suggested that the group begin by reviewing what has been done with other projects and noted that many utilities have a quarterly newsletter that they issue.  Alan S. suggested that at the next RCG meeting it may be helpful to have a presentation on what other utilities around the country are doing as far as public outreach.  


The group concluded the meeting and agreed that they were pleased with the changes made to the draft SMP outline.  The next meeting was scheduled for August 22, 2006.


Draft SMP outline with group incorporated changes attached below:

SoutH CarOLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


Lake Murray Shoreline MANAGEMENT Plan


APRIL 2006 (Revised 4/26/06)


Executive Summary


1.0
Introduction

2.0
Purpose and Scope of the Shoreline Management Plan

3.0
Shoreline Management Plan Goals and Objectives


3.1
Consultation


4.0
Inventory of Existing Resources



4.1
Soils and Geology



4.2
Water Quality



4.2.1
Water Quality Standards



4.3
Aquatic Resources

4.4
Terrestrial Resources


4.5
Threatened and Endangered Species


4.6
Land Use and Aesthetics
[Re-number from here to end]

4.6
Cultural Resources



4.7
Recreation Facilities
(include informal areas such as SCE&G owned islands, impromptu, etc.)

4.7.1
Lake Murray

4.7.1.1
Private


4.7.1.2
Public


4.7.1.3
Commercial



4.7.2
Lower Saluda River


4.7.2.1
Public

4.8
Recreation Use



4.8.1
Fishing



4.8.2
Public Hunting


4.8.3
Boating


4.8.3.1    Sailboats



4.8.3.2
   Jet skis



4.8.3.3
   Motor Boats



4.8.3.4
   Kayaking


4.8.4
Other


Hiking


bird watching


sunbathing


picnicking


hunting


(Obtain other activities from Recreation Survey)

7.0
Land Use Classifications 

7.1
Definitions



7.2
Forest and Game Management



7.3
Future Development


7.4
Buffer Zone

7.5
Recreation


7.6
ESA


7.7 
Conservation Area


7.8
Project Operations


7.9
Easement

8.0
New Shoreline Facilities or Activities Evaluation Process


8.1
Shoreline Management Guidelines for Project Lands



8.1.1
Residential


8.1.1.1
Permitting

8.1.2
Commercial


8.1.2.1
Permitting


8.1
Buffer Zone Management
[Re-number from here to end of section]

8.1.1
Limited Brushing Below 360 El.



8.1.2
Re-vegetation of Disturbed Areas



8.1.3
Activities impacting buffer zones



8.2
ESA Identification and Management



8.2.1
Woody Debris & Stump Management

8.2.2
Shoreline Vegetation Management



8.3
Erosion and Sedimentation



8.3.1
Excavation Activities



8.4
Shoreline Permitting Program



8.4.1
Shoreline Permitting (docks, boat lifts, etc.)

8.4.2
Multi-slip (public & private)


9.0
PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES



9.1
Moorings


9.2
Encroachments

9.3
Boat Discharges


9.4
ATV (motorized vehicles) below the 360 elevation


9.5
List of what is not allowed and list of what is not allowed without a permit.


9.6
Address restriction of Bomb Island during Purple Martin roosting period.



10.0
Water Management Activities



10.1
Residential & commercial water withdrawals

11.0
Aquatic Plant Management Activities



11.0
BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AND PUBLIC EDUCATION



11.1
Shoreline Enhancement Program


11.2
Public access area maps


11.3
Non-point source discharge 


11.4
Public Service Announcements (PSA)


11.5
Safety Programs


11.5.1
Lake Murray



11.5.2
Lower Saluda River



14.0
SCE&G PERMITTING FEE POLICIES



15.0
MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT OF SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN


15.1
Overall Land Use Monitoring



16.0
PUBLIC OUTREACH AND COMMUNICATION


16.1
Dispute resolution


17.0 REVIEW PROCESS



17.1
Review Process
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From: Alison Guth
To: "Kit Oswald "; 
Subject: 6-15 notes
Date: Wednesday, July 05, 2006 4:33:55 PM
Attachments: 2006-6-15 final Meeting Minutes -  LLM TWC.DOC 

Lets try this again, here is the Word version.  If you are still having problems it is also posted to the 
web.  http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/lake_land.htm  Let me know if neither of these options 
work for you.  Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
mailto:kitoswald@lakemurrayspecialist.com

MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC


SCE&G Training Center


June 15, 2006


Final ACG 7-5-06



ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Ron Ahle, SCDNR

Dick Christie, SCDNR

Steve Bell, LW


Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

Rhett Bickley – Lexington County


Van Hoffman – SCE&G

Randy Mahan – SCANA Services


Bill Mathias – LMA and LMPS

Tom Eppink – SCANA Services


DATE: 
June 15, 2006



HOMEWORK ITEMS:

· Ron Ahle – to send Tommy Boozer and David Hancock Bank Erodability Index

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
July 12, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.   







Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that the group was working toward wrapping up the bank stabilization criteria.  He explained that Tommy Boozer had an example to show the group on a checklist for bank stabilization.  This was a homework item assigned to Boozer and David Hancock at a previous meeting.  Boozer noted that the example handed out was developed for another lake, however, they would take the format and apply it to Lake Murray.


The group reviewed the example document.  Ron Ahle made the suggestion of including a bank erodablity index.  He further explained that there is a formula that looks at the measurements of the bank itself and calculates the erodability index.  Ahle noted that he would research the index and bring the information back to the group.  Boozer asked that Ahle send it to them so that they could begin to review it.  He also noted that in most cases the erodability index was something that the contractor would determine.  


The group moved to discussions on excavations and reviewed the current criteria.  Hancock explained that currently the maximum amount they allow to be excavated is 150 cubic yards.  He further explained that typically the average excavation increases depth 2 to 4 feet around the dock.  Hancock noted that they typically try to get the docks to the 352’ to 351’ elevation.  Ahle suggested using the LIDAR information to assist contractors in determining elevations.


The group decided that it would proceed by developing a list of Benefits and Impacts of excavations.  The group developed the list below


Benefits:


· Improved Access


· Boating, Swimming, Fishing


· Happy Individuals


· Removes Loose Sediment


· $$$ to homeowner


· Small scale


Impacts:


· Undeveloped area disturbance


· Disturbed fish spawning habitat


· Bank stabilization issues, vegetation impacts


· Alters cove water patterns


· Littoral zone alterations


· Boat traffic


Stuart asked the group if there was a safety component to be considered under the Benefits or the Impacts.  There were different opinions expressed on whether excavations provided an increase in safety or had an impact to safety.  The group continued to discuss the Benefits vs. the Impacts to excavations and Hancock pointed out that there was an issue of sand build up in the Lexington side of the Lake, and if excavations were not allowed, those areas would fill in.  


Dick Christie noted, that from an ecological perspective, during excavations you are, in effect, taking a highly productive littoral zone and changing it to a less productive classification.  Christie continued to explain that the littoral zone was important in that it is where spawning occurs, where reptiles and amphibians spend much of their time, where wading birds feed.  


Once the group had concluded discussions on the Benefits and Impacts of excavations, the group then again began to review the current criteria.  It was decided that excavations would take place below the 354’ elevation unless otherwise approved by SCE&G in consultation with SCDNR.  Boozer asked the group what would happen if an individual applied for a Corps permit that was above the 354’ elevation in a site that is not appropriate for excavation above the 354’, and should SCE&G object to it.  Ahle noted that as well as SCE&G objecting to it, SCDNR would also object to it as it is not consistent with SCE&G’s Shoreline Management Plan (SMP).  Steve Bell asked what conditions are considered for allowing excavations to occur above the 354’.  Ahle replied that the key is if there are significant ecological resources at the location.  Hancock noted that currently if they have a site that is questionable that they do call SCDNR, and that they are not going to approve an excavation that the DNR does not approve.  Ahle noted that, at the same time, they recognize that individuals need to have access to the Lake and that they will try to work with homeowners to the extent possible. 


The group continued the interactive discussion and made changes to the document accordingly (Lake Murray Excavation document with changes attached below).  After concluding discussion on this topic, Hancock reviewed the Shoreline Activities application with the group.  The group did not pose any changes to the application and the group moved on to discuss Private Docks.  

Boozer began this discussion by giving a presentation and a brief history of the SMP as it relates to private docks to the group.  It was noted that since 1978 there has been an increase of about 5000 structures on the Lake, from the recorded 4,000 in the 1978 inventory.  Boozer further noted that everything that was inventoried prior to the implementation of the SMP was grandfathered in, and that they have been working over the years with the homeowners to get those structures into compliance.   


Boozer explained a little about the dock permitting process to the group and that SCE&G does have a standard dock that is allowed.  As Boozer proceeded through the presentation the group reviewed the application together.  In discussions on the vegetation agreement, it was noted that some changes will be made to include the new items decided upon in the group.  It was noted that the group would review this document with the incorporated changes at the next meeting.  


The group reviewed the dock diagram, and Boozer explained that the largest floating platform that SCE&G will permit is a 12’ by 20’.  Boozer further pointed out that they also only allow one boat lift per dock due to the large areas that boat lifts impact.  He noted that SCE&G receives quite a few requests for jet ski lifts, and explained that he would like for this group to make a decision on how this should be handled in the future.  Upon reviewing the slip type docks, Boozer noted that an individual had to have a minimum of 200 feet of shoreline to be eligible for this type of dock.  He also noted that generally with this type of dock layout they require the boat lifts to be inside the slip.  


Boozer concluded his presentation and noted that the next agenda item would be to review the General Requirements.  Stuart asked the group if there were any issues with the dock permitting program as it currently exists.  Bell replied that he would like to have more time to review the document with the other stakeholders that he represents.  Boozer noted that as far as SCE&G is concerned, they feel comfortable with what is defined in the General Permit, however, they are open to discussion.  


The group decided that they would briefly review the General Requirements, however they would leave the bulk of the discussion for the next meeting.  A few concerns were brought up.  Ahle noted he would like to see a deadline, such as 5 years, for dock applications for those lots who are eligible for a dock but have not yet applied for one.  Hancock replied that there were not that many lots that have been guaranteed a dock and have not yet applied for it.  He further noted that he did not see any benefit to placing a deadline in this instance because it would most likely promote a rush for permits that otherwise may not be applied for.  Ahle replied that if there were not a large amount of areas that have been guaranteed a dock then it was probably not a large concern, if it was a large amount, however, it may raise more concerns.  


The group shortly discussed the situation involving individuals that own land behind areas classified as Forest and Game Management.  Ahle noted that this was an important issue to consider with their discussions on reclassification.  In discussions on common docks, Boozer suggested that the group change the ownership rules that an individual has to have 75 feet of shoreline and only 2 people are allowed to share a common dock, instead of 4.  The group agreed to these changes

The group decided that at the next meeting they would continue these discussions on the General Requirements, as well as review a few items in the shoreline management plan booklet.   The next meeting date was scheduled for July 12th.  


Document revisions and Agenda attached below:



LAKE MURRAY EXCAVATIONS

At the time you applied for permission to excavate in front of your property at Lake Murray, you were advised of the Company's Shoreline Management Guidelines  and were requested to supply additional information required by the policy.  If you are given approval by our Lake Management representative, it is imperative that the terms of the permit be adhered to, including the following requirements:


1. A non-refundable permitting fee of $200.00 is required for the excavation permit, plus a $500.00 
deposit.  The deposit is refundable upon request after final inspection and approval of the condition of the excavated shoreline.

2. A complete, detailed drawing (to scale) of the proposed excavation area must be provided.  This must include contours, cross sections, width, length and depth, and the exact volume of earth in cubic yards to be removed.  Also, the drawing must include and identify the location where the excavation dirt will be placed upon removal from site.  If the dirt is to be totally removed from the shoreline area, this must be so stated.  The maximum volume of earth to be removed is 150 cubic yards.

3. A recordable plat of the applicant's and adjacent property owners' property that will be affected by proposed excavation must be furnished.

4. Lake Management Department must be notified prior to commencement of work.

5. All displaced soil must be taken off site or otherwise stabilized above the 360 foot contour in accordance with SCE&G requirements if in Richland, Saluda and Newberry Counties, and in accordance with recommendations of the Lexington County Sediment Control Representative if in Lexington County.  

6. A 4 to 1 slope is the maximum slope allowed.

7. All excavating must be done directly in front of the applicant's property and below the 354’ contour, unless otherwise approved by SCE&G in consultation with SCDNR.


8. No excavation will be permitted in a wooded or vegetated area or other areas that may be identified by SCE&G in consultation with SCDNR.  The protection of shallow water habitat must be considered at all times.  A Lake Management representative will designate area to be excavated.

9. Excavation activities generally will not be allowed between January 15 and October 1.  Exceptions may be granted by SCE&G based on hydrological or meteorological conditions.  Permits are valid for one (1) year from the date of issue only.  See date on approved permit.

10. Water must not cover the excavation site during excavation activities.


11. The contractor must have a copy of the approved permit and drawing while on the job site at all times.

12. All excavation must be completed by using the following equipment:  (1) dragline; (2) track backhoe; or other equipment approved by Lake Management personnel.

13. Lake Management Department must be notified upon completion of work.

1.0 

2.0 



3.0 

4.0 

5.0 

6.0 

7.0 

8.0 

9.0 



Failure to comply with any of the above requirements will result in automatic suspension of the excavation permit, forfeit of the $500.00 
deposit, and may result in the cancellation of any shoreline permits.

Applicant acknowledges and accepts the above listed requirements, and further certifies that he/she possesses the authority to undertake the proposed activities.  Applicant further certifies that he/she shall indemnify and hold harmless SCE&G from all liability however arising to any and all persons whomsoever, whether for personal injuries (including death) or otherwise, by reason of the construction upon lands and interests of SCE&G, and form any damage or injury resulting to any persons whomsoever from defects in or defective conditions of said construction.




South Carolina Electric & Gas Company


Applicant




Project Representative


Street





Date


City, State, Zip Code


Revised 7/23/03


GENERAL REQUIREMENTS


Permits to construct, repair, modify, or replace boat docks, ramps, marine railways, boat lifts, water removal, limited brushing, rip-rap, and retaining walls  must be obtained from SCE&G’s Lake Management Department prior to the beginning of construction.  



Dock construction shall not endanger health, create a nuisance, or otherwise be incompatible with overall Project recreation use. 



A minimum lot width of 100 feet along the 360 contour is required before an individual residential dock application will be considered. 



Lots measuring less than 100 feet in width in subdivisions established prior to 1989 where the adjacent lots have existing docks may be considered for limited size docks. 



No watercraft exceeding 30 feet in length will be permitted to be permanently docked at a residential or common area dock. 


Application Procedure for New Construction, Additions, or Replacements



The applicant will be required to apply to SCE&G in writing and submit the following:


1. Sketch showing location, design, and dimensions of the proposed structure.


2. Permitting fee


3. Specific direction by land to applicant’s property on Lake Murray


4. Plat of applicant’s property


All docks must be kept in good repair. 



Private docks, whether permanent or floating may generally be up to 750 sq. feet in overall size and 75 feet in length provided they do not interfere with navigation or restrict access to adjoining property. 



Floating docks attached to permanent docks may be moved out as the Lake level recedes provided they do not interfere with adjacent property owner’s access. 



Docks may be longer where conformity with existing structures would be practical and in cases where exception would be desirable due to curvature or slope of the shoreline. 



All permitted docks must be built horizontally between the elevation of 360 and 362 foot contour.  



Docks must be located a minimum of 15 feet from adjacent property lines and the projected extension should not cross over the imaginary projected lot lines.  



The projection of the imaginary property line is a management tool to assist Lake Management Representatives and may be waived under certain circumstances. 



Covers on docks are not permissible unless the covered portion is located within 15 feet of the 360 contour. 



Hand railing is permissible provided the sides are not enclosed. 



No sinks, toilets, showers, or fueling systems are permitted. 



Flotation for floating docks must be encased or encapsulated flotation. 



Docks must be single story structures. 



Boatlifts connected to docks are allowable. 



Common docks shall follow all of the guidelines described for private docks.  Common docks may be permitted for two residential lots.  Each property owner participating in a common dock must have a minimum of 75 feet along the 360 contour. 


Meeting Purpose:

To Develop Draft Criteria on Excavations for Inclusion in the Shoreline Management Plan.  To Discuss and Review Criteria for Residential Dock Permits

Logistics:


Where: Lake Murray Training Center


When:  June 15, 2006


Time:  9:30 AM to 3:00 PM

Meeting Agenda:


· 9:30 to 10:30 
Begin Discussions on Criteria For Excavations

· 10:30 to 10:40
Break

· 10:40 to 11:30
Continued Discussion on Excavations and the Development of Draft 
Criteria to be Presented to the RCG

· 11:30 to 12:00
Lunch

· 12:00 to 12:30
Presentation on Docks – Tommy Boozer and David Hancock

· 12:30 to 2:45
Development of Draft Criteria on Residential Dock Permits to be 
Presented to the RCG

· 2:45 to 3:00
Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for Next 
Meeting


Adjourn


�Evaluate these dollar amounts.


�Evaluate this dollar amount.
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From: Alison Guth
To: "George Duke"; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Bill Argentieri; David Hancock; Dick Christie; John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.
com); Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; 
Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 

Subject: Reminder to RSVP
Date: Tuesday, November 14, 2006 4:58:05 PM

Also, 
Please remember to RSVP for the Lake and Land Management TWC meeting by the close of business on 
Friday.  Thanks!  Alison 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
mailto:kayakduke@bellsouth.net
mailto:vhoffman@scana.com
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alan Stuart
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alison.Guth
mailto:amanda_hill@fws.gov
mailto:bargentieri@scana.com
mailto:dhancock@scana.com
mailto:dchristie@infoave.net
mailto:jsfrick@mindspring.com
mailto:jsfrick@mindspring.com
mailto:elymay2@aol.com
mailto:rmahan@scana.com
mailto:rbickley@lex-co.com
mailto:ahler@dnr.sc.gov
mailto:rscott@lex-co.com
mailto:royparker38@earthlink.net
mailto:bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
mailto:truple@sc.rr.com
mailto:tboozer@scana.com
mailto:tbebber@scprt.com


From: Alison Guth
To: Tommy Boozer; Alan Axson; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Bill Argentieri; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; Bret Hoffman; Charlene Coleman; 
Dave Anderson; David Price; Dick Christie; Edward Schnepel; George Duke; 
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); J. Hamilton Hagood; Jay Schabacher ; 
Jennifer O"Rourke; Jerry Wise; Jim Devereaux; Joel Huggins ; 
John and Rob Altenberg; Joy Downs; Karen Kustafik; Ken Uschelbec; 
Kenneth Fox; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Lee Barber; 
Malcolm Leaphart; Mike Waddell; Miriam Atria; Norm Nicholson; 
Norman Ferris; Patrick Moore; Randy Mahan; Roger Hovis ; Skeet Mills ; 
Stan Jones (sjones@imichotels.net); Stephan Curry; Steve Bell; 
Suzanne Rhodes; 

Subject: Draft Safety RCG Notes
Date: Tuesday, May 01, 2007 3:00:00 PM
Attachments: 2007-4-18 draft Meeting Minutes - Safety RCG.doc 

Hello All, 
Attached are the draft Safety RCG meeting notes from April 18th.  Please have any additions or 
corrections back to me by May 15th.  Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
mailto:tboozer@scana.com
mailto:cfdwaxson@columbiasc.net
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alan Stuart
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alison.Guth
mailto:amanda_hill@fws.gov
mailto:bargentieri@scana.com
mailto:marshallb@dnr.sc.gov
mailto:bill25@sc.rr.com
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Bret.Hoffman
mailto:cheetahtrk@yahoo.com
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=David.Anderson
mailto:pricedc@dhec.sc.gov
mailto:dchristie@infoave.net
mailto:eschnepel@sc.rr.com
mailto:kayakduke@bellsouth.net
mailto:gjobsis@americanrivers.org
mailto:jhamilton@scana.com
mailto:Jayschab@aol.com
mailto:jenno@scwf.org
mailto:meddynamic@aol.com
mailto:jdevereaux@scana.com
mailto:jbhuggins@lexhealth.org
mailto:seatowlakemurray@seatow.com
mailto:elymay2@aol.com
mailto:kakustafik@columbiasc.net
mailto:colkenu@aol.com
mailto:skfox@sc.rr.com
mailto:turnerle@dhec.sc.gov
mailto:lbarber@sc.rr.com
mailto:malcolml@mailbox.sc.edu
mailto:mwaddell@esri.sc.edu
mailto:miriam@lakemurraycountry.com
mailto:larana@mindspring.com
mailto:norm@sc.rr.com
mailto:patrickm@scccl.org
mailto:rmahan@scana.com
mailto:rogerhovis@richlandonline.com
mailto:MillsL@dnr.sc.gov
mailto:sjones@imichotels.net
mailto:cfdscurry@columbiasc.net
mailto:bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
mailto:suzrhodes@juno.com

MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


SAFETY RESOURCE GROUP


SCE&G Training Center


April 18, 2007


Draft acg 4-27-07



ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Dave Anderson, Kleinschmidt Associates

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G


Randy Mahan, SCANA Services, Inc.


Tommy Boozer, SCE&G


Stephen Curry, Columbia Fire Dept.

Steve Bell, Lake Watch


Karen Kustafik, COC Parks

Jay Schabacher, LMA



Kenneth Fox, LMA

Tony Bebber, SCPRT



Joy Downs, LMA


David Price, LMPS



Malcolm Leaphart, TU


Bret Hoffman, Kleinschmidt Associates
Bill Mathias, LMA & LMPS


Bill Marshall, SCDNR, LSSRAC

Charlene Coleman, American Whitewater


Patrick Moore, SCCCL, Am. Rivers

Mike Waddell, TU


Jenn ORourke, SCWF






Norm Nicholson, Lexington Co. Sheriffs Dept.


Marty Phillips, Kleinschmidt Associates (via conference call)




HOMEWORK ITEMS:

· Draft a letter to DNR requesting clarification on several issues regarding shoal markers on Lake Murray  - Dave Anderson

· To discuss settlement agreement options with DNR regarding the shoal marker issue – SCE&G

· Update the Issue Recommendation on Warning System for the LSR per group comments – Dave Anderson

· Update Issue Matrix – Dave Anderson

· Update Safety and Outreach Programs document per group recommendations – Marty Phillips

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
3rd Quarter 2007 – Meeting Date TBA

MEETING NOTES:

Dave opened the meeting and the group briefly reviewed the agenda items that were to be discussed during the course of the meeting.  Dave noted that they would start off by discussing the issues regarding shoal markers on Lake Murray.


Dave noted that the main concern that has been expressed by the group regarding shoal markers on Lake Murray is that there is a problem in marking hazards due to lake fluctuations.  Dave explained that he had researched the FERC e-library and found two documents that may provide some insight on how other projects have dealt with this issue.  One document was from the Coosa and Warrior relicensing and one document was from the final settlement agreement at the Yadkin Project.  At Yadkin, they have proposed to work with NCWRC (North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission) in provided funding for buoy installation and maintenance.  Dave explained that the Coosa Warrior document addresses 7 different reservoirs, however it may provide the group with ideas on how to address this issue.  Dave asked the group if there were any other ideas on how to resolve the shoal marker issue.  Steve Bell noted that he does not as concerned with how the shoals are marked at summer lake levels, however, he does have an issue with how the shoals are marked when the lake levels go down and also what would happen if DNR pulls out of the program on Lake Murray.  


The group continued to discuss this issue and a few individuals expressed that DNR does not have the manpower to keep up with buoy placement and repair, even if money was provided.  Joy Downs asked if the agreement with DNR to maintain the buoys on Lake Murray was semi-formal.  Tommy Boozer explained that although SCDNR has committed to maintain the buoys, there was no legal, binding agreement that they had to do so.  Tommy also pointed out that DNR performs the buoy placement on many other lakes and any funding that was contributed to DNR for the placement of buoys would need to carry with it the requirement that that money would only be spent on the program for Lake Murray.  Dave noted that it had been discussed that the Safety RCG would continue after relicensing and that they could then set the priorities for buoy placement on Lake Murray at their meetings.  


The group discussed the option of hiring third party contractor to work under the supervision of DNR.  Patrick Moore pointed out that the FERC would not be able to agree to a third party contractor in a settlement agreement.  Dave asked the group if there was a current process by which a homeowner or lake user could put in a request for a hazard marker.   Tommy explained that they frequently receive calls reporting problems with existing shoal markers which they subsequently contact Skeet Mills from DNR about.  Norm Nichols explained that DNR owned two buoy boats that the used for the entire state and they had been on Lake Murray twice last week, although he was unsure how often the frequented the Lake.  Bill Mathias noted that Skeet had informed him that 54 percent of the navigational aids in the state are located on Lake Murray.  


Steve Bell noted that it would be SCE&G’s responsibility to mark the Lake if the state did not.  Randy Mahan noted that at this point he did not believe they could mark the waters of South Carolina and would not want to assume that liability.  He continued to explain that there are some things that the government can and should do, one of which is providing highway markers and markers on the waters of the State.  He noted that if it is a funding issue then they may need to look into providing some level of funding to the DNR for that issue.    It was also noted that it may be possible to rally for legislation that either releases SCE&G from any kind of liability or would require SCDNR to upkeep this program.  


Dave noted that he/and or the Hazardous Areas TWC would contact Dick Christie with some of the questions that the group had about marking the shoals.  Dave noted that he would ask Dick about the agency funding of the program.  He would also ask DNR to better define what they meant in the July 6, 1999 letter regarding shoal markers on Lake Murray.  Dave also noted that he would ask DNR to define the difference between “aids to navigation” vs. “hazard markers”.  He would also ask DNR for their definition of a shoal.  Dave noted that SCE&G would work with DNR separately regarding on an agreement for shoal markers.  


After a short break, the group discussed the Lower Saluda River Warning System Recommendations.  Malcolm Leaphart had submitted a few questions via email and the group briefly discussed these.   One of Malcolm’s questions was regarding where the float switches that trigger the sirens are located on the LSR.  Bill Argentieri noted that the float switch for the sirens at Saluda Shoals and Metts Landing is located at the USGS gage about a ¼ of a mile upstream.  Bill continued to explain that the sirens by Millrace, Shandon Rapids, and the railroad tracks are all activated by a float switch located near Candi Lane.  


Dave had put together an illustration of the LSR in which the areas that the group had indicated the majority of the recreational activity occurs on are highlighted in red.  Bill Argentieri again asked Trout Unlimited representatives (Malcolm Leaphart and Mike Waddell) if the areas highlighted in red covered the areas that they typically fish in.  Malcolm replied that they fish on the entire length of the river.   Patrick also recommended that an emergency exit light be placed at Gardendale that would indicate to non-expert boaters the need to exit the waters due to a release.  


There were some questions on why all of the sirens were not activated as soon as there was a release at the plant.  It was explained that for the areas by the zoo, at times it would take several hours for the water to rise significantly in that area.  Malcolm asked the group if there could be a warning for when water was released at the plant as well as a warning when the water started to rise in the immediate vicinity.  Malcolm noted that he would like a clearer idea of how much flow was released; he continued to explain that if it was around 400 cfs he may be able to stay in the water and continue with his activities.  Bill noted that he believed it was more important that they make sure there is a good coverage area on the river.  He continued to explain that it needed to be clear that when the siren went off, individuals should exit the water, and not try and gage how long they remained in the water before exiting.  Charlene Coleman with American Whitewater agreed, noting that there only needs to be one light, which indicates when to exit the waters.  She noted that complex combinations of lights and sirens that depicted flow levels would only serve to confuse the majority of the individuals recreating on the river.  Karen Kustafik also agreed and noted that the more detailed information was something that may be more appropriate on the website or in the phone tree message.  


Malcolm noted that he would like to clarify that it may be important for different river users to know how much water was coming down the river because individuals with Jon boats may have an issue negotiating back up the river safely during high flows.  Bill A. replied that they were discussing emergency take out points under the Recreation TWC.  


Steve asked for an explanation from Dave on how the Issue Recommendation for Warning System for Rising Water on the Lower Saluda River was put together.  Dave noted that he had put it together based on the groups recommendations during the meetings and sent it back out to the group to comment on.  Steve noted that he was not agreeable to the wording in the document that stated Saluda would be used for reserve.  Dave noted that if SCE&G was going to be putting in a multi-million dollar warning system in the river, it would be important for them to have the recommendation to keep reserve capacity.  


The group discussed the benefits of reserve capacity to the lake homeowners and Joy Downs noted that reserve was more beneficial to the lake levels than peaking.  However, Malcolm noted that in his opinion, when the facility was used for peaking, they did not see high flows as often.  Randy pointed out that the data indicates that they rarely run Saluda up to 18,000 cfs.  Mike Waddell asked if the operations model will provide the group with travel times of different flows.  Bret Hoffman noted that they could run a few transient travel times using the model, but it would be modeled data and could have some inconsistencies due to the many variables involved.  It was also asked that the model be used to look at the ramping of flows.  Bret pointed out that initially the data indicated that it would take the better part of the day in order to allow the river to rise slowly using ramping.  He continued to explain that 15 or 30 minute ramping increments probably will not significantly affect the rate of river rise, depending on where one was located on the river.  


The group discussed changes to the Issue Recommendation for warning sirens.  It was noted that if the sentence on reserve generation were removed, than the document would be more agreeable to the group.  It was also noted that a recommendation of a warning device at Gardendale be placed in the document, as well.  


Bill A. noted that it had been discussed that there may be a need at some locations for strobe lights instead of warning sirens.  The group agreed and noted that this would be left up to the discretion of SCE&G.  


After lunch the group then discussed the Safety and Outreach Programs.  Dave noted that one of the purposes of the document is to put in place a safety group that will continue beyond relicensing.  Dave noted that the document also reviews current public outreach efforts, as well as those planned for the future.   It was further clarified that if the Safety Program was kept out of the license the group would have more local control of it.  Joy explained a little about the safety committee that met previously and noted Lee Barber could provide more detail on it if needed.  The group noted that it may be beneficial to add more detail into the document that discussed the previous committee.  It was also noted that there was a safety committee associated with the Lower Saluda Scenic River Advisory Council that developed/constructed the kiosks, painted poles, and map of the LSR.   


Marty Phillips was available by conference call to guide the group through the document.  Marty noted that her goal was to try to make the document as brief as possible, but still provide enough information for a clear understanding of the programs that are in place.  Marty explained that in Section 3 of the document, they attempted to separate out the regulatory authorities, as well as what the laws and regulations were.  Marty asked the group if it was necessary to list the specific laws, or if that section could be generalized.  After some discussion it was noted that the document should generally define what authorities have jurisdiction and generally how the laws apply.  


Marty then asked the group what the lifespan of the document should be.  Bill Mathias noted that he believed it should be reviewed annually and amended where appropriate.  Bill M. also explained that he believed that the safety group should meet on a quarterly basis.  The group noted that since the document would be reviewed annually, the document could be very specific as to what federal, state and local entities would be involved and their responsibilities.  The group briefly mentioned a few agencies involved, such as DHEC and SLED as State entities, and EMS, the sheriff, the cornier, the city police and the county police at the local level, and the National Weather Service at the federal level.  Jay Schabacher noted that it may be helpful to put agency contact information in the document.  Marty suggested that it may be provided separately, and noted that there was the concern that someone may use this as an emergency reference document.  The group agreed that contact information should be provided as an appendix.   


The group then discussed the existing safety measures on Lake Murray.  Marty asked the group if there were any safety measures, that were not currently listed, that needed to be included in the document.  Bill M. suggested including an item referring to the Lake Murray Power Squadron and their vessel safety checks, safe boating checklists, and training programs.  Charlene also mentioned the American Canoeist Association that certifies on whitewater and flatwater.  She pointed out that the American Whitewater webpage provides descriptions of rapids, as well.  Sea tow and Boat US were also listed as a resource.  Marty discussed the existing outreach section with the group, and it was noted that the Lake Murray Association needed to be added to that section.  Dave asked the group if there were additional outreach efforts that needed to be listed in this section and the group concluded their discussions on this document.  


Dave explained that he has still had some difficulty with obtaining accident data from DNR.  Tommy noted that he would assist Dave with his efforts on this.  Dave also noted that Patrick had requested that the group put the ramping of non reserve call flows as part of the safety measures.  Bill Marshall asked the group if, operationally, ramping rates could be considered under a non-emergency reserve situation.  Randy noted that any restriction on the ability to attain the flow that was needed could be a restriction on economics.  However, Randy noted that this may be something that is worth looking at under lake level management conditions.  Bret noted that they could use the operations model to look at the possibility of ramping during non-emergency lake level management situations.  Bret then asked the group what a reasonable rate of water rise would be.  The group noted that the Downstream Flows TWC would look at this during their recreational flow assessment scheduled during mid-May.  


The group concluded discussions on the agenda items and began to decide on future meeting dates.  It was noted that the next meeting would probably occur around the third quarter of the year.  Dave noted that he would update the issues matrix and send it around to the group.  


Meeting Adjourned









From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Bill Argentieri; George Duke; 

John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); Kim Westbury; Randy Mahan; 
Rhett Bickley; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); Tommy Boozer; 

Subject: Economics Resource Group - Lake and Land TWC
Start: Tuesday, December 12, 2006 9:30:00 AM
End: Tuesday, December 12, 2006 2:00:00 PM
Location: SCE&G Maintenece Facility - Bush River Rd

When: Tuesday, December 12, 2006 9:30 AM-2:00 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada). 
Where: SCE&G Maintenece Facility - Bush River Rd 
*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 
Hello Economics Group, 
There were discussions at the Lake and Land TWC meeting that the Economics group would meet to 
discuss the Strawman Workplan for land rebalancing before finalization on January 17th.  The original 
date that was chosen was Dec. 14th, however, due to conflicts with other meetings it has been 
requested that the meeting date be changed to the 12th.  Please RSVP by December 1st so that we can 
work out the details of the meeting.  Thanks!  Alison
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From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Bill Argentieri; George Duke; 

John Frick; Kim Westbury; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ronald Scott; 
Roy Parker; Theresa Powers; Tommy Boozer; 

cc: "BOOZER, THOMAS C"; "HOFFMAN, VAN B"; "MAHAN, RANDOLPH R"; 
"ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R"; 

Subject: Updated: Economics Values Sub-Committee - Lake and Land TWC
Start: Tuesday, December 12, 2006 9:30:00 AM
End: Tuesday, December 12, 2006 2:00:00 PM
Location: SCE&G Maintenance Facility - Bush River Rd

When: Tuesday, December 12, 2006 9:30 AM-2:00 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada). 
Where: SCE&G Maintenance Facility - Bush River Rd 
*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 
Dear Economic Values Sub-Committee, 
Just a reminder that we have a Sub-Committee meeting next Tuesday, December 12th at 9:30.  Please 
remember that this is at the SCE&G Maintenance Facility, off of Bush River Rd (the same location as 
Saluda Hydro and McMeekin).  There will be someone there to meet you at the gate, so please be on 
time. If you do arrive late, give my cell phone a call at (864) 906-4119 and someone will come to let you 
in.  Thanks!  Alison 
 
Previous Message: 
Hello Economics Group, 
There were discussions at the Lake and Land TWC meeting that the Economics group would meet to 
discuss the Strawman Workplan for land rebalancing before finalization on January 17th.  The original 
date that was chosen was Dec. 14th, however, due to conflicts with other meetings it has been 
requested that the meeting date be changed to the 12th.  Please RSVP by December 1st so that we can 
work out the details of the meeting.  Thanks!  Alison
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From: Alison Guth
To: "Amanda_Hill@fws.gov"; 
cc: "ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R"; 
Subject: RE: 
Date: Tuesday, June 13, 2006 9:21:45 AM

Amanda,  
You are welcome to call in by conference call tomorrow.  I just spoke to Bill and the access number for 
the meeting room at Research Park is 803-217-7397. Thanks and email me if you have any more 
questions.  Alison 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Amanda_Hill@fws.gov [mailto:Amanda_Hill@fws.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 13, 2006 9:18 AM 
To: Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com 
Subject:  
 
Alison, 
Depending on the intensity of Tropical Storm Alberto, I may not attend the 
meeting tomorrow.   I will let you know either way by tomorrow.  It is 
predicted that it should be clear by Thurs. so I plan on making the Lake & Land meeting.  Is there 
anyway I can particpate by phone tomorrow?? 
 
 
 
Amanda Hill 
Fisheries Biologist 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
176 Croghan Spur Rd., Suite 200 
Charleston, SC 29407 
843-727-4707 ext. 303 
843-727-4218 fax 
amanda_hill@fws.gov 
*NOTE NEW PHONE EXTENSION* 
"Our mission is working with others to conserve, protect, and enhance fish, wildlife and plants and their 
habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people." 
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From: Alison Guth
To: "Elymay2@aol.com"; 
cc: Alan Stuart; 
Subject: RE: Lake Murray Association Speaker
Date: Friday, November 03, 2006 1:34:44 PM

Hey Joy,
 
I have forwarded your email to Alan and Jon.  I don't have him on the books to 
come down then, but it is still something that is being considered.  Either Alan or I 
will let you know the result as soon as possible.  Take care and see you soon, Alison

-----Original Message----- 
From: Elymay2@aol.com [mailto:Elymay2@aol.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2006 11:14 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Lake Murray Association Speaker 
 
Alison
 
Do you remember we talked about Jon Quebberman speaking before our 
group at Newberry.  Is there a possibility he would be available for the 
November 21st meeting?
 
.  I thought perhaps I should write you first to see if he is scheduled to be 
here at that time.  I thought he was terrific and explained in simple terms so 
the average person could absorb it.  I wish he had been available for our 
meeting in Irmo in September.  Let me know if it is possible to get him to 
a meeting.  It will not be a huge meeting but I would love to have him.  Jim 
Landreth will speak at the meeting as well. 
 
Thanks  Joy   
 
Joy Downs 
Executive Director 
The Lake Murray Association, Inc. 
803-781-8411  
E-mail Elymay2@aol.com 
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From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

David Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; 
Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; 

Subject: Documents with Group Edits
Date: Friday, June 16, 2006 1:28:32 PM
Attachments: DH Excavation Form Document group edits.doc 

DH GENERAL REQUIREMENTS  June 13 2006 group edits.doc 

Hello TWC, 
Attached are the two documents that we made edits to during our Lake and Land TWC meeting 
yesterday.  Please come prepared to discuss the General Requirements at our next TWC meeting.  
Thanks, Alison 
   
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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LAKE MURRAY EXCAVATIONS

At the time you applied for permission to excavate in front of your property at Lake Murray, you were advised of the Company's Shoreline Management Guidelines  and were requested to supply additional information required by the policy.  If you are given approval by our Lake Management representative, it is imperative that the terms of the permit be adhered to, including the following requirements:


1. A non-refundable permitting fee of $200.00 is required for the excavation permit, plus a $500.00 
deposit.  The deposit is refundable upon request after final inspection and approval of the condition of the excavated shoreline.

2. A complete, detailed drawing (to scale) of the proposed excavation area must be provided.  This must include contours, cross sections, width, length and depth, and the exact volume of earth in cubic yards to be removed.  Also, the drawing must include and identify the location where the excavation dirt will be placed upon removal from site.  If the dirt is to be totally removed from the shoreline area, this must be so stated.  The maximum volume of earth to be removed is 150 cubic yards.

3. A recordable plat of the applicant's and adjacent property owners' property that will be affected by proposed excavation must be furnished.

4. Lake Management Department must be notified prior to commencement of work.

5. All displaced soil must be taken off site or otherwise stabilized above the 360 foot contour in accordance with SCE&G requirements if in Richland, Saluda and Newberry Counties, and in accordance with recommendations of the Lexington County Sediment Control Representative if in Lexington County.  

6. A 4 to 1 slope is the maximum slope allowed.

7. All excavating must be done directly in front of the applicant's property and below the 354’ contour, unless otherwise approved by SCE&G in consultation with SCDNR.


8. No excavation will be permitted in a wooded or vegetated area or other areas that may be identified by SCE&G in consultation with SCDNR.  The protection of shallow water habitat must be considered at all times.  A Lake Management representative will designate area to be excavated.

9. Excavation activities generally will not be allowed between January 15 and October 1.  Exceptions may be granted by SCE&G based on hydrological or meteorological conditions.  Permits are valid for one (1) year from the date of issue only.  See date on approved permit.

10. Water must not cover the excavation site during excavation activities.


11. The contractor must have a copy of the approved permit and drawing while on the job site at all times.

12. All excavation must be completed by using the following equipment:  (1) dragline; (2) track backhoe; or other equipment approved by Lake Management personnel.

13. Lake Management Department must be notified upon completion of work.

1. 

2. 



3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 



Failure to comply with any of the above requirements will result in automatic suspension of the excavation permit, forfeit of the $500.00 
deposit, and may result in the cancellation of any shoreline permits.

Applicant acknowledges and accepts the above listed requirements, and further certifies that he/she possesses the authority to undertake the proposed activities.  Applicant further certifies that he/she shall indemnify and hold harmless SCE&G from all liability however arising to any and all persons whomsoever, whether for personal injuries (including death) or otherwise, by reason of the construction upon lands and interests of SCE&G, and form any damage or injury resulting to any persons whomsoever from defects in or defective conditions of said construction.




South Carolina Electric & Gas Company


Applicant




Project Representative


Street





Date


City, State, Zip Code


Revised 7/23/03


�Evaluate these dollar amounts.


�Evaluate this dollar amount.
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GENERAL REQUIREMENTS


Permits to construct, repair, modify, or replace boat docks, ramps, marine railways, boat lifts, water removal, limited brushing, rip-rap, and retaining walls  must be obtained from SCE&G’s Lake Management Department prior to the beginning of construction.  



Dock construction shall not endanger health, create a nuisance, or otherwise be incompatible with overall Project recreation use. 



A minimum lot width of 100 feet along the 360 contour is required before an individual residential dock application will be considered. 



Lots measuring less than 100 feet in width in subdivisions established prior to 1989 where the adjacent lots have existing docks may be considered for limited size docks. 



No watercraft exceeding 30 feet in length will be permitted to be permanently docked at a residential or common area dock. 


Application Procedure for New Construction, Additions, or Replacements



The applicant will be required to apply to SCE&G in writing and submit the following:


1. Sketch showing location, design, and dimensions of the proposed structure.


2. Permitting fee


3. Specific direction by land to applicant’s property on Lake Murray


4. Plat of applicant’s property


All docks must be kept in good repair. 



Private docks, whether permanent or floating may generally be up to 750 sq. feet in overall size and 75 feet in length provided they do not interfere with navigation or restrict access to adjoining property. 



Floating docks attached to permanent docks may be moved out as the Lake level recedes provided they do not interfere with adjacent property owner’s access. 


Docks may be longer where conformity with existing structures would be practical and in cases where exception would be desirable due to curvature or slope of the shoreline. 



All permitted docks must be built horizontally between the elevation of 360 and 362 foot contour.  



Docks must be located a minimum of 15 feet from adjacent property lines and the projected extension should not cross over the imaginary projected lot lines.  



The projection of the imaginary property line is a management tool to assist Lake Management Representatives and may be waived under certain circumstances. 



Covers on docks are not permissible unless the covered portion is located within 15 feet of the 360 contour. 


Hand railing is permissible provided the sides are not enclosed. 



No sinks, toilets, showers, or fueling systems are permitted. 


Flotation for floating docks must be encased or encapsulated flotation. 



Docks must be single story structures. 


Boatlifts connected to docks are allowable. 



Common docks shall follow all of the guidelines described for private docks.  Common docks may be permitted for two residential lots.  Each property owner participating in a common dock must have a minimum of 75 feet along the 360 contour. 
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From: Alison Guth
To: "Tony Bebber"; 
Subject: RE: next meetings
Date: Monday, March 20, 2006 2:57:50 PM

Hey Tony,  The 28th is correct.  I need to go back and correct the upcoming 
meeting dates table, but the calendar is correct.  Thanks for letting me know.  
Alison

-----Original Message----- 
From: Tony Bebber [mailto:tbebber@scprt.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 20, 2006 1:58 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Cc: Dave Anderson 
Subject: next meetings 
 
Can you please confirm next meeting dates for LLM and REC, both the RCG 
and TWCs?  Just check the website calendar and let me know if it’s correct.  
There’s another page that has Upcoming Meeting Dates that is in conflict 
with the calendar page.  
 
I have a conflict on the 28th, if that’s when we rescheduled a meeting.
 
Thanks,
 
Tony Bebber, AICP 
Planning Manager 
South Carolina Dept. of Parks, 
  Recreation & Tourism 
1205 Pendleton Street 
Columbia, SC  29201 
803-734-0189 
803-734-1042 fax 
tbebber@scprt.com 
websites: www.discoversouthcarolina.com 
               www.SouthCarolinaParks.com 
               www.SCTrails.net 
 

So many parks.  So much fun!  So what are you waiting for?   Make 
your State Park weekend and vacation plans today!  Call 1-866-345-
PARK (7275) or reserve online at www.SouthCarolinaParks.com. 
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From: Alison Guth
To: "ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R"; Alan Stuart; "BOOZER, THOMAS C"; 

"Roy Parker"; "John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com)"; "Van Hoffman"; 
RMAHAN@scana.com; "Rhett Bickley"; "Kim Westbury"; 

Subject: Economics Subcommittee Meeting notes
Date: Friday, December 15, 2006 9:46:54 AM
Attachments: 2006-12-12 draft Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC - Economics group.

doc 

Hello Folks, 
Attached are the meeting notes from our Lake and Land Economics Sub-Committee meeting.  These are 
for your review, however, it is important that you do not share the notes with the Natural Resource 
Values Subcommittee until our workplan presentation on the 17th.  This way it will not have the 
potential to influence any of their decisions on their workplan development next week.  Thanks, and as 
always, email me with any changes or comments.  Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC


Economics Sub-Committee


SCE&G Bush River Rd Maintenance Area


December 12, 2006


Draft acg 12-14-06


________________________________________________________________________________________________



ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates




Tommy Boozer, SCE&G




Roy Parker, LMA





John Frick, landowner

Van Hoffman, SCANA




Randy Mahan,  SCANA


Rhett Bickley,  Lexington County


Kim Westbury,  Saluda County




HOMEWORK:

.


· Van, Tommy  - Develop Economics Resource Group Strawman Workplan


· Kim – Research economic effects from the sale of land

· Tommy – Develop definitions for proposed new land classifications


DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
January 17, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.








Located at Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Welcome and General Discussion on Rebalancing:

Van Hoffman, who was nominated the chair of the Economics Subcommittee at the last Lake and Land TWC, opened the meeting.  Van provided the group with some of the background on proposed activities regarding fringelands.  He explained that by increasing the 75 ft buffer to 100 ft, would reduce the fringeland to about 400 acres.  It can subsequently be concluded that if the 100 ft setback were implemented than about 75 to 80 percent of the fringeland is protected.   Van continued to give the group background on what SCE&G has looked at in the past with land donations and noted that there was an area on the eastern half of the lake that could possibly be placed under a conservation easement if need been in settlement agreements.  Van pointed out that there were seven parcels in particular on the eastern half of the lake that were most valuable to the company.  He explained that the total value of the future development lands was 65 million dollars.  

The group observed the map that depicted the land classifications and Tommy described the mileage associated with each classification.  Broken down into management prescriptions, Tommy explained that there were 98.23 miles associated with forest and game, 32.14 associated with public recreation, 5.81 associated with commercial recreation (sail clubs, marinas), and there was 102.7 miles in future development.  He noted that they are in the process of identifying ESA’s on these lands.   Randy pointed out that many of the cove areas are already protected because ESA’s are located in many of them.  Tommy noted that since 1984 there has only been 26 miles of shoreline sold.  


John Frick expressed concern that there would be discrepancy between the maps that DNR uses to evaluate forest and game management areas and the maps that SCE&G uses.  It was explained that Orbis will come in with the most updated data for the groups to view and they would all be working off the same maps.  


Van noted that from his view, one important item to keep in mind would be the idea of being able to perform land trades during rebalancing.  John also suggested using a method that would employ no net loss.  Tommy noted that it will be hard to encourage private property owners to participate in a management area without some sort of incentive.


Development of Evaluation Criteria:


It was noted that intent of the meeting would be to develop the evaluation criteria that the group would use to rate each of the land parcels.  It was also noted that the group would use their time that day to come up with a method of scoring each parcel of land.  The group discussed the list of evaluation criteria and the group agreed upon five items that will be used for scoring:


Scoring Criteria for Economic Values:


Economic Benefit to SCE&G, the County, Infrastructure, Etc.


· Location  - proximity, amenities, infrastructure

· Market Value – price per acre/sq. ft


· Dimensions of Fringeland – Size, Width, Area per ft. of shoreline


· Dock Qualification as per policy – individual, shared, community


· Tax Base Potential


The group also noted that they would keep in mind the recreation potential when evaluating the land parcels, whether the recreation be public or commercial.  


Development of Scoring Method:


Alison noted that another goal of the day’s meeting would be to develop a scoring method for the land parcels.  After some discussion the group came to the conclusion that they would score the land parcels by assigning a score of 1-5 to each of the 5 criteria and adding the scores to receive an overall final score for each parcel.


Example:


Land Parcel # 12


Location – 5


Market Value – 5


Dimensions – 3


Dock Qualifications – 5


Tax Base Potential – 5


Total: - 23


Discussion on Land Classifications:


Van pointed out that in looking at the current land classifications it may be best to shift the classifications to future development, limited development, and natural habitat classifications, as other power companies have done.  The group agreed that they liked these categories.  Tommy further proposed having the following definitions at Lake Murray: future development, limited development, conservation classification, a natural habitat classification, and a recreation classification.  Tommy explained that areas classified as conservation would be areas such as where ESA’s are protected. A natural area may be where they would like to develop a viewshed, or an area between two ESA’s.  Tommy noted that natural areas could still have the opportunity to have a courtesy dock.  The group decided that as a homework item they would think of other alternative names for the “natural area” classification.  The group also noted they like the terms “protected access” and “limited conservation”.  Tommy was charged with developing definitions for each of the new proposed classifications.  


Van noted that in addition to selection by criteria there needs to be a process that creates latitude for tradeoffs that utilize “tools in the box”.  An important key in trade-offs would be to attempt to keep a uniform buffer around the lake.  Van noted that all rules need a “waiver process” subject to collaboration because it impossible to write an absolute rule that always applies.  He further noted that management and protection of the lake is a dynamic process that requires a degree of flexibility to take advantage of opportunities assuming no net loss.  The group agreed that they approved of where the economic group was headed so far with the criteria and Van and Tommy noted that they would work on the strawman workplan for the next meeting.  

Group Adjourned


Strawman workplan

[Economic Data Here]


In addition to selection by criteria there needs to be a process that creates latitude for tradeoffs that utilize “tools in the box”.  All rules need a “waiver process” subject to collaboration because it impossible to write an absolute rule that always applies.  Management and protection of the lake is a dynamic process that requires a degree of flexibility to take advantage of opportunities assuming no net loss.


The final location of all recreation sites will supercede other decisions on land classification.


Scoring Criteria for Economic Values:


Economic Benefit to SCE&G, the County, Infrastructure, Etc.


· Location - proximity, amenities, infrastructure

· Market Value – price per acre/sq. ft


· Dimensions of Fringeland – Size, Width, Area per ft. of shoreline


· Dock Qualification as per policy – individual, shared, community


· Tax Base Potential


The group also noted that they would keep in mind the recreation potential when evaluating the land parcels, whether the recreation be public or commercial.


Land parcels will be scored by assigning a score of 1-5 to each of the 5 criteria based on the characteristics of that land parcel and adding the scores to receive an overall final score for the parcel.


Example:


Land Parcel # 12


Location – 5


Market Value – 5


Dimensions – 3


Dock Qualifications – 5


Tax Base Potential – 5


Total: - 23


[Possible discussions on proposed new land classifications]
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Located at Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Welcome and General Discussion on Rebalancing:

Van Hoffman, who was nominated the chair of the Economics Subcommittee at the last Lake and Land TWC, opened the meeting.  Van provided the group with some of the background on proposed activities regarding fringelands.  He explained that by increasing the 75 ft buffer to 100 ft, would reduce the fringeland to about 400 acres.  It can subsequently be concluded that if the 100 ft setback were implemented than about 75 to 80 percent of the fringeland is protected.   Van continued to give the group background on what SCE&G has looked at in the past with land donations and noted that there was an area on the eastern half of the lake that could possibly be placed under a conservation easement if need been in settlement agreements.  Van pointed out that there were seven parcels in particular on the eastern half of the lake that were most valuable to the company.  He explained that the total value of the future development lands was 65 million dollars.  

The group observed the map that depicted the land classifications and Tommy described the mileage associated with each classification.  Broken down into management prescriptions, Tommy explained that there were 98.23 miles associated with forest and game, 32.14 associated with public recreation, 5.81 associated with commercial recreation (sail clubs, marinas), and there was 102.7 miles in future development.  He noted that they are in the process of identifying ESA’s on these lands.   Randy pointed out that many of the cove areas are already protected because ESA’s are located in many of them.  Tommy noted that since 1984 there has only been 26 miles of shoreline sold.  


John Frick expressed concern that there would be discrepancy between the maps that DNR uses to evaluate forest and game management areas and the maps that SCE&G uses.  It was explained that Orbis will come in with the most updated data for the groups to view and they would all be working off the same maps.  


Van noted that from his view, one important item to keep in mind would be the idea of being able to perform land trades during rebalancing.  John also suggested using a method that would employ no net loss.  Tommy noted that it will be hard to encourage private property owners to participate in a management area without some sort of incentive.


Development of Evaluation Criteria:


It was noted that intent of the meeting would be to develop the evaluation criteria that the group would use to rate each of the land parcels.  It was also noted that the group would use their time that day to come up with a method of scoring each parcel of land.  The group discussed the list of evaluation criteria and the group agreed upon five items that will be used for scoring:


Scoring Criteria for Economic Values:


Economic Benefit to SCE&G, the County, Infrastructure, Etc.


· Location  - proximity, amenities, infrastructure

· Market Value – price per acre/sq. ft


· Dimensions of Fringeland – Size, Width, Area per ft. of shoreline


· Dock Qualification as per policy – individual, shared, community


· Tax Base Potential


The group also noted that they would keep in mind the recreation potential when evaluating the land parcels, whether the recreation be public or commercial.  


Development of Scoring Method:


Alison noted that another goal of the day’s meeting would be to develop a scoring method for the land parcels.  After some discussion the group came to the conclusion that they would score the land parcels by assigning a score of 1-5 to each of the 5 criteria and adding the scores to receive an overall final score for each parcel.


Example:


Land Parcel # 12


Location – 5


Market Value – 5


Dimensions – 3


Dock Qualifications – 5


Tax Base Potential – 5


Total: - 23


Discussion on Land Classifications:


Van pointed out that in looking at the current land classifications it may be best to shift the classifications to future development, limited development, and natural habitat classifications, as other power companies have done.  The group agreed that they liked these categories.  Tommy further proposed having the following definitions at Lake Murray: future development, limited development, conservation classification, a natural habitat classification, and a recreation classification.  Tommy explained that areas classified as conservation would be areas such as where ESA’s are protected. A natural area may be where they would like to develop a viewshed, or an area between two ESA’s.  Tommy noted that natural areas could still have the opportunity to have a courtesy dock.  The group decided that as a homework item they would think of other alternative names for the “natural area” classification.  The group also noted they like the terms “protected access” and “limited conservation”.  Tommy was charged with developing definitions for each of the new proposed classifications.  


Van noted that in addition to selection by criteria there needs to be a process that creates latitude for tradeoffs that utilize “tools in the box”.  An important key in trade-offs would be to attempt to keep a uniform buffer around the lake.  Van noted that all rules need a “waiver process” subject to collaboration because it impossible to write an absolute rule that always applies.  He further noted that management and protection of the lake is a dynamic process that requires a degree of flexibility to take advantage of opportunities assuming no net loss.  The group agreed that they approved of where the economic group was headed so far with the criteria and Van and Tommy noted that they would work on the strawman workplan for the next meeting.  

Group Adjourned


Strawman workplan

[Economic Data Here]


In addition to selection by criteria there needs to be a process that creates latitude for tradeoffs that utilize “tools in the box”.  All rules need a “waiver process” subject to collaboration because it impossible to write an absolute rule that always applies.  Management and protection of the lake is a dynamic process that requires a degree of flexibility to take advantage of opportunities assuming no net loss.


The final location of all recreation sites will supercede other decisions on land classification.


Scoring Criteria for Economic Values:


Economic Benefit to SCE&G, the County, Infrastructure, Etc.


· Location - proximity, amenities, infrastructure

· Market Value – price per acre/sq. ft


· Dimensions of Fringeland – Size, Width, Area per ft. of shoreline


· Dock Qualification as per policy – individual, shared, community


· Tax Base Potential


The group also noted that they would keep in mind the recreation potential when evaluating the land parcels, whether the recreation be public or commercial.


Land parcels will be scored by assigning a score of 1-5 to each of the 5 criteria based on the characteristics of that land parcel and adding the scores to receive an overall final score for the parcel.


Example:


Land Parcel # 12


Location – 5


Market Value – 5


Dimensions – 3


Dock Qualifications – 5


Tax Base Potential – 5


Total: - 23


[Possible discussions on proposed new land classifications]










From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

David Hancock; Dick Christie; John Frick (jsfrick@mindspring.com); 
Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; 
Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 

cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; 
Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George Duke; 
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.
com); Jennifer O"Rourke; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; 
Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.
com); Linda Lester ; Linda Schneider ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; 
Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); 
Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; 
Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net); 
Richard Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); 
Tom Brooks; 

Subject: Final 10-10 Notes
Date: Friday, November 03, 2006 2:56:31 PM
Attachments: 2006-10-10 Final Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.pdf 

Hello All, 
Attached are the Final Meeting Notes from the October 10th Lake and Land Management TWC Meeting.  
Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G    
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates  Randy Mahan, SCANA Services, Inc. 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G   Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Dick Christie, SCDNR   Tom Eppink, SCANA Services, Inc. 
Roy Parker, LMA    Kenneth Fox, LMA 
Steve Bell, Lake Watch   John Frick, landowner 
Van Hoffman, SCANA   Mike Murrell, LMA 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT    David Hancock, SCE&G 
 
 
 
 
HOMEWORK: 
 


• Van H. - Fringeland presentation 
• David H and Tommy B. - Future development strawman 
• David H and Tommy B. – Marina siting maps 
• Ron  A.– verify DNR’s proposal for rebalancing . 
• Van H. – Map depicting width of fringelands   
• Tommy B. & David H. – provide group with current aerial photography 
• Develop introduction section to criteria – Dick Christie, SCE&G 
• Revise the term “greenspace” – TWC Members 


 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  October 31, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at Carolina Research Park 
 
MEETING NOTES: 
 
These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 
 
Discussion about Meeting Topic: 
 
The group began discussions and Alan S. noted that based on the last meeting, they would finalize 
the draft of the criteria for multi-slip docks on easement property.  Steve B. asked for an 
clarification of the issues regarding private multi-slip docks.  David H. replied that it was his 
understanding that multi-slip docks were considered a benefit in that it prevented individual docks 
from occupying every 100 ft of shoreline.  Steve B. agreed and added that the main benefit as he 
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understood it is the reduction in size of the public marinas and their impacts on public waters.  
Tommy B. also noted that private multi-slip developments provide off-water access with a 
community dock and ramp.   
 
Residential Multi-Slip Docks on Easement Property Criteria Review: 
 
As the group began to interactively review the criteria, Tommy explained that the criteria was 
designed with incentives for multi-slip facilities.  It was explained that if a certain amount of land 
was counted toward a multi-slip facility’s slip count, then a developer would not be allowed to also 
add individual docks on that property.  Ron A. pointed out that a developer should not be allowed 
slip credit for areas with environmentally sensitive areas.  He continued to explain that this would 
encourage the developer to place individual docks on all the areas that were possible and count the 
ESA’s toward a multi-slip dock.  After much discussion on this topic the group decided that the 
developer could only count ESA’s toward his slip credit if he is to implement a buffer area.  It was 
also encouraged that the buffer area be deeded to the homeowners association of that development.    
 
The group then discussed the need for an introduction section to the criteria explaining the 
objective.  This was assigned as a homework item.  The group also had discussions regarding the 
length of shoreline for slip credit.  The group considered rounding odd and half numbers of slip 
credits up to even numbers (ex, 37.5 would be rounded up to 38).  The group decided that for 
properties without the implemented buffer, the numbers would be rounded down, but the number 
would be rounded up for those that did implement a buffer area.  
 
The Lake Murray Association expressed concern that there are tracts of land that could be sold that 
are large enough to qualify for very large multi-slip facilities.  David H. reminded the TWC that the 
criteria still had a 200 slip limitation in place.  Steve B. noted that he believed a slip limitation was 
important to have in place.   
 
The group also discussed how far a multi-slip facility needs to be placed from an adjacent property 
owner and from what point with that length be measured.  It was explained that the facility must be 
located 150 ft from the adjacent property owner measured from the point where the dock crosses the 
360’.  Ron A. expressed that the measurement should be taken from the corner of the first slip, in 
the event the facility was running parallel with the shoreline.  Tommy B. noted that a multi-slip 
facility running flat up against the shoreline was not something that they typically would permit.  
Tommy B. continued to explain that if they had to go with a orientation like that they would try to 
place it out perpendicular with the shoreline, or center it up along the shoreline.   Tommy B. further 
noted that they would not place a facility over the projected property line.  Steve B. noted that if the 
multi-slip dock does not extend past the projected property line then he was satisfied.  The group 
agreed that the final placement of the facility will be up to the discretion of SCE&G.  Ron A. agreed 
that he was content with the decision and noted that his main concerns were regarding the sprawling 
of facilities. 
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The group discussed that the definition of the buffer zone that SCE&G manages needs to be 
distinguished from the voluntary buffer zone that the group was proposing.  The group temporarily 
renamed the voluntary buffer zone “greenspace”.  The group noted that the definition of greenspace 
would be included in the objective section of the criteria.  There was some disagreement among the 
group that greenspace was the best definition for the area, subsequently, a homework item for the 
group was to come up with alternative definitions. 
 
The TWC expressed concern about homeowners pulling their pontoon boats onto the shoreline and 
leaving them there for long periods of time.  Tommy B. noted that it is currently not a problem 
along Lake Murray Shoreline, however it is possible that it could become a problem in the future.  
Tommy B. added that he believed that lake levels would have a lot of control over this issue.  Randy 
M. suggested placing a statement in the Lake Murray Handbook that included items on how to be a 
good neighbor, such as not parking your boat on the shoreline, not leaving trash around, etc.  The 
group agreed to put this issue in the parking lot for further discussion. 
 
After lunch the group reviewed and agreed to the criteria developed for Residential Multi-slips on 
Easement Property.  The TWC concluded that it provided good incentives for the homeowner to 
implement a multi-slip facility as opposed to individual docks.  The group also briefly discussed 
changing the General Permit.  Tommy B. noted that they may hold off on any revisions to the 
General Permit until the final SMP comes out.    It was also noted that the size of boats would be 
limited to 30 ft at new residential multi-slip facilities.   
 
Alan S. noted that the next item for discussion was the Private Marinas (yacht clubs).  The group 
agreed that Private Marinas would fall under the same criteria as developed for Residential Multi-
slip marinas.   
 
The group then began to review homework items and prepare and agenda for the next meeting.   
 
Homework items were listed as follows: 
 


• Van H. - Fringeland presentation 
• David H and Tommy B. - Future development strawman 
• David H and Tommy B. – Marina siting maps 
• Ron  A.– verify DNR’s proposal for rebalancing . 
• Van H. – Map depicting width of fringelands   
• Tommy B. & David H. – provide group with current aerial photography 


 
Agenda items for the next meeting: 
 


• Presentation on Fringelands – Van Hoffman 
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• Review of Fringeland Width Maps – Developed by Van Hoffman 
• Presentation of DNR’s Proposal for Rebalancing – Ron Ahle 


 
Agenda items for an upcoming meeting: 
 


• Land rebalancing and reclassification – need recreation study results 
• Aquatic plant management presentation – Steve DeKozlowski 


   
Ron A. also noted that DNR would like to see a map showing the locations of docks on fringelands 
that have not been sold.  Ron continued to note that it would be also helpful to see a map depicting 
the width of fringelands, especially those that are less than 75’.  Van H and David H. noted that 
there were difficulties when developing this map but that they would work on developing an 
adequate map for the next meeting.  Group decided to schedule the next meeting for October 31st at 
Carolina Research Park. 
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D R A F T  
STRAW MAN 


 
RESIDENTIAL MULTI-SLIP DOCKS AND PRIVATE MARINAS 


 
EASEMENT PROPERTY 


 
1. In lieu of individual docks, multi-slip docks may be permitted based on shoreline footage.  


 
2. No individual dock will be permitted within a multi-slip dock development.   


 
3. To participate in the multi-slip dock program the development must have a minimum of 500 


feet of shoreline.  Property with less than 500 feet will be evaluated for individual or shared 
docks.  


 
4. An ESA is not to be included in the total shoreline distance when evaluating multi-slip 


docks unless a minimum 50-foot Greenspace is established on the entire shoreline.  One slip 
will be allowed for each 100 feet of shoreline with an ESA with a minimum 50-foot 
Greenspace on the entire shoreline.  And two slips per 100 feet of shoreline of non-ESA 
shoreline. 


 
5. Up to 1.5 slips per 100 feet of shoreline will be allowed with no Greenspaces or no ESA 


shoreline.   With a minimum 50-foot Greenspace on the entire shoreline, two slips per 100 
feet will be approved.  


 
6. Fractions of slips for properties without a Greenspace will be rounded down to an even 


number of slips.  (e.g., between 14 ½ and 15 ½ slips will be rounded down to 14 slips.) 
 


7. Multi-slip docks must be a minimum of 150 feet from the adjoining property from each 
outside edge of the dock walkway at the 360-foot contour line to the nearest common 
property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent property 
owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever provides for 
greater distance..  


 
8. Final placement of the multi-slip facility will be subject to the SCE&G Lake Management 


approval.  
 


9. A minimum distance of 500 feet across cove measured from the 360-foot contour elevation 
to 360-foot contour elevation. 
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10. The minimum 50-foot Greenspace Landscape Plan that must be consistent with the 
established Buffer Zone Management Plan Guidelines shall be submitted and approved by 
SCE&G Lake Management.  


 
11. Access to multi-slip docks must be provided by the developer.  


 
12. An access path will be allowed in the Greenspace and must be identified in the Greenspace 


Landscape Plan.  
 


13. SCE&G requires the developer to establish a homeowner’s association to administer the 
neighborhood multi-slip dock program.  The Greenspace should be deeded to the 
homeowner’s association.  SCE&G encourages the homeowner’s association to create an 
environmental stewardship committee within the homeowner’s association to help monitor 
the Greenspace. 


 
14. Multi-slip dock facilities which accommodate watercraft with marine sanitation 


facilities will be required to install, operate, and maintain sewer pump-out disposal 
systems. 
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To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

Carl Sundius; David Hancock; Dick Christie; John Frick; Joy Downs; 
Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 

cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; 
Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George Duke; 
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.
com); Jennifer O"Rourke; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; 
Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.
com); Linda Lester ; Linda Schneider ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; 
Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); 
Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; 
Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net); 
Richard Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers; Tom Brooks; 

Subject: Final Meeting Notes From 10-31
Date: Wednesday, December 06, 2006 4:35:33 PM
Attachments: 2006-10-31 Final Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.pdf 

Hello all, 
Attached is the final set of meeting notes from the Lake and Land TWC meeting on 10-31.  Thanks, 
Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G    
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates  George Duke, LMHOC 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G   Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Dick Christie, SCDNR   Rhett Bickley, Lexington Co. 
Roy Parker, LMA    David Hancock, SCE&G 
Steve Bell, Lake Watch   John Frick, landowner 
Van Hoffman, SCANA   Amanda Hill, USFWS 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT     
 
 
 
 
HOMEWORK: 


. 
• Tommy, David and Van – GIS map depicting width of fringelands   
• DNR – Develop Goal/Mission Statement for land rebalancing  
• Entire Group – To review Evaluation Criteria and possible ways of scoring 


 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  November 21, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at Lake Murray Training Center 
 
MEETING NOTES: 
 
These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 
 
Welcome and Fringeland Presentation: 
 
Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that Van Hoffman would be providing the group with a 
presentation on fringelands.  The group viewed the presentation which included various examples 
of land parcels around Lake Murray.  Van included aerial shots that depicted how the 100 ft setback 
could affect the fringeland.  Van also showed the group examples of land that includes conservation 
areas, such as shallow water habitat.   
 
The group discussed the sale of fringelands.  Ron Ahle noted that the intrinsic values that the Lake 
provides need to be kept in perspective when looking at potential reclassification.  These include the 
back property owners interests, wildlife interests, and development interests, among others.  The 
group discussed some of the limitations involved with areas of fringeland that are less than 75 ft.  It 
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was explained that SCE&G cannot sell fringelands that are less than 75 ft, however it can be 
possible to permit a dock in those areas.  There was also brief discussion regarding some incentives 
for widening buffer zones.   
 
After his presentation, Van noted that Lexington County was working on new sediment control 
measures.  He explained that Lexington County may come in to discuss this and provide a 
presentation to the TWC.   
 
Presentation on Rebalancing: 
 
After lunch, Ron Ahle began his presentation entitled Rebalancing of Shoreline Uses on Lake 
Murray: The DNR’s Perspective.  The group reviewed the values of the shoreline and the benefits 
of riparian setbacks .  Ron explained that there may be other ways for managing the 75 ft setbacks 
which include: a widening to 100ft, increasing the no clearing zone, maintaining a closed canopy by 
replacing diseased or hazardous trees, increase penalties and fines, improve educational outreach, 
and involve stakeholders in monitoring.  Ron also noted his concern at allowing docks in shallow 
coves.  Tommy Boozer noted that if an area is identified as shallow cove,  SCE&G does not allow 
the individual to dredge.    
 
During the presentation, the group also looked at easement properties with ESA’s.  Ron noted that 
they had concerns that the selling of ESA land with development behind it will eventually lead to 
the reduction of habitat.  Ron also presented the group with DNR’s selection criteria for the 
protection of lands that included the following: 
 


• General habitat quality 
• Fish spawning and nursery habitat 
• Length and depth of undeveloped shoreline 
• Waterfowl hunting opportunities 
• Habitat in surrounding region 
• Aesthetics 
• Recreational values 
• Adjacency 


 
The group then began to discuss the rebalancing efforts by DNR and SCE&G, and the proposals 
that were made.  Ron noted that the above stated criteria was used by DNR when making the 
proposal, and choices were not made based on the back property owner.  He also noted that longer 
stretches of land are desirable because there are certain values that are lost with smaller stretches.   
 
Other Information Needs: 
Ron concluded his presentation and Alan asked if there were any more presentations that were 
desired by the group before intensive rebalancing discussions.  The group noted that although there 
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were no more presentations needed, there were several information needs that existed.  Ron noted 
that a map depicting the widths of the fringelands would be a necessary tool during rebalancing 
discussions.   Tommy noted that they would work on using the current GIS to put together these 
maps as best as possible.  Ron noted that they would only need to include the future development 
lands that can be sold.      
 
Rebalancing Evaluation Criteria: 
 
The group then noted that they would develop a list of evaluation criteria, similar to DNR’s, to use 
when evaluating land.  Interactively, the group developed the following list of general criteria that 
will be refined later:   
 
Evaluation Criteria: 


• General habitat quality 
• Fish Spawning and nursery habitat 
• Length of undeveloped shoreline 
• Depth of undeveloped Shoreline 
• Waterfowl hunting opportunities 
• Habitat in surrounding region 
• Aesthetics 
• Recreational values, public use and access 
• Adjacency 
• Back property owners 
• ESA’s 
• Conservation areas 
• Continuity 
• Development pressure 
• Zoning (Density) 
• Economics 
• Endangered Species (federal, or state) 
• Unique habitat 
• Water Quality 


 
The group considered what other tools were needed for discussions on rebalancing.  Dick noted that 
it would be important to make sure all the keys to the maps were correct.  Tommy noted that they 
would be.  Steve Bell also noted that he would like to look at all the properties that DNR and the 
USFWS identified individually.  The group noted that at an upcoming meeting they would look at 
the areas one by one using the evaluation criteria that they developed.  Tommy noted that they 
would have Orbis come in to project the maps so that the group could view them.    DNR also 
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pointed out that they had a set of ESA maps with the classifications listed that they would bring to 
the meeting.   
 
Discussion Review: 
 
The group decided that at the next meeting they would refine the Evaluation Criteria to a list that 
was more workable.  The group would also consider a method of scoring areas of land based on the 
Evaluation Criteria.  DNR noted that they would work on developing a scoring mechanism as a 
homework item, and Alan encouraged the whole group to consider scoring options before the next 
meeting.  The group noted that the first areas that they would consider for rebalancing would be 
Future Development, which would consist of approximately 102 miles of shoreline.       
 
Alan pointed out that it would be important for the group to have a goal statement that would guide 
the group through rebalancing.  DNR was tasked with developing a strawman of a goal statement 
for the next meeting.  Van also briefly touched on the economic benefits of the fringelands with the 
group.  Van explained that the fringelands were important to the company in that the money from 
their sales is placed into other acquisitions so that it does not have to be borrowed.  He further noted 
that their primary use is to set up 10-31 land exchanges to buy substation sites.  Van noted that this 
helps to keep rates down and the company also earns a return off of the basis.   
 
The group concluded the meeting and reviewed the action items.  Tommy noted that when the 
group began to review the maps with Orbis it may be best to have a meeting two days in a row.  The 
group agreed.  The next meeting date was set for November 21 at the Lake Murray Training Center.   







From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

David Hancock; Dick Christie; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; 
Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; 

cc: Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Cutler; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; 
Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Don Tyler; George Duke; 
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.
com); Jennifer O"Rourke; John Oswald ; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; 
Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.
com); Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; 
Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; 
Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; 
Richard Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Powers (tpowers@newberrycounty.net); 
Tim Flach; Tom Brooks; 

Subject: Draft Meeting Notes from 5/26
Date: Wednesday, June 14, 2006 4:10:46 PM
Attachments: 2006-5-26 draft Meeting Minutes -  LLM TWC.doc 

Hello All, 
Attached is the Draft meeting notes from our Lake and Land TWC meeting on 5-26.  Please have all 
edits back to me by June 28.  Thanks so much, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Ron Ahle, SCDNR

Steve Bell, LW


Roy Parker, LMA

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Rhett Bickley – Lexington County


Van Hoffman – SCE&G

Amanda Hill, USFWS


Dick Christie, SCDNR


DATE: 
May 26, 2006



HOMEWORK ITEMS:

· Develop Erosion Evaluation Form – Tommy Boozer and David Hancock

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
June 15, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.   







Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and welcomed the group.  He noted that the first item would be discuss the edits to the bank stabilization criteria.  David Hancock and Tommy Boozer explained that they would like that a permit be obtained from the Corps for any riprapping projects exceeding 1000 feet in length.  There was some discussion on this issue.  Ron Ahle made the suggestion that the homeowner be required to obtain a permit for riprapping exceeding 500 or have the option of bioengineering the bank for any lengths above 500 feet in lieu of obtaining the permit.  Ahle also noted that it was an opportunity to encourage people to employ bioengineering techniques.  Stuart asked, in the past few years, how many applications exceeding 500 feet are typically received by SCE&G.  Tommy Boozer replied that there had only been a few.  After continued discussion on this issue, the group decided to proceed with Ron Ahle’s presentation on bioengineering before a decision was made.  


Ahle began the presentation and noted that the purpose was to provide education on the various bioengineering techniques that are available.  He noted that a goal would be to provide stabilization along with a vegetated shoreline and wildlife habitat.  He explained that it was important to educate the public that there are other ways to stabilize the shoreline naturally.  He noted that an education program could also inform people on where bioengineering supplies would be available and who was able to do the work.  


After Ahle presented a few examples of bank erosion, Roy Parker noted that he had observed, on bomb island, that although there is vegetation and trees it continues to severely erode.  Ahle noted that he would address this later in his presentation.  


Ahle began his presentation with a discussion on live stakings and noted that they were the most appropriate for areas in the backs of coves.  He explained that one important thing with live staking is that the downside of the staking has a sharp point and is at or below normal pool elevation.  Ahle pointed out that the easiest and cheapest method for live staking is to use live cuttings.  He also noted in his presentation that the homeowner could have the work done costing in the ranges of 1.50 to 3.50 a stake.  Ahle explained that this method was applicable for escarpments that are less than 1 foot.  Steve Bell asked if an individual has an escarpment that is less than one foot, would it be best to cut it out or fill it in.  Ahle replied that it should probably be sloped back.  


The next method of bioengineering that Ahle discussed was the installation of a Bio-log, with vegetation planted behind and around.  Ahle noted that this method would not prevent the homeowner from being able to see the lake.  Ahle explained that less desirable species would need to be weeded out when they began to come in.  Ahle also explained that the plants used would be perennials.  Dick Christie asked Ahle if the lake went down for a few years if some of the vegetation was drought hardy.  Van Hoffman replied that it may have to be watered and Ahle also noted that he believed that you would still be able to maintain a good protected bank with vegetation during a drought.  


There was some discussion on the bioengineering method of Contour Wattleing.  Hancock expressed concern because many times in performing this bioengineering method the trees have to be taken out 40 to 50 feet back.  Boozer also noted that he was concerned that if the bioengineering was made too difficult, many people are not going to want to do it.  Ahle explained that Contour Wattleing was probably not the most recommended method for bioengineering.    


Parker pointed out that there are some individuals who like the look of riprap.  Ahle noted that if people become used to seeing the natural shoreline they many begin to like that better.  Rhett Bickley noted that the increased vegetation would also benefit water quality that may be an incentive to some.  Ahle explained that he believed that one important key is that options are available to allow the homeowner to choose what is best for them.  


Ahle went on to explain a few more options for bioengineering.  Ahle discussed live facine but noted that it was probably not the best solution for the private property owner.  He noted that brush layering was another option for steeper slopes.  He explained that with this method notches are cut into the slope at angles.  Ahle began to describe Brush Mattresses that are secured with wire lacing and grow thick.  Ahle noted that one of the drawbacks of this method is that it tends to be very expensive.  


Ahle noted that vegetated rip rap is another option for bioengineering.  He explained that some plants that might grow well among riprap are swamp mallow and hibiscus.  Ahle pointed out that vegetated rip-rap may be a transition if an individual is insistent on riprap.  


The group went on to discuss what could be done on severely eroded banks.  Ahle explained that the bioengineering technique for this circumstance is a vegetated gabion wall which uses rock baskets with plantings.  He noted that a similar vegetated gabion mattress is used for a less steep slope.  Hancock pointed out that one drawback to a gabion was that the Lake may eventually break it up.  Ahle also explained a vegetated crib wall to the group.  He concluded his presentation by explaining what is called A-Jacks, interlocking structures that allow plants to grow in between.   


Amanda Hill noted that on different slopes that different methodologies worked better.  She noted that it would be helpful to show the slope calculations along with the best associated bank stabilization techniques.  Ahle noted that one helpful thing that SCE&G could do to promote bioengineering was to buy Bio-logs wholesale and provide them wholesale to homeowners.  


The group began to discuss the options for bioengineering and Boozer explained to the group that typically, individuals who buy a piece of property cannot do everything at one time financially.  He continued to note that they typically do it in phases, get the boat dock first, then look into stabilization at a later date.  Hill added that when the individuals do come to SCE&G for a boat dock, that is when SCE&G should give them a consultation on options available for the future, in terms of stabilization and such.  Stuart suggested having a pamphlet on bank stabilization available in those circumstances.  Boozer also suggested using areas in the public parks to give examples of bioengineering.  Ahle and Hill agreed that that would be a good idea.  Ahle added that the cabins in front of Dreher Island would be a good place to set up one of the examples.  


The group then began to discuss the topic of receiving a Corps permit for 1000 ft or rip-rap or the suggested 500 feet of rip rap.  Boozer suggested that if the riprap request was over 500 feet then it be reviewed by the USFWS and SCDNR.  Ahle and Hill agreed.  Boozer also noted that they would take the first shot at the development of an Erosion Evaluation Form that would be included in the SCE&G application packet.  Hill noted that instead of having a box in the application form that asks if the homeowner is interested in riprap, to have a box that asks if the homeowner is interested in bank stabilization, under which the different forms of stabilization could be listed, including bioengineering.  


After lunch the group began their discussion on limbing and Hancock gave a presentation to the group that he had prepared on this topic.  In his presentation, Hancock proposed that trees may be limbed if they have a minimum DBH of 6” and a minimum height of 20’.  He noted in his proposal that an individual can only limb up to 8’ in height.  Hancock further noted that they would not allow the limbing of willow trees, only pine, oak, sweet gum, and maple.  Christie noted that without the proper knowledge and tools, DBH may be difficult of the average person to decipher.  Christie went on to suggest that circumference be listed as well, in parenthesis.  The group agreed to the limbing proposal and concluded the meeting.  It was noted that at the next meeting the group would discuss excavations and Hancock passed out the excavation packet for review prior to the meeting.  The next meeting date was set for June 15th at 9:30 at the Lake Murray Training Center.  


Shoreline Stabilization Memo edits attached below:


South Carolina Department of Natural Resourcestc "South Carolina Department of Natural Resources"

Division of Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries


Environmental Programs Office


Memorandum

     To: L & LM TWC (Saluda Hydro Project)


   From:  Ron Ahle


   Date: 5-05-06


Subject: Straw-man for Shoreline Stabilization Criteria


________________________________________________________________


Criteria for Shoreline Stabilization Permits  [Provide good diagrams]

All shoreline stabilization efforts must be approved by SCE&G Lake Management prior to implementation and/or construction.  

Develop slope criteria matrix similar to what Ron provided at May 26 TWC.

Provide a description or definition of bioengineering


Include an erosion evaluation form in the application package (SCE&G will develop this)

1)  Since every possible situation cannot be anticipated, SCE&G Lake Management reserves the right to make special rulings in cases not specifically covered by these guidelines.  

2)  Adjoining property owners should be aware that conducting all shoreline stabilization activities at a federally licensed hydroelectric project (e.g., Saluda Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No. P-516) is a privilege that can only be granted with authorization from the Licensee.  No riprapping, seawalls, or retaining walls may be constructed, replaced, repaired, or added to without a permit from SCE&G.  Furthermore, there are some areas of the lake where facilities may not be permitted because of environmental considerations, development patterns, physical lake characteristics, impacts to cultural resources, or other reasons. 

3)  New or expanding stabilization activities (excluding bio-engineering) may not be undertaken within a 50 feet offset from an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) classification identified in the Shoreline Management Plan (SMP).  All shoreline stabilization activities affecting ESA will be assessed on a case-by-case basis.


4)  The applicant must be the owner of the tract of land immediately adjoining the high water mark (360-foot elevation), or SCE&G-owned buffer zone or have the written permission of the easement property owner on water rights tracts (i.e. SCE&G only has a flowage easement).  SCE&G Lake Management will hold the applicant fully responsible for ongoing adherence with the current SMP (including maintaining structures in good repair).  This responsibility transfers automatically along with ownership.


5)  All shoreline stabilization activities must comply with all local, state, and federal regulations, if applicable
.  Prior to beginning any activity/construction within the high water mark (360-foot elevation), the applicant must obtain all necessary governmental permits or approvals, and written authorization from SCE&G Lake Management, especially for any stabilization activities associated with native aquatic plants. Stop sentence here such as water willow beds.


6)  Consultation with SCDNR and USFWS will be required for stabilization that exceeds 500 linear feet of shoreline. Additionally, the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) may require an individual permit for large shoreline stabilization projects. 

7)  In order to protect aquatic resources shoreline stabilization activities shall typically be performed when water elevation is below work area.  When water elevation is above the work area, critical/emergency shoreline stabilization activities may be performed in the inundated work area during the months of July through February..  The applicant should make every reasonable effort to minimize any adverse impact on fish, wildlife, shoreline vegetation and other natural resources.


8)  Riprap material must be SCDOT Class B or larger quarry-run stone, natural stone, or other material approved by SCE&G.  Tires, scrap metal, crushed block, construction/demolition debris or other types of material are not allowed for stabilization.


9)  Minimal clearing below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) is allowed to create corridors for equipment access for stabilization projects.  Access corridors should be incorporated into permanent pier/dock access corridors (i.e. foot paths) where practical.  Vegetation removed to accommodate construction access for shoreline stabilization shall be replaced with native vegetation. 

10)  Applicants are encouraged to avoid activities (including stabilization) that could have an adverse impact upon existing native aquatic plants.  Bio-engineering is a preferred shoreline stabilization technique and is encouraged especially in eroded areas associated with emergent aquatic vegetation.  Shoreline stabilization activities are limited to the eroded bank.  Any unavoidable impacts to existing emergent aquatic vegetation, as a result of stabilization installation, require replanting vegetation in the impacted area(s).  Rip rap installed below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) in vegetated areas must be limited to one layer deep to allow spaces between the stone for vegetation recruitment. 


11)  The type of plantings utilized in bioengineering and landscape-planting projects should be native to South Carolina, and must be reviewed and approved by SCE&G Lake Management prior to introduction.


12)  Approved bioengineering techniques are always the preferred method for shoreline stabilization.  However, approved bioengineering techniques are generally required for eroded banks of two feet or less of erosional scarp
.  Approved bioengineering and/or vegetated riprap techniques are preferred for eroded banks exceeding two feet of erosional scarp.   ( Figure for examples of acceptable bioengineering and vegetated rip-rap techniques). 


13)  Riprap use should be limited to only that area necessary to adequately stabilize the existing eroded bank.  Riprap should be confined to the area between 6 feet below the high water mark (360 foot elevation) and high water mark (360 foot elevation) except where the entire placement is on above severely eroded banks.  These areas must be sloped back or terraced to provide minimum bank stability.

14)  Stabilization of eroded banks that are 2 feet in height or higher or that are not associated with emergent aquatic vegetation can be stabilized using S_C_D_O_T_ Class B or larger size riprap with filter cloth, bio-engineering

 using significant live staking and planting, or other forms of bio-engineering within the riprap.


15)  Retaining walls are only allowed for erosion control where the average eroded bank height is greater than 3 feet and the wall is constructed at the high water mark (360-foot elevation).  Earth fills below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) are prohibited.


16)  A layer of riprap (SCDOT Class B or larger) extending 6 feet lake-ward from full pond must be placed along the entire base of all retaining walls. The 6-foot requirement is measured vertically for steep slopes and horizontally for more gradual slopes where the vertical requirement would prove impractical.


Consequences for Violations

1. SCE&G Lake Management representatives will issue Stop Work Directives for any violations that are detected within the high water mark (360 foot elevation) of Lake Murray.  Consequences for violations will include one or more of the following:


· Unwanted delays.


· 

· Suspension or cancellation of approved shoreline stabilization  permit.


· 

· Modification or removal of non-complying structures and restoration of disturbed areas at the owner’s expense.


· Cancellation of all current shoreline permits and loss of consideration for future shoreline permits 



________________________________________________________________


Rembert C. Dennis Building * P.O. Box 167 * Columbia, SC 29202


Telephone: (803) 734-2728 * Facsimile: (803) 734-6020tc "Telephone\: (803) 734-2728 * Facsimile\: (803) 734-6020"

�Hold for future discussions.  Place in Parking Lot.  Might need to be placed in SMP general comments.


�Add to glossery


�


�Define in glossary.
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Kacie Jensen

From: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
Sent: Friday, August 17, 2007 7:37 AM
To: Alison Guth; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill;

BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Jennifer O'Rourke;
John Frick; Joy Downs; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy
Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer;
Tony Bebber; J. Ryan

Subject: Re: Lake and Land Management TWC

Lake and Land
Management TWC A...

replyAll (64 B)

Alison- On August 9, via email to Alan and Bill, I made some
suggestions for agenda items for a future meeting. Below is my request. None of these are
included in the next meeting. I did not receive a response from Bill or Alan. Would like
to know status of my request. And who came up with this agenda. Steve 730-8121

Bill and Alan,

I would like to recommend that the Lake and Land Management Technical Working
Committee meet in the near future to discuss a strategy for completing the work
relating to the shoreline plan and re-balancing of shoreline uses and
establishing a timeline. I believe it’s important that “team” be involved with
setting the agenda for finalizing the first draft which will be presented to
the larger group. Based on discussions with other stakeholders the following
items are requested to be put on the agenda for a future meeting..

1-SCE&G’s policy which requires back property owners to purchase project lands
in order to apply for a dock. A write up on this would be helpful before the
meeting.

2- A review of lands within the Forest and Game management to determine areas
that might be suitable for public or private access

3- A review of shorelines in Newberry and Saluda Counties to determine the
percentage and location of developed areas

4- A review and discussion of all issues relating to shoreline uses and re- balancing.

5- A review of the first draft of the new shoreline plan and any outstanding or
unresolved issues. If would be helpful ( if this hasn’t already been done) if
the recommended modifications to the existing plan be put in a new draft
document and emailed to the committee in advance of the meeting.

Steve Bell
Lake Murray Watch
Lake Murray Homeowner’s Coalition
730-8121

>
> From: "Alison Guth" <Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com>
> Date: 2007/08/16 Thu PM 03:32:24 EDT
> To: "Van Hoffman" <vhoffman@scana.com>,
> "Alan Stuart" <alan.stuart@kleinschmidtusa.com>,
> "Alison Guth" <alison.guth@kleinschmidtusa.com>,
> "Amanda Hill" <amanda_hill@fws.gov>,
> "Bill Argentieri" <bargentieri@scana.com>,
> "Carl Sundius" <csundius@sc.rr.com>,
> "David Hancock" <dhancock@scana.com>,
> "Dick Christie" <dchristie@infoave.net>,
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Kacie Jensen

Subject: Updated: Lake and Land Management TWC
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Wed 1/17/2007 9:30 AM
End: Wed 1/17/2007 3:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Lake & Land Mgt TWC; Lake and Land - Economic Resource Values Subcommittee; Lake
and Land - Natural Resource Values Sub Committee; sgustafson@sc.rr.com

Hello Folks,

Just a reminder that we will be having a Lake and Land Management TWC Meeting next Wednesday, January 17th. I will
be sending out an agenda Friday. If you plan on attending, please RSVP to me by Monday so that we will have enough
lunches. Thanks, Alison



2

> "Jennifer O'Rourke" <jenno@scwf.org>,
> "John Frick" <jsfrick@mindspring.com>,
> "Joy Downs" <elymay2@aol.com>,
> "Randy Mahan" <rmahan@scana.com>,
> "Rhett Bickley" <rbickley@lex-co.com>,
> "Ron Ahle" <ahler@dnr.sc.gov>,
> "Ronald Scott" <rscott@lex-co.com>,
> "Roy Parker" <royparker38@earthlink.net>,
> "Sheri Armstrong " <sarmstrong@lex-co.com>,
> "Steve Bell" <bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net>,
> "Suzanne Rhodes" <suzrhodes@juno.com>,
> "Synithia Williams" <swilliams@lex-co.com>,
> "Tom Ruple" <truple@sc.rr.com>,
> "Tommy Boozer" <tboozer@scana.com>,
> "Tony Bebber" <tbebber@scprt.com>,
> "J. Ryan" <JRyan@centralmidlands.org>
> Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
>
> When: Tuesday, August 28, 2007 9:30 AM-3:00 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern
> Time (US & Canada).
> Where: Lake Murray Training Center
>
> *~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*
>
> Hello All,
>
> We are officially going to convene our next Lake and Land Management
> TWC meeting on Tuesday, August 28th at the Lake Murray Training
> Center. I have attached a meeting agenda below. There are quite a
> few items to discuss, however we will discuss as many as we can during
> the time allotted and reconvene another meeting if necessary. If you
> have not already RSVP'ed please do so by next Wednesday, August 22.
> Thanks, Alison
>
> <<Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 82807.doc>>
>
>
>



Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management TWC

Meeting Agenda

August 28, 2007
9:30 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

 9:30 to 10:15 Tree Management – discussions on working with back property
owners to manage dead or dangerous trees

 10:15 to 11:00 Boat Size – discussion on houseboats and other large boats on Lake
Murray and associated sanitation problems and docking requirements

 11:00 to 12:00 Rebalancing plans – develop process details

 12:00 to 1:00 Lunch

 1:00 to 1:30 Scheduled drawdown – evaluate the need for a scheduled draw down
to benefit water quality, wildlife, prevent the growth of aquatic weeds,
etc.

 1:30 to 2:00 Boat parking or storage on Fringeland or Forest Management Property
– discussions on the restriction of boat parking on shoreline for
extended periods of time

 2:00 to 2:15 Break

 2:15 to 2:45 Breakwater Protection – discuss current policy on breakwaters,
concerns regarding breakwaters, and if policy changes are needed

 2:45 to 3:00 Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for Next
Meeting

Adjourn
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Kacie Jensen

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Tue 8/28/2007 9:30 AM
End: Tue 8/28/2007 3:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Lake & Land Mgt TWC

Hello All,

We are officially going to convene our next Lake and Land Management TWC meeting on Tuesday, August 28th at the
Lake Murray Training Center. I have attached a meeting agenda below. There are quite a few items to discuss, however
we will discuss as many as we can during the time allotted and reconvene another meeting if necessary. If you have not
already RSVP'ed please do so by next Wednesday, August 22. Thanks, Alison

Lake and Land
Management TWC A...



Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management TWC

Meeting Agenda

August 28, 2007
9:30 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

 9:30 to 10:15 Tree Management – discussions on working with back property
owners to manage dead or dangerous trees

 10:15 to 11:00 Boat Size – discussion on houseboats and other large boats on Lake
Murray and associated sanitation problems and docking requirements

 11:00 to 12:00 Rebalancing plans – develop process details

 12:00 to 1:00 Lunch

 1:00 to 1:30 Scheduled drawdown – evaluate the need for a scheduled draw down
to benefit water quality, wildlife, prevent the growth of aquatic weeds,
etc.

 1:30 to 2:00 Boat parking or storage on Fringeland or Forest Management Property
– discussions on the restriction of boat parking on shoreline for
extended periods of time

 2:00 to 2:15 Break

 2:15 to 2:45 Breakwater Protection – discuss current policy on breakwaters,
concerns regarding breakwaters, and if policy changes are needed

 2:45 to 3:00 Develop List of Homework Assignments, Agenda and Date for Next
Meeting

Adjourn
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Monday, August 13, 2007 2:02 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David

Hancock; Dick Christie; Jennifer O'Rourke; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett
Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes;
Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 'J. Ryan'

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC

Hello Folks,

It has been quite a while since our last Lake and Land Management TWC, therefore we would like to reconvene a meeting
Tuesday, August 28th at the Lake Murray Training Center. Although this meeting is not slated for rebalancing discussions,
we should take a small amount of time to begin to discuss a game plan on how this will be accomplished. There are also
several other miscellaneous items that need to be discussed, such as mooring on fringeland and such. A more detailed
agenda is to follow. Please let me know if August 28th will work for you by Thursday (our office will be closed Friday). If
we have a majority that can attend, I will send out a calendar reminder for this date. Thanks, Alison

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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Kacie Jensen

From: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2007 6:24 AM
To: Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda_Hill@fws.gov; BARGENTIERI@scana.com;

csundius@sc.rr.com; dhancock@scana.com; dchristie@infoave.net; jsfrick@mindspring.com;
Elymay2@aol.com; RMAHAN@scana.com; rbickley@lexco.com; ahler@dnr.sc.gov;
rscott@lexco.com; royparker38@earthlink.net; bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net;
suzrhodes@juno.com; tboozer@scana.com; tbebber@scprt.com; vhoffman@scana.com

Subject: Request for meeting- LLMTWC

Bill and Alan,

I would like to recommend that the Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee
meet in the near future to discuss a strategy for completing the work relating to the
shoreline plan and re-balancing of shoreline uses and establishing a timeline. I believe
it’s important that “team” be involved with setting the agenda for finalizing the first
draft which will be presented to the larger group. Based on discussions with other
stakeholders the following items are requested to be put on the agenda for a future
meeting..

1-SCE&G’s policy which requires back property owners to purchase project lands in order to
apply for a dock. A write up on this would be helpful before the meeting.

2- A review of lands within the Forest and Game management to determine areas that might
be suitable for public or private access

3- A review of shorelines in Newberry and Saluda Counties to determine the percentage and
location of developed areas

4- A review and discussion of all issues relating to shoreline uses and re-balancing
County’s issues on re-balancing.

5- A review of the first draft of the new shoreline plan and any outstanding or unresolved
issues. If would be helpful ( if this hasn’t already been done) if the recommended
modifications to the existing plan be put in a new draft document and emailed to the
committee in advance of the meeting.

Steve Bell
Lake Murray Watch
Lake Murray Homeowner’s Coalition
730-8121

.
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Tuesday, July 10, 2007 11:16 AM
To: Alison Guth; 'Alex Harmon (aharmon@lpagroup.com)'; 'Dee Dee Simmons '; 'John Frick';

'Linda Schneider '; 'Phil Hamby '; 'Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net)'; 'Winward point
Yacht Club '; 'Van Hoffman'; Alan Stuart; 'Amanda Hill'; 'Bill Argentieri'; 'Carl Sundius'; 'David
Hancock'; 'Dick Christie'; 'Jennifer O'Rourke'; 'John Frick'; 'Joy Downs'; 'Randy Mahan'; 'Rhett
Bickley'; 'Ron Ahle'; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Roy Parker'; 'Sheri Armstrong '; 'Steve Bell'; 'Suzanne
Rhodes'; 'Synithia Williams'; 'Tom Ruple'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'Tony Bebber'; 'J. Ryan';
'jlesliejr@bellsouth.net'; 'Bill.walker@mail.house.gov'; 'vmhamby@gwm.sc.edu'; 'msmith35
@sc.rr.com'; 'Fran.Trapp@usdoj.gov'; 'bill2sail@hotmail.com'; 'grissom151@aol.com';
'parkerc@midlandstech.edu'; 'Jvjaques@aol.com'; 'wshangle@sc.rr.com'; 'shopper1963
@hotmail.com'; 'bluewater4us@aol.com'; 'rs'; 'kel593@hotmail.com';
'bs.anderson@hotmail.com'; 'Ginger.gocke@contractoryard.com';
'jarichardson@colacoll.edu'; 'msmith35@sc.rr.com'; 'dtullis001@sc.rr.com';
'sfitts@thefittscompany.com'; 'jlesliejr@bellsouth.net'; 'jsheff1947@aol.com'; 'SUMMER,
MICHAEL C'; 'cas@FMC.sc.edu'; 'shopper1963@hotmail.com'

Subject: Revised Final Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions

Good Morning Everyone,

There were some late comments on the Lake and Land TWC-Two Bird Cove meeting notes. I did revise these
notes to reflect the late comments, although I do try to steer clear of this practice, as it results in multiple final
versions floating around. For future reference, it is important that you get all of your comments on the notes in by
the requested date. While additional comments can be submitted for the public record, this set of notes is
considered final and no more changes will be made to the notes themselves. The changes that were made are in
the middle of the last paragraph on the third page. Thanks, Alison

2007-5-24 final
Meeting Minute...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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Kacie Jensen

From: pavhamby@earthlink.net

Sent: Monday, July 09, 2007 3:42 PM

To: Alison Guth

Subject: RE: RE: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions

Page 1 of 4Message

11/7/2007

Alison:

Thanks for the follow-up. I'm having a little trouble reading/understanding the comments you have
from Ron. I know you must have been close to typing at the speed of light while everyone was making
comments.

I think it is important to include Ron's thoughts on "the evolution of the designation is a mystery to me"
and the "I personally wish the designation would go away" portions - even if these are from a personal
perspective. I think it helps folks from FERC have an opportunity to acknowledge that "non-Two Bird
Cove families" also have similar feelings as to the oddity/inappropriateness of the designation being
made.

FERC and other stakeholders have more of familiarity with folks like Ron Ahle and Joy Downs than
they do us (we've unfortunately come in bearing the honor of the "late-coming complainers" that are the
ceremonial "fly in the soup" in the relicensing process). Accordingly, Ron & Joy's comments may
garner much greater weight than what we could ever say.

Thanks again for the follow-up,

Phil

p.s. Feel free to call me if you'd like (734-0139wk; 359-3729hm).

-----Original Message-----
From: Alison Guth
Sent: Jul 9, 2007 1:12 PM
To: pavhamby@earthlink.net
Subject: RE: RE: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions

Hey Phil,

I apologize for taking a while to get back with you. I actually have something a little different in my original
meeting notes. I have the following: Ron Ahle: "the evolution of the designation is a mystery to me,
when we are looking at the value of the properties in question, the use is the most important, not
the designation. I understand your feelings, it is obvious that everyone in the room has an
interest because of what you have done, but I think the problem, I personally wish the
designation would go away… but we want to focus on the uses and how the lake is going to look
in the future, I hate to see this discussion go the [negative] direction, because of a lot of positive
things we are doing. My concern personally was that it was a very significant fish spawing area,
I was concerned aobu that aspect of it"

One of the reasons why I didn't include that comment is because he was speaking personally and
not officially on the behalf of DNR. Ron does give his personal opinion from time to time
during relicensing meetings and I am careful not to include those comments because there has



been confusion in the past on whether or not that was the official opinion of DNR. If you believe
it is important that we include Ron's personal comments, I will be happy to call or email Ron to
see if that inclusion is okay with him. Just let me know. Thanks! Alison

-----Original Message-----
From: pavhamby@earthlink.net [mailto:pavhamby@earthlink.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2007 9:46 AM
To: Alison Guth
Subject: Fw: RE: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions

Alison:
I remembered one more comment that was made by Ron Ahle. I added it as a last sentence
in the following paragraph:

Joy Downs with LMA shared her opinion on the subject with the group. She explained
that she did not believe this designation has been made anywhere else and was a little
disappointed that the FERC only considered one group’s opinion when making this
decision. Joy explained that the Lake Murray Association is concerned that there is a
designation on the lake that there is no good definition or reason for. In addition, Ron Ahle
with SCDNR noted that he wished the designation had never been made.

Sorry for the late entry, but it's significant to note on the record that another entity
expresseed such a statement.

Thanks-
Phil

-----Forwarded Message-----
From: "pavhamby@earthlink.net"
Sent: Jun 25, 2007 3:18 PM
To: Alison Guth
Subject: Fw: RE: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions

Alison:
Thanks for your work on all this. I have attached some amendments - please note in red.

I hope all is well your way. Have a nice week-
Phil

-----Forwarded Message-----
From: Tony Bebber
Sent: Jun 11, 2007 5:12 PM
To: Alison Guth , aharmon@lpagroup.com, Dee Dee Simmons , John Frick , Linda
Schneider , Phil Hamby , rparsons12@alltel.net, Winward point Yacht Club , Van Hoffman ,
Alan Stuart , Amanda Hill , Bill Argentieri , Carl Sundius , David Hancock , Dick Christie ,
Jennifer O'Rourke , John Frick , Joy Downs , Randy Mahan , Rhett Bickley , Ron Ahle ,
Ronald Scott , Roy Parker , Sheri Armstrong , Steve Bell , Suzanne Rhodes , Synithia
Williams , Tom Ruple , Tommy Boozer , "J. Ryan" , jlesliejr@bellsouth.net,
Bill.walker@mail.house.gov, vmhamby@gwm.sc.edu, msmith35@sc.rr.com,
Fran.Trapp@usdoj.gov, bill2sail@hotmail.com, grissom151@aol.com,
parkerc@midlandstech.edu, Jvjaques@aol.com, wshangle@sc.rr.com,
shopper1963@hotmail.com, bluewater4us@aol.com, rs , kel593@hotmail.com,
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bs.anderson@hotmail.com, Ginger.gocke@contractoryard.com, jarichardson@colacoll.edu,
msmith35@sc.rr.com, dtullis001@sc.rr.com, sfitts@thefittscompany.com,
jlesliejr@bellsouth.net, jsheff1947@aol.com, "SUMMER, MICHAEL C" , cas@FMC.sc.edu,
shopper1963@hotmail.com
Subject: RE: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions

I made one addition to Phil Hamby’s comments (shown in track changes mode).
Phil may want to review for specific wording (but I thought it would be good to have
in the record his comments about public involvement and Two Bird/Harmon Cove
identification). Alison, it would also be good to add page numbers.

Good summary of a difficult issue.

Thanks,

Tony Bebber, AICP
Planning Manager, Recreation, Planning & Engineering Office
SC Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism
1205 Pendleton Street
Columbia, SC 29201
Phone 803-734-0189
Fax 803-734-1042
tbebber@scprt.com

Shaping & Sharing a Better South Carolina

websites: www.DiscoverSouthCarolina.com www.SouthCarolinaParks.com
www.SCTrails.net

From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2007 4:11 PM
To: Alison Guth; aharmon@lpagroup.com; Dee Dee Simmons ; John Frick; Linda
Schneider ; Phil Hamby ; rparsons12@alltel.net; Winward point Yacht Club ; Van
Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock;
Dick Christie; Jennifer O'Rourke; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett
Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne
Rhodes; Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; J. Ryan;
jlesliejr@bellsouth.net; Bill.walker@mail.house.gov; vmhamby@gwm.sc.edu;
msmith35@sc.rr.com; Fran.Trapp@usdoj.gov; bill2sail@hotmail.com;
grissom151@aol.com; parkerc@midlandstech.edu; Jvjaques@aol.com;
wshangle@sc.rr.com; shopper1963@hotmail.com; bluewater4us@aol.com; rs;
kel593@hotmail.com; bs.anderson@hotmail.com;
Ginger.gocke@contractoryard.com; jarichardson@colacoll.edu;
msmith35@sc.rr.com; dtullis001@sc.rr.com; sfitts@thefittscompany.com;
jlesliejr@bellsouth.net; jsheff1947@aol.com; SUMMER, MICHAEL C;
cas@FMC.sc.edu; shopper1963@hotmail.com
Subject: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions

Hello All,

Below I have attached the draft set of meeting notes from the May 24th Lake and
Land TWC Meeting. If you attended the meeting and have any corrections to the
notes, or you have felt I have left something out, please provide your comments to
me by June 25th. I will then send out a final set of meeting notes with any
comments addressed. Thanks and take care, Alison

<<2007-5-24 draft Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.doc>>
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Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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Kacie Jensen

From: pavhamby@earthlink.net

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2007 9:46 AM

To: Alison Guth

Subject: Fw: RE: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions

Page 1 of 3Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions

11/7/2007

Alison:
I remembered one more comment that was made by Ron Ahle. I added it as a last sentence in the
following paragraph:

Joy Downs with LMA shared her opinion on the subject with the group. She explained that she did not
believe this designation has been made anywhere else and was a little disappointed that the FERC only
considered one group’s opinion when making this decision. Joy explained that the Lake Murray
Association is concerned that there is a designation on the lake that there is no good definition or reason
for. In addition, Ron Ahle with SCDNR noted that he wished the designation had never been made.

Sorry for the late entry, but it's significant to note on the record that another entity expresseed such a
statement.

Thanks-
Phil

-----Forwarded Message-----
From: "pavhamby@earthlink.net"
Sent: Jun 25, 2007 3:18 PM
To: Alison Guth
Subject: Fw: RE: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions

Alison:
Thanks for your work on all this. I have attached some amendments - please note in red.

I hope all is well your way. Have a nice week-
Phil

-----Forwarded Message-----
From: Tony Bebber
Sent: Jun 11, 2007 5:12 PM
To: Alison Guth , aharmon@lpagroup.com, Dee Dee Simmons , John Frick , Linda Schneider , Phil Hamby ,
rparsons12@alltel.net, Winward point Yacht Club , Van Hoffman , Alan Stuart , Amanda Hill , Bill Argentieri ,
Carl Sundius , David Hancock , Dick Christie , Jennifer O'Rourke , John Frick , Joy Downs , Randy Mahan ,
Rhett Bickley , Ron Ahle , Ronald Scott , Roy Parker , Sheri Armstrong , Steve Bell , Suzanne Rhodes ,
Synithia Williams , Tom Ruple , Tommy Boozer , "J. Ryan" , jlesliejr@bellsouth.net,
Bill.walker@mail.house.gov, vmhamby@gwm.sc.edu, msmith35@sc.rr.com, Fran.Trapp@usdoj.gov,
bill2sail@hotmail.com, grissom151@aol.com, parkerc@midlandstech.edu, Jvjaques@aol.com,
wshangle@sc.rr.com, shopper1963@hotmail.com, bluewater4us@aol.com, rs , kel593@hotmail.com,
bs.anderson@hotmail.com, Ginger.gocke@contractoryard.com, jarichardson@colacoll.edu,
msmith35@sc.rr.com, dtullis001@sc.rr.com, sfitts@thefittscompany.com, jlesliejr@bellsouth.net,
jsheff1947@aol.com, "SUMMER, MICHAEL C" , cas@FMC.sc.edu, shopper1963@hotmail.com
Subject: RE: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions



I made one addition to Phil Hamby’s comments (shown in track changes mode). Phil may want to
review for specific wording (but I thought it would be good to have in the record his comments
about public involvement and Two Bird/Harmon Cove identification). Alison, it would also be good
to add page numbers.

Good summary of a difficult issue.

Thanks,

Tony Bebber, AICP
Planning Manager, Recreation, Planning & Engineering Office
SC Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism
1205 Pendleton Street
Columbia, SC 29201
Phone 803-734-0189
Fax 803-734-1042
tbebber@scprt.com

Shaping & Sharing a Better South Carolina

websites: www.DiscoverSouthCarolina.com www.SouthCarolinaParks.com www.SCTrails.net

From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2007 4:11 PM
To: Alison Guth; aharmon@lpagroup.com; Dee Dee Simmons ; John Frick; Linda Schneider ; Phil
Hamby ; rparsons12@alltel.net; Winward point Yacht Club ; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Amanda
Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Jennifer O'Rourke; John Frick; Joy
Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve
Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; J. Ryan;
jlesliejr@bellsouth.net; Bill.walker@mail.house.gov; vmhamby@gwm.sc.edu;
msmith35@sc.rr.com; Fran.Trapp@usdoj.gov; bill2sail@hotmail.com; grissom151@aol.com;
parkerc@midlandstech.edu; Jvjaques@aol.com; wshangle@sc.rr.com; shopper1963@hotmail.com;
bluewater4us@aol.com; rs; kel593@hotmail.com; bs.anderson@hotmail.com;
Ginger.gocke@contractoryard.com; jarichardson@colacoll.edu; msmith35@sc.rr.com;
dtullis001@sc.rr.com; sfitts@thefittscompany.com; jlesliejr@bellsouth.net; jsheff1947@aol.com;
SUMMER, MICHAEL C; cas@FMC.sc.edu; shopper1963@hotmail.com
Subject: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions

Hello All,

Below I have attached the draft set of meeting notes from the May 24th Lake and Land TWC
Meeting. If you attended the meeting and have any corrections to the notes, or you have felt I
have left something out, please provide your comments to me by June 25th. I will then send out a
final set of meeting notes with any comments addressed. Thanks and take care, Alison

<<2007-5-24 draft Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.doc>>

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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MEETING NOTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC

SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center
May 24, 2007

Draft acg 6-11-07
________________________________________________________________________________________________

ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bonnie Harmon, property owner
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates Clyde Harmon, property owner
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G Phil Hamby, property owner
Steve Bell, Lake Watch Mac Smith, boater
Tony Bebber, SCPRT Debra Booth Tullis, boater
Kristine Jensen, WPYC Brenda Parsons, property owner
Bill Grant, WPYC Regis Parsons, property owner
Russell Jacobus, WPYC Sonya Nussbaum, property owner
Kelley McLeod, WPYC Ken Simmons, property owner, Wingfield
Fran Trapp, WPYC Dee Dee Simmons, property owner, Wingfield
Brad Anderson, WPYC Steve Fitts, property owner, Wingfield
Ginger Gocke, WPYC Dave Landis, LMA
George Schneider, property owner Joy Downs, LMA
Linda Schneider, property owner Connie Frick, property owner
Jennifer Richardson, property owner John Frick, property owner
Ellis Harmon, property owner Amanda Hill, USFWS
Emily Hamby, property owner Ron Ahle, SCDNR
James Leslie, Lake Murray Docks, Inc. Barbara Grissom, boater
John Sheffield, boater Mike Summer, SCE&G
Dick Christie, SCDNR John Jaques, WPYC
Cecil Sheppard, Bass Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
Sherron Hopper, WPYC

HOMEWORK:

 Discuss Harmon property deed restrictions with legal team – SCE&G
 Discuss FERC’s designation on SC navigable waters with legal team – SCE&G

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: TBA

MEETING NOTES:



These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that they would begin discussions with two presentations
from stakeholders. John Frick was the first to present to the group, and his discussion centered
around his recommendations for a framework for the Shoreline Management Plan. The
presentation can be viewed at
http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/LakeMurrayShorelineManagementPlanpresentati
on.ppt . After John F. completed his presentation, the floor was opened up for questions and
comments. There were some concerns expressed about the large size of lots that were being
proposed which would cater only to the extremely wealthy. Tommy Boozer clarified that during
the relicensing they could only deal with what was inside the project boundary line (PBL), they
could make decisions on permitting docks, but not on zoning and lot sizes. John F. noted that his
framework for a SMP looked at the total lands and the fringelands, and the SMP must extend
beyond the PBL to be effective. Steve Bell pointed out that the sale of fringelands was yet to be
discussed in the TWC.

Dee Dee Simmons and Steve Fitts then gave a presentation on the property they were currently in
the process of developing, Wingfield. The presentation can be viewed at
http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/WingfieldPresentation-May2407.ppt . As Dee
Dee concluded the presentation, she explained that the county was very excited about this
development, as the counties are having a lot of negative impact from the high density development.
Tony Bebber noted that similarly on the Saluda River there was a development that has left the
frontage along the river as common area. After the Wingfield presentation, the floor was also
opened for questions. There were several questions about the natural areas that were being
implemented on the property. Dee Dee noted that they were currently working on obtaining the
fringelands around the property. Ron Ahle asked if the fringeland was made available, not to buy,
but under a type of fee program in order to obtain boat slips, if that would be acceptable. Dee Dee
noted that may be a favorable option.

After the presentations had been concluded, Alan explained that the group would spend the
remainder of the meeting time discussing Two Bird Cove and its designation as a Special
Recreation Area. Tommy began the discussion by giving the group an update of the situation.
Tommy explained that this first surfaced during the required five year review period of the SMP.
He explained that at one of the meetings for the review, Jim Leslie with Lake Murray Docks
discussed the protection of a cove that they had historically used for sailboating. Tommy noted that
as the orders started to proceed, SCE&G was ordered by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) to discuss with DNR and USFWS on designating this cove a Special
Recreation Area. Tommy explained that they were not familiar with the name Two Bird Cove, as it
was stated in the FERC order, as it had always been known as Harmon Cove in the past. He
continued to note that originally SCE&G was opposed to the designation, however they were
required by FERC to reevaluate it and the 2004 order required SCE&G to designate the waters in
the cove. Tommy pointed out that the designation only applies to the waters, however, not the land.
It was further noted that SCE&G does not have any road access to the property. He explained that
there have been some concerns by homeowners regarding the designation, however the group could
not make a decision today, as it was up to the FERC. One individual asked what the Harmon’s
(back property owners) wanted to be done when the designation came about. Ellis Harmon noted
that they had wanted the cove left as it was, not for use by only one group of recreators. Alan
explained, however, that the FERC designation did not prohibit anyone else from using the cove.
Alan continued to note that he believed that the Windward Point Yacht Club’s (WPYC) intention
behind the request was to make sure that the property was protected, however the FERC responded
and protected the water. It was noted that the question also arose of whether or not the FERC had



the legal authority to designate the navigable waters of the state of South Carolina. The concern
that the back property owners expressed was that the special designation may encourage more use
and act as a flashing beacon for recreators. Alan noted that this would be best discussed if
representatives from each group came to the front to express their opinions on the issue.

Jim Leslie spoke for the first on behalf of Lake Murray Docks. Jim L. explained that they were
concerned about preserving the water and the land of Two Bird Cove. He noted that this area is
very important to the sailing community, and admitted that he does have a direct business interest in
the designation staying in place. The cove is within a certain sailing distance from his marina. He
explained that he would like to see the SCE&G lands of Two Bird Cove and Hurricane Cove taken
out of future development and placed in some type of land trust. He also noted that originally the
most convenient cove for sailboaters was Pine Island, however it has become too developed. He
noted that their group wanted the designation to stay as it was, as they felt the designation gave
more leverage for keeping the fringelands unsold. Phil Hamby explained that this is why the water-
based designation does have a potential negative affect on the fringeland itself.

Regis Parsons then presented the group with some of the concerns of the back property owners of
Two Bird Cove. Regis explained that they are not opposed to have sailboats come into the cove,
however, he noted that they should understand that some of the back property own down to the
360’. He continued to note that, as Jim L. had pointed out, all over the lake people have built
homes close to the shore. Regis noted that there had been a conscious decision by their families to
keep their lands natural. He continued to explain that he cannot guarantee that the property will
remain as it currently is in the future. He also explained that because Two Bird Cove is now labeled
as a Special Recreation Area, then it will attract more people that thus have an adverse impact on
the shoreline. Regis further asked the group to look at it from the back property owners point of
view. He explained that they have had people come use their picnic tables, sunbathers using their
docks, and when there are several sailboats rafted up in the cove, it is difficult for anyone else to use
the cove. Regis ended explaining that they did not see a need for keeping the designation.

Steve Bell explained that the Lake and Land Management TWC would be discussing the fringeland
tracts in Two Bird Cove as a part of land rebalancing discussions. Steve noted that the designation
will be considered as a part of the decision making during rebalancing. Alan added that the
classification will just be one of many factors considered during the rebalancing. Ron Ahle noted
that he was personally concerned about the cove because it is a very significant fish spawning area.
Amanda Hill agreed that this would be a cove that the agencies will want to protect. She then asked
the group if they would be agreeable to the TWC requesting that the Special Recreation Area
designation be removed, however the fringelands be protected. There were differences of opinion
regarding this.

It was also pointed out that the Harmon family has provisions in their deed that they have the right
to farm the fringeland if they so choose. Tommy further explained that the deed entails that the
Harmon’s have agricultural and pasture use of the land and allows them to clear to the water’s edge.
He noted that when the FERC made the decision to make the cove a Special Recreation Area, they
did not know about this. Tommy further explained that this was a perpetual deed.

John Sheffield, a sailboat owner, then began to discuss the issue of the designation with the group.
He noted that he felt the sailboat owners and the back property owners both had common ground on
this issue. He asked the group if the back property owners would work with them in preserving the
fringelands. One individual replied that, if all the usage rights are the same, with and without the
designation, then why not have the designation removed so there is no more misinterpretation. Phil
Hamby, a back property owner, pointed out that the decision to designate the cove was done in a
manner that was not an open process. FERC had no real The public’s (back property’s) ability to
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provide input was negated involvement in the decision process and the since the location of Two
Bird Cove was not identified until after the FERC designation was made. He then asked the group
if there were any other coves that the group could explore switching the designation to. One
individual replied that there were not any coves, other than Two Bird Cove that were within a
certain distance of sailing from Mr. Leslie’s marina. appropriate for sailboats. Phil replied that no
studies were conducted outlining options; therefore, he , nevertheless, they would like to see some
other options given and consider working towards some sort of compromise. It would work best to
designate a location that already has public use occurring (such as the current State Park, or at the
new proposed State Park) instead of adjacent to private residences/back property owners. Emily
Hamby explained that part of their concern is what the designation may mean for the land. She
noted that they, as back property owners, have had to deal with the noise pollution, congestion and
the loss of privacy. She also noted that this designation also causes some people to view the area as
a “party cove”. Tommy pointed out that FERC made the designation decision before they knew of
the deed restrictions, so that may shed some light on the situation. Tommy noted that they also had
to get some advice from their legal staff on this issue.

Joy Downs with LMA shared her opinion on the subject with the group. She explained that she did
not believe this designation has been made anywhere else and was a little disappointed that the
FERC only considered one group’s opinion when making this decision. Joy explained that the Lake
Murray Association is concerned that there is a designation on the lake that there is no good
definition or reason for.

There was more discussion from individuals from each organization and the group agreed that they
must work together, and not let it get to the point where threats were being made regarding the land.
Alan asked the individuals who were members of the TWC if any more information was needed
from the groups to supplement discussions on the land designations. Ron pointed out that one thing
that they had discussed in the TWC was if there was another place on the Lake for the designation.
He continued to explain that he was hearing that there was not, however he asked if the groups
could come together and look at a map of the lake. An individual from WPYC noted that it needed
to be within 5 miles of where they were docked.

In closing, Alan explained that the TWC will review the lands of Two Bird Cove, but noted the
issue of the recreation designation may not be resolved in the license. He noted that the WPYC and
back property owners needed to come together to come to a resolution with the designation. Alan
also noted that the TWC could make the recommendation to the FERC if the WPYC and back
property owners came together to a resolution. Various back property representatives noted that it
was unreasonable to be asked to develop a compromise after the fact. They expressed that they had
no position to compromise from since the designation was already in place – they would only lose
more. Further, it was clarified that they believed in compromise and communication, and that is
exactly why they wanted to have that opportunity occur BEFORE the designation was decreed. It
was also noted that any recommendations by the TWC in the classifications of fringeland properties
will be made available to those parties involved. Tommy explained that action items for SCE&G
included finding out if the FERC can place a designation on navigable waters and also review the
deed restrictions on the Harmon property. The group adjourned and Alan again encouraged the
WPYC and back property owners to come together and discuss a resolution that can be presented to
the TWC.
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2007 11:45 AM
To: Alison Guth; 'Alex Harmon (aharmon@lpagroup.com)'; 'Dee Dee Simmons '; 'John Frick';

'Linda Schneider '; 'Phil Hamby '; 'Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net)'; 'Winward point
Yacht Club '; 'Van Hoffman'; Alan Stuart; 'Amanda Hill'; 'Bill Argentieri'; 'Carl Sundius'; 'David
Hancock'; 'Dick Christie'; 'Jennifer O'Rourke'; 'John Frick'; 'Joy Downs'; 'Randy Mahan'; 'Rhett
Bickley'; 'Ron Ahle'; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Roy Parker'; 'Sheri Armstrong '; 'Steve Bell'; 'Suzanne
Rhodes'; 'Synithia Williams'; 'Tom Ruple'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'Tony Bebber'; 'J. Ryan';
'jlesliejr@bellsouth.net'; 'Bill.walker@mail.house.gov'; 'vmhamby@gwm.sc.edu'; 'msmith35
@sc.rr.com'; 'Fran.Trapp@usdoj.gov'; 'bill2sail@hotmail.com'; 'grissom151@aol.com';
'parkerc@midlandstech.edu'; 'Jvjaques@aol.com'; 'wshangle@sc.rr.com'; 'shopper1963
@hotmail.com'; 'bluewater4us@aol.com'; 'rs'; 'kel593@hotmail.com';
'bs.anderson@hotmail.com'; 'Ginger.gocke@contractoryard.com';
'jarichardson@colacoll.edu'; 'msmith35@sc.rr.com'; 'dtullis001@sc.rr.com';
'sfitts@thefittscompany.com'; 'jlesliejr@bellsouth.net'; 'jsheff1947@aol.com'; 'SUMMER,
MICHAEL C'; 'cas@FMC.sc.edu'; 'shopper1963@hotmail.com'

Subject: Final Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions

Hello All,

I have incorporated the comments that were sent to me, and attached is the final set of meeting notes from the May
24th Lake and Land TWC meeting. Thanks! Alison

2007-5-24 final
Meeting Minute...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2007 4:11 PM
To: Alison Guth; 'Alex Harmon (aharmon@lpagroup.com)'; 'Dee Dee Simmons '; 'John Frick';

'Linda Schneider '; 'Phil Hamby '; 'Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net)'; 'Winward point
Yacht Club '; 'Van Hoffman'; Alan Stuart; 'Amanda Hill'; 'Bill Argentieri'; 'Carl Sundius'; 'David
Hancock'; 'Dick Christie'; 'Jennifer O'Rourke'; 'John Frick'; 'Joy Downs'; 'Randy Mahan'; 'Rhett
Bickley'; 'Ron Ahle'; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Roy Parker'; 'Sheri Armstrong '; 'Steve Bell'; 'Suzanne
Rhodes'; 'Synithia Williams'; 'Tom Ruple'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'Tony Bebber'; 'J. Ryan';
'jlesliejr@bellsouth.net'; 'Bill.walker@mail.house.gov'; 'vmhamby@gwm.sc.edu'; 'msmith35
@sc.rr.com'; 'Fran.Trapp@usdoj.gov'; 'bill2sail@hotmail.com'; 'grissom151@aol.com';
'parkerc@midlandstech.edu'; 'Jvjaques@aol.com'; 'wshangle@sc.rr.com'; 'shopper1963
@hotmail.com'; 'bluewater4us@aol.com'; 'rs'; 'kel593@hotmail.com';
'bs.anderson@hotmail.com'; 'Ginger.gocke@contractoryard.com';
'jarichardson@colacoll.edu'; 'msmith35@sc.rr.com'; 'dtullis001@sc.rr.com';
'sfitts@thefittscompany.com'; 'jlesliejr@bellsouth.net'; 'jsheff1947@aol.com'; 'SUMMER,
MICHAEL C'; 'cas@FMC.sc.edu'; 'shopper1963@hotmail.com'

Subject: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions

Hello All,

Below I have attached the draft set of meeting notes from the May 24th Lake and Land TWC Meeting. If you attended the
meeting and have any corrections to the notes, or you have felt I have left something out, please provide your comments
to me by June 25th. I will then send out a final set of meeting notes with any comments addressed. Thanks and take
care, Alison

2007-5-24 draft
Meeting Minute...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183



MEETING NOTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC

SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center
May 24, 2007

Draft acg 6-11-07
________________________________________________________________________________________________

ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bonnie Harmon, property owner
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates Clyde Harmon, property owner
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G Phil Hamby, property owner
Steve Bell, Lake Watch Mac Smith, boater
Tony Bebber, SCPRT Debra Booth Tullis, boater
Kristine Jensen, WPYC Brenda Parsons, property owner
Bill Grant, WPYC Regis Parsons, property owner
Russell Jacobus, WPYC Sonya Nussbaum, property owner
Kelley McLeod, WPYC Ken Simmons, property owner, Wingfield
Fran Trapp, WPYC Dee Dee Simmons, property owner, Wingfield
Brad Anderson, WPYC Steve Fitts, property owner, Wingfield
Ginger Gocke, WPYC Dave Landis, LMA
George Schneider, property owner Joy Downs, LMA
Linda Schneider, property owner Connie Frick, property owner
Jennifer Richardson, property owner John Frick, property owner
Ellis Harmon, property owner Amanda Hill, USFWS
Emily Hamby, property owner Ron Ahle, SCDNR
James Leslie, Lake Murray Docks, Inc. Barbara Grissom, boater
John Sheffield, boater Mike Summer, SCE&G
Dick Christie, SCDNR John Jaques, WPYC
Cecil Sheppard, Bass Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
Sherron Hopper, WPYC

HOMEWORK:

 Discuss Harmon property deed restrictions with legal team – SCE&G
 Discuss FERC’s designation on SC navigable waters with legal team – SCE&G

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: TBA

MEETING NOTES:



These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that they would begin discussions with two presentations
from stakeholders. John Frick was the first to present to the group, and his discussion centered
around his recommendations for a framework for the Shoreline Management Plan. The
presentation can be viewed at
http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/LakeMurrayShorelineManagementPlanpresentati
on.ppt . After John F. completed his presentation, the floor was opened up for questions and
comments. There were some concerns expressed about the large size of lots that were being
proposed which would cater only to the extremely wealthy. Tommy Boozer clarified that during
the relicensing they could only deal with what was inside the project boundary line (PBL), they
could make decisions on permitting docks, but not on zoning and lot sizes. John F. noted that his
framework for a SMP looked at the total lands and the fringelands, and the SMP must extend
beyond the PBL to be effective. Steve Bell pointed out that the sale of fringelands was yet to be
discussed in the TWC.

Dee Dee Simmons and Steve Fitts then gave a presentation on the property they were currently in
the process of developing, Wingfield. The presentation can be viewed at
http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/WingfieldPresentation-May2407.ppt . As Dee
Dee concluded the presentation, she explained that the county was very excited about this
development, as the counties are having a lot of negative impact from the high density development.
Tony Bebber noted that similarly on the Saluda River there was a development that has left the
frontage along the river as common area. After the Wingfield presentation, the floor was also
opened for questions. There were several questions about the natural areas that were being
implemented on the property. Dee Dee noted that they were currently working on obtaining the
fringelands around the property. Ron Ahle asked if the fringeland was made available, not to buy,
but under a type of fee program in order to obtain boat slips, if that would be acceptable. Dee Dee
noted that may be a favorable option.

After the presentations had been concluded, Alan explained that the group would spend the
remainder of the meeting time discussing Two Bird Cove and its designation as a Special
Recreation Area. Tommy began the discussion by giving the group an update of the situation.
Tommy explained that this first surfaced during the required five year review period of the SMP.
He explained that at one of the meetings for the review, Jim Leslie with Lake Murray Docks
discussed the protection of a cove that they had historically used for sailboating. Tommy noted that
as the orders started to proceed, SCE&G was ordered by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) to discuss with DNR and USFWS on designating this cove a Special
Recreation Area. Tommy explained that they were not familiar with the name Two Bird Cove, as it
was stated in the FERC order, as it had always been known as Harmon Cove in the past. He
continued to note that originally SCE&G was opposed to the designation, however they were
required by FERC to reevaluate it and the 2004 order required SCE&G to designate the waters in
the cove. Tommy pointed out that the designation only applies to the waters, however, not the land.
It was further noted that SCE&G does not have any road access to the property. He explained that
there have been some concerns by homeowners regarding the designation, however the group could
not make a decision today, as it was up to the FERC. One individual asked what the Harmon’s
(back property owners) wanted to be done when the designation came about. Ellis Harmon noted
that they had wanted the cove left as it was, not for use by only one group of recreators. Alan
explained, however, that the FERC designation did not prohibit anyone else from using the cove.
Alan continued to note that he believed that the Windward Point Yacht Club’s (WPYC) intention
behind the request was to make sure that the property was protected, however the FERC responded
and protected the water. It was noted that the question also arose of whether or not the FERC had



the legal authority to designate the navigable waters of the state of South Carolina. The concern
that the back property owners expressed was that the special designation may encourage more use
and act as a flashing beacon for recreators. Alan noted that this would be best discussed if
representatives from each group came to the front to express their opinions on the issue.

Jim Leslie spoke for the first on behalf of Lake Murray Docks. Jim L. explained that they were
concerned about preserving the water and the land of Two Bird Cove. He noted that this area is
very important to the sailing community. He explained that he would like to see the SCE&G lands
of Two Bird Cove and Hurricane Cove taken out of future development and placed in some type of
land trust. He also noted that originally the most convenient cove for sailboaters was Pine Island,
however it has become too developed. He noted that their group wanted the designation to stay as it
was, as they felt the designation gave more leverage for keeping the fringelands unsold.

Regis Parsons then presented the group with some of the concerns of the back property owners of
Two Bird Cove. Regis explained that they are not opposed to have sailboats come into the cove,
however, he noted that they should understand that some of the back property own down to the
360’. He continued to note that, as Jim L. had pointed out, all over the lake people have built
homes close to the shore. Regis noted that there had been a conscious decision by their families to
keep their lands natural. He continued to explain that he cannot guarantee that the property will
remain as it currently is in the future. He also explained that because Two Bird Cove is now labeled
as a Special Recreation Area, then it will attract more people that thus have an adverse impact on
the shoreline. Regis further asked the group to look at it from the back property owners point of
view. He explained that they have had people come use their picnic tables, sunbathers using their
docks, and when there are several sailboats rafted up in the cove, it is difficult for anyone else to use
the cove. Regis ended explaining that they did not see a need for keeping the designation.

Steve Bell explained that the Lake and Land Management TWC would be discussing the fringeland
tracts in Two Bird Cove as a part of land rebalancing discussions. Steve noted that the designation
will be considered as a part of the decision making during rebalancing. Alan added that the
classification will just be one of many factors considered during the rebalancing. Ron Ahle noted
that he was personally concerned about the cove because it is a very significant fish spawning area.
Amanda Hill agreed that this would be a cove that the agencies will want to protect. She then asked
the group if they would be agreeable to the TWC requesting that the Special Recreation Area
designation be removed, however the fringelands be protected. There were differences of opinion
regarding this.

It was also pointed out that the Harmon family has provisions in their deed that they have the right
to farm the fringeland if they so choose. Tommy further explained that the deed entails that the
Harmon’s have agricultural and pasture use of the land and allows them to clear to the water’s edge.
He noted that when the FERC made the decision to make the cove a Special Recreation Area, they
did not know about this. Tommy further explained that this was a perpetual deed.

John Sheffield, a sailboat owner, then began to discuss the issue of the designation with the group.
He noted that he felt the sailboat owners and the back property owners both had common ground on
this issue. He asked the group if the back property owners would work with them in preserving the
fringelands. One individual replied that, if all the usage rights are the same, with and without the
designation, then why not have the designation removed so there is no more misinterpretation. Phil
Hamby, a back property owner, then asked the group if there were any other coves that the group
could explore switching the designation to. One individual replied that there were not any coves,
other than Two Bird Cove that was appropriate for sailboats. Phil replied that, nevertheless, they
would like to see some other options given and consider working towards some sort of compromise.
Emily Hamby explained that part of their concern is what the designation may mean for the land.



She noted that they, as back property owners, have had to deal with the noise pollution, congestion
and the loss of privacy. She also noted that this designation also causes some people to view the
area as a “party cove”. Tommy pointed out that FERC made the designation decision before they
knew of the deed restrictions, so that may shed some light on the situation. Tommy noted that they
also had to get some advice from their legal staff on this issue.

Joy Downs with LMA shared her opinion on the subject with the group. She explained that she did
not believe this designation has been made anywhere else and was a little disappointed that the
FERC only considered one group’s opinion when making this decision. Joy explained that the Lake
Murray Association is concerned that there is a designation on the lake that there is no good
definition or reason for.

There was more discussion from individuals from each organization and the group agreed that they
must work together, and not let it get to the point where threats were being made regarding the land.
Alan asked the individuals who were members of the TWC if any more information was needed
from the groups to supplement discussions on the land designations. Ron pointed out that one thing
that they had discussed in the TWC was if there was another place on the Lake for the designation.
He continued to explain that he was hearing that there was not, however he asked if the groups
could come together and look at a map of the lake. An individual from WPYC noted that it needed
to be within 5 miles of where they were docked.

In closing, Alan explained that the TWC will review the lands of Two Bird Cove, but noted the
issue of the recreation designation may not be resolved in the license. He noted that the WPYC and
back property owners needed to come together to come to a resolution with the designation. Alan
also noted that the TWC could make the recommendation to the FERC if the WPYC and back
property owners came together to a resolution. It was also noted that any recommendations by the
TWC in the classifications of fringeland properties will be made available to those parties involved.
Tommy explained that action items for SCE&G included finding out if the FERC can place a
designation on navigable waters and also review the deed restrictions on the Harmon property. The
group adjourned and Alan again encouraged the WPYC and back property owners to come together
and discuss a resolution that can be presented to the TWC.
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2007 11:15 AM
To: Alison Guth; 'Alex Harmon (aharmon@lpagroup.com)'; 'Dee Dee Simmons '; 'John Frick';

'Linda Schneider '; 'Phil Hamby '; 'Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net)'; 'Winward point
Yacht Club '; 'Van Hoffman'; Alan Stuart; 'Amanda Hill'; 'Bill Argentieri'; 'Carl Sundius'; 'David
Hancock'; 'Dick Christie'; 'Jennifer O'Rourke'; 'John Frick'; 'Joy Downs'; 'Randy Mahan'; 'Rhett
Bickley'; 'Ron Ahle'; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Roy Parker'; 'Sheri Armstrong '; 'Steve Bell'; 'Suzanne
Rhodes'; 'Synithia Williams'; 'Tom Ruple'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'Tony Bebber'; 'J. Ryan';
'jlesliejr@bellsouth.net'; 'Bill.walker@mail.house.gov'; 'vmhamby@gwm.sc.edu'; 'msmith35
@sc.rr.com'; 'Fran.Trapp@usdoj.gov'; 'bill2sail@hotmail.com'; 'grissom151@aol.com';
'parkerc@midlandstech.edu'; 'Jvjaques@aol.com'; 'wshangle@sc.rr.com'; 'shopper1963
@hotmail.com'

Subject: CHANGE OF LOCATION - May 24th Lake and Land TWC meeting

Importance: High

Hello All,

There has been a change of location for this Thursday's Lake and Land Management TWC (discussions on Two
Bird Cove). There have been more RSVP's than we originally anticipated and the meeting room at Carolina Research
Park will not accommodate the number of individuals attending. We were able to secure a larger meeting room at the
Lake Murray Training Center. For those of you that are not familiar with this location, directions are attached below.
Remember, we will begin this meeting at 1:00. If you have not already done so, please RSVP for gate access. Feel
free to email me with any questions that you may have, and please make sure you pass this information along to any
individuals who you may know are attending that are not included on this distribution list. Thanks, Alison

Driving Directions to
Training...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183

-----Original Message-----
From: Alison Guth
Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2007 1:42 PM
To: Alison Guth; 'Alex Harmon (aharmon@lpagroup.com)'; 'Dee Dee Simmons '; 'John Frick'; 'Linda Schneider '; 'Phil Hamby '; 'Regis

Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net)'; 'Winward point Yacht Club '; 'Van Hoffman'; Alan Stuart; 'Amanda Hill'; 'Bill Argentieri'; 'Carl
Sundius'; 'David Hancock'; 'Dick Christie'; 'Jennifer O'Rourke'; 'John Frick'; 'Joy Downs'; 'Randy Mahan'; 'Rhett Bickley'; 'Ron
Ahle'; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Roy Parker'; 'Sheri Armstrong '; 'Steve Bell'; 'Suzanne Rhodes'; 'Synithia Williams'; 'Tom Ruple'; 'Tommy
Boozer'; 'Tony Bebber'; 'J. Ryan'; 'jlesliejr@bellsouth.net'; 'Bill.walker@mail.house.gov'; 'vmhamby@gwm.sc.edu'; 'msmith35
@sc.rr.com'; 'Fran.Trapp@usdoj.gov'; 'bill2sail@hotmail.com'

Subject: May 24th Lake and Land TWC meeting

Hello all,

Just a reminder that we will be having a Lake and Land Management meeting to discuss Two Bird cove and shoreline
management issues next Thursday (May 24th) at 1:00 pm at the SCE&G offices at Carolina Research Park. If you
have not already done so, please RSVP by Friday. Feel free to contact me with any questions that you may have.
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Thanks, Alison

-----Original Appointment-----
From: Alison Guth
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2007 4:23 PM
To: Alison Guth; 'Alex Harmon (aharmon@lpagroup.com)'; 'Dee Dee Simmons '; 'John Frick'; 'Linda Schneider '; 'Phil Hamby '; 'Regis

Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net)'; 'Winward point Yacht Club '; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill
Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Jennifer O'Rourke; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett
Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia Williams; Tom
Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 'J. Ryan'; 'jlesliejr@bellsouth.net'; 'Bill.walker@mail.house.gov';
'vmhamby@gwm.sc.edu'

Subject: Lake and Land TWC - Presentations & Two Bird Cove Discussions
When: Thursday, May 24, 2007 1:00 PM-6:00 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada).
Where: Carolina Reseach Park (directions attached below)

Hello All,

Well, after much discussion it appears that the best meeting date for the next Lake and Land TWC is May 24th. In
the interest of fairness to all of the individuals involved we have compromised to begin this particular meeting at
1:00 in the afternoon. The agenda will consist of the following: Presentations from 1:00 pm to 3:00 pm by Dee
Dee Simmons and John Frick on how back property owners in exchange for access to the lake can design low
impact projects that will ensure long term protection of lake's shoreline. Discussions on Two Bird Cove will begin
at 3:00 pm. I will send out a more formal agenda closer to the date of the meeting. Unfortunately the Training
Center is booked for the day of the meeting, so we will be having the meeting at the SCE&G offices at Carolina
Research Park, directions attached below. Please RSVP for this meeting. Thanks, Alison

<< File: Carolina Research Park - Directions.doc >>



Driving Directions to SCE&G’s Lake Murray Training Center:

 The Lake and Land Management TWC meeting will occur at the SCE&G
Lake Murray Training Center located on the dam.

 If you are crossing the dam, coming FROM Lexington and traveling TO Irmo,
you will make a right at the first traffic light you encounter (the only light that
is actually located on the dam).

 You will then make an immediate left and will see a guard station.

 The training center is the first building you come to once you pass through the
guard station.
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Kacie Jensen

Subject: Canceled: Lake and Land TWC - Presentations & Two Bird Cove Discussions
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Thu 5/24/2007 1:00 PM
End: Thu 5/24/2007 6:00 PM
Show Time As: Free

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Alison Guth; 'Alex Harmon (aharmon@lpagroup.com)'; 'Dee Dee Simmons '; 'John Frick';
'Linda Schneider '; 'Phil Hamby '; 'Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net)'; 'Winward point
Yacht Club '; 'Van Hoffman'; Alan Stuart; 'Amanda Hill'; 'Bill Argentieri'; 'Carl Sundius'; 'David
Hancock'; 'Dick Christie'; 'Jennifer O'Rourke'; 'John Frick'; 'Joy Downs'; 'Randy Mahan'; 'Rhett
Bickley'; 'Ron Ahle'; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Roy Parker'; 'Sheri Armstrong '; 'Steve Bell'; 'Suzanne
Rhodes'; 'Synithia Williams'; 'Tom Ruple'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'Tony Bebber'; 'J. Ryan';
'jlesliejr@bellsouth.net'; 'Bill.walker@mail.house.gov'; 'vmhamby@gwm.sc.edu'; 'msmith35
@sc.rr.com'; 'Fran.Trapp@usdoj.gov'; 'bill2sail@hotmail.com'; 'grissom151@aol.com';
'parkerc@midlandstech.edu'; 'Jvjaques@aol.com'; 'wshangle@sc.rr.com'; 'shopper1963
@hotmail.com'

Importance: High

The following is a duplicate email in order to correct the meeting location for those of you using your Outlook
Calendars:

Hello All,

There has been a change of location for this Thursday's Lake and Land Management TWC (discussions on Two
Bird Cove). There have been more RSVP's than we originally anticipated and the meeting room at Carolina Research
Park will not accommodate the number of individuals attending. We were able to secure a larger meeting room at the
Lake Murray Training Center. For those of you that are not familiar with this location, directions are attached below.
Remember, we will begin this meeting at 1:00. If you have not already done so, please RSVP for gate access. Feel
free to email me with any questions that you may have, and please make sure you pass this information along to any
individuals who you may know are attending that are not included on this distribution list. Thanks, Alison

Driving Directions to
Training...
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Kacie Jensen

Subject: Lake and Land TWC - Presentations & Two Bird Cove Discussions
Location: Carolina Reseach Park (directions attached below)

Start: Thu 5/24/2007 1:00 PM
End: Thu 5/24/2007 6:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Alison Guth; Alex Harmon (aharmon@lpagroup.com); Dee Dee Simmons ; John Frick; Linda
Schneider ; Phil Hamby ; Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net); Winward point Yacht Club ;
Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David
Hancock; Dick Christie; Jennifer O'Rourke; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett
Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes;
Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; J. Ryan; jlesliejr@bellsouth.net;
Bill.walker@mail.house.gov; vmhamby@gwm.sc.edu

Hello All,

Well, after much discussion it appears that the best meeting date for the next Lake and Land TWC is May 24th. In the
interest of fairness to all of the individuals involved we have compromised to begin this particular meeting at 1:00 in the
afternoon. The agenda will consist of the following: Presentations from 1:00 pm to 3:00 pm by Dee Dee Simmons and
John Frick on how back property owners in exchange for access to the lake can design low impact projects that will ensure
long term protection of lake's shoreline. Discussions on Two Bird Cove will begin at 3:00 pm. I will send out a more formal
agenda closer to the date of the meeting. Unfortunately the Training Center is booked for the day of the meeting, so we
will be having the meeting at the SCE&G offices at Carolina Research Park, directions attached below. Please RSVP for
this meeting. Thanks, Alison

Carolina Research
Park - Direc...



SCE&G
111 Research Drive
Columbia, SC 29203

From Columbia Airport
 Head WEST on I-26 (towards Spartanburg)
 Take I-20 East (towards Florence) Exit 107
 Take Exit 73, I-77 (Charlotte)
 Take Parklane Road exit
 Make a left at the stoplight, onto Parklane Road
 Cross the RR tracks and cross the intersection (Farrow Road and Parklane Road)

into Carolina Research Park
 At the stop sign, make a left
 Make the next right
 The second building on the right is the SCE&G office.

From Charlotte
 Head South on I-77 (towards Columbia)
 Take Exit 19, Research Industrial Park and bear right onto Farrow Rd.
 Take the first right, which leads into the Research Industrial Park.
 At the stop sign, make a left
 Make the next right
 The second building on the right is the SCE&G office.

From Downtown Columbia
 Take Bull Street to I-277
 Take Parklane Road exit
 Make a left at the stoplight, onto Parklane Road
 Cross the RR tracks and cross the intersection (Farrow Road and Parklane Road)
 This takes you into Carolina Research Park
 At the stop sign, make a left
 Make the next right
 The second building on the right is the SCE&G office.

Directions from Charleston
 Take I-26 West to I-77 North
 I-77 to Farrow Road Exit, Bear right
 At the stoplight, turn right (into Carolina Research Park)
 At the stop sign, turn left
 Take the next right
 Second building on the right
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2007 1:38 PM
To: 'Alex Harmon (aharmon@lpagroup.com)'; 'Dee Dee Simmons '; 'John Frick'; 'Linda Schneider

'; 'Phil Hamby '; 'Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net)'; 'Winward point Yacht Club '; Van
Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock;
Dick Christie; Jennifer O'Rourke; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron
Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia
Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 'J. Ryan'

Subject: May 9th Meeting Date - discussion on Two Bird Cove

Hello All,

I know that this is short notice, but we were considering holding a Lake and Land Management TWC on Wednesday, May
9th. We would like to allot this time to discuss Two Bird Cove and Hurricane Cove, as well as hear presentations from
Dee Dee Simmons and John Frick. It is important that this meeting be scheduled when those involved with Two Bird Cove
and the Yacht Clubs involved are able to be in attendance. If you are free, please keep your schedules open for this date
and I will send out a final meeting notice by Wednesday, if you are not available, please email me as soon as possible so
that I know what our attendance would look like for that date and if it would need to be rescheduled. Thanks, Alison

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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Kacie Jensen

From: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
Sent: Tuesday, March 27, 2007 5:27 AM
To: Alison Guth; Tim Vinson; Alan Stuart; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Dave Anderson; Dick

Christie; Joy Downs; Lee Barber; Van Hoffman; Alison Guth; George Duke; John Frick; Kim
Westbury; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Theresa Powers;
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Amanda Hill; David Hancock; Ron Ahle

Subject: Request for agenda items

>

Alison- Before we begin discussions on re-balancing I believe ii is important that we
evaluate additional infomation that relates to the issues in the matrix.

A while back I requested time at a future meeting to :

Review and discuss concepts that several back property owners have regarding shoreline
protection. In addition. This would include a presentation by Dee Dee Simons, a back
property owner who is a member of the Lake and Land Management RCG.

In addition to the above Lake Watch request the following:

(1)a discussion of SCE&G's policy requiring land purchases in order to get docks.

(2) review infomation SCE&G is compiling on the break down of shoreline uses in Newberry
and Saluda Counties.

(3)Review and discuss all issues in the issues matrix re: land use.

(4) Develope a time-line for completing all work.

Thanks

Steve Bell
730-8121

> From: "Alison Guth" <Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com>
> Date: 2007/01/18 Thu PM 03:07:37 EST
> To: "Tim Vinson" <vinsont@dnr.sc.gov>,
> "Alan Stuart" <alan.stuart@kleinschmidtusa.com>,
> "Bill Argentieri" <bargentieri@scana.com>,
> "Dave Anderson" <dave.anderson@kleinschmidtusa.com>,
> "Dick Christie" <dchristie@infoave.net>,
> "Joy Downs" <elymay2@aol.com>,
> "Lee Barber" <lbarber@sc.rr.com>,
> "Steve Bell" <bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net>,
> "Van Hoffman" <vhoffman@scana.com>,
> "Alison Guth" <alison.guth@kleinschmidtusa.com>,
> "George Duke" <kayakduke@bellsouth.net>,
> "John Frick" <jsfrick@mindspring.com>,
> "Kim Westbury" <k.westbury@saludacounty.sc.gov>,
> "Randy Mahan" <rmahan@scana.com>,
> "Rhett Bickley" <rbickley@lex-co.com>,
> "Ronald Scott" <rscott@lex-co.com>,
> "Roy Parker" <royparker38@earthlink.net>,
> "Theresa Powers" <tpowers@newberrycounty.net>,
> "Tommy Boozer" <tboozer@scana.com>,
> "Tony Bebber" <tbebber@scprt.com>,
> "Amanda Hill" <amanda_hill@fws.gov>,
> "David Hancock" <dhancock@scana.com>,
> "Ron Ahle" <ahler@dnr.sc.gov>
> Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC Meeting
>
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> When: Friday, January 26, 2007 9:30 AM-2:00 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern
> Time (US & Canada).
> Where: Lake Murray Training Center
>
> *~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*
>
> Hello all,
>
> As those of you who attended yesterday's meeting already know, we have
> a Lake and Land Management TWC meeting scheduled for next Friday,
> January 26. At that time we will be discussing the scoring criteria
> developed by the Economics group, the proposed new land
> classifications briefly touched on by Tommy yesterday, and the uses of
> the fringeland. If you plan on attending, please RSVP to me by Monday
> for gate access and lunch. Thanks! Alison
>
>
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2007 11:20 AM
To: 'Carl Sundius'; 'cstiwinter@orbisinc.com'; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Bill

Argentieri; George Duke; John Frick; Kim Westbury; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ronald
Scott; Roy Parker; Theresa Powers; Tommy Boozer

Subject: Economics Scoring Sheet for Land Rebalancing

Hello all,

Attached is the scoring sheet that we have developed for the land rebalancing exercise with Orbis. We have scheduled
the land rebalancing meetings for April 3 and 4th, so please place these dates on your calendars. We will take the entire
two days, so it is important that you attend both. If you have any suggestions regarding the scoring sheet, just let me
know. Thanks! Alison

Scoring Card for
Land Rebalanc...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 2007 11:36 AM
To: Alison Guth; 'Van Hoffman'; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 'Amanda Hill'; 'Andy Miller'; 'Bertina

Floyd'; 'Bill Argentieri'; 'Bill East'; 'Bill Marshall'; 'Bill Mathias'; 'btrump@scana.com'; 'Carl
Sundius'; 'Charlie Compton'; 'Charlie Rentz'; 'Chris Page'; 'Daniel Tufford'; 'David Allen'; 'David
Hancock'; 'Dee Dee Simmons '; 'Dick Christie'; 'Don Tyler'; 'George Duke'; 'Gerrit Jobsis
(American Rivers)'; 'Hank McKellar'; 'Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com)'; 'Jennifer O'Rourke'; 'John
Frick'; 'Joy Downs'; 'Kim Westbury'; 'Kit Oswald '; 'Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov)';
'Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com)'; 'Linda Lester '; 'Linda Schneider '; 'Mark Leao'; 'Mary
Kelly'; 'Michael Murrell'; 'Mike Duffy'; 'Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com)'; 'Mike Waddell';
'Parkin Hunter'; 'Patricia Wendling'; 'Patrick Moore'; 'Phil Hamby '; 'Ralph Crafton'; 'Randal
Shealy'; 'Randy Mahan'; 'Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net)'; 'Rhett Bickley'; 'Richard
Kidder'; 'Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com)'; 'Ron Ahle'; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Roy Parker';
'ryanity@scana.com'; 'Sheri Armstrong '; 'Steve Bell'; 'Suzanne Rhodes'; 'Synithia Williams';
'Theresa Powers'; 'Tom Brooks'; 'Tom Ruple'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'Tony Bebber'; 'J. Ryan'; 'Alan
Axson'; 'Bill Brebner '; 'Charlene Coleman'; Dave Anderson; 'Guy Jones'; 'Jeff Duncan';
Jennifer Summerlin; 'Jim Devereaux'; 'JoAnn Butler'; 'Karen Kustafik'; 'Keith Ganz-Sarto'; Kelly
Maloney; 'Lee Barber'; 'Malcolm Leaphart'; Marty Phillips; 'Miriam Atria'; 'Norman Ferris';
'Richard Mikell'; 'Stan Jones (sjones@imichotels.net)'; 'Tim Vinson'

Cc: Dave Anderson
Subject: RE: Draft Feb. 7th notes

Hello all,

Attached is the final set of meeting notes from the February 7th Lake & Land and Recreation Meeting. Thanks, Alison

2007-2-7 final
meeting notes -...

-----Original Message-----
From: Alison Guth
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2007 4:39 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Argentieri; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias;

btrump@scana.com; Carl Sundius; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; David Hancock;
Dee Dee Simmons ; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts
(ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O'Rourke; John Frick; Joy Downs; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner
(turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Linda Schneider ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly;
Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick
Moore; Phil Hamby ; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Randy Mahan; Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net); Rhett Bickley;
Richard Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; ryanity@scana.com; Sheri
Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia Williams; Theresa Powers; Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony
Bebber; J. Ryan; Alan Axson; Bill Brebner ; Charlene Coleman; Dave Anderson; Guy Jones; Jeff Duncan; Jennifer Summerlin;
Jim Devereaux; JoAnn Butler; Karen Kustafik; Keith Ganz-Sarto; Kelly Maloney; Lee Barber; Malcolm Leaphart; Marty Phillips;
Miriam Atria; Norman Ferris; Richard Mikell; Stan Jones (sjones@imichotels.net); Tim Vinson

Cc: Dave Anderson
Subject: Draft Feb. 7th notes

Hello All

Attached are the draft meeting notes from the February 7th Lake and Land Management and Recreation RCG's
meeting. Please have any corrections or additions to these notes back to me by March 6th for finalization. Thanks,
Alison

<< File: 2007-2-7 draft Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land & Recreation.doc >>

Alison Guth
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 2007 11:36 AM
To: Alison Guth; 'Van Hoffman'; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 'Amanda Hill'; 'Andy Miller'; 'Bertina

Floyd'; 'Bill Argentieri'; 'Bill East'; 'Bill Marshall'; 'Bill Mathias'; 'btrump@scana.com'; 'Carl
Sundius'; 'Charlie Compton'; 'Charlie Rentz'; 'Chris Page'; 'Daniel Tufford'; 'David Allen'; 'David
Hancock'; 'Dee Dee Simmons '; 'Dick Christie'; 'Don Tyler'; 'George Duke'; 'Gerrit Jobsis
(American Rivers)'; 'Hank McKellar'; 'Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com)'; 'Jennifer O'Rourke'; 'John
Frick'; 'Joy Downs'; 'Kim Westbury'; 'Kit Oswald '; 'Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov)';
'Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com)'; 'Linda Lester '; 'Linda Schneider '; 'Mark Leao'; 'Mary
Kelly'; 'Michael Murrell'; 'Mike Duffy'; 'Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com)'; 'Mike Waddell';
'Parkin Hunter'; 'Patricia Wendling'; 'Patrick Moore'; 'Phil Hamby '; 'Ralph Crafton'; 'Randal
Shealy'; 'Randy Mahan'; 'Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net)'; 'Rhett Bickley'; 'Richard
Kidder'; 'Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com)'; 'Ron Ahle'; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Roy Parker';
'ryanity@scana.com'; 'Sheri Armstrong '; 'Steve Bell'; 'Suzanne Rhodes'; 'Synithia Williams';
'Theresa Powers'; 'Tom Brooks'; 'Tom Ruple'; 'Tommy Boozer'; 'Tony Bebber'; 'J. Ryan'; 'Alan
Axson'; 'Bill Brebner '; 'Charlene Coleman'; Dave Anderson; 'Guy Jones'; 'Jeff Duncan';
Jennifer Summerlin; 'Jim Devereaux'; 'JoAnn Butler'; 'Karen Kustafik'; 'Keith Ganz-Sarto'; Kelly
Maloney; 'Lee Barber'; 'Malcolm Leaphart'; Marty Phillips; 'Miriam Atria'; 'Norman Ferris';
'Richard Mikell'; 'Stan Jones (sjones@imichotels.net)'; 'Tim Vinson'

Cc: Dave Anderson
Subject: RE: Draft Feb. 7th notes

Hello all,

Attached is the final set of meeting notes from the February 7th Lake & Land and Recreation Meeting. Thanks, Alison

2007-2-7 final
meeting notes -...

-----Original Message-----
From: Alison Guth
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2007 4:39 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Argentieri; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias;

btrump@scana.com; Carl Sundius; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; David Hancock;
Dee Dee Simmons ; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts
(ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O'Rourke; John Frick; Joy Downs; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner
(turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Linda Schneider ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly;
Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick
Moore; Phil Hamby ; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Randy Mahan; Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net); Rhett Bickley;
Richard Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; ryanity@scana.com; Sheri
Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia Williams; Theresa Powers; Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony
Bebber; J. Ryan; Alan Axson; Bill Brebner ; Charlene Coleman; Dave Anderson; Guy Jones; Jeff Duncan; Jennifer Summerlin;
Jim Devereaux; JoAnn Butler; Karen Kustafik; Keith Ganz-Sarto; Kelly Maloney; Lee Barber; Malcolm Leaphart; Marty Phillips;
Miriam Atria; Norman Ferris; Richard Mikell; Stan Jones (sjones@imichotels.net); Tim Vinson

Cc: Dave Anderson
Subject: Draft Feb. 7th notes

Hello All

Attached are the draft meeting notes from the February 7th Lake and Land Management and Recreation RCG's
meeting. Please have any corrections or additions to these notes back to me by March 6th for finalization. Thanks,
Alison

<< File: 2007-2-7 draft Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land & Recreation.doc >>

Alison Guth



2

Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
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1

Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2007 10:31 AM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David 

Hancock; Dick Christie; Jennifer O'Rourke; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett 
Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; 
Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 'J. Ryan'; Andy Miller; Bertina 
Floyd; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie 
Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Dee Dee Simmons ; Don Tyler; George Duke; 
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Kim Westbury; 
Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); 
Linda Lester ; Linda Schneider ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike 
Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick 
Moore; Phil Hamby ; 'Ralph Crafton'; Randal Shealy; Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net); 
Richard Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com; Theresa 
Powers; Tom Brooks

Subject: 1-17 and 1-26 Final Lake and Land TWC Meeting Notes

Hello all,

Attached are the final sets of meeting notes for the Jan. 17th and Jan 26th Lake and Land TWC meetings.  Thanks, Alison

2007-1-26 final 
Meeting Minute...

2007-1-17 final 
Meeting Minute...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive 
Suite 21A 
West Columbia, SC 29170 
P: (803) 822-3177 
F: (803) 822-3183 
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2007 4:39 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Argentieri;

Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Carl Sundius; Charlie Compton;
Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; David Hancock; Dee Dee Simmons ;
Dick Christie; Don Tyler; George Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin
Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O'Rourke; John Frick; Joy Downs; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald
; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ;
Linda Schneider ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Summer
(msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Phil
Hamby ; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Randy Mahan; Regis Parsons (rparsons12
@alltel.net); Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Ron Ahle;
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; ryanity@scana.com; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne
Rhodes; Synithia Williams; Theresa Powers; Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony
Bebber; 'J. Ryan'; Alan Axson; Bill Brebner ; Charlene Coleman; Dave Anderson; Guy Jones;
Jeff Duncan; Jennifer Hand; Jim Devereaux; JoAnn Butler; Karen Kustafik; Keith Ganz-Sarto;
Kelly Maloney; Lee Barber; Malcolm Leaphart; Marty Phillips; Miriam Atria; Norman Ferris;
Richard Mikell; Stan Jones (sjones@imichotels.net); Tim Vinson

Cc: Dave Anderson
Subject: Draft Feb. 7th notes

Hello All

Attached are the draft meeting notes from the February 7th Lake and Land Management and Recreation RCG's meeting.
Please have any corrections or additions to these notes back to me by March 6th for finalization. Thanks, Alison

2007-2-7 draft
Meeting Minute...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183



MEETING NOTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING

LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT and RECREATION RCGs MEETING

SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center
February 7, 2007

Draft acg 2-20-07
________________________________________________________________________________________________

ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Lee Barber, LMA Joy Downs, LMA
Stan Jones, CALM John Altenberg, Sea Tow, CALM
Tammy Wright, CALM Archie Trawick Jr., CALM, Jakes Landing
Bill Brebner, Yacht Cove Owners George Duke, LMHOC
John Frick, landowner Bill Shipley, CALM
Joe Agnew, CALM Charlie Higgins, CALM, Holland’s Marina
Jon Dukes, Lake Murray Boat Club, CALM Edie Beaver, CALM, Lake Murray Vacation
Angie Walston, CALM, Lake Murray Vac. Randy Walston, Acapulco, Lake Murray Vacation.
Donnie LeJohn, Spinners Marina Suzanne Rhodes, SC Wildlife Fed.
Steve Bell, Lake Murray Watch George King, landowner
Dave Anderson, Kleinschmidt Associates Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
David Hancock, SCE&G Kim Westbury, Saluda County
Teresa Powers, Newberry County Jenn O’Rourke, SC Wildlife Federation
Carl Sundias, CALM, South Shore Marina

HOMEWORK:

 Dave Anderson– To issue recreation assessment to Recreation Management TWC

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: TBA
Review of Recreation Assessment in Quarterly Public
Meeting on April 19th at 10:00 am and 7:00 pm

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Presentation by the Commerce Association of Lake Murray:

Dave Anderson of Kleinschmidt Associates opened the meeting and the group began with
introductions. Dave noted that the first item on the agenda included a presentation from the



Commerce Association of Lake Murray (CALM) (link to presentation at
http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/SCEGpresentation4_000.ppt). Carl Sundias of
South Shore Marina, and a member of CALM, began the presentation. He proceeded to describe
the membership of the organization and noted that it not only consisted of marina operators, but
other local businesses affected by the lake. Carl explained that the group had collectively
developed a mission statement and he proceeded to review the mission statement with the group.
After Carl had reviewed the mission of the CALM, Stan Jones of Lighthouse Marina reviewed
some of the goals of the group. Stan explained that they were working with the Grow Boating
Initiative which would provide boating infrastructure grants. He also reviewed how marinas help to
improve the economy and meet the needs of the community. In conclusion, the CALM made a
formal request of the Recreation RCG that the moratorium on multi slip dock permits be amended
to allow permit applications at existing commercial marinas.

After the presentation, the floor was opened for questions. Dave asked about the Grow Boating
Initiative and if it was related to the national Go Fishing Initiative. Carl and Stan indicated that they
do not believe that the two are related and they explained that much of the funding for this initiative
comes from portions of boat sales. Lee Barber asked how the work of the CALM aligned with the
work of other agencies. Stan explained that they were willing to work with other groups to provide
boats or facilities for smart boating courses and such.

The group had a brief discussion on boating safety and David Hancock of SCE&G asked if any of
the marina operators have licensed captains that offer basic training on boat operation. A few of the
marina operators indicated that they were licensed captains or knew of licensed captains that could
assist their patrons. Many of the marina operators noted that they helped individuals who appeared
to be having trouble or were inexperienced. Tommy Boozer noted that this may be an important
item to note in the Safety RCG.

Tommy asked Stan for a little background on the requirements by DHEC in order to receive the
clean marina certification. Stan noted that DHEC has just begun to fully develop the criteria;
however, he anticipates that Lighthouse Marina will receive its certification this month. He
explained that once a marina is certified, DHEC will do testing to make sure that water quality is
maintained. Stan further noted that the Commerce Association has also received grants for new
pump out facilities, many of which will be pump out boats.

Dave noted that a concern of the Recreation RCG was regarding recreational access to the reservoir
and asked the Commerce Association for their opinion regarding current public access to the lake.
Carl noted that the marinas have a difficult time competing with the free ramps, which has, in turn,
started to put some of the smaller marinas out of business. Carl noted that they do feel the public
needs more access, however once more free public access is put in place, the commercial marinas
struggle to compete. Dave noted that the RCG’s and TWC’s do consider the impacts to commercial
operators in their discussions. Tommy pointed out that FERC requires SCE&G to fulfill certain
needs regarding recreational access, to which SCE&G must comply in order to protect their license.
However, Tommy further noted that any access SCE&G provides is basic and does not include the
amenities that the marinas provide, such as fuel or food.

The group briefly discussed the CALM’s request for an amendment to the moratorium on multi-slip
dock permits. Carl noted that the existing commercial marinas would like to perform upgrades and
safety improvements that would require the lifting of the moratorium for existing facilities. Tommy
noted that this was something that they would consider.

Lake and Land Management Group Update:



The group reconvened after a short break and Alan provided the group with an update on Lake and
Land Management. Alan explained that the TWC had been meeting quite frequently and building
on the existing Shoreline Management Plan section by section. Alan noted that the draft SMP
would progress from the TWC to the RCG to SCE&G management for approval. From that point,
Alan explained, the SMP would go out for public comment. Alan asked the CALM to submit any
comments that they had so far on the SMP documents as soon as they could. The CALM noted that
they could have any comments on the draft documents submitted to the Alison Guth by the end of
March. Alan noted that the TWC has thus far attempted to introduce the needs of the commercial
marinas; however, it will be very helpful if the commercial marinas can provide the group with
specific needs.

Alan continued to explain what the Lake and Land Management group has been discussing. Dave
noted that one item that overlapped both Recreation and Lake and Land groups was the issue of the
designation of Two-Bird Cove and Hurricane Hole Cove as special recreation areas. This issue,
however, was specifically being dealt with under the Lake and Land group.

Adaptive Management in FERC Licenses:

After lunch, Dave provided the group with a presentation on Adaptive Management in the context
of FERC licenses. The presentation can be viewed at
http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/2007-02-07AdaptiveManagement.ppt . Dave
noted that adaptive management is a relatively new principle in ecological fields, and the first
example of adaptive management being used in a FERC license occurred around 10 years ago. As
Dave proceeded through the presentation, he pointed out where the Recreation RCG stood within
the adaptive management procedures (in the Planning Stage).

Update on Recreation RCG and TWC’s:

There was group discussion on Recreation Plans, and Dave noted that he would send out an
example of a recreation plan to the group. In regards to the drafting of a Recreation Plan for Lake
Murray, Dave suggested that the Recreation Management TWC take the lead on this. The group
agreed that that was acceptable. Dave explained that the Recreation Plan for Lake Murray would
need to be drafted by the end of 2007 and finalized by early 2008. Dave explained that the results
of the recreation assessment study would be needed for the drafting of the recreation plan. The
results of the recreation assessment study would be presented at the April 19th Quarterly Public
Meeting. Dave also mentioned that the Recreation RCG would convene in April to view the results
of the boating density study and the recreation assessment. He explained that the Recreation
Management TWC should anticipate bi-weekly conference calls/meetings during the next several
months. Dave noted that the Downstream Flows TWC would probably meet sometime in the fall
and the Lake Levels TWC would convene in the next couple weeks.

The group concluded discussions noting that the Lake and Land and Recreation group would be
working close together during the land rebalancing process. The group adjourned.



 

From: Alan Stuart
Sent: Wed 2/14/2007 3:06 PM
To: LEAPHART,JR., MALCOLML
Cc: Dave Anderson
Subject: RE: Recreation Assessment Draft Report

 
Seems we are talking about the same thing.......... patience.  As far as future recreation sites, they will be up for 
discussion based on need and that is how and why the studies are cooperatively designed.  Issues define the 
studies, studies do not define the issues (nor if done correctly cloud the issues).  We understand TU's etal issue 
(future recreation) is you believe there should be more access for future recreational opportunities, correct ?  
However, what you fail to say is what type, facilities at each potential location, where, user group opinions, and 
yes need (need and want are two entirely different things).  That is the intent of the study.  TU has their wants and 
needs, so do canoeists, rafters, tubers etc.  The intent is if investments in a new facility(ies) are needed having it 
meet more needs than just TU's or the local kayaking club (i.e. multi-purpose) should be the goal.  This is not to 
say if a unique situation presents itself it won't be explored, because it will.  Be patient and see the reports before 
passing judgment on us :-)  By all means if you do not understand something please ask us we'll be happy to 
explain things so everyone can understand.
 
 

From: LEAPHART,JR., MALCOLML [mailto:MALCOLML@mailbox.sc.edu]
Sent: Wed 2/14/2007 2:38 PM
To: Alan Stuart
Cc: Dave Anderson
Subject: RE: Recreation Assessment Draft Report

Thanks for the 'recaps'.  The goals are adequately documented as I noted previously, but note too the concerns 
that follow the statement you took out of the minutes from me. The goal for the stakeholders is to not let the 
issues get lost in the studies and the data generated - such as the issue of future recreation sites that was not 
even included in the initial survey... 
But, we realize that your company's job is to conduct the process, and that the studies are necessary to provide a 
credible information base for recommendations. It's just difficult to stay patient throughout the process, especially 
with the time demands and the assumption that we all completely understand all the methods and techniques 
involved! But we are for the most part trying to hang in there in good faith to give it a chance to work, including 
eventually getting our specific issues dealt with as we first covered in the ICD comments.  So, be patient with us 
and we will try to do that too; and, hopefully the citizens will be better served, the resources will be bettered, and 
the utility will be able to operate efficiently and profitably too in the final plan because of the efforts by all.  

From: Alan Stuart [mailto:Alan.Stuart@KleinschmidtUSA.com]
Sent: Wed 2/14/2007 12:01 PM
To: LEAPHART,JR., MALCOLML; Dave Anderson; Van Hoffman; David Hancock; Dick Christie; George Duke; 
Jennifer Summerlin; Joy Downs; Kelly Maloney; Lee Barber; Marty Phillips; Patrick Moore; Steve Bell; Tim Vinson; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber
Cc: BARGENTIERI@scana.com; mwaddell@esri.sc.edu; marshallb@dnr.sc.gov; ahler@dnr.sc.gov
Subject: RE: Recreation Assessment Draft Report

Hi Malcolm,
 
Here are a couple of the meeting minutes where we discussed the Downstream Flows Study Plan (which 
included the rate of change study).  You attended one and it appears Mike Waddell attended one.  If you look at 
the end of the notes (September 20, 2006) you provided a comment that states:  "The draft, including the 
comments and replies, has evolved to an accurate document of the scope and intentions of the Downstream Flow 

Page 1 of 3Recreation Assessment Draft Report

11/7/2007



Study as discussed at the past meetings".  
 
Lot's going on and hard to keep things straight...Study is proceeding very well and ahead of schedule.  All good 
news...Alan
 
http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/2006-09-20DFTWCMeetingNotesFINAL.pdf
 
http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/2006-04-18DFTWCMeetingNotesFINAL.pdf

 

From: LEAPHART,JR., MALCOLML [mailto:MALCOLML@mailbox.sc.edu]
Sent: Wed 2/14/2007 10:15 AM
To: Dave Anderson; Van Hoffman; David Hancock; Dick Christie; George Duke; Jennifer Summerlin; Joy Downs; 
Kelly Maloney; Lee Barber; Marty Phillips; Patrick Moore; Steve Bell; Tim Vinson; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber
Cc: Alan Stuart; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; mwaddell@esri.sc.edu; marshallb@dnr.sc.gov; ahler@dnr.sc.gov
Subject: RE: Recreation Assessment Draft Report

STUDY REPORT:
Why not just post on the relicensing website with the other study reports for the Recreation RCG - and send out a 
note of the posting with the link? However, iff there is a reason to send it via email, then I have a new personal 
email system at USC that is supposed to be more robust; so, let's give it a chance to be so. Send me the pdf 
please as I never could get the 'track changes' feature to work well, especially the 'cluttered' printouts they 
produce. 
 
RECREATIONAL FLOWS:
What rec flow studies are underway that are referenced on the new SCE&G Flows website?  Cannot 
find where those are documented on the relicensing website, or in past emails for either the Downstream 
Flow TWC or the Rec Management TWC that I am both a participant of. Would you please send out to 
all appropriate a web page link or a document that explains what is being done on each of the 
dates where flows are being released for study purposes? 
 
Thanks.    
 
 

From: Dave Anderson [mailto:Dave.Anderson@KleinschmidtUSA.com]
Sent: Tue 2/13/2007 4:22 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Dave Anderson; David Hancock; Dick Christie; George Duke; Jennifer Summerlin; Joy Downs; 
Kelly Maloney; Lee Barber; LEAPHART,JR., MALCOLML; Marty Phillips; Patrick Moore; Steve Bell; Tim Vinson; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber
Cc: Alan Stuart; Bill Argentieri
Subject: Recreation Assessment Draft Report

Members of the Recreation Management TWC:

I am pleased to tell you that the draft of the Recreation Assessment Study Report is ready for your review.  
However, due to the large file size (10.6 mb), I have not attached it to this e-mail.  If your e-mail is capable of 
handling this large of a file, please respond and I will send it under separate cover.  The entire report (with 
appendices) is a PDF file.

I also have available a Microsoft Word version of the main body of the report that you can use if you wish to 
submit comments via the "track changes" tool.  If you wish to submit your comments some other way (FAX, e-
mail, etc.), please include the page number at the bottom of the report with your comment/edit so we may locate it 
in the original document.  The Word version (without appendices) is 3.2 mb.
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If you can't receive such a large file(s), please let me know as soon as possible and I can send you either a CD 
with the files, or we can post it to an FTP site where you can download them at your leisure.

Due dates for comments will be March 2 (two and a half weeks).  However, I would like to have a conference call 
by next Friday, Feb. 23, to make a decision on whether additional sampling in the spring will be necessary.  
Please let me know by the end of the day tomorrow what date and time work best for you toward the end of next 
week (either Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday).

After March 2, I will schedule another meeting to go over the comments and any edits made to the report with the 
intention of finalizing the report by the end of March.

Let me know if you have any questions.

Dave
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Kacie Jensen

Subject: Lake and Land Management Natural Resources Subcommittee
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Mon 2/26/2007 12:00 AM
End: Wed 2/28/2007 12:00 AM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Lake and Land - Natural Resource Values Sub Committee

Hello All,

Tommy has coordinated with Orbis and they will be coming in on Monday and Tuesday, the 26th and 27th of February.  It 
is important that you attend both days of the rebalancing exercise.  We will begin promptly at 9:00 (a little earlier than 
usual), so please try to be on time.  Please let me know by next Tuesday if you plan on attending so that I may put you on 
the list for lunch. Thanks so much!  Alison



1

Kacie Jensen

From: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2007 7:04 PM
To: Alison Guth
Subject: Agenda request

Alison- You indicated today that the schedule for the LLM TWC  was getting full and that 
any request  to get on the agenda should be made ASAP. Please put Lake Watch on the agenda
for a presentation and discussion on  "Protecting Shoreline through cooperative efforts 
with back property owners".  One hour should do it.  I will ask John Frick if he would 
present  his "concept" at that time. I assume this  would take place after the lands are 
assessed and before any negotiations. I have spoken with other NGO's and there is strong 
support to have this infomation available to the LLM RCG. 

Could you provide the tentative work schedule for the upcoming month's thru September. 
Also it would be helpful if everyone was aware that "agenda time" is very limited. It is 
very important that the TWC member consider and review all available information before 
re-balancing begins.  

Steve Bell
Lake Murray Watch
730-8121

> 
> From: "Alison Guth" <Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com>
> Date: 2007/01/29 Mon PM 03:12:57 EST
> To: "Van Hoffman" <vhoffman@scana.com>, 
> "Alan Stuart" <alan.stuart@kleinschmidtusa.com>, 
> "Alison Guth" <alison.guth@kleinschmidtusa.com>, 
> "Amanda Hill" <amanda_hill@fws.gov>, 
> "Bill Argentieri" <bargentieri@scana.com>, 
> "Carl Sundius" <csundius@sc.rr.com>, 
> "David Hancock" <dhancock@scana.com>, 
> "Dick Christie" <dchristie@infoave.net>, 
> "John Frick" <jsfrick@mindspring.com>, 
> "Joy Downs" <elymay2@aol.com>, 
> "Randy Mahan" <rmahan@scana.com>, 
> "Rhett Bickley" <rbickley@lex-co.com>, 
> "Ron Ahle" <ahler@dnr.sc.gov>, 
> "Ronald Scott" <rscott@lex-co.com>, 
> "Roy Parker" <royparker38@earthlink.net>, 
> "Sheri Armstrong " <sarmstrong@lex-co.com>, 
> "Steve Bell" <bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net>, 
> "Synithia Williams" <swilliams@lex-co.com>, 
> "Tom Ruple" <truple@sc.rr.com>, 
> "Tommy Boozer" <tboozer@scana.com>, 
> "Tony Bebber" <tbebber@scprt.com>, 
> "J. Ryan" <JRyan@centralmidlands.org>, 
> "George Duke" <kayakduke@bellsouth.net>, 
> "Kim Westbury" <k.westbury@saludacounty.sc.gov>, 
> "Theresa Powers" <tpowers@newberrycounty.net>
> Subject: Lake and Land Subcommittee Notes
> 
> Hello all,
> 
> Attached are the final sets of meeting notes for the Economics and the 
> Natural Resources Subcommittee meetings last month.  During their 
> draft stage I only received one set of comments (from Bill 
> Argentieri), however it was around Christmas when these draft notes 
> were issued. Please let me know ASAP if you have any more comments, as 
> I am posting them to the website.  Thanks, Alison
> 



2

>  <<2006-12-20 Final Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC - Natu..pdf>>
> <<2006-12-12 final Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC - Econ..pdf>> 
> 
> 
> 
> Alison Guth
> Licensing Coordinator
> Kleinschmidt Associates 
> 101 Trade Zone Drive 
> Suite 21A 
> West Columbia, SC 29170 
> P: (803) 822-3177 
> F: (803) 822-3183 
> 
> 
> 
> 
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Monday, January 29, 2007 3:13 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David

Hancock; Dick Christie; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle;
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple;
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 'J. Ryan'; George Duke; Kim Westbury; Theresa Powers

Subject: Lake and Land Subcommittee Notes

Hello all,

Attached are the final sets of meeting notes for the Economics and the Natural Resources Subcommittee meetings last
month. During their draft stage I only received one set of comments (from Bill Argentieri), however it was around
Christmas when these draft notes were issued. Please let me know ASAP if you have any more comments, as I am
posting them to the website. Thanks, Alison

2006-12-20 Final
Meeting Minut...

2006-12-12 final
Meeting Minut...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Ron Ahle, SCDNR
Steve Bell, Lake Watch
Tony Bebber, SCPRT
Jennifer O�Rourke, SCWF 
Joy Downs, LMA
Amanda Hill, USFWS
David Hancock, SCE&G
Dick Christie, SCDNR

HOMEWORK:

David H. � Discuss the acquisition of land parcel information with Orbis (length of
shoreline, area, mean width, tract number) and the possibility of combining small, adjacent
tracts of land
Ron A. - incorporate the changes into the workplan document that the group discussed and
send it out to the group members by email
Alison G. � acquire RT&E data from Shane Boring 

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: January 17, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Welcome and Review of Resource Value Factors:

The meeting opened and Ron Ahle distributed the draft criteria that he developed on land
rebalancing scoring according to the natural resources perspective. Ron noted that at the last
meeting he was informed that his task of putting together the strawman included a list of natural
resource values and their definitions. It was noted that an important item of the morning�s agenda 
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would be to review the natural resource value definitions and discuss whether there needed to be
any additional text added.

It was noted that during the afternoon session the group would review the scoring method. Ron
noted that when developing this method he took into account that making an assessment by map
review may require a qualitative analysis.

The group began by reviewing the natural resource definitions. Ron explained that there was no
particular order or weight to which these items were listed. This being noted, the group opened
discussions by reviewing each item.

The first item discussed was fish spawning and nursery habitat. David Hancock noted that the
topographic layers were available from the 354� contour and up. Ron noted that this would be
beneficial because the fish spawning areas are commonly associated with the 354� and higher.  It 
was noted that the water levels would typically be above 354� during the spring spawning season,
and it may be just as important that the water is stable during that time period. Ron noted that when
evaluating this criteria it would be important to keep in mind two items, substrate and water depth.
The group developed additional wording for the definition that noted that fish spawning and nursery
habitat was commonly associated with elevation 354� and higher. The group agreed that the maps
would provide the data that was needed in order to make a qualitative assessment on fish habitat.

The group moved on to discuss the length of shoreline value. Ron explained that the longer the
undisturbed shoreline then the higher the resource value. The group agreed to the definition.

Steve Bell asked the group if there should be a section specifically dealing with areas for wildlife.
It was noted that wildlife was being accounted for indirectly through the other categories, such as
the width of fringeland and the vegetative cover in the fringeland. After some discussion, the group
decided that they would have a category entitled terrestrial wildlife and would be measured by
acreage.

The group then discussed the value of the mean width of shoreline. David explained that Orbis
would be able to calculate the length of shoreline and the mean width. The group discussed the
wording of the definition and noted that consideration will be given to the lands below the 360�. 

Ron briefly explained the definition of waterfowl hunting opportunities. He noted that this was
based on the limitations of the area. Dick Christie noted that DNR is pursuing waterfowl hunting
areas outside of the rebalancing process. It was noted that if there is a need to minimize the list, this
may be a value that can be eliminated.

The group continued to review the natural resource values and discussed the definition of regional
importance. Ron gave the example of Two Bird Cove to describe regional importance. Ron noted
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that Two Bird Cove was regionally important because it is in an area where there is very few areas
still available with similar qualities.

Aesthetics was the next topic of discussion. Ron noted that aesthetics was judged on the degree to
which the shoreline was naturally vegetated. This would include land cover such as pine,
hardwood, bottomland hardwood forests, and natural rocky points.

The group then discussed recreational values and was generally agreeable to the concept with minor
adjustments to the wording. Adjacency was also briefly discussed and Tony Bebber pointed out
that this would be important when considering areas next to parks. Ron also explained that scoring
for the ESA value would be quantitative, the more the area of ESA�s, the better the scoring.

There was some discussion on the value of threatened and endangered species. There was concern
expressed that this may be a value that will bog the group down during the evaluation process. It
was noted that threatened and endangered species are already being addressed in the relicensing
process. Amanda Hill noted that if there is specific habitat for an endangered or threatened species
on a parcel of land that the group may want to consider giving the parcel a higher score. The group
noted that they would attempt to score land for threatened and endangered species as Ron has it
outlined in the draft workplan. However, if the rebalancing process becomes excessively drawn out
due to this category, the group would consider alternative means of scoring or elimination. Alison
noted that Shane Boring had developed a list of endangered and threatened species that could
possibly occur within the project area based on their habitat preferences. She explained that she
would check on the status of this and distribute it to the group. David noted that the SCE&G
forestry department has the documented locations of bald eagle nests, however, the information was
considered critical and could not be given to the group. The group also discussed culturally
significant areas. However, this information was also critical and was currently being addressed by
the Cultural Resource Surveys.

The value of unique habitats was discussed and it was proposed that threatened and endangered
species be combined with this category. The group agreed that this was an appropriate measure and
the value definition and the scoring was modified to reflect this change.

The group further discussed the addition of a value entitled terrestrial habitat. This item would take
into account both wildlife habitat and acreage, acreage being the scoring value:

 < 1 acre � mod (1) 
 1-5 acres � good (3) 

>5 acres - best (5)

After the group had completed the review of the natural resource values, the group discussed the
scoring criteria for each of the values. Steve Bell noted that it would be important to make sure that
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ESA and cove areas would be high priorities for protection. Dick explained that even if a land
parcel scores low, this does not mean that the area cannot be protected. He further clarified that this
process of scoring shows the high priority areas that the group may work the hardest at to protect.

Discussion on Scoring Criteria:

The group viewed an excel sheet that Ron developed that illustrated how the scores would be
entered and summed. The group noted that it would be helpful to have information on the tracks of
land already entered into the spreadsheet. This information would include acreage, shoreline
length, mean width, and tract number. David noted that he would discuss this with Orbis.

The group then discussed each of the scoring criteria individually, beginning with fish spawning
habitat. Ron noted that for fish spawning and nursery habitat the scoring percentages are in
reference to the length of shoreline. The group agreed and moved on to discuss the length of
shoreline. Ron explained that it was difficult to determine the various lengths that the tracts will be
scored by. However, the group felt that the lengths that Ron developed were appropriate and the
group would further determine if any changes were necessary when the viewed the tracts of land.

The mean width of fringeland was the next scoring item discussed. Ron noted that these numbers
were developed by taking into consideration all of the functions that the group will try to protect.
The group noted that this also will be a category that the will make adjustments to during the
scoring process, if need be.

There was only brief discussion on the scoring criteria for waterfowl hunting and regional
importance and no changes were made. Aesthetics was the next topic of conversation. Aesthetics
is scored based on the degree to which it is developed. Tony pointed out that even if a large tract of
land has development on portion of it, it may still rank high because of its size. Ron noted that
because aesthetics was based solely on the condition of the land at the time of scoring then this may
be an value that the group could leave off. The group left the item as it was for the moment but
would consider removing it in the future.

The group only briefly discussed recreational values and everyone was agreeable to the method of
scoring that item. The group also discussed adjacency and altered the wording some. Tony noted
that trail linkages may play a part in this scoring.

The group discussed the criteria for ESA�s.  Steve Bell asked if there were any ESA�s that were not 
mapped. David responded that they have all been mapped. Ron noted that the percent of the tract
of land covered with ESA�s is what determines the score. The group agreed to the criteria.
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As discussed above, the group decided to combine threatened and endangered species with unique
habitat and the separate section on threatened and endangered species was removed. The scoring of
unique habitat was altered to include habitat for threatened and endangered species.

The last item under scoring that the group discussed was the new category entitled terrestrial
wildlife. The group agreed that it should be scored by acreage.

Review of Homework Items:

The group concluded discussions on scoring and reviewed homework items. David noted that he
would check into getting the length of shoreline, area, mean width and tract numbers for each parcel
of land from Orbis prior to the next meeting . Dick suggested combining small, adjacent parcels of
land and David noted that he would look into this. Ron noted that he would incorporate the changes
into the workplan document and send it out to the group members by email.

Group Adjourned
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ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
Roy Parker, LMA
John Frick, landowner
Van Hoffman, SCANA
Randy Mahan, SCANA
Rhett Bickley, Lexington County
Kim Westbury, Saluda County

HOMEWORK:
.

Van, Tommy - Develop Economics Resource Group Strawman Workplan
Kim � Research economic effects from the sale of land 
Tommy � Develop definitions for proposed new land classifications

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: January 17, 2006 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Welcome and General Discussion on Rebalancing:

Van Hoffman, who was nominated the chair of the Economics Subcommittee at the last Lake and
Land TWC, opened the meeting. Van provided the group with some of the background on
proposed activities regarding fringelands. He explained that by increasing the 75 ft buffer to 100 ft,
would reduce the fringeland to about 400 acres. It can subsequently be concluded that if the 100 ft
setback were implemented than about 75 to 80 percent of the fringeland is protected. Van
continued to give the group background on what SCE&G has looked at in the past with land
donations and noted that there was an area on the eastern half of the lake that could possibly be
placed under a conservation easement if need be in settlement agreements. Van pointed out that
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there were seven parcels in particular on the eastern half of the lake that were most valuable to the
company. He explained that the total value of the future development lands was 65 million dollars.

The group observed the map that depicted the land classifications and Tommy described the
mileage associated with each classification. Broken down into management prescriptions, Tommy
explained that there were 98.23 miles associated with forest and game, 32.14 associated with public
recreation, 5.81 associated with commercial recreation (sail clubs, marinas), and there was 102.7
miles in future development. He noted that they are in the process of identifying ESA�s on these 
lands. Randy pointed out that many of the cove areas are already protected because ESA�s are 
located in many of them. Tommy noted that since 1984 there has only been 26 miles of shoreline
sold.

John Frick expressed concern that there would be discrepancy between the maps that DNR uses to
evaluate forest and game management areas and the maps that SCE&G uses. It was explained that
Orbis will come in with the most updated data for the groups to view and they would all be working
off the same maps.

Van noted that from his view, one important item to keep in mind would be the idea of being able to
perform land trades during rebalancing. John also suggested using a method that would employ no
net loss. Tommy noted that it will be hard to encourage private property owners to participate in a
management area without some sort of incentive.

Development of Evaluation Criteria:

It was noted that intent of the meeting would be to develop the evaluation criteria that the group
would use to rate each of the land parcels. It was also noted that the group would use their time that
day to come up with a method of scoring each parcel of land. The group discussed the list of
evaluation criteria and the group agreed upon five items that will be used for scoring:

Scoring Criteria for Economic Values:
Economic Benefit to SCE&G, the County, Infrastructure, Etc.

Location - proximity, amenities, infrastructure
Market Value � price per acre/sq. ft 
Dimensions of Fringeland � Size, Width, Area per ft. of shoreline
Dock Qualification as per policy � individual, shared, community 
Tax Base Potential

The group also noted that they would keep in mind the recreation potential when evaluating the land
parcels, whether the recreation be public or commercial.
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Development of Scoring Method:

Alison noted that another goal of the day�s meeting would be to develop a scoring method for the
land parcels. After some discussion the group came to the conclusion that they would score the
land parcels by assigning a score of 1-5 to each of the 5 criteria and adding the scores to receive an
overall final score for each parcel.

Example:
Land Parcel # 12

Location � 5 
Market Value � 5 
Dimensions � 3 
Dock Qualifications � 5 
Tax Base Potential � 5
Total: - 23

Discussion on Land Classifications:

Van pointed out that in looking at the current land classifications it may be best to shift the
classifications to future development, limited development, and natural habitat classifications, as
other power companies have done. The group agreed that they liked these categories. Tommy
further proposed having the following definitions at Lake Murray: future development, limited
development, conservation classification, a natural habitat classification, and a recreation
classification. Tommy explained that areas classified as conservation would be areas such as where
ESA�s are protected. A natural area may be where they would like to develop a viewshed, or an area
between two ESA�s.  Tommy noted that natural areas could still have the opportunity to have a
courtesy dock. The group decided that as a homework item they would think of other alternative
names for the �natural area� classification.  The group also noted they like the terms �protected 
access� and �limited conservation�.  Tommy was charged with developing definitions for each of
the new proposed classifications.

Van noted that in addition to selection by criteria there needs to be a process that creates latitude for
tradeoffs that utilize �tools in the box�.  An important key in trade-offs would be to attempt to keep 
a uniform buffer around the lake. Van noted that all rules need a �waiver process� subject to 
collaboration because it is impossible to write an absolute rule that always applies. He further noted
that management and protection of the lake is a dynamic process that requires a degree of flexibility
to take advantage of opportunities assuming no net loss. The group agreed that they approved of
where the economic group was headed so far with the criteria and Van and Tommy noted that they
would work on the strawman workplan for the next meeting.
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Group Adjourned

Strawman workplan

[Economic Data Here]

In addition to selection by criteria there needs to be a process that creates latitude for tradeoffs that
utilize �tools in the box�.  All rules need a �waiver process� subject to collaboration because it is
impossible to write an absolute rule that always applies. Management and protection of the lake is a
dynamic process that requires a degree of flexibility to take advantage of opportunities assuming no
net loss.

The final location of all recreation sites will supercede other decisions on land classification.

Scoring Criteria for Economic Values:
Economic Benefit to SCE&G, the County, Infrastructure, Etc.

Location - proximity, amenities, infrastructure
Market Value � price per acre/sq. ft 
Dimensions of Fringeland � Size, Width, Area per ft. of shoreline
Dock Qualification as per policy � individual, shared, community 
Tax Base Potential

The group also noted that they would keep in mind the recreation potential when evaluating the land
parcels, whether the recreation be public or commercial.

Land parcels will be scored by assigning a score of 1-5 to each of the 5 criteria based on the
characteristics of that land parcel and adding the scores to receive an overall final score for the
parcel.

Example:
Land Parcel # 12

Location � 5 
Market Value � 5 
Dimensions � 3 
Dock Qualifications � 5 
Tax Base Potential � 5
Total: - 23

[Possible discussions on proposed new land classifications]
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Kacie Jensen

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2007 6:49 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David

Hancock; Dick Christie; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle;
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple;
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 'J. Ryan'; George Duke; Kim Westbury; Theresa Powers

Subject: Draft Meeting Notes - Lake and Land Jan. 17

Hello All,

Attached are the draft Lake and Land TWC meeting notes from our January 17th meeting. Please have any comments
back to me by February 9th. Thanks, Alison

2007-1-17 draft
Meeting Minute...

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator
Kleinschmidt Associates
101 Trade Zone Drive
Suite 21A
West Columbia, SC 29170
P: (803) 822-3177
F: (803) 822-3183
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ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates Bill Argentieri, SCE&G
Ron Ahle, SCDNR Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates
Steve Bell, Lake Watch Tommy Boozer, SCE&G
Tony Bebber, SCPRT Carl Sundias, Southshore Marina
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services John Frick, landowner
Joy Downs, LMA Synthia Williams, Lexington County
Amanda Hill, USFWS Wayne Beam, Beam & Associates
David Hancock, SCE&G Van Hoffman, SCANA Services
Dick Christie, SCDNR Kim Westbury, Saluda County
Regis Parsons, landowner Linda Schneider, landowner
Ellis Harmon, landowner Sherri Armstrong, Lexington County

HOMEWORK:

 Van Hoffman – Further develop definitions on scoring criteria for economics group
 Tommy Boozer – To coordinate with Orbis on meeting dates and to further develop

proposed land classifications

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: January 26, 2007 at 9:30 a.m.
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan opened the group and there were introductions of the new individuals. Bill Argentieri
announced that SCE&G has just introduced the lower Saluda River page on the company’s website.
He gave a brief website demonstration to the group and illustrated that the website included many
features and information related to Project operations. After the website demonstration, the TWC
broke off into the two land rebalancing subcommittees (Natural Resource Values and Economic
Values). During this period, the separate groups worked on finalizing their land rebalancing work
plans.



After lunch, the groups then met together to discuss their respective workplans. The economics
group began with a discussion by Kim Westbury from Saluda County. She described the economic
value of lands surrounding Lake Murray to the county. She noted that she also had discussions with
Capitol City Lake Murray Tourism, the county assessor, and the county auditor who noted that the
land values are worth a substantial amount of money to the county. The tourism board alone was
impacted by over 16 million dollars yearly. Kim also stressed that Saluda County was the only one
of the four counties without an interstate, subsequently making Lake Murray a huge economic
development tool for them.

Van Hoffman then discussed some monetary figures specific to Lake Murray and noted that a large
percentage of the available future development fringelands will be reduced due to the expansion
from a 75 ft setback to a 100 ft setback. Van also explained that the group has developed 5 values
from which they will evaluate the land parcels during rebalancing. These items include:

 Benefits - can be described as benefits to the county, SCE&G, area economy, and property
owners

 Location - includes proximity, amenities, infrastructure, view, water depth, and topography
 Fair Market Value - described as price per acre or per square ft
 Size/Width - described as the dimensions of the fringeland
 Dock Qualifications – policy based

Van explained that there was probably going to be the need for alternatives to be considered with
regards to land rebalancing. He noted that these alternatives could include such items as trade-offs,
or the setting aside of a percentage from the sale of fringelands to be applied toward non-
development conservation easements along tributaries.

Van discussed how the land parcels will be scored according to the criteria. He noted that they will
each receive a score of a 1, 3, or 5, 5 being excellent, 3 being moderate and 1 being poor. Several
individuals noted that they would like to see the scoring method further defined with specific
criteria behind the numbers. The economics group noted that they would work on this and present
this information at an upcoming meeting.

The natural resource group then discussed the workplan that was developed for their evaluation of
future development lands. There was brief discussion on the general process of evaluation. It was
noted that some of the evaluation criteria was very qualitative and there may be disagreements for
the scoring. It was further explained that if a significant disagreement occurs, the disagreement will
be noted and placed in the parking lot and the decision of the majority will be chosen for the time
being. Ron Ahle noted that the DNR has already met internally to mark areas of concern on maps
of the Lake. Ron added that he would bring these maps to the evaluation.

Ron presented the natural resource values (attached to end of notes)to the group and noted at the
current time the group feels that each criteria should have an equal weight. Ron further explained
that some parcels may not rank high in the total score, but may have a specific feature that is very
significant. He noted that these parcels would be flagged so that the group could know to still
consider them.

Ron briefly described each of the values to the group beginning with Fish Spawning and Nursery
Habitat. He noted that they will look at the amount of this type of habitat in front of the fringelands,
and that it was commonly associated with the elevation 354’ and higher. For Length of Shoreline



Ron noted that typically the longer the shoreline, the higher the value to natural resources. Ron
explained for Mean Width of Fringeland they will consider the average width and they would also
give consideration to the habitat from the 358’ to the 360’.

Ron continued to go through the definitions and noted that they combined the originally separate
Unique Habitat and Threatened and Endangered Species categories into one. He explained that this
was a sensitive criteria that will help to separate the excellent sites from the good sites. He also
noted that a factor entitled Terrestrial Habitat that considered land for wildlife species had been
added and was measured by acreage.

The group also reviewed the scoring factors for each of the natural resource criteria. Ron explained
that some of the criteria is based on quantitative measurements, and other things such as waterfowl
hunting will be more of a qualitative measurements.

The group generally agreed with the Natural Resource Values workplan and began to discuss how
scoring would take place. It was noted that each group would begin by evaluating the parcels on the
north side of the lake and work their way around. The natural resource group will evaluate the
lands first, and the economics group will use the same excel sheet and numbering as the natural
resource group uses. It was explained that this method would allow for land parcel number
consistency between the two groups. The natural resource group would also combine small lands
where they felt necessary and indicate on the excel sheet what lands were combined for use by the
economics group. Ron also noted that the excel sheet containing their scoring criteria would
contain a column specifying which lands are not worthy for ranking.

The group concluded the discussions on land rebalancing and Tommy Boozer briefly informed the
group on proposed new land classifications for consideration. He noted that these few
classifications would simplify the many classifications that currently exist. These proposed new
classifications include: Development, limited development, protected/sensitive area habitat, and
recreation.

 Development – would include the dock policies

 Limited Development – may have large minimum shoreline length requirements for a dock

 Protected/Sensitive Habitat - would include areas such as ESA’s

 Recreation - would include commercial and public recreation sites

The group agreed that they liked the ideas that Tommy presented and Tommy noted that he would
work up a more complete set of definitions for discussion at the next meeting. Steve Bell noted that
it would be important to point out that the protected areas would still be available for passive
recreational activities.

There was some discussion on Two Bird Cove. Some individuals felt it important that the Lake and
Land RCG collectively request that the FERC remove the Special Recreation Area classification
from Two Bird Cove and Hurricane Hole Cove, but specify that this would not entail any restriction
of current recreational uses. It was decided that an RCG meeting would be arranged in the next
few months where all of the parties involved (SCE&G, land owners and yacht club) be invited to
discuss this issue.



The next meeting date was scheduled for January 26th at the Lake Murray Training Center. At this
meeting there would be discussion on the Economics Scoring Criteria, proposed new land use
definitions, and the uses of the fringeland. Tommy will coordinate with Clarence from Orbis in
order to schedule dates for land rebalancing. The preferred dates for land rebalancing were
February 26th and 27th.

Group Adjourned
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Kacie Jensen

Subject: Updated: Lake and Land Management TWC Meeting
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Fri 1/26/2007 9:30 AM
End: Fri 1/26/2007 2:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Lake and Land - Economic Resource Values Subcommittee; Lake and Land - Natural
Resource Values Sub Committee; Lake & Land Mgt TWC

Optional Attendees: 'tpowers@newberrycounty.net'

Hello all,

As those of you who attended yesterday's meeting already know, we have a Lake and Land Management TWC meeting
scheduled for next Friday, January 26. At that time we will be discussing the scoring criteria developed by the Economics
group, the proposed new land classifications briefly touched on by Tommy yesterday, and the uses of the fringeland. If
you plan on attending, please RSVP to me by Monday for gate access and lunch. Thanks! Alison



1

Kacie Jensen

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC Meeting
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Fri 1/26/2007 9:30 AM
End: Fri 1/26/2007 2:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Lake Levels TWC; Lake and Land - Economic Resource Values Subcommittee; Lake and
Land - Natural Resource Values Sub Committee

Hello all,

As those of you who attended yesterday's meeting already know, we have a Lake and Land Management TWC meeting
scheduled for next Friday, January 26. At that time we will be discussing the scoring criteria developed by the Economics
group, the proposed new land classifications briefly touched on by Tommy yesterday, and the uses of the fringeland. If
you plan on attending, please RSVP to me by Monday for gate access and lunch. Thanks! Alison
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Kacie Jensen

Subject: Updated: Lake and Land Management TWC
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Wed 1/17/2007 9:30 AM
End: Wed 1/17/2007 4:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Alison Guth; Lake & Land Mgt TWC; Lake and Land - Economic Resource Values
Subcommittee; Lake and Land - Natural Resource Values Sub Committee;
'sgustafson@sc.rr.com'; Alan Stuart; 'MAHAN, RANDOLPH R'; 'ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R';
'BOOZER, THOMAS C'; Tony Bebber; w.beam@worldnet.att.net; csundius@sc.rr.com

Agenda attached:

Lake and Land
Management TWC A...

Hello Folks,

Just a reminder that we will be having a Lake and Land Management TWC Meeting next Wednesday, January 17th. I will
be sending out an agenda Friday. If you plan on attending, please RSVP to me by Monday so that we will have enough
lunches. Thanks, Alison



Saluda Hydro Relicensing
Lake and Land Management TWC

Meeting Agenda

January 17, 2007
9:30 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

 9:30 to 9:35 Introduction and separation into sub-committees – Natural Resource
and Economics Subcommittees

 9:35 to 12:00 Independent discussions on draft rebalancing workplans by
subcommittee - Natural Resource and Economics Subcommittees

 12:00 to 12:30 Lunch - Group

 12:30 to 2:00 Group discussion on draft economics rebalancing workplan –
Economics Subcommittee and Group

 2:00 to 2:10 Break

 2:10 to 3:45 Group discussion on draft natural resources rebalancing workplan –
Natural Resources Subcommittee and Group

 3:45 to 4:00 Add Discussion Points to Issues Matrix, Develop List of Homework
Assignments, Agenda and Date for Next Meeting

Adjourn



From: Alison Guth
To: "Carl Sundius"; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Bill Argentieri; David Hancock; Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); 
Jennifer O"Rourke; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; 
Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; "J. Ryan"; 

Subject: August 28th Meeting Notes
Date: Friday, September 28, 2007 10:06:42 AM
Attachments: 2007-8-28 draft Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.doc 

Hello all, 
Attached are the draft meeting notes from the August 28th, Lake and Land Management TWC meeting.  
Please have any edits or additions back to me by October 16th.  Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC


SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center


August 28, 2007


Draft acg 9-28-07

________________________________________________________________________________________________



ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

David Hancock, SCE&G

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates


Bill Argentieri, SCE&G


Steve Bell, Lake Watch



Suzanne Rhodes, SCWF




Carl Sundius, SouthShore Marina


Roy Parker, LMA


Joy Downs, LMA




John Frick, property owner

Amanda Hill, USFWS



Tony Bebber, SCPRT

Ron Ahle, SCDNR




Van Hoffman, SCANA

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G



Randy Mahan, SCANA

Jenn Taraskiewiez, SCWF




HOMEWORK:

· Alan Stuart to contact Jim Ruane about water quality presentation

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
October 16, 2007






Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that this meeting was called to allow for group discussion on a few key items of interest.  Tommy Boozer welcomed the group and noted that he would like the groups input on several problem items that either came up from time to time, or were foreseeable problems in the future.  


Tommy began by explaining some boating issues that they are experiencing to a small degree now, and could have problems with in the future.  He explained that on Strom Thurmond Reservoir they were having problems with individuals building behind the setback and then leaving boats along the setback area.   He explained that on Lake Murray, one problem that they are dealing with now is a 106 ft houseboat that was at Lake Murray Marina, but was then being parked at a residential dock.  He noted that they can control boats that are parked at docks because it is not permissible to park a boat larger than 30 ft. at a residential dock.  However, Tommy explained that if the boat is pulled up on the bank, it is more difficult to require the property owner to move it.  He also pointed out that another concern was, if they Lake started to loose the commercial marinas then there would be no place for those individuals with boats larger than 30 ft. to go.  Tommy explained that they are not sure if they want to undertake having recourse on where these boats go.  David Hancock asked if they wanted to add a rule noting that individuals cannot pull boats up onto shoreline.   Tommy emphasized that they are not looking to create more work, however, when individuals call, they expect a solution to a problem.


David suggested that it is harder to regulate individuals who own down to the 360, and pull the boat up onto their property.  However, if an individual has pulled a boat up onto setback property or ESAs, then SCE&G can tell them to move the boat.  Ron Ahle noted that if a boat greater than 30ft is not allowed at a residential dock, then certainly it is not allowed to park on the shoreline either.  It was noted that this was a requirement in the General Permit, that boats greater than 30 ft were not allowed to park at a dock due to pump out issues.   


Carl Sundius explained his concern that by limiting the number of slips that housing developments were allowed to have, the more and more individuals would park their boats along the shoreline.  There was discussion in the group on whether or not a state law was needed to prevent boats from parking along the shoreline.  Roy Parker pointed out that it would be impossible to address every single violation, however, there was a need to address the flagrant violators.  


Tommy noted that with the group input, they would go back and look at this issue.  He noted that their main concentration would be on ESA and Forest and Game Management Areas, and they would currently deal with it on a case by case basis.  


The next issue of discussion was Tree Management.  Tommy explained a little about the background of this issue.  He noted they just received a letter from Harbor Watch explaining that they have 213 dead pine trees on their property, and they wanted to know at what time SCE&G was going to come remove them.  Tommy explained that the cost of this is about 1000 dollars a day, and if the trees are large, they may only be able to take down several a day.  Tommy added that in Harbor Watch’s case, they were going to have to undertake a lot of replanting, as well.  Tommy noted that they were considering placing the liability back on the dock permit noting that any danger trees were the responsibility of the property owner.  David also noted that an increased dock fee was another way to take care of the tree management issue.  Ron noted that the easiest way to handle this may be to come up with cost estimates for the management of dead trees around the lake, and then divide it by the number of dock permits and add it to the dock fees.  The group discussed the positives and negatives of each option, and some group members preferred one option over the other.  

The group questioned that if SCE&G went with the increased annual dock fee, then what would SCE&G do on property that does not have docks.  Tommy replied that this would be something that they would have to deal with. David pointed out that that is where an annual fee is more plausible. Tommy noted that it was SCE&G’s preference to take care of the trees if the money was available, because in their experience, many times home owners do more than just remove one tree.  


Ron suggested that SCE&G develop a proposal on this to bring back to the TWC.  David noted that they were going to look at the total cost of administering the SMP, including buffer zone restoration and tree management, and see how that could be spread out.  


The next topic that the group discussed was on a scheduled drawdown.  Alan explained that they had a Water Quality TWC meeting earlier in the month, and one discussion item was the water quality benefits of a periodic drawdown to 350’.  Alan explained that one of the biggest water quality concerns on the lake was the Little Saluda River Embayment.  Alan explained that Jim Ruane, of Reservoir Environmental Management Inc., had a concern that that section of the lake was functioning as its on entity and has internal nutrient cycling. It was explained that during stable water levels, the sediments that are accumulating phosphorus are not flushed to the lower areas of the lake, as they are during drawdowns.  It was pointed out that it would be beneficial every 5 years, or so.  Tommy noted that other reservoirs have this as a part of their SMP.  Ron explained that Lake Wateree has a tremendous amounts of sediments and is very eutrophic.  He explained that they do not want Lake Murray to approach that in water quality.  


The group decided that they would like to see a presentation on this from Jim Ruane and Alan noted that he would contact Jim concerning this.  


The group then began to discuss the issue of breakwater protection.  Tommy explained that they have received requests for breakwater protection due to the wave action on the lake.  He noted that  their concerns were in the restriction of navigable waters.  Tommy explained that one individual has noted that he had new information on breakwater protection.  Carl noted that they were floating attenuators, and briefly described the new technology.  Amanda noted that in some situations breakwater protection could be beneficial, as they can decrease erosion.  The group noted that it would have to be evaluated on an individual basis.  


Steve Bell briefly noted that he had been called by an individual who has information on a low profile lift, and is interested in a slip-dock, however he does not have 200 ft.  Steve noted that it took up less of a footprint.  Tommy explained that in order to have a slip dock, one would need at least 200 ft. because it allows an individual to park 3 boats.  Tommy and David noted that they believed that this individual was referring to a drive on float.  


Alan explained that he would like to talk about the land rebalancing exercise with the group.  Ron suggested that DNR give a presentation to discuss the numbers and the categories and a future vision for the lake.  SCE&G noted that they had a presentation on rebalancing as well.  


The group briefly discussed the recreation studies that were being preformed as a part of the Recreation RCG before closing.  The group also discussed agenda items for the upcoming meetings and adjourned.  










From: Alison Guth
To: "carlshealy@aol.com"; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); Jennifer O"Rourke; John Frick; 
Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; 
Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; 
Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; "J. Ryan"; 

cc: "ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R"; "MAHAN, RANDOLPH R"; 
"HANCOCK, DAVID E"; "Tony Bebber"; "BOOZER, THOMAS C"; "bhiller@lex-
co.com"; Alan Stuart; "jenno@scwf.org"; "HOFFMAN, VAN B"; 

Subject: Canceled: Cancel - Lake and Land Management TWC - Cancel
Start: Tuesday, September 25, 2007 9:30:00 AM
End: Tuesday, September 25, 2007 3:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Hello folks, 
I am writing to tell you that the Lake and Land management meeting tomorrow has been CANCELLED 
due to some scheduling conflicts with the parties involved with requesting the agenda items.  I apologize 
for the late notice.  This meeting, and its agenda items, will be rescheduled for October 16th.  I will send 
out a notice for this date shortly.  On the morning of October 16th both Ron Ahle and Tommy Boozer 
have presentations that they will be presenting on rebalancing.  In the afternoon we will be discussing 
the draft SMP in detail, as everyone will have had plenty of time by that point to review the draft (draft 
sent out 9/20).  Thanks, Alison 
 
Previous Message: 
Hello All, 
As you may remember, we scheduled a Lake and Land Management TWC meeting for this Thursday, 
September 20th.  However, as it turns out, this date is not the best for some of the attendees.  
Therefore, we would like to re-schedule the meeting for Tuesday, September 25th at 9:30.  We will still 
be meeting at the Lake Murray Training Center.  Please RSVP by Friday for lunch.  I will be sending out 
an agenda for the meeting in the next couple days.  Thanks, Alison 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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Agenda for Tomorrow

Hello TWC, 

I apologize, but I attached the wrong agenda to the email regarding the TWC tomorrow.  Below is the 
correct version.  Thanks, Alison

<<Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 101607 - updated.doc>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 

http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/public/Jobs/455/45...s/Agenda%20for%20Tomorrow-758497306.EML?Cmd=open [5/21/2008 9:05:50 AM]



From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

Carl Sundius; David Hancock; Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); 
Jennifer O"Rourke; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; 
Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; George Duke; 
S padget; Theresa Powers; 

Subject: Agenda for tomorrow
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2007 10:04:18 AM
Attachments: Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 11807.doc 

Hello all, 
Attached below is the agenda for tomorrow's Lake and Land Management TWC.  If you have not 
RSVP'ed, please do so.  Thanks!  Alison 
 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing

Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee (TWC)

Meeting Agenda


November 8, 2007

9:30 AM

Carolina Research Park

· 9:30 to 10:30  
Economics and Natural sub-committees meet separately

·    10:30 to 10:45
Break


·    10:45 to 12:00 
Presentation by Natural Resources sub-committee and Discussion by 


Economics Subcommittee

· 12:00 to 1:45  
Working Lunch – Subcommittees meet separately (or together, as decided by 


group)  to discuss items presented

· 1:45 to 2:00
Break

·    2:00 to 2:30
Additional discussion by group on rebalancing (if deemed necessary)


· 2:30 to 3:00
Group meets together to review outlook on rebalancing as presented from 


recreation perspective - LMHOC

· 3:00 to 3:30
Review of comments currently submitted on draft SMP


Adjourn
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From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

Carl Sundius; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Jennifer O"Rourke; John Frick; 
Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; 
Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; 
Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; "J. Ryan"; 
Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; 
btrump@scana.com; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; 
Daniel Tufford; David Allen; Dee Dee Simmons ; Don Tyler; George Duke; 
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.
com); Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); 
Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Linda Schneider ; 
Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; 
Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; 
Patricia Wendling; Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; "Ralph Crafton"; 
Randal Shealy; Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net); Richard Kidder; 
Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); ryanity@scana.com; Theresa Powers; 
Tom Brooks; 

Subject: 1-17 and 1-26 Final Lake and Land TWC Meeting Notes
Date: Wednesday, February 21, 2007 10:31:24 AM
Attachments: 2007-1-26 final Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.pdf 

2007-1-17 final Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.pdf 

Hello all, 
Attached are the final sets of meeting notes for the Jan. 17th and Jan 26th Lake and Land TWC 
meetings.  Thanks, Alison 
   
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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MEETING NOTES 


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY 
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING 
LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC 


SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center 
January 26, 2007 


Final acg 22107 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 


ATTENDEES: 


Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates  Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR  Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Steve Bell, Lake Watch  Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT  Carl Sundias, Southshore Marina 
John Frick, landowner  George Duke, LMHOC 
Roy Parker, LMA  Greg Carbone, USC 
Amanda Hill, USFWS  Theresa Powers, Newberry County 
David Hancock, SCE&G  Van Hoffman, SCANA Services 
Dick Christie, SCDNR  Kim Westbury, Saluda County 


HOMEWORK: 


•  Tommy Boozer – To coordinate with Orbis on meeting dates 


DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  February 7, 2007 at 9:30 a.m. Joint Meeting With 
Recreation Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 


MEETING NOTES: 


These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 


Discussion on Proposed Fringeland Management Prescriptions: 


Alan opened the group and noted that the first item for discussion was a review of  the Land 
Management Prescriptions drafted by Tommy Boozer.  Tommy began to discuss these proposed 
prescriptions with the group and noted that they were drafted in reference to future development 
property.  Tommy explained that he included examples of what would be categorized under each 
prescription.  There were five initial categories that future development lands were proposed to be 
classified under: 


•  Development Property 
•  Limited Development Areas







•  Protected Areas (subsequently renamed Natural Areas after discussion) 
•  Recreation Areas 
•  Prohibited Access Areas/Project Operation 


The group began by discussing Development Property.  Tommy explained that under the current 
license, the FERC allows SCE&G to sell property with restrictions.  Tommy further pointed out that 
these restrictions include the dock guidelines. 


The group discussed the guidelines for Limited Development Areas.  Tommy noted that the only 
problem with this classification was that there was no incentives with limited development multi 
slip docks.  He pointed out that one option was that they could require the property owner to make 
the setback an equal 100 ft all the way around.  In regards to this, Bill Argentieri asked the group 
what would keep future property owners maintaining 100 ft setback natural.  Tommy replied that 
the owner would have to deed the additional land (the land that makes up the 100 ft) to SCE&G. 
Tommy noted that in the past they have worked out ways to issue a dock permit when the setback is 
less than 75 ft. However, Tommy noted that in the future, the property owners would have to give 
up some of their land to make the setback continuous in order to receive a dock permit. 


Tommy began to describe to the group that there were many small areas along the shoreline that are 
an acre or less.  He explained that they would want to protect those located in the backs of coves, 
however he noted that he did not believe it made sense to preserve small parcels that are located 
between two parcels that have already been sold down to the 360’.  The group agreed. 


The group discussed Protected Areas and decided that it would be more appropriately named 
Natural Areas.  The group discussed whether Forest and Game lands would be included under this 
category.  Ron Ahle noted that he believed Forest and Game management lands would only be 
appropriate under the Natural Areas category if the lands were left in their natural state and not 
harvested.  Subsequently, the group decided that Forest and Game Management lands be best 
placed under Recreation Areas. 


The group talked about the possibility of having a process that they will use to evaluate where lands 
should be placed or categorized.  Dick Christie noted that he believed the TWC would be a good 
forum in which to evaluate lands that do not fit well under the Forest and Game management 
category. 


The group then moved on to discuss Recreation Areas.  Tony Bebber noted that Commercial 
Marinas, which was originally listed under Recreation, should be moved to developed areas.  The 
group agreed 


As an aside, David Hancock pointed out that the value to the individuals involved primarily came 
down to whether the property was eligible for a dock.  He noted that the rebalancing process may be 
expedited if the group simply chose how many docks should be put on Future Development 
fringelands and where they should be placed.  He explained that the other Future Development 
areas could be placed under a conservation easement. The group noted that this may be something 
that is worth considering. 


There was a bit more discussion on the Land Classifications and the group expressed that they were 
satisfied with the document and the changes that were made. 


Economics Scoring Criteria:







The Economics group took some time separate from the group to greater develop their scoring 
criteria.  The economics group then presented their more thoroughly developed criteria, however, 
the natural resources group remained concerned that there were too few scoring factors (the 
economics group had 5 scoring factors).  Ron suggested that some of the categories be broken down 
into several separate scoring items.   He noted that having more categories would heighten the 
scoring sensitivity.  The TWC adjourned and the Economics group met again prior to the TWC 
meeting in order to separate out some of the categories.  Attached is the amended criteria that the 
economics group developed.  The benefits categories was separated out into the economic interest 
of the local governments, SCE&G, and the back property owners.  Location was also separated out 
into several categories.  Ultimately, the group concluded the meeting with 10 separate items from 
which to score lands from the economic perspective. 


Economics Group Scoring Criteria for Future Development Lands: 


1.  Economic Interest (Local Government) – Property Tax Revenue, Recreation, Economic Growth 


5  High 
3  Medium 
1  Low 


2. Economic Interest (SCE&G) – Land Sale (value), Recreation, Environmental (ESA) 


5  High 
3  Medium 
1  Low 


3. Economic Interest (Back Property Owners) – Lake Access, Dock Permit, Developmental 
Potential 


5  High 
3  Medium 
1  Low 


4. Proximity to Utilities (water/sewer/etc.) 


5  Existing 
3  Planned 
1  Not suitable 


5.  Proximity to Road Access 


5  Existing and adequate 
3  Minor improvements needed 
1  Major improvements needed 


6.  Proximity to Amenities (Fire Protection/school district/groceries/medical care etc.) 


5  15 miles 
3  610 miles 
1  >10 miles 


7. Direct water useability and topography for boating







5  year round (12 months) 
3  612 months 
1  <6 months 


8. Market Value (Value Assessed per County) 


5  High Range 10075% 
3  Medium Range 5075 % 
1  Low Range < 50% 


9. Size/width 


5  >125 ft Depth 
>1 acre 


3  75125 ft Depth 
0.5 – 1 acre size 


1  <75 ft depth 
<0.5 acre 


10.  Dock Qualifications 


5  Unrestricted 
3  Limited (Deck, multiuse) 
1  Does not qualify







S T R A W   M A N 


SCE&G 


FRINGELAND MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 


Development Property 


Fringeland under the development category is generally available for purchase by the adjoining 
back property owner subject to the FERC License regulations. 


Guidelines 
Property identified for development will allow individual, shared, multi –slip docks and 
community access areas.  Development areas will maintain a nondisturbance vegetated 
Buffer Zone 75 feet and/or 100 feet from the 360footcontour elevation inland.  A 10 foot 
wide meandering path will provide access to docking facilities. The Shoreline Management 
Plan dock restrictions and requirements will apply.  Project property would only be sold 
down to the 100 foot Buffer Zone to qualified back property owners.  [Note  SCE&G will 
consider exchange of land to make a continuous 100foot nondisturbance vegetated Buffer 
Zone where fringeland is less than 75 and/or 100 feet wide.] 


Limited Development Areas 


Fringeland under the limited development category is generally available for purchase by the 
adjoining back property owner subject to the FERC License regulation with additional restrictions 
applied based on environmental impact, aesthetics, accessibility, shoreline density, and fish and 
wildlife habitat. 


Guidelines 
Property identified as limited development areas will allow individual, shared, multislip 
docks and community access areas but with additional restrictions. 


o  Individual dock would require a minimum of 200 feet along the Project Boundary 
Line to qualify for a dock permit. 


o  Shared dock would require a minimum of 150 feet per lot to qualify for a shared 
dock permit for a total of 300 feet for one shared dock.  Maximum participation in a 
shared dock permit will be two (2) property owners. 


o 
•  75 and/or 100foot  Setbacks passive recreation 


o  Multislip dock requires 100 feet of shoreline for a maximum of ten (10) slips per 
1000 feet. (no incentives) 


o  Multislip dock must be a minimum of 150 feet from adjoining property. 
o  A minimum distance of 500 feet across a cove, measured 360 to 360. 
o  One (1) 10 foot wide access path will be allowed through the Buffer Zone to access 


the multislip dock 
o  Multislip dock must be a minimum of 50 feet from an Environmentally Sensitive 


Area. 
o  No individual docks will be permitted within a multislip dock development.







o  Community Access, Boat Ramps, and Courtesy Dock minimum of 300 feet on 
Project Boundary Line. Setback restriction as established for Community Access 
Areas by Land and Lake WTC will apply. 


Natural Areas: 


Fringeland under the protected category preserves the environmental, cultural, historical, fish and 
wildlife habitat and natural resource values of the Project. 


•  ESA Areas continuous and intermittent 
•  Forest Management Areas – leave here or place under Recreation Area??? [look into re 


defining Forest Management criteria if we leave this classification here.] 
•  Conservation Areas 
•  Unique Habitat Areas (such as Bomb Island – Purple Martin significance) 


Recreation Areas: 


Designated Recreation Areas that provide the general public access to the waters of Lake Murray. 
SCE&G public access areas, existing and future, identified on FERC Recreation Plan for Lake 
Murray, Exhibit R.  . 


•  Existing and Future Recreation Sites 
•  SCE&G owned Islands 
•  Impromptu Areas 
•  Forest Management Areas – move here or keep in Natural Area??? 
• 


Prohibited Access Areas/Project Operation 


Unavailable to the Public 


•  Powerhouse Intakes 
•  Dams 
•  Spillway 
•  Tailrace








MEETING NOTES 


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY 
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING 
LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC 


SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center 
January 17, 2007 


final acg 22107 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 


ATTENDEES: 


Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates  Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR  Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Steve Bell, Lake Watch  Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT  Carl Sundias, Southshore Marina 
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services  John Frick, landowner 
Joy Downs, LMA  Synthia Williams, Lexington County 
Amanda Hill, USFWS  Wayne Beam, Beam & Associates 
David Hancock, SCE&G  Van Hoffman, SCANA Services 
Dick Christie, SCDNR  Kim Westbury, Saluda County 
Regis Parsons, landowner  Linda Schneider, landowner 
Ellis Harmon, landowner  Sherri Armstrong, Lexington County 


HOMEWORK: 


•  Van Hoffman – Further develop definitions on scoring criteria for economics group 
•  Tommy Boozer – To coordinate with Orbis on meeting dates and to further develop 


proposed land classifications 


DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  January 26, 2007 at 9:30 a.m. 
Located at the Lake Murray Training Center 


MEETING NOTES: 


These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 


Alan opened the group and there were introductions of the new individuals.  Bill Argentieri 
announced that SCE&G has just introduced the lower Saluda River page on the company’s website. 
He gave a brief website demonstration to the group and illustrated that the website included many 
features and information related to Project operations.  After the website demonstration, the TWC 
broke off into the two land rebalancing subcommittees (Natural Resource Values and Economic 
Values).  During this period, the separate groups worked on finalizing their land rebalancing work 
plans.







After lunch, the groups then met together to discuss their respective workplans.  The economics 
group began with a discussion by Kim Westbury from Saluda County.  She described the economic 
value of lands surrounding Lake Murray to the county.  She noted that she also had discussions with 
Capitol City Lake Murray Tourism, the county assessor, and the county auditor who noted that the 
land values are worth a substantial amount of money to the county.  The tourism board alone was 
impacted by over 16 million dollars yearly.   Kim also stressed that Saluda County was the only one 
of the four counties without an interstate, subsequently making Lake Murray a huge economic 
development tool for them. 


Van Hoffman then discussed some monetary figures specific to Lake Murray and noted that a large 
percentage of the available future development fringelands will be reduced due to the expansion 
from a 75 ft setback to a 100 ft setback.  Van also explained that the group has developed 5 values 
from which they will evaluate the land parcels during rebalancing.  These items include: 


•  Benefits   can be described as benefits to the county, SCE&G, area economy,  and property 
owners 


•  Location  includes proximity, amenities, infrastructure, view, water depth, and topography 
•  Fair Market Value  described as price per acre or per square ft 
•  Size/Width  described as the dimensions of the fringeland 
•  Dock Qualifications – policy based 


Van explained that there was probably going to be the need for alternatives to be considered with 
regards to land rebalancing.  He noted that these alternatives could include such items as tradeoffs, 
or the setting aside of a percentage from the sale of fringelands to be applied toward non 
development conservation easements along tributaries. 


Van discussed how the land parcels will be scored according to the criteria.  He noted that they will 
each receive a score of a 1, 3, or 5, 5 being excellent, 3 being moderate and 1 being poor.  Several 
individuals noted that they would like to see the scoring method further defined with specific 
criteria behind the numbers.  The economics group noted that they would work on this and present 
this information at an upcoming meeting. 


The natural resource group then discussed the workplan that was developed for their evaluation of 
future development lands.  There was brief discussion on the general process of evaluation.   It was 
noted that some of the evaluation criteria was very qualitative and there may be disagreements for 
the scoring.  It was further explained that if a significant disagreement occurs, the disagreement will 
be noted and placed in the parking lot and the decision of the majority will be chosen for the time 
being.  Ron Ahle noted that the DNR has already met internally to mark areas of concern on maps 
of the Lake.  Ron added that he would bring these maps to the evaluation. 


Ron presented the natural resource values (attached to end of notes)to the group and noted at the 
current time the group feels that each criteria should have an equal weight.  Ron further explained 
that some parcels may not rank high in the total score, but may have a specific feature that is very 
significant.  He noted that these parcels would be flagged so that the group could know to still 
consider them. 


Ron briefly described each of the values to the group beginning with Fish Spawning and Nursery 
Habitat.  He noted that they will look at the amount of this type of habitat in front of the fringelands, 
and that it was commonly associated with the elevation 354’ and higher.  For Length of Shoreline 
Ron noted that typically the longer the shoreline, the higher the value to natural resources.  Ron







explained for Mean Width of Fringeland they will consider the average width and they would also 
give consideration to the habitat from the 358’ to the 360’. 


Ron continued to go through the definitions and noted that they combined the originally separate 
Unique Habitat and Threatened and Endangered Species categories into one.  He explained that this 
was a sensitive criteria that will help to separate the excellent sites from the good sites.  He also 
noted that a factor entitled Terrestrial Habitat that considered land for wildlife species had been 
added and was measured by acreage. 


The group also reviewed the scoring factors for each of the natural resource criteria.  Ron explained 
that some of the criteria is based on quantitative measurements, and other things such as waterfowl 
hunting will be more of a qualitative measurements. 


The group generally agreed with the Natural Resource Values workplan and began to discuss how 
scoring would take place.  It was noted that each group would begin by evaluating the parcels on the 
north side of the lake and work their way around.  The natural resource group will evaluate the 
lands first, and the economics group will use the same excel sheet and numbering as the natural 
resource group uses.  It was explained that this method would allow for land parcel number 
consistency between the two groups.  The natural resource group would also combine small lands 
where they felt necessary and indicate on the excel sheet what lands were combined for use by the 
economics group.  Ron also noted that the excel sheet containing their scoring criteria would 
contain a column specifying which lands are not worthy for ranking. 


The group concluded the discussions on land rebalancing and Tommy Boozer briefly informed the 
group on proposed new land classifications for consideration.  He noted that these few 
classifications would simplify the many classifications that currently exist.  These proposed new 
classifications include:  Development, limited development, protected/sensitive area habitat, and 
recreation. 


•  Development – would include the dock policies 


•  Limited Development – may have large minimum shoreline length requirements for a dock 


•  Protected/Sensitive Habitat  would include areas such as ESA’s 


•  Recreation  would include commercial and public recreation sites 


The group agreed that they liked the ideas that Tommy presented and Tommy noted that he would 
work up a more complete set of definitions for discussion at the next meeting.  Steve Bell noted that 
it would be important to point out that the protected areas would still be available for passive 
recreational activities. 


There was some discussion on Two Bird Cove.  Some individuals felt it important that the Lake and 
Land RCG collectively request that the FERC remove the Special Recreation Area classification 
from Two Bird Cove and Hurricane Hole Cove, but specify that this would not entail any restriction 
of current recreational uses.    It was decided that an RCG meeting would be arranged in the next 
few months where all of the parties involved (SCE&G, land owners and yacht club) be invited to 
discuss this issue. 


The next meeting date was scheduled for January 26 th at the Lake Murray Training Center.  At this 
meeting there would be discussion on the Economics Scoring Criteria, proposed new land use







definitions, and the uses of the fringeland.  Tommy will coordinate with Clarence from Orbis in 
order to schedule dates for land rebalancing.  The preferred dates for land rebalancing were 
February 26 th and 27 th . 


Group Adjourned























From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

Carl Sundius; David Hancock; Dick Christie; John Frick; Joy Downs; 
Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; "J. Ryan"; George Duke; Kim Westbury; Theresa Powers; 

Subject: Draft Meeting Notes - Lake and Land Jan. 17
Date: Thursday, January 25, 2007 6:48:57 PM
Attachments: 2007-1-17 draft Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.doc 

Hello All, 
Attached are the draft Lake and Land TWC meeting notes from our January 17th meeting.  Please have 
any comments back to me by February 9th.  Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC


SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center


January 17, 2007


Draft acg 1-25-06


________________________________________________________________________________________________



ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G



Ron Ahle, SCDNR



Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Steve Bell, Lake Watch


Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

Tony Bebber, SCPRT



Carl Sundias, Southshore Marina

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services

John Frick, landowner

Joy Downs, LMA



Synthia Williams, Lexington County

Amanda Hill, USFWS


Wayne Beam, Beam & Associates

David Hancock, SCE&G


Van Hoffman, SCANA Services

Dick Christie, SCDNR


Kim Westbury, Saluda County


Regis Parsons, landowner


Linda Schneider, landowner



Ellis Harmon, landowner


Sherri Armstrong, Lexington County



HOMEWORK:

· Van Hoffman – Further develop definitions on scoring criteria for economics group

· Tommy Boozer – To coordinate with Orbis on meeting dates and to further develop proposed land classifications

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
January 26, 2007 at 9:30 a.m.








Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan opened the group and there were introductions of the new individuals.  Bill Argentieri announced that SCE&G has just introduced the lower Saluda River page on the company’s website.  He gave a brief website demonstration to the group and illustrated that the website included many features and information related to Project operations.  After the website demonstration, the TWC broke off into the two land rebalancing subcommittees (Natural Resource Values and Economic Values).  During this period, the separate groups worked on finalizing their land rebalancing work plans.  


After lunch, the groups then met together to discuss their respective workplans.  The economics group began with a discussion by Kim Westbury from Saluda County.  She described the economic value of lands surrounding Lake Murray to the county.  She noted that she also had discussions with Capitol City Lake Murray Tourism, the county assessor, and the county auditor who noted that the land values are worth a substantial amount of money to the county.  The tourism board alone was impacted by over 16 million dollars yearly.   Kim also stressed that Saluda County was the only one of the four counties without an interstate, subsequently making Lake Murray a huge economic development tool for them.  


Van Hoffman then discussed some monetary figures specific to Lake Murray and noted that a large percentage of the available future development fringelands will be reduced due to the expansion from a 75 ft setback to a 100 ft setback.  Van also explained that the group has developed 5 values from which they will evaluate the land parcels during rebalancing.  These items include:


· Benefits -  can be described as benefits to the county, SCE&G, area economy,  and property owners

· Location - includes proximity, amenities, infrastructure, view, water depth, and topography

· Fair Market Value - described as price per acre or per square ft

· Size/Width - described as the dimensions of the fringeland

· Dock Qualifications – policy based 

Van explained that there was probably going to be the need for alternatives to be considered with regards to land rebalancing.  He noted that these alternatives could include such items as trade-offs, or the setting aside of a percentage from the sale of fringelands to be applied toward non-development conservation easements along tributaries.  


Van discussed how the land parcels will be scored according to the criteria.  He noted that they will each receive a score of a 1, 3, or 5, 5 being excellent, 3 being moderate and 1 being poor.  Several individuals noted that they would like to see the scoring method further defined with specific criteria behind the numbers.  The economics group noted that they would work on this and present this information at an upcoming meeting.    


The natural resource group then discussed the workplan that was developed for their evaluation of future development lands.  There was brief discussion on the general process of evaluation.   It was noted that some of the evaluation criteria was very qualitative and there may be disagreements for the scoring.  It was further explained that if a significant disagreement occurs, the disagreement will be noted and placed in the parking lot and the decision of the majority will be chosen for the time being.  Ron Ahle noted that the DNR has already met internally to mark areas of concern on maps of the Lake.  Ron added that he would bring these maps to the evaluation.  


Ron presented the natural resource values (attached to end of notes)to the group and noted at the current time the group feels that each criteria should have an equal weight.  Ron further explained that some parcels may not rank high in the total score, but may have a specific feature that is very significant.  He noted that these parcels would be flagged so that the group could know to still consider them.  


Ron briefly described each of the values to the group beginning with Fish Spawning and Nursery Habitat.  He noted that they will look at the amount of this type of habitat in front of the fringelands, and that it was commonly associated with the elevation 354’ and higher.  For Length of Shoreline Ron noted that typically the longer the shoreline, the higher the value to natural resources.  Ron explained for Mean Width of Fringeland they will consider the average width and they would also give consideration to the habitat from the 358’ to the 360’. 


Ron continued to go through the definitions and noted that they combined the originally separate Unique Habitat and Threatened and Endangered Species categories into one.  He explained that this was a sensitive criteria that will help to separate the excellent sites from the good sites.  He also noted that a factor entitled Terrestrial Habitat that considered land for wildlife species had been added and was measured by acreage. 


The group also reviewed the scoring factors for each of the natural resource criteria.  Ron explained that some of the criteria is based on quantitative measurements, and other things such as waterfowl hunting will be more of a qualitative measurements.  


The group generally agreed with the Natural Resource Values workplan and began to discuss how scoring would take place.  It was noted that each group would begin by evaluating the parcels on the north side of the lake and work their way around.  The natural resource group will evaluate the lands first, and the economics group will use the same excel sheet and numbering as the natural resource group uses.  It was explained that this method would allow for land parcel number consistency between the two groups.  The natural resource group would also combine small lands where they felt necessary and indicate on the excel sheet what lands were combined for use by the economics group.  Ron also noted that the excel sheet containing their scoring criteria would contain a column specifying which lands are not worthy for ranking.


The group concluded the discussions on land rebalancing and Tommy Boozer briefly informed the group on proposed new land classifications for consideration.  He noted that these few classifications would simplify the many classifications that currently exist.  These proposed new classifications include:  Development, limited development, protected/sensitive area habitat, and recreation.


· Development – would include the dock policies


· Limited Development – may have large minimum shoreline length requirements for a dock


· Protected/Sensitive Habitat - would include areas such as ESA’s


· Recreation - would include commercial and public recreation sites


The group agreed that they liked the ideas that Tommy presented and Tommy noted that he would work up a more complete set of definitions for discussion at the next meeting.  Steve Bell noted that it would be important to point out that the protected areas would still be available for passive recreational activities.


There was some discussion on Two Bird Cove.  Some individuals felt it important that the Lake and Land RCG collectively request that the FERC remove the Special Recreation Area classification from Two Bird Cove and Hurricane Hole Cove, but specify that this would not entail any restriction of current recreational uses.    It was decided that an RCG meeting would be arranged in the next few months where all of the parties involved (SCE&G, land owners and yacht club) be invited to discuss this issue.  


The next meeting date was scheduled for January 26th at the Lake Murray Training Center.  At this meeting there would be discussion on the Economics Scoring Criteria, proposed new land use definitions, and the uses of the fringeland.  Tommy will coordinate with Clarence from Orbis in order to schedule dates for land rebalancing.  The preferred dates for land rebalancing were February 26th and 27th.  


Group Adjourned












From: Alison Guth
To: Alison Guth; "Van Hoffman"; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; "Amanda Hill"; 

"Bill Argentieri"; "Carl Sundius"; "David Hancock"; 
"Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net)"; "Jennifer O"Rourke"; 
"Jim Cumberland "; "John Frick"; "Joy Downs"; "Randy Mahan"; 
"Rhett Bickley"; "Ron Ahle"; "Ronald Scott"; "Roy Parker"; "Steve Bell"; 
"Suzanne Rhodes"; "Tom Ruple"; "Tommy Boozer"; "Tony Bebber"; 

Subject: FINAL Final Aug 28 lake and land notes
Date: Friday, November 09, 2007 11:29:44 AM

Hello All, 
I missed a few comments that were provided on the August 28th draft Lake and Land notes.  The new 
set has been posted to the website at the following link… 
http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/2007-8-28finalMeetingMinutes-
LakeandLandTWC2nded.pdf 
Alison 
 -----Original Message----- 
From:  Alison Guth   
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2007 3:58 PM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); Jennifer O'Rourke; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; 
Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom 
Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber 
Subject: Final Aug 28 lake and land notes 
Hello All, 
Attached are the final meeting notes for the Lake and Land Management meeting held on August 28th.  
Thanks, Alison 
 << File: 2007-8-28 final Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.DOC >>  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

Carl Sundius; David Hancock; Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); 
Jennifer O"Rourke; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; 
Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 

Subject: Final Aug 28 lake and land notes
Date: Monday, October 29, 2007 3:58:08 PM
Attachments: 2007-8-28 final Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.DOC 

Hello All, 
Attached are the final meeting notes for the Lake and Land Management meeting held on August 28th.  
Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC


SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center


August 28, 2007


Final acg 10-29-07

________________________________________________________________________________________________



ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

David Hancock, SCE&G

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates


Bill Argentieri, SCE&G


Steve Bell, Lake Watch



Suzanne Rhodes, SCWF




Carl Sundius, SouthShore Marina


Roy Parker, LMA


Joy Downs, LMA




John Frick, property owner

Amanda Hill, USFWS



Tony Bebber, SCPRT

Ron Ahle, SCDNR




Van Hoffman, SCANA

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G



Randy Mahan, SCANA

Jenn Taraskiewiez, SCWF




HOMEWORK:

· Alan Stuart to contact Jim Ruane about water quality presentation

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
October 16, 2007






Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that this meeting was called to allow for group discussion on a few key items of interest.  Tommy Boozer welcomed the group and noted that he would like the groups input on several problem items that either came up from time to time, or were foreseeable problems in the future.  


Tommy began by explaining some boating issues that they are experiencing to a small degree now, and could have problems with in the future.  He explained that on Strom Thurmond Reservoir they were having problems with individuals building behind the setback and then leaving boats along the setback area.   He explained that on Lake Murray, one problem that they are dealing with now is a 106 ft houseboat that was at Lake Murray Marina, but was then being parked at a residential dock.  He noted that they can control boats that are parked at docks because it is not permissible to park a boat larger than 30 ft. at a residential dock.  However, Tommy explained that if the boat is pulled up on the bank, it is more difficult to require the property owner to move it.  He also pointed out that another concern was, if the lake started to loose the commercial marinas then there would be no place for those individuals with boats larger than 30 ft. to go.  Tommy explained that they are not sure if they want to undertake having recourse on where these boats go.  David Hancock asked if they wanted to add a rule noting that individuals cannot pull boats up onto shoreline.   Tommy emphasized that they are not looking to create more work, however, when individuals call, they expect a solution to a problem.


David suggested that it is harder to regulate individuals who own down to the 360, and pull the boat up onto their property.  However, if an individual has pulled a boat up onto setback property or ESAs, then SCE&G can tell them to move the boat.  Ron Ahle noted that if a boat greater than 30ft is not allowed at a residential dock, then certainly it is not allowed to park on the shoreline either.  It was noted that this was a requirement in the General Permit, that boats greater than 30 ft were not allowed to park at a dock due to pump out issues.   


Carl Sundius explained his concern that by limiting the number of slips that housing developments were allowed to have, that more and more individuals would park their boats along the shoreline.  There was discussion in the group on whether or not a state law was needed to prevent boats from parking along the shoreline.  Roy Parker pointed out that it would be impossible to address every single violation, however, there was a need to address the flagrant violators.  


Tommy noted that with the group input, they would go back and look at this issue.  He noted that their main concentration would be on ESA and Forest and Game Management Areas, and they would currently deal with it on a case by case basis.  


The next issue of discussion was Tree Management.  Tommy explained a little about the background of this issue.  He noted they just received a letter from Harbor Watch explaining that they have 213 dead pine trees on their property, and they wanted to know at what time SCE&G was going to come remove them.  Tommy explained that the cost of this is about 1000 dollars a day, and if the trees are large, they may only be able to take down several a day.  Tommy added that in Harbor Watch’s case, they were going to have to undertake a lot of replanting, as well.  Tommy noted that they were considering placing the liability back on the dock permit noting that any trees that posed a danger should be the responsibility of the property owner.  David also noted that an increased dock fee was another way to take care of the tree management issue.  Ron noted that the easiest way to handle this may be to come up with cost estimates for the management of dead trees around the lake, and then divide it by the number of dock permits and add it to the dock fees.  The group discussed the positives and negatives of each option, and some group members preferred one option over the other.  

The group questioned that if SCE&G went with the increased annual dock fee, then what would SCE&G do on property that does not have docks.  Tommy replied that this would be something that they would have to deal with. David pointed out that that is where an annual fee is more plausible. Tommy noted that it was SCE&G’s preference to take care of the trees if the money was available, because in their experience, many times home owners do more than just remove one tree.  


Ron suggested that SCE&G develop a proposal on this to bring back to the TWC.  David noted that they were going to look at the total cost of administering the SMP, including buffer zone restoration and tree management, and see how that could be spread out.  


The next topic that the group discussed was on a scheduled drawdown.  Alan explained that they had a Water Quality TWC meeting earlier in the month, and one discussion item was the water quality benefits of a periodic drawdown to 350’.  Alan explained that one of the biggest water quality concerns on the lake was the Little Saluda River Embayment.  Alan explained that Jim Ruane, of Reservoir Environmental Management Inc., had a concern that that section of the lake was functioning as its on entity and has internal nutrient cycling. It was explained that during stable water levels, the sediments that are accumulating phosphorus are not flushed to the lower areas of the lake, as they are during drawdowns.  It was pointed out that it would be beneficial every 5 years, or so.  Tommy noted that other reservoirs have this as a part of their SMP.  Ron explained that Lake Wateree has a tremendous amount of sediments and is very eutrophic.  He explained that they do not want Lake Murray to approach that in water quality.  


The group decided that they would like to see a presentation on this from Jim Ruane and Alan noted that he would contact Jim concerning this.  


The group then began to discuss the issue of breakwater protection.  Tommy explained that they have received requests for breakwater protection due to the wave action on the lake.  He noted that  their concerns were in the restriction of navigable waters.  Tommy explained that one individual has noted that he had new information on breakwater protection.  Carl noted that they were floating attenuators, and briefly described the new technology.  Amanda noted that in some situations breakwater protection could be beneficial, as they can decrease erosion.  The group noted that it would have to be evaluated on an individual basis.  


Steve Bell briefly noted that he had been called by an individual who has information on a low profile lift, and is interested in a slip-dock, however he does not have 200 ft.  Steve noted that it took up less of a footprint.  Tommy explained that in order to have a slip-dock, one would need at least 200 ft. because it allows an individual to park 3 boats.  Tommy and David noted that they believed that this individual was referring to a drive on float.  


Alan explained that he would like to talk about the land rebalancing exercise with the group.  Ron suggested that DNR give a presentation to discuss the numbers and the categories and a future vision for the lake.  SCE&G noted that they had a presentation on rebalancing as well.  


The group briefly discussed the recreation studies that were being preformed as a part of the Recreation RCG before closing.  The group also discussed agenda items for the upcoming meetings and adjourned.  










From: Alison Guth
To: "wendy0815@sc.rr.com"; 
Subject: FW: Draft Meeting Notes - Lake and Land Jan. 17
Date: Wednesday, January 31, 2007 11:12:30 AM
Attachments: 2007-1-17 draft Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.doc 

 
 -----Original Message----- 
From:  Alison Guth   
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2007 6:49 PM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; J. Ryan; 
George Duke; Kim Westbury; Theresa Powers 
Subject: Draft Meeting Notes - Lake and Land Jan. 17 
Hello All, 
Attached are the draft Lake and Land TWC meeting notes from our January 17th meeting.  Please have 
any comments back to me by February 9th.  Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC


SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center


January 17, 2007


Draft acg 1-25-06


________________________________________________________________________________________________



ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G



Ron Ahle, SCDNR



Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Steve Bell, Lake Watch


Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

Tony Bebber, SCPRT



Carl Sundias, Southshore Marina

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services

John Frick, landowner

Joy Downs, LMA



Synthia Williams, Lexington County

Amanda Hill, USFWS


Wayne Beam, Beam & Associates

David Hancock, SCE&G


Van Hoffman, SCANA Services

Dick Christie, SCDNR


Kim Westbury, Saluda County


Regis Parsons, landowner


Linda Schneider, landowner



Ellis Harmon, landowner


Sherri Armstrong, Lexington County



HOMEWORK:

· Van Hoffman – Further develop definitions on scoring criteria for economics group

· Tommy Boozer – To coordinate with Orbis on meeting dates and to further develop proposed land classifications

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
January 26, 2007 at 9:30 a.m.








Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan opened the group and there were introductions of the new individuals.  Bill Argentieri announced that SCE&G has just introduced the lower Saluda River page on the company’s website.  He gave a brief website demonstration to the group and illustrated that the website included many features and information related to Project operations.  After the website demonstration, the TWC broke off into the two land rebalancing subcommittees (Natural Resource Values and Economic Values).  During this period, the separate groups worked on finalizing their land rebalancing work plans.  


After lunch, the groups then met together to discuss their respective workplans.  The economics group began with a discussion by Kim Westbury from Saluda County.  She described the economic value of lands surrounding Lake Murray to the county.  She noted that she also had discussions with Capitol City Lake Murray Tourism, the county assessor, and the county auditor who noted that the land values are worth a substantial amount of money to the county.  The tourism board alone was impacted by over 16 million dollars yearly.   Kim also stressed that Saluda County was the only one of the four counties without an interstate, subsequently making Lake Murray a huge economic development tool for them.  


Van Hoffman then discussed some monetary figures specific to Lake Murray and noted that a large percentage of the available future development fringelands will be reduced due to the expansion from a 75 ft setback to a 100 ft setback.  Van also explained that the group has developed 5 values from which they will evaluate the land parcels during rebalancing.  These items include:


· Benefits -  can be described as benefits to the county, SCE&G, area economy,  and property owners

· Location - includes proximity, amenities, infrastructure, view, water depth, and topography

· Fair Market Value - described as price per acre or per square ft

· Size/Width - described as the dimensions of the fringeland

· Dock Qualifications – policy based 

Van explained that there was probably going to be the need for alternatives to be considered with regards to land rebalancing.  He noted that these alternatives could include such items as trade-offs, or the setting aside of a percentage from the sale of fringelands to be applied toward non-development conservation easements along tributaries.  


Van discussed how the land parcels will be scored according to the criteria.  He noted that they will each receive a score of a 1, 3, or 5, 5 being excellent, 3 being moderate and 1 being poor.  Several individuals noted that they would like to see the scoring method further defined with specific criteria behind the numbers.  The economics group noted that they would work on this and present this information at an upcoming meeting.    


The natural resource group then discussed the workplan that was developed for their evaluation of future development lands.  There was brief discussion on the general process of evaluation.   It was noted that some of the evaluation criteria was very qualitative and there may be disagreements for the scoring.  It was further explained that if a significant disagreement occurs, the disagreement will be noted and placed in the parking lot and the decision of the majority will be chosen for the time being.  Ron Ahle noted that the DNR has already met internally to mark areas of concern on maps of the Lake.  Ron added that he would bring these maps to the evaluation.  


Ron presented the natural resource values (attached to end of notes)to the group and noted at the current time the group feels that each criteria should have an equal weight.  Ron further explained that some parcels may not rank high in the total score, but may have a specific feature that is very significant.  He noted that these parcels would be flagged so that the group could know to still consider them.  


Ron briefly described each of the values to the group beginning with Fish Spawning and Nursery Habitat.  He noted that they will look at the amount of this type of habitat in front of the fringelands, and that it was commonly associated with the elevation 354’ and higher.  For Length of Shoreline Ron noted that typically the longer the shoreline, the higher the value to natural resources.  Ron explained for Mean Width of Fringeland they will consider the average width and they would also give consideration to the habitat from the 358’ to the 360’. 


Ron continued to go through the definitions and noted that they combined the originally separate Unique Habitat and Threatened and Endangered Species categories into one.  He explained that this was a sensitive criteria that will help to separate the excellent sites from the good sites.  He also noted that a factor entitled Terrestrial Habitat that considered land for wildlife species had been added and was measured by acreage. 


The group also reviewed the scoring factors for each of the natural resource criteria.  Ron explained that some of the criteria is based on quantitative measurements, and other things such as waterfowl hunting will be more of a qualitative measurements.  


The group generally agreed with the Natural Resource Values workplan and began to discuss how scoring would take place.  It was noted that each group would begin by evaluating the parcels on the north side of the lake and work their way around.  The natural resource group will evaluate the lands first, and the economics group will use the same excel sheet and numbering as the natural resource group uses.  It was explained that this method would allow for land parcel number consistency between the two groups.  The natural resource group would also combine small lands where they felt necessary and indicate on the excel sheet what lands were combined for use by the economics group.  Ron also noted that the excel sheet containing their scoring criteria would contain a column specifying which lands are not worthy for ranking.


The group concluded the discussions on land rebalancing and Tommy Boozer briefly informed the group on proposed new land classifications for consideration.  He noted that these few classifications would simplify the many classifications that currently exist.  These proposed new classifications include:  Development, limited development, protected/sensitive area habitat, and recreation.


· Development – would include the dock policies


· Limited Development – may have large minimum shoreline length requirements for a dock


· Protected/Sensitive Habitat - would include areas such as ESA’s


· Recreation - would include commercial and public recreation sites


The group agreed that they liked the ideas that Tommy presented and Tommy noted that he would work up a more complete set of definitions for discussion at the next meeting.  Steve Bell noted that it would be important to point out that the protected areas would still be available for passive recreational activities.


There was some discussion on Two Bird Cove.  Some individuals felt it important that the Lake and Land RCG collectively request that the FERC remove the Special Recreation Area classification from Two Bird Cove and Hurricane Hole Cove, but specify that this would not entail any restriction of current recreational uses.    It was decided that an RCG meeting would be arranged in the next few months where all of the parties involved (SCE&G, land owners and yacht club) be invited to discuss this issue.  


The next meeting date was scheduled for January 26th at the Lake Murray Training Center.  At this meeting there would be discussion on the Economics Scoring Criteria, proposed new land use definitions, and the uses of the fringeland.  Tommy will coordinate with Clarence from Orbis in order to schedule dates for land rebalancing.  The preferred dates for land rebalancing were February 26th and 27th.  


Group Adjourned












FINAL Final Aug 28 lake and land notes

Hello All, 

I missed a few comments that were provided on the August 28th draft Lake and Land notes.  The new 
set has been posted to the website at the following link…

http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/2007-8-28finalMeetingMinutes-
LakeandLandTWC2nded.pdf 

Alison 

 -----Original Message-----  
From:   Alison Guth   
Sent:   Monday, October 29, 2007 3:58 PM  
To:     Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; Dick 
Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); Jennifer O'Rourke; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; 
Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony 
Bebber

Subject:        Final Aug 28 lake and land notes 

Hello All, 

Attached are the final meeting notes for the Lake and Land Management meeting held on 
August 28th.  Thanks, Alison 

 << File: 2007-8-28 final Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.DOC >> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 

http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/public/Jobs/455/45...lake%20and%20land%20notes-312771000.EML?Cmd=open [5/21/2008 8:47:21 AM]

http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/exchweb/bin/redir.asp?URL=http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/2007-8-28finalMeetingMinutes-LakeandLandTWC2nded.pdf
http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/exchweb/bin/redir.asp?URL=http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/2007-8-28finalMeetingMinutes-LakeandLandTWC2nded.pdf


From: Alison Guth
To: Tim Vinson; Alan Stuart; Bertina Floyd; Bill Argentieri; Dave Anderson; 

Dick Christie; Joy Downs; Lee Barber; Steve Bell; 
Subject: Lake Levels TWC Final Notes
Date: Thursday, March 29, 2007 3:24:40 PM
Attachments: 2007-2-14 final Meeting Minutes -Lake Levels TWC.pdf 

Recreation RCG Working Documents (2007-03-1).doc 

Hello All, 
Attached is the final set of meeting notes for the Lake Levels TWC meeting on February 14th.  I have 
also attached the Recreation Working Document with the group edits.  Thanks, Alison 
   
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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mailto:dchristie@infoave.net
mailto:elymay2@aol.com
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mailto:bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net



MEETING NOTES 


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY 
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING 


RECREATION RCG 
Lake Levels TWC 


SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center 
February 14, 2007 


Final acg 32907 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 


ATTENDEES: 


Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates  Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Joy Downs, LMA  Steve Bell, Lake Murray Watch 
Bertina Floyd, Lake Murray Homeowners Coalition 


MEETING NOTES: 


These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 


Alison Guth opened the meeting and noted that the discussion would be regarding the Reservoir 
Levels section of the Recreation Standard Process Form.  She asked what additional information 
was needed to answer the questions specified in the document.  The group noted that they would 
like to go through the questions and update the items when necessary.  Bill Argentieri fielded 
questions on the responses that he provided in the document and the group collectively made 
additions and wording changes.  Steve Bell indicated that he believed more information was needed 
on how SCE&G makes operation decisions based on the flow forecasting models.  He noted that he 
would not like to see the lake drop in September unless there was an approaching hurricane.  Bill 
replied that in the fall they usually aim for an elevation based on the flow model and generate in a 
systematic manner to reach the desired elevation.  He continued to explain that in the spring the 
dispatchers prefer the lake level to be around 350’ to 352’ in order to prepare for the spring rain 
events. 


In addition to discussion on the Standard Process Form, the group had brief discussion on the 
operations model. It was noted that this group would make lake level recommendations back to the 
Recreation RCG, which would then make lake level recommendations to the Operations group for 
input into the HEC ResSim model.  The group noted that there would be other factors that would 
help determine what the lake level would be best, such as the results from the IFIM studies.  Joy 
noted that according to the Lake Murray Association user surveys, an elevation of 354’ would meet 
the recreation needs of most of the individuals surveyed. 


The group concluded the additions and changes to Standard Process Form and adjourned.  The 
group would meet again when necessary.
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Mission Statement

The mission of the Recreation RCG is to ensure adequate and environmentally-balanced public recreational access and opportunities related to the Saluda Hydroelectric Project for the term of the new license.  The objective is to assess the recreational needs associated with the lower Saluda River and Lake Murray and to develop a comprehensive recreation plan to address the recreation needs of the public for the term of the new license.  This will be accomplished by collecting and developing necessary information, understanding interests and issues, and developing consensus-based recommendations.


Identified Issues


· ensure that recreational facilities and opportunities are protected and enhanced for current and future users, on and near the lake and river

· boating access, including future access on Lexington side of lake

· non-boating access


· paddling access


· security at recreation facilities


· sufficient egress points on lower Saluda River

· fishing opportunities for non-boaters

· conservation of lands

·  protect the scenic integrity of the Project

· provide wildlife habitat areas

· provide formal and informal (impromptu areas) recreational opportunities

· consideration of special recreation designation areas classification (e.g., Two Bird Cove and Hurricane Hole)

· using the concept of adaptive management in future recreation planning

· river flows


· safe recreational opportunities should be available on the lower Saluda River through daily flow release schedules and consensus-based flow rates

· lack of scheduled recreation flows for the lower Saluda River


· management of river flows to improve safety for river users (coordinate with Safety RCG)


· minimum flows to provide for recreational navigation and to protect and enhance aquatic life in river (coordinate with Fish and Wildlife RCG)

· lack of a communication system that would encompass information to better inform the public of existing and projected conditions regarding lake levels and river flows as related to anticipated hydro operations and maintenance

· protection of the cold water fishery on the lower Saluda River

· impacts of lake level on recreational use of the lake

· consideration of The Lower Saluda River Corridor Plan and the Lower Saluda Scenic River Corridor Plan Update and their related public access sites and greenway-trail concepts

RCG Responsibilities


· Utilizing and modifying the Standard Process for evaluating and addressing recreation management and access issues specific to the Saluda Project, including developing a vision statement for the Project.


· Identifying specific areas where lake and river levels, river flows, and/or lake and river level fluctuations may be adversely affecting recreation including the nature and timing of the effect (e.g., access to sections of water, access to facilities, and aesthetics).

· Working with the Operations Resource Conservation Group to identify “reasonable” (based on hydrologic, structural, and other limitations identified) changes in Project operations that would benefit recreation.

· Working with appropriate RCGs to coordinate actions on issues of mutual interests such as river flows, lake levels, conservation of lands, and the siting and management of recreational facilities.

· Identifying any studies, if applicable, that need to be performed for identifying and/or evaluating (1) changes to Project operations, (2) enhancements to existing facilities, and (3) creation of new facilities to provide for public recreational access and opportunities.


· Presenting a range of reasonable alternatives or recommendations to the Saluda Hydro Relicensing Group (SHRG) regarding modifications to facilities or current Project operations, and provide recommendations for future recreation access and facilities.

Tasks and Products

· Task 1 – Utilize the stepwise process diagram and solution principles to guide the planning process for addressing recreation management issues at the Saluda Project.

· Final Process Diagram and Solution Principles


· Task 2 – Develop a Vision Statement for the Saluda Project.

· Final Vision Statement


· Task 3 – Review the operational constraints and current operations of the Saluda Project (see Initial Consultation Document).


· Task 4 – Answer the list of questions on the Standard Process Form in order to characterize the existing and potential future condition of access and lake levels and river flows – from a recreation setting perspective.

· Final Standard Process Form


· Task 5 – Review stakeholder requests for particular studies and/or enhancement measures to ensure that these are incorporated into study planning, if applicable

· Final Study Plans and Possible Mitigation Measures

· Task 6 – Develop and recommend operation scenarios to the Operations RCG for analysis.  These scenarios should reflect initial thinking on potential solutions and be designed to narrow the focus of Task 10 below.  Analysis by the Operations RCG will focus on an assessment of potential recreational impacts associated with any suggested changes to operations.

· RCG Recommendations


· Task 7 – Discuss results of the Operations RCG analyses.

· Task 8 – Develop study designs/methods/plans and review agreed upon studies, literature reviews, etc.

· Final Study Plans


· Task 9 – Check the solution principles to ensure proposed study plans are consistent.

· Final Study Plans


· Task 10 – Provide recommendations for Project operations and recreation access and facilities to be considered in conjunction with all ecological (including water quality), recreational, and safety issues.

· RCG Recommendations


· Task 11 – Develop a consensus based Recreation Plan for the Saluda Project that addresses all of the issues and tasks identified above.

· Final Recreation Plan


Schedule


Late 2005/Early 2006—Finalize Mission Statement, Standard Process Form, Solution Principles, and Work Plan

Mid-2006—Complete identification of studies, literature reviews, etc. that need to be completed to address issues and tasks identified in the Work Plan


Late 2006—Begin compilation of existing information, review preliminary study results, and draft an outline of the Recreation Plan


2007—Complete any studies identified in Task 8 and review results; draft recommendations to SHRG, complete draft Recreation Plan


2008—Finalize Recreation Plan and provide comments on Draft License Application


Possible Mitigation Measures to be Considered


· creation of public access sites and greenway-trail concepts as proposed in the Lower Saluda River Corridor Plans of 1990 and 2000, which include a linear park and trail system on the north bank of the river connecting Saluda Shoals Park to Gardendale Landing and Riverbanks Zoo; and a park/preserve on the south side of river at Twelve-mile Creek

· creation of a state park on the south side of the reservoir

· creation of a multi-lane boating facility that can accommodate large tournaments

· consideration of a boat ramp for small trailered boats at Gardendale or further downstream, but above I26, to allow safer upstream motoring towards Hopes Ferry. Many boaters have carried in their heavy rigs for years at the Gardendale 'throw-in' to be able to more safely boat the Saluda.

· consideration of conservation easements on large tracts of land within the PBL

The long-term vision for the Saluda Project is to recognize, protect, and enhance the fishery, water quality, aesthetic values, cultural resources, and public recreational opportunities on the reservoir and the lower Saluda River, while recognizing the need to protect habitat supporting threatened, endangered, and sensitive species of Lake Murray and the lower Saluda River, and ensure adequate facilities and public access are provided.  Given the size of the reservoir/hydro-project area, it is felt that it can continue to support a diversity of recreation opportunities.  Recognizing that needs and demands will change, recreational uses will be monitored and managed to balance access/uses with the protection of natural resources and environmental quality; and planning for new facilities and management schemes will remain adaptive to changes.

Recreational opportunities for Lake Murray and the lower Saluda River over the next 30 to 50 years of the pending new FERC license for SCE&G should incorporate the following attributes:


· Recreational sites and access areas on the lake and the river should be adequate to allow for the continued rapid population growth in the Midlands over the term of the new license based on surveys of the public and input from the stakeholders and public.


· Sites should be spaced around the lake and along the river corridor to provide legal public access to the different geographic sections of both.


· Uncrowded conditions should be available most of the time at the sites, with natural viewscapes and provisions for most of the current and anticipated popular recreational activities incorporated into the overall provisions.


· Patrols and/or assistance for emergencies should be provided, though not necessarily manned, such as adequate phone boxes.


· Safe recreational opportunities should be available for boaters on the lake with adequate lake levels for the navigational markers, and on the river with release levels that are not life-threatening to the average person.


· The recommendations of the Lower Saluda Scenic River Advisory Council should be implemented to reflect the broad community-based consensus for river access, with consideration of additional river access to areas where trespassing is now the only way to enter an area.


Improvements to be considered at the Saluda Project include:


· Evaluation of SCE&G-owned Project lands for possible reclassification for recreation activities.

· Providing appropriate operations and maintenance of public recreation facilities.


· Optimizing the capacity of existing public recreation facilities to accommodate existing and future demand.


· Improving access and safety in the public waters below the dam and minimizing impacts of project operations on downstream recreation, recognizing the need to meet power generation, and downstream flow responsibilities at Saluda.


· Managing lake level drawdowns so as to optimize safety and recreational opportunities.


· Managing river flows so as to optimize safety and recreational opportunities.

· Ensuring public access areas for the non-boating public remain available along the lake and river shorelines.


· Development of new facilities in accordance with the comprehensive plan as the need arises.  Evaluation of other properties and potential partnerships as needed to meet the mission statement



Consideration of new recreational facilities should be based on demonstrated need and the potential impact on existing facilities.

1. Priority should be given to demonstrated need within the FERC project boundary.

2. Priority should be given to recreational proposals where multiple stakeholders offer significant participation.

3. Recreational facilities should appeal to a broad public.

4. Reasonable access for the disabled should be provided.

5. Recreational needs should be prioritized for the project including a schedule of proposed improvements so that all costs are not in the first few years of the new license.

6. The improvement or expansion of existing recreational facilities should be considered first.

7. Additional recreational studies (if needed) should be only of sufficient scope and duration to provide necessary information to develop issue solutions.

8. Consensus based solutions are preferred over studies, unless solutions cannot be developed with existing information.

9. .A process should be developed to adjust proposed improvements over the 30+ year time frame approximately every 7 to 10 years to account for changing needs. This should include the ability to trade a new needed facility for a proposed (but not built) facility of approximately the same cost.


10. Sufficient “future recreational” land should be set aside now to handle the recreational needs of 30+ years.


Preferred consideration will be given to ideas that:

· do not promote facilities that would adversely impact existing commercial operations;

· identify actual recreational needs that are not filled by existing facilities;

· receive broad public support;

· expand existing recreational facilities prior to developing green field sites;

· require doing recreational studies only if consensus cannot be reached with existing information (It is preferred to put financial resources into recreational facilities and opportunities that benefit the overall Project, rather than fund unnecessary/subjective studies).


The following is a list of standard questions designed to help characterize existing recreation resources and aid in development of an appropriate recreation plan for the Saluda Project.  Questions pertaining to recreation management are categorized according to the four-step recreation plan stepwise process diagram 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 Lake Murray and/or Lower Saluda River (LSR) qualities important to keep and any qualities that need changes.

Qualities to keep include the fishing, hunting, and wildlife watching opportunities associated with the Project.  The presence of natural shoreline, islands, and riverbanks are aesthetically pleasing and promote a sense of solitude.  The balance between public/private recreational access to the project should be maintained.  The shoreline management program is an important means of protecting these qualities and should continue for the term of the new license.  The safety and security of recreational users should also be preserved as part of the overall recreational experience.  While the lake has good water quality at the present time, we should strive to maintain and improve the water quality of the lake.



There are other qualities that some stakeholders would like to change.  These include the water level stability on the lake to provide year-round access to a majority of shoreline property owners.  The quality of amenities and access should be improved for recreational users.  The recreational experience on the lower Saluda River could also be enhanced by providing minimum flows to protect the health of the river.  These flows should be targeted at meeting state standards for dissolved oxygen in the tailrace and river and providing aquatic habitat.  The impacts of unscheduled releases from the Project should also be addressed through some combination of providing more predictable flows, managing the rate of water level rise, and/or improving the warning system on the river.

The Project should also continue to provide reasonably affordable, reliable energy to SCE&G’s service area.


2. Are there unique characteristics of Lake Murray and/or the LSR relative to other reservoirs/tailraces in the area?

The location of Lake Murray and the lower Saluda River near the metropolitan area of Columbia, SC is a unique characteristic of the Project.  Due to the extensive shoreline of the reservoir and the amount of Project lands, the Shoreline Management Plan provides a variety of recreational access.  The reservoir is also relatively uninterrupted by bridges, unlike other lakes in the vicinity.


Other distinguishing characteristics of the Project include the purple martin habitat on Lunch Island and the trout and striped bass fishery and whitewater paddling opportunities in the lower Saluda River.


3. What is the overall vision for Lake Murray and/or the LSR, in terms of recreation experiences and opportunities?

The long-term vision for the Saluda Project is to recognize, protect, and enhance the fishery, water quality, aesthetic values, cultural resources, and public recreational opportunities on the reservoir and the lower Saluda River, while recognizing the need to protect habitat supporting threatened, endangered, and sensitive species of Lake Murray and the lower Saluda River, and ensure adequate facilities and public access are provided.  Given the size of the reservoir/hydro-project area, it is felt that it can continue to support a diversity of recreation opportunities.  Recognizing that needs and demands will change, recreational uses will be monitored and managed to balance access/uses with the protection of natural resources and environmental quality; and planning for new facilities and management schemes will remain adaptive to changes.


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.)?

There lands in environmentally sensitive areas that have been identified in the current shoreline management plans.  There are also natural/undeveloped lands that provide valuable wildlife habitat.


There is some concern over migrating fish on the lower Saluda and Congaree Rivers.  A unique cold water fishery also exists in the lower Saluda River.  Rocky shoals spider lilies have also been located in the confluence area.  There are also bald eagles, woodstorks, and purple martins in the vicinity of the Project.

Numerous cultural resources also exist in the Project vicinity.


Details about these resources will be described in the various resource conservation groups.


5. Identify specific goals and objectives for managing recreation at Lake Murray and/or in the LSR.

Recreational sites and access areas on the lake and the river should be adequate to allow for the continued rapid population growth in the Midlands over the term of the new license based on surveys of the public and input from the stakeholders and public.


Sites should be spaced around the lake and along the river corridor to provide legal public access to the different geographic sections of both.


Uncrowded conditions should be available most of the time at the sites, with natural viewscapes and provisions for most of the current and anticipated popular recreational activities incorporated into the overall provisions.


Patrols and/or assistance for emergencies should be provided, though not necessarily manned, such as adequate phone boxes.


Safe recreational opportunities should be available for boaters on the lake with adequate lake levels for the navigational markers, and on the river with release levels that are not life-threatening to the average person.


The recommendations of the Lower Saluda Scenic River Advisory Council should be implemented to reflect the broad community-based consensus for river access, with consideration of additional river access to areas where trespassing is now the only way to enter an area.


STEP 2 – ESTABLISH BASELINE CONDITIONS


6. What is the nature of existing recreational access to Lake Murray and the LSR?

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

b. Where are they located/how are they distributed around the Project?

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 and the LSR? 

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?

d. Ideas for improving existing facilities.

8. Describe notable recreation activities on Lake Murray and/or the LSR.

a. List recreation activities currently occurring and identify most prominent activities.

Greatest activity is independent family recreation, including many forms of boating, waterskiing, swimming/sunbathing, fishing, picnicking, and camping.


Solitary wade fishing in river.


Bank fishing at public sites and impromptu sites in the lake and river.


Small and large bass tournaments.

Motor boating


Sailing


Fishing from boats


Fishing from banks


Wade fishing


Swimming and sunning


Picnicking


Canoeing and kayaking (flatwater and whitewater)


Floating with tubes and rafts

Waterfowl hunting


Walking, biking, skating, wildlife watching at Saluda Shoals Park and soon to be developed Three Rivers Greenway.

b. Where are these uses occurring, and are they concentrated in certain areas?

Lower Saluda River supports all above activities except sailing


Whitewater boating concentrated on Saluda River below I-26 Bridge


Swimming and sunning on Lower Saluda concentrated at Riverbanks Zoo area; and will expand upriver when greenway trail opens in 2007


Wade fishing concentrated at shoal areas of lower River: at least four areas along river

Waterfowl hunting – mostly in the upper lake due to legislative restrictions regarding residential development.

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

Dramatic river fluctuations are impediments to recreational activities along the lower Saluda River.

Proposed barriers near dam may limit fishing/boating in river.

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?

Fishing tournaments are disruptive to other boaters and residents.  There needs to be an established, enforced protocol for organizes fishing tournaments.

Jet skis and large motorboats are disruptive to anglers, other boaters, and residents.

Kayakers are often called upon to rescue rock people near Zoo.

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

Enforcement of established rules are limited by funding, staffing, and political boundaries.

d. Are there known issues regarding recreational safety?


Wade fishing, canoeing/kayaking, and other water contact and bank use is often dangerous due to river fluctuations in water levels on the Lower Saluda River.

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

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.

Better quality of life, outdoor experiences, physical fitness, and mental health benefits.


Commercial enterprises rent and/or sell boating, fishing, and other equipment, provide services, and stimulate the local/regional economy.

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


QUESTIONS REGARDING RESERVOIR LEVELS


16. How is the Project currently operated and what are the typical reservoir levels during key recreation seasons?

· SCE&G operates Saluda Hydroelectric Project as a multi-purpose project.  The seasonal changes in elevations provide hydroelectric generation, maintenance of downstream water quality, a unique tailrace fishery, and municipal/industrial water supply.

· SCE&G has a verbal agreement with SCDHEC for a minimum flow of 180 cfs.

· During the low DO season which generally runs from late June to early December, SCE&G will try to maintain a minimum flow of 400 – 500 cfs to help maintain a higher level of DO in the Lower Saluda River.

· From April through the end of August the lake is operated near the normal operating high water level of el. 358 ft Plant Datum (PD).  Maximum full pool is el. 360.

· Drawdown begins near the end of August or early September and ends in late December near the winter pool level of 350 - 352 ft PD.  This allows additional storage capacity in anticipation of the late winter and early spring rainy season.  In recent years, the lake has been managed to a minimum winter pool level of approximately 354’ in response to the requests of stakeholder groups.

· At the beginning of January the lake is allowed to refill during the rainy season so it will be at the normal operating high water level of 358 ft. PD by April.

· The plant normally schedules power operations for contingency reserve to meet our obligation to the Virginia/Carolinas Reserve Sharing Group (VACAR), a member of the Southeastern Electric Reliability Council (SERC), which is governed by the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC).  

· During the fall, in anticipation of heavy rains from a tropical storm or hurricane, the plant will generate as necessary to manage the lake level. Power generation is increased to provide lake level management normally from September through December.



· 

· Low lake levels can cause concern for lake residents, commercial establishments, and boaters due to their impacts on recreation.  As the lake levels drop, more impacts are recognizable.  A lake elevation of 356’ was recognized as optimal in the Lake Murray Association September 2005 Lake Murray User Survey and in Lake Murray Homeowners Coalition surveys.  According to these surveys, when the lake drops below elevation 352’ more serious impacts to recreation occur.

17. Are there changes to Project operations that you would like to see addressed to improve the overall value of the reservoir, and how specifically would such changes benefit recreation?

· 

· Current reservoir level operations balance the multi-purpose use of the reservoir.  Maintaining the existing reservoir level fluctuations would allow for continued water level management through daily and weekly power generation operations however recreation would see no additional benefits.  Conversely, limiting the seasonal fluctuation may have recreational benefits but other project purposes would be compromised (power generation, water level management, water quality maintenance, and aquatic weed control).

· Higher lake levels will increase, improve and enhance recreational opportunities.

18. What are the impacts of seasonal and/or daily variations in reservoir level. 

· There are no large daily fluctuations in reservoir levels at the Saluda Hydroelectric Project (there are large fluctuations in the Lower Saluda River water level). However, daily fluctuations in lake level could create a potential safety issue.

· Weekly and seasonal fluctuations in lake level may have an effect on recreation.

19. What are the reservoir levels at which recreation problems tend to occur (may be different for different locations or problems)?

· 

· SCE&G already extended boat ramps at several of their public access parks to accommodate a water level down to el. 345 ft PD.

· Buoys function more appropriately when lake levels are at 354’ or higher. 

· 

20. When (i.e., what time of year) and how frequently do recreational problems occur related to reservoir levels? 

· In general, the operation of Saluda Hydroelectric Project has been consistent throughout the years except for 1990, 1996, 2002 – 2004, and 2006.  During those years the lake level was lowered to around el. 345 – 348 ft PD for the following project maintenance requirements:




1990 – Intake towers maintenance




1996 – Hydrilla control as requested by SCDNR




2002 – 2004 – FERC Order for safety during dam remediation project




2006 – Upstream riprap repair

· It may be necessary to lower the lake level to around el. 345 ft PD in the future for maintenance of project structures , managing lake resources, installing new recreational access or other extraordinary circumstances.

· Seasonal variations occur depending on rainfall and upstream water flow.

21. Why are operating water levels important to the operation of the project and the overall system?

· The Saluda Hydroelectric Project is a multi-purpose reservoir.  The changes in water level have many beneficial impacts both upstream and downstream of the dam :

· The project is used to meet our contingency reserve capacity obligation as part of the VACAR agreement.  This is for a loss on our own system or by one of our neighboring Reserve Sharing Group utilities.

· Electricity (inexpensive, clean, renewable)

· Electric system ancillary services (transmission line maintenance & overload protection, security resource for VCS Nuclear Station)

· Navigation support

· Boating opportunities

· 

· 

· Municipal and industrial water supply

· 

22. Are there state or federal operating requirements that stipulate specific operating goals?

· SCE&G and SCDHEC have an agreement to discharge a minimum flow or 180 cfs from the project.

· Article 12 of the FERC license requires that reservoir levels and discharge from storage be controlled by reasonable rules and regulations of the Commission for the protection of life, health, and property and for other beneficial public uses including recreational purposes.

· Exhibit H of the latest FERC license application identifies the lower lake level to be Elev. 350 during normal flow years and Elev. 345 during low flow years.

· Our McMeekin Generating Station NPDES permit requires a minimum of 2,500 cfs discharge from Saluda Hydro prior to discharging the fossil plant circulating water return directly into the Lower Saluda River.

· NERC/SERC/VACAR Agreements – SCE&G primarily uses Saluda to meet its reserve capacity requirements.

QUESTIONS REGARDING DOWNSTREAM FLOWS


23. Are there riverine recreation opportunities below the dam?  If yes, move to additional questions, if not, stop.

Yes, trout fishing (wading, bank, boat), striper fishing (wading, bank, boat), canoeing/kayaking, tubing, sunbathing/swimming/rock hopping, picnicking, walking/hiking, bicycling, wildlife watching.


24. Do we know how different flow levels affect recreation opportunities and specific recreation activities?

25. Can opportunities be enhanced by modifying releases, and in what way?

Predictable flows would make it safer, easier to fish/boat/swim in the river.  It would also enhance the commercial aspects of boating/fishing in the river (allow outfitters/guides known times they could take paying customers into the water safely).


26. How would modified releases affect upstream lake levels?

27. How would suggested modified downstream flows affect project operations at the project and at upstream and downstream projects?

28. Are there additional concerns with regard to state and federal requirements or existing ecological issues that limit suggested changes to downstream flows?

There are concerns about bank erosion due to high flows.


There are concerns about water quality/habitat for aquatic organisms due to low flows or continuous flows.


29. How binding is the VACAR agreement and when does it expire?  (I notice that it is not listed in the state/federal operating requirements in Question 22).
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From: Alison Guth
To: "wendy0815@sc.rr.com"; 
Subject: FW: Draft Meeting Notes - Lake and Land Jan. 17
Date: Wednesday, January 31, 2007 11:12:30 AM
Attachments: 2007-1-17 draft Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.doc 

 
 -----Original Message----- 
From:  Alison Guth   
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2007 6:49 PM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; J. Ryan; 
George Duke; Kim Westbury; Theresa Powers 
Subject: Draft Meeting Notes - Lake and Land Jan. 17 
Hello All, 
Attached are the draft Lake and Land TWC meeting notes from our January 17th meeting.  Please have 
any comments back to me by February 9th.  Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
mailto:wendy0815@sc.rr.com

MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC


SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center


January 17, 2007


Draft acg 1-25-06


________________________________________________________________________________________________



ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G



Ron Ahle, SCDNR



Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Steve Bell, Lake Watch


Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

Tony Bebber, SCPRT



Carl Sundias, Southshore Marina

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services

John Frick, landowner

Joy Downs, LMA



Synthia Williams, Lexington County

Amanda Hill, USFWS


Wayne Beam, Beam & Associates

David Hancock, SCE&G


Van Hoffman, SCANA Services

Dick Christie, SCDNR


Kim Westbury, Saluda County


Regis Parsons, landowner


Linda Schneider, landowner



Ellis Harmon, landowner


Sherri Armstrong, Lexington County



HOMEWORK:

· Van Hoffman – Further develop definitions on scoring criteria for economics group

· Tommy Boozer – To coordinate with Orbis on meeting dates and to further develop proposed land classifications

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
January 26, 2007 at 9:30 a.m.








Located at the Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan opened the group and there were introductions of the new individuals.  Bill Argentieri announced that SCE&G has just introduced the lower Saluda River page on the company’s website.  He gave a brief website demonstration to the group and illustrated that the website included many features and information related to Project operations.  After the website demonstration, the TWC broke off into the two land rebalancing subcommittees (Natural Resource Values and Economic Values).  During this period, the separate groups worked on finalizing their land rebalancing work plans.  


After lunch, the groups then met together to discuss their respective workplans.  The economics group began with a discussion by Kim Westbury from Saluda County.  She described the economic value of lands surrounding Lake Murray to the county.  She noted that she also had discussions with Capitol City Lake Murray Tourism, the county assessor, and the county auditor who noted that the land values are worth a substantial amount of money to the county.  The tourism board alone was impacted by over 16 million dollars yearly.   Kim also stressed that Saluda County was the only one of the four counties without an interstate, subsequently making Lake Murray a huge economic development tool for them.  


Van Hoffman then discussed some monetary figures specific to Lake Murray and noted that a large percentage of the available future development fringelands will be reduced due to the expansion from a 75 ft setback to a 100 ft setback.  Van also explained that the group has developed 5 values from which they will evaluate the land parcels during rebalancing.  These items include:


· Benefits -  can be described as benefits to the county, SCE&G, area economy,  and property owners

· Location - includes proximity, amenities, infrastructure, view, water depth, and topography

· Fair Market Value - described as price per acre or per square ft

· Size/Width - described as the dimensions of the fringeland

· Dock Qualifications – policy based 

Van explained that there was probably going to be the need for alternatives to be considered with regards to land rebalancing.  He noted that these alternatives could include such items as trade-offs, or the setting aside of a percentage from the sale of fringelands to be applied toward non-development conservation easements along tributaries.  


Van discussed how the land parcels will be scored according to the criteria.  He noted that they will each receive a score of a 1, 3, or 5, 5 being excellent, 3 being moderate and 1 being poor.  Several individuals noted that they would like to see the scoring method further defined with specific criteria behind the numbers.  The economics group noted that they would work on this and present this information at an upcoming meeting.    


The natural resource group then discussed the workplan that was developed for their evaluation of future development lands.  There was brief discussion on the general process of evaluation.   It was noted that some of the evaluation criteria was very qualitative and there may be disagreements for the scoring.  It was further explained that if a significant disagreement occurs, the disagreement will be noted and placed in the parking lot and the decision of the majority will be chosen for the time being.  Ron Ahle noted that the DNR has already met internally to mark areas of concern on maps of the Lake.  Ron added that he would bring these maps to the evaluation.  


Ron presented the natural resource values (attached to end of notes)to the group and noted at the current time the group feels that each criteria should have an equal weight.  Ron further explained that some parcels may not rank high in the total score, but may have a specific feature that is very significant.  He noted that these parcels would be flagged so that the group could know to still consider them.  


Ron briefly described each of the values to the group beginning with Fish Spawning and Nursery Habitat.  He noted that they will look at the amount of this type of habitat in front of the fringelands, and that it was commonly associated with the elevation 354’ and higher.  For Length of Shoreline Ron noted that typically the longer the shoreline, the higher the value to natural resources.  Ron explained for Mean Width of Fringeland they will consider the average width and they would also give consideration to the habitat from the 358’ to the 360’. 


Ron continued to go through the definitions and noted that they combined the originally separate Unique Habitat and Threatened and Endangered Species categories into one.  He explained that this was a sensitive criteria that will help to separate the excellent sites from the good sites.  He also noted that a factor entitled Terrestrial Habitat that considered land for wildlife species had been added and was measured by acreage. 


The group also reviewed the scoring factors for each of the natural resource criteria.  Ron explained that some of the criteria is based on quantitative measurements, and other things such as waterfowl hunting will be more of a qualitative measurements.  


The group generally agreed with the Natural Resource Values workplan and began to discuss how scoring would take place.  It was noted that each group would begin by evaluating the parcels on the north side of the lake and work their way around.  The natural resource group will evaluate the lands first, and the economics group will use the same excel sheet and numbering as the natural resource group uses.  It was explained that this method would allow for land parcel number consistency between the two groups.  The natural resource group would also combine small lands where they felt necessary and indicate on the excel sheet what lands were combined for use by the economics group.  Ron also noted that the excel sheet containing their scoring criteria would contain a column specifying which lands are not worthy for ranking.


The group concluded the discussions on land rebalancing and Tommy Boozer briefly informed the group on proposed new land classifications for consideration.  He noted that these few classifications would simplify the many classifications that currently exist.  These proposed new classifications include:  Development, limited development, protected/sensitive area habitat, and recreation.


· Development – would include the dock policies


· Limited Development – may have large minimum shoreline length requirements for a dock


· Protected/Sensitive Habitat - would include areas such as ESA’s


· Recreation - would include commercial and public recreation sites


The group agreed that they liked the ideas that Tommy presented and Tommy noted that he would work up a more complete set of definitions for discussion at the next meeting.  Steve Bell noted that it would be important to point out that the protected areas would still be available for passive recreational activities.


There was some discussion on Two Bird Cove.  Some individuals felt it important that the Lake and Land RCG collectively request that the FERC remove the Special Recreation Area classification from Two Bird Cove and Hurricane Hole Cove, but specify that this would not entail any restriction of current recreational uses.    It was decided that an RCG meeting would be arranged in the next few months where all of the parties involved (SCE&G, land owners and yacht club) be invited to discuss this issue.  


The next meeting date was scheduled for January 26th at the Lake Murray Training Center.  At this meeting there would be discussion on the Economics Scoring Criteria, proposed new land use definitions, and the uses of the fringeland.  Tommy will coordinate with Clarence from Orbis in order to schedule dates for land rebalancing.  The preferred dates for land rebalancing were February 26th and 27th.  


Group Adjourned












From: Alison Guth
To: Alan Stuart; "tboozer@scana.com"; "dhancock@scana.com"; 

RMAHAN@scana.com; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; "Carl Sundius"; 
"John Frick"; "Roy Parker"; 

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC Notes
Date: Friday, December 28, 2007 2:09:43 PM
Attachments: 2007 12 14 draft Meeting Minutes -  LLM.doc 

Hello Economics TWC 
Attached are the meeting notes from December 14th.  They are very brief, but if you have anything you 
would like to add, please send it to me by January 18th.  Thanks!  Alison 
  
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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MEETING MINUTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT RESOURCE GROUP


Economics Sub-Committee


SCE&G Training Center


December 14, 2007


Draft ACG 12-19-07



ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services

Roy Parker, LMA


Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

John Frick, Landowner

Carl Sundius, Southshore Marina


DATE: 
December 8, 2005



INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

The meeting opened and it was noted that the purpose of this meeting would be to review SCE&G’s proposal on land rebalancing as an economic TWC.  The presentation consisted of three specific sections which included a discussion of the baseline of Shoreline Management Plan, and classifications that were expanded upon in the 1984 license application.  Randy Mahan briefly explained the baseline of the SMP, as well as each of the classifications and the restrictions or uses associated with each classification.  Tommy Boozer and David Hancock also presented on the available lands, what was accomplished during relicensing and SCE&G’s rebalancing proposal.  

There was some brief discussion regarding ESAs, and John Frick noted that he believed that the ESA classification was one that changed over time, and that there should be a way to reevaluate these areas.  It was explained that although the plant species associated with ESAs may disappear over time, the habitat was still there.  Randy noted that re-evaluations would leave the potential open for individuals to destroy ESA’s.  

The group reviewed some potential questions that may arise on the presentation and where the presentation may need clarification.  It was noted that maps may need to be available to show where certain land parcels identified in the presentation were located on the lake.  It was also noted that some of the pie charts needed more visibility.  The presentation will be updated and presented to the Lake and Land group in the January timeframe. 
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From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

Carl Sundius; David Hancock; Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); 
Jennifer O"Rourke; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; 
Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; George Duke; 
S padget; Theresa Powers; 

cc: "MAHAN, RANDOLPH R"; "Jim Cumberland"; Alan Stuart; "Tony Bebber"; 
"ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R"; "k.westbury@saludacounty.sc.gov"; 
"jenno@scwf.org"; "BOOZER, THOMAS C"; "HOFFMAN, VAN B"; 

Subject: Updated: Lake and Land TWC, Natural Resource Group and Economics Group
Start: Thursday, November 08, 2007 9:30:00 AM
End: Thursday, November 08, 2007 4:30:00 PM
Location: Carolina Research Park
Attachments: Carolina Research Park - Directions.pdf 

Hello all, 
Just a reminder that we have scheduled November 8th to discuss the land rebalancing exercise.  We will 
be meeting at Carolina Research Park at 9:30 AM.  If you have not RSVP'ed please do so.  I have 
attached directions below.  Also, comments on the draft SMP are due November 9th.  The draft 
Permitting Handbook will be sent out for review soon, as well.  Thanks!  Alison 
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SCE&G 
111 Research Drive 
Columbia, SC  29203 
 
From Columbia Airport 
• Head WEST on I-26 (towards Spartanburg) 
• Take I-20 East (towards Florence) Exit 107 
• Take Exit 73, I-77 (Charlotte) 
• Take Parklane Road exit 
• Make a left at the stoplight, onto Parklane Road 
• Cross the RR tracks and cross the intersection (Farrow Road and Parklane Road) 


into Carolina Research Park 
• At the stop sign, make a left 
• Make the next right 
• The second building on the right is the SCE&G office. 
 
From Charlotte 
• Head South on I-77 (towards Columbia) 
• Take Exit 19, Research Industrial Park and bear right onto Farrow Rd. 
• Take the first right, which leads into the Research Industrial Park. 
• At the stop sign, make a left 
• Make the next right 
• The second building on the right is the SCE&G office. 
 
From Downtown Columbia 
• Take Bull Street to I-277 
• Take Parklane Road exit 
• Make a left at the stoplight, onto Parklane Road 
• Cross the RR tracks and cross the intersection (Farrow Road and Parklane Road) 
• This takes you into Carolina Research Park 
• At the stop sign, make a left 
• Make the next right 
• The second building on the right is the SCE&G office. 
 
Directions from Charleston 
• Take I-26 West to I-77 North 
• I-77 to Farrow Road Exit, Bear right 
• At the stoplight, turn right (into Carolina Research Park) 
• At the stop sign, turn left 
• Take the next right 
• Second building on the right 







 
 
 
 
MAP OF CAROLINA RESEARCH PARK 
 
 


 







From: BOOZER, THOMAS C
To: CARLSHEALY@aol.com; 
cc: RMAHAN@scana.com; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 

Dick Christie; Dave Anderson; bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net; Tony Bebber; 
Subject: RE: boaters revised
Date: Monday, October 08, 2007 9:54:25 AM

Carl, I have forward your letter and now your email to members of the Land and 
Lake relicensing committee. Please continue to review the issues discussed during 
these relicensing meetings as posted on the Web site. If you would like to address 
the Land and Lake committee, contact Alison Guth to schedule a time.   Thanks 
Tommy 
 

From: CARLSHEALY@aol.com [mailto:CARLSHEALY@aol.com]  
Sent: Saturday, October 06, 2007 10:01 PM 
To: BOOZER, THOMAS C 
Subject: boaters revised
 
      Carl Shealy 
226 Rocky Retreat Ct 
Leesville, SC 29070 
October 3, 2007 
 To Whom It May Concern, 
 
  I'm very concerned about the boater traffic problem that occurs every weekend of 
the summer months out here in “Hurricane Hole” (so named by the boaters). My 
family and my mother have year-round homes here. The cove is mostly surrounded 
by 22 acres owned by my brother, my mother, and myself. Many of these boaters 
that tie up have told us that they also own property on the lake, but that they prefer 
to come here and party with their friends. 
                 We understand that Two Bird Cove, surrounded by land owned by the 
Harmon family and Phil Hamby, has a similar problem. They have attended a 
meeting with the TWC and SCE&G to voice their opposition to this arbitrary 
designation for boaters. We also read in the newspaper that the boaters have asked 
for these two coves to be specified as boater recreation areas. It is odd that no-one 
contacted the homeowners surrounding these coves to inform them of the possible 
plans. 
    As few as seven years ago, we occasionally saw a few sailboats tie up and 
anchor in the back of the cove but we did not have a problem with them as they 
made good and courteous neighbors. From those years the boat traffic continues to 
grow and it is no longer on the occasional holiday weekend that we compete for use 
of the cove. The number of boaters has grown continually, so that now it is every 
weekend, Saturday and Sunday with loud and discourteous transients who care 
only about themselves and how much fun they can have. They average 75 boats 
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per day. We are concerned about this reckless use of the cove because we don't 
plan to move. This is land we inherited from my grandfather and we cherish it more 
than you can know. We rarely see sailboats come in and anchor any longer. They 
were once able to canoe and kayak around the cove. I understand that they were 
the ones who first asked for the designated recreation areas. 
      I would remind you that the entire lake is a boater’s recreation area. If boaters 
were distributed evenly over the 5440 acre lake there would not be a problem but 
when such a large number of boats are parked in one cove there is a big problem. 
There is an environmental impact caused by the affluence of the boats, as well as 
the discharge from the individuals. There are also unacceptable levels of noise 
pollution especially from the extremely loud motors of the cigar boats, so that we 
cannot carry on a normal conversation on our screen porch or deck at the time 
these boats are entering and leaving the cove.  
  Many weekends we feel like prisoners inside our own home, so that we don't have 
to be a part of the unpleasant surroundings. When we are entertaining friends and 
family, we cannot use our cove for recreation because it is too crowded, and we are 
forced to go elsewhere to ski, tube etc. I feel that if this continues to escalate that 
there will be drowning, injuries and other safety hazards for us and the boaters. 
There is just too much alcohol consumed by the boaters and simply too many 
power-boats so close to so many swimmers. A true recreation area would have to 
have regulations to ensure safety to the users and protection to the environment; 
including no-wake zones, no- speed zones, and a no-alcohol zone.      In addition, 
we have read that you monitor the eagle’s nests on the lake. You may not be aware 
that there was an eagle's nest in the trees off of the causeway that is part of 
Hurricane Hole. We are not sure if it remains inhabited by eagles since the boat 
traffic has grown because we have seen only one eagle this year in this area. We 
are fearful that they may not return to nest during upcoming nesting seasons of 
October to March. These eagles are a protected species, and I see that DNR and 
the Forestry Commission have scored certain areas for protection. Management of 
these areas must include the impact of boater’s recreation on the natural resources 
of the lake. I believe that someone has failed to take this into account when they 
allowed such a large number of boats to use one specific area as a party cove.  
      Dreher Island State Park on the lake is within 1000 feet of the mouth of 
Hurricane Hole. Millions of taxpayer dollars are spent every year to maintain the 
state park as a pleasant and inviting recreation area for all. I suspect that the park 
rangers discourage rowdy, loud, obnoxious behavior displayed by many of the 
boaters. Perhaps that is why so much of the 12 miles of shoreline and several 
coves on Dreher Island are not utilized by the boaters. The cove directly across 
from Hurricane Hole is almost identical in depth and size. There is a ranger station 
overlooking that cove. If many of these boaters would agree to use the swim area of 
this existing state park, along with it's public boat ramps and bathrooms, this would 
solve everyone's needs, diminishing the congestion of Hurricane Hole greatly, 
returning it to it's natural and pleasant state. SCE&G owns numerous coves like 
those on the State Park which have no private homes and could be designated for 
boaters.                                                                                        I am very concerned 



that when the decision was made for a boater’s recreation area, no one considered 
the back property owners. As you can see from the way we have structured our 
homes, and maintained the 75' setback and buffer zones, we care deeply about the 
shoreline and the protection of that shoreline. 
I have tried to keep a positive outlook about the boaters rights to use the lake, and I 
believe many of the family boaters just want a nice place to park for a few hours 
and swim, but unfortunately many of the boaters (the party groups) are very 
confrontational. We have spoken to some of the boaters directly when they get too 
close to our dock, and for the most part they agree to move a little further away. A 
friend at our home on one occasion wanted to know what marina we lived near. We 
explained it was not a named marina, just a tail-gating parking lot. I think that does 
speak to the impact on the environment. Similar restrictions as those for the 
development of a marina might need to be applied.  
                 Since these boaters are not our invited guests, we cannot be responsible 
for the safety of those in our cove, and you must be held responsible. Any action 
you take now would go along way to prevent injury in the future to both the boaters, 
and damage to the environment. There is just a limit to how much the environment 
can take with noise and trash pollution. There are certainly limits to the enforcement 
of basic rules and regulations needed to make this a safe environment for all. I 
would be glad to discuss this with you or your team. I will be glad to share the 
photos and video of the traffic and the impact of the numerous boats. If something 
is not done to protect these boaters from themselves someone is going to get hurt.  
           Sincerely, 
Carl and Donna Shealy   
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From: Alison Guth
To: "carlshealy@aol.com"; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); Jennifer O"Rourke; John Frick; 
Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; 
Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; 
Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; "J. Ryan"; 

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC - Reschedule
Start: Tuesday, September 25, 2007 9:30:00 AM
End: Tuesday, September 25, 2007 3:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Hello All, 
As you may remember, we scheduled a Lake and Land Management TWC meeting for this Thursday, 
September 20th.  However, as it turns out, this date is not the best for some of the attendees.  
Therefore, we would like to re-schedule the meeting for Tuesday, September 25th at 9:30.  We will still 
be meeting at the Lake Murray Training Center.  Please RSVP by Friday for lunch.  I will be sending out 
an agenda for the meeting in the next couple days.  Thanks, Alison 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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Carl Bussells

Subject: IFIM workshop
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Tue 12/11/2007 9:30 AM
End: Tue 12/11/2007 3:30 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Fish & Wildlife TWC - IFIM/Aquatic Habitat

Hello all,

We are planning a 3 day IFIM workshop on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday, December 11th, 12th and 13th.  This 
workshop will be held at the Lake Murray Training Center.  Also, we anticipate issuing the IFIM report by November 9th.  
Please RSVP for these meetings by December 3rd.  I will be sending out two more notices for this meeting for the 12th 
and 13th, so that it will reserve the dates for those of you that use Outlook.  Thanks!  Alison

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator 
Kleinschmidt Associates
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301
Lexington, SC 29072
Phone 803-951-2077
Fax 803-951-2124
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Carl Bussells

Subject: IFIM workshop
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Tue 12/11/2007 9:30 AM
End: Tue 12/11/2007 3:30 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Fish & Wildlife TWC - IFIM/Aquatic Habitat

Hello all,

We are planning a 3 day IFIM workshop on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday, December 11th, 12th and 13th.  This 
workshop will be held at the Lake Murray Training Center.  Also, we anticipate issuing the IFIM report by November 9th.  
Please RSVP for these meetings by December 3rd.  I will be sending out two more notices for this meeting for the 12th 
and 13th, so that it will reserve the dates for those of you that use Outlook.  Thanks!  Alison

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator 
Kleinschmidt Associates
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301
Lexington, SC 29072
Phone 803-951-2077
Fax 803-951-2124
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Carl Bussells

Subject: IFIM workshop
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Wed 12/12/2007 9:30 AM
End: Wed 12/12/2007 3:30 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Fish & Wildlife TWC - IFIM/Aquatic Habitat

Hello all,

We are planning a 3 day IFIM workshop on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday, December 11th, 12th and 13th.  This 
workshop will be held at the Lake Murray Training Center.  Also, we anticipate issuing the IFIM report by November 9th.  
Please RSVP for these meetings by December 3rd.  I will be sending out two more notices for this meeting for the 12th 
and 13th, so that it will reserve the dates for those of you that use Outlook.  Thanks!  Alison

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator 
Kleinschmidt Associates
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301
Lexington, SC 29072
Phone 803-951-2077
Fax 803-951-2124
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Carl Bussells

Subject: IFIM workshop
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Wed 12/12/2007 9:30 AM
End: Wed 12/12/2007 3:30 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Fish & Wildlife TWC - IFIM/Aquatic Habitat

Hello all,

We are planning a 3 day IFIM workshop on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday, December 11th, 12th and 13th.  This 
workshop will be held at the Lake Murray Training Center.  Also, we anticipate issuing the IFIM report by November 9th.  
Please RSVP for these meetings by December 3rd.  I will be sending out two more notices for this meeting for the 12th 
and 13th, so that it will reserve the dates for those of you that use Outlook.  Thanks!  Alison

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator 
Kleinschmidt Associates
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301
Lexington, SC 29072
Phone 803-951-2077
Fax 803-951-2124
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Carl Bussells

Subject: IFIM Workshop
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Thu 12/13/2007 9:30 AM
End: Thu 12/13/2007 3:30 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Fish & Wildlife TWC - IFIM/Aquatic Habitat

Hello all,

We are planning a 3 day IFIM workshop on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday, December 11th, 12th and 13th.  This 
workshop will be held at the Lake Murray Training Center.  Also, we anticipate issuing the IFIM report by November 9th.  
Please RSVP for these meetings by December 3rd.  I will be sending out two more notices for this meeting for the 12th 
and 13th, so that it will reserve the dates for those of you that use Outlook.  Thanks!  Alison

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator 
Kleinschmidt Associates
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301
Lexington, SC 29072
Phone 803-951-2077
Fax 803-951-2124
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Carl Bussells

Subject: IFIM workshop
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Tue 12/11/2007 9:30 AM
End: Tue 12/11/2007 3:30 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Fish & Wildlife TWC - IFIM/Aquatic Habitat

Hello all,

We are planning a 3 day IFIM workshop on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday, December 11th, 12th and 13th.  This 
workshop will be held at the Lake Murray Training Center.  Also, we anticipate issuing the IFIM report by November 9th.  
Please RSVP for these meetings by December 3rd.  I will be sending out two more notices for this meeting for the 12th 
and 13th, so that it will reserve the dates for those of you that use Outlook.  Thanks!  Alison

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator 
Kleinschmidt Associates
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301
Lexington, SC 29072
Phone 803-951-2077
Fax 803-951-2124
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Carl Bussells

Subject: IFIM Workshop
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Thu 12/13/2007 9:30 AM
End: Thu 12/13/2007 3:30 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Fish & Wildlife TWC - IFIM/Aquatic Habitat

Hello all,

We are planning a 3 day IFIM workshop on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday, December 11th, 12th and 13th.  This 
workshop will be held at the Lake Murray Training Center.  Also, we anticipate issuing the IFIM report by November 9th.  
Please RSVP for these meetings by December 3rd.  I will be sending out two more notices for this meeting for the 12th 
and 13th, so that it will reserve the dates for those of you that use Outlook.  Thanks!  Alison

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator 
Kleinschmidt Associates
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301
Lexington, SC 29072
Phone 803-951-2077
Fax 803-951-2124



8

Carl Bussells

Subject: IFIM workshop
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Wed 12/12/2007 9:30 AM
End: Wed 12/12/2007 3:30 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Fish & Wildlife TWC - IFIM/Aquatic Habitat

Hello all,

We are planning a 3 day IFIM workshop on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday, December 11th, 12th and 13th.  This 
workshop will be held at the Lake Murray Training Center.  Also, we anticipate issuing the IFIM report by November 9th.  
Please RSVP for these meetings by December 3rd.  I will be sending out two more notices for this meeting for the 12th 
and 13th, so that it will reserve the dates for those of you that use Outlook.  Thanks!  Alison

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator 
Kleinschmidt Associates
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301
Lexington, SC 29072
Phone 803-951-2077
Fax 803-951-2124
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Carl Bussells

Subject: IFIM Workshop
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Thu 12/13/2007 9:30 AM
End: Thu 12/13/2007 3:30 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Fish & Wildlife TWC - IFIM/Aquatic Habitat

Hello all,

We are planning a 3 day IFIM workshop on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday, December 11th, 12th and 13th.  This 
workshop will be held at the Lake Murray Training Center.  Also, we anticipate issuing the IFIM report by November 9th.  
Please RSVP for these meetings by December 3rd.  I will be sending out two more notices for this meeting for the 12th 
and 13th, so that it will reserve the dates for those of you that use Outlook.  Thanks!  Alison

Alison Guth
Licensing Coordinator 
Kleinschmidt Associates
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301
Lexington, SC 29072
Phone 803-951-2077
Fax 803-951-2124
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Carl Bussells

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2007 11:28 AM
To: 'LEAPHART,JR., MALCOLML'
Cc: Theresa Thom; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Bud Badr; Dick Christie 

(dchristie@comporium.net); Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Gina Kirkland; Hal Beard; 
Jennifer Hand; Jim Glover; Malcolm Leaphart; Mark Giffin (giffinma@dhec.sc.gov); Mike 
Waddell; Milton Quattlebaum (mquattlebaum@scana.com); Prescott Brownell; Randy Mahan; 
Ron Ahle; Scott Harder; Shane Boring; Steve Summer; Brandon Kulik; Alan Stuart

Subject: RE: IFIM Workshop

Malcolm,
 
I may not have been too clear in my email.  The IFIM report that is being issued on or around November 9th is the DRAFT 
report.  Thus, one of the first intents of the workshop will be to review comments on the Draft and finalize it.  Another 
important point of the workshop will be to begin to develop flow regimes for the LSR in consultation with state and federal 
agencies and stakeholders.  An agenda noting the exact setup of the workshop will be sent out soon.    
 
Alison

-----Original Message-----
From: LEAPHART,JR., MALCOLML [mailto:MALCOLML@mailbox.sc.edu] 
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2007 9:43 AM
To: Alison Guth
Subject: IFIM Workshop

Alison, 
Would you please explain what the 3 day IFIM workshop is all about, including why a workshop is being held AFTER 
the report is being issued (Nov 9)??? 
 
For stakeholders, taking 3 days off from work is not a casual thing... so, please elaborate on the goals, topics, 
benefits, etc so that we can decide whether it is worth the time and effort to attend in December.
 
Thank You. 
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Carl Bussells

From: Alison Guth
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2007 11:28 AM
To: 'LEAPHART,JR., MALCOLML'
Cc: Theresa Thom; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Bud Badr; Dick Christie 

(dchristie@comporium.net); Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Gina Kirkland; Hal Beard; 
Jennifer Hand; Jim Glover; Malcolm Leaphart; Mark Giffin (giffinma@dhec.sc.gov); Mike 
Waddell; Milton Quattlebaum (mquattlebaum@scana.com); Prescott Brownell; Randy Mahan; 
Ron Ahle; Scott Harder; Shane Boring; Steve Summer; Brandon Kulik; Alan Stuart

Subject: RE: IFIM Workshop

Malcolm,
 
I may not have been too clear in my email.  The IFIM report that is being issued on or around November 9th is the DRAFT 
report.  Thus, one of the first intents of the workshop will be to review comments on the Draft and finalize it.  Another 
important point of the workshop will be to begin to develop flow regimes for the LSR in consultation with state and federal 
agencies and stakeholders.  An agenda noting the exact setup of the workshop will be sent out soon.    
 
Alison

-----Original Message-----
From: LEAPHART,JR., MALCOLML [mailto:MALCOLML@mailbox.sc.edu] 
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2007 9:43 AM
To: Alison Guth
Subject: IFIM Workshop

Alison, 
Would you please explain what the 3 day IFIM workshop is all about, including why a workshop is being held AFTER 
the report is being issued (Nov 9)??? 
 
For stakeholders, taking 3 days off from work is not a casual thing... so, please elaborate on the goals, topics, 
benefits, etc so that we can decide whether it is worth the time and effort to attend in December.
 
Thank You. 



From: Alison Guth
To: "carlshealy@aol.com"; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); Jennifer O"Rourke; John Frick; 
Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; 
Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; 
Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; "J. Ryan"; 

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC - Reschedule
Start: Tuesday, September 25, 2007 9:30:00 AM
End: Tuesday, September 25, 2007 3:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Hello All, 
As you may remember, we scheduled a Lake and Land Management TWC meeting for this Thursday, 
September 20th.  However, as it turns out, this date is not the best for some of the attendees.  
Therefore, we would like to re-schedule the meeting for Tuesday, September 25th at 9:30.  We will still 
be meeting at the Lake Murray Training Center.  Please RSVP by Friday for lunch.  I will be sending out 
an agenda for the meeting in the next couple days.  Thanks, Alison 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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Message

-----Original Message----- 
From: Alison Guth  
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2007 1:45 PM 
To: Alan Stuart; 'Suzanne Rhodes'; 'jimc@scccl.org'; kayakduke@bellsouth.net 
Cc: 'bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net'; 'biser@windstream.net'; 'AHARMON@lpagroup.com'; 
'wendy0815@sc.rr.com'; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; 'tbebber@scprt.com'; RMAHAN@scana.com; 
'TBOOZER@scana.com'; 'jenno@scwf.org'; 'dsimmons@thefittscompany.com'; 'vhoffman@scana.com'; 
'amanda_hill@fws.gov'; 'csundius@sc.rr.com'; 'dhancock@scana.com'; 'dchristie@comporium.net'; 
'jsfrick@mindspring.com'; 'eymay2@aol.com'; 'bickley@lex-co.com'; 'ahler@dnr.sc.gov'; 'rscott@lex-co.
com'; 'royparker38@earthlink.net'; 'sarmstrong@lex-co.com'; 'swilliams@lex-co.com'; 'truple@sc.rr.
com'; 'JRyan@centralmidlands.org' 
Subject: RE: October 16th Meeting 
 
Good Afternoon,
 
As Alan noted, attached is a revised copy of the meeting agenda.
 
Thanks, Alison
 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Alan Stuart  
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2007 1:13 PM 
To: Suzanne Rhodes; jimc@scccl.org; kayakduke@bellsouth.net 
Cc: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net; Alison Guth; biser@windstream.net; AHARMON@lpagroup.
com; wendy0815@sc.rr.com; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; tbebber@scprt.com; RMAHAN@scana.
com; TBOOZER@scana.com; jenno@scwf.org; dsimmons@thefittscompany.com; 
vhoffman@scana.com; amanda_hill@fws.gov; csundius@sc.rr.com; dhancock@scana.com; 
dchristie@comporium.net; jsfrick@mindspring.com; eymay2@aol.com; bickley@lex-co.com; 
ahler@dnr.sc.gov; rscott@lex-co.com; royparker38@earthlink.net; sarmstrong@lex-co.com; 
swilliams@lex-co.com; truple@sc.rr.com; JRyan@centralmidlands.org 
Subject: October 16th Meeting 
 
All,
 
SCE&G and SCDNR have requested additional time to prepare their presentations.  Therefore 
no presentations will be giving at the October 16th meeting.  In light of these developments, 
please be prepared to discuss the items Steve Bell presented in his August 9th email and the 
draft Shoreline Management Plan.  Also, George Duke has requested time to present Lake 
Murray Homeowner Coalition's concerns on the Land Use Plan and will allot him time to do so 
at the October 16th meeting.  
 
We will prepare a revised agenda to reflect the changes to the meeting. 
 
Alan 

http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/public/Jobs/455...tober%2016th%20Meeting-758499774.EML?Cmd=open (1 of 2) [5/21/2008 9:07:40 AM]



Message

 

From: Suzanne Rhodes [mailto:suzrhodes@juno.com] 
Sent: Mon 10/1/2007 10:36 AM 
To: jimc@scccl.org 
Cc: Alan Stuart; bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net; Alison Guth; biser@windstream.net; 
AHARMON@lpagroup.com; wendy0815@sc.rr.com; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; tbebber@scprt.
com; RMAHAN@scana.com; TBOOZER@scana.com; jenno@scwf.org; 
dsimmons@thefittscompany.com; vhoffman@scana.com; amanda_hill@fws.gov; csundius@sc.
rr.com; dhancock@scana.com; dchristie@comporium.net; jsfrick@mindspring.com; 
eymay2@aol.com; bickley@lex-co.com; ahler@dnr.sc.gov; rscott@lex-co.com; 
royparker38@earthlink.net; sarmstrong@lex-co.com; suzrhodes@juno.com; swilliams@lex-co.
com; truple@sc.rr.com; JRyan@centralmidlands.org 
Subject: Re: October 16 Land & Lake Management TWC Mtg. 
 
Thanks, Jim. SCWF concurs - in part because we understand that DNR/Ron has developed 
some ideas about strategies to use in considering future use, as well as their depth of 
knowledge of environmental considerations of the various NR agencies who may or may not be 
available on the 16th. 
 
Please note: message attached 
 
 

http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/public/Jobs/455...tober%2016th%20Meeting-758499774.EML?Cmd=open (2 of 2) [5/21/2008 9:07:40 AM]



FW: Land Rebalancing Comparison Charts

Hey Guys, 

It was good to see most of you yesterday.  If you could, could you please give these a once over in 
order to make sure it is all understandable.  I would like to send these out to the TWC's next week.  
Also, should I just send these to the two groups (Economics and Natural Resources) or to the whole 
TWC.  

Bill, I think I understand what you were talking about yesterday with the recreation lands.  I have a line 
in there under the top two charts that says "those highlighted in blue are rec lands" etc.  Those color 
indicators only have to do with the bottom charts, not the two "Top 25" charts.  That can be a little 
confusing because I simply highlighted the top 25 charts with different colors to indicate those that 
correspond between the two groups' top 25.  Does that make sense??  I should probably use different 
colors than the blue yellow or pink to highlight those.

Alison 

 
 -----Original Message-----  
From:   Alison Guth   
Sent:   Wednesday, April 11, 2007 2:46 PM  
To:     Alan Stuart; 'ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R'; Randy Mahan; 'BOOZER, THOMAS C'; 'dhancock@scana.com'  
Subject:        Land Rebalancing Comparison Charts 

Hey Guys, 

This is my first stab at developing a comparison chart for land rebalancing.  Let me know if you have 
any ideas or additions that I can make to the document.  I attempted to identify those areas in coves as 
best I could from the data that I wrote down during the meeting.  However, Ron Ahle is supposed to be 
emailing me his data, and he may have recorded any areas that I have missed.  The results are fairly 
interesting, we only had 5 conflicts in the top 25 ranked parcels between the groups.  Thanks!  Alison

<<Land Rebalancing comparison chart.xls>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183 

http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/public/Jobs/455...%20Comparison%20Charts-758156056.EML?Cmd=open (1 of 2) [5/21/2008 9:18:42 AM]



FW: Land Rebalancing Comparison Charts

 

http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/public/Jobs/455...%20Comparison%20Charts-758156056.EML?Cmd=open (2 of 2) [5/21/2008 9:18:42 AM]



Message

-----Original Message----- 
From: Elymay2@aol.com [mailto:Elymay2@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 12, 2007 3:34 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Re: FW: Lake and Land Meeting - copy of draft SMP 
 
Alison
 
I have made LMA Comments on the draft SMP you sent me.  Unfortunately that copy already 
had comments on it from others and I deleted those comments so you would have just our 
comments.  I have been delayed getting these comments to you due to family health problems 
but I understand you extended until today.  I hope you can still take them.  
 
I do not remember being present when  woody debris, etc was discussed.  I have made 
comments or rather ask questions about certain portions of the Shoreline Management Plan 
and also Appc Buffer Zone both of which are attached.
 
 LMA did not agree to all that was put in the plan and it seems this is the time to say so again.  
To be more specific, we are opposed to public use of buffers in front of properties sold by 
SCE&G for residences.  It may be public but it is not advisable to put people on those properties 
for dog walking, hiking, or fishing.  There are many other places available on properties that are 
not sold for residences.  
 
Let me know if these comments are accepted.
 
Thanks  JOY
 
 
 

See what's new at AOL.com and Make AOL Your Homepage.

http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/public/Jobs/455/45...20copy%20of%20draft%20SMP-312757406.EML?Cmd=open [5/20/2008 4:47:24 PM]

http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/exchweb/bin/redir.asp?URL=http://www.aol.com?NCID=AOLCMP00300000001170
http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/exchweb/bin/redir.asp?URL=http://www.aol.com/mksplash.adp?NCID=AOLCMP00300000001169


From: Dee Dee Simmons
To: Alison Guth; 
Subject: RE: Lake and Land TWC
Date: Monday, September 24, 2007 11:22:39 AM

Thanks Alison!
 
That will be great.  I would really like to receive the notifications/invitations to 
those meetings.
 
Could you please send me the link to the website calendar?
 
Have a great day!
 
Dee Dee
 

DEE DEE SIMMONS  |  THE FITTS COMPANY, INC  
DEPARTMENT OF MARKETING 
441 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE | LEXINGTON, SC 29072  
O: 803-356-5947  |  M: 803-730-8174  |  F: 803-356-5987 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2007 11:07 AM 
To: Dee Dee Simmons 
Subject: RE: Lake and Land TWC 
 
Hey Dee Dee, 
 
The one tomorrow has actually been canceled and rescheduled for October 
16th.  I think that the reason that you have not received them is because you are 
on the members list for just the RCG, but you can view the upcoming TWC 
meeting dates via the website calendar.  We can forward you the agenda for the 
16th closer to the time of the meeting if you like.    Alison

-----Original Message----- 
From: Dee Dee Simmons [mailto:dsimmons@thefittscompany.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2007 10:55 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Lake and Land TWC 
 
Alison, 
I have not been receiving notices of these meetings.  I heard there is one 

mailto:dsimmons@thefittscompany.com
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alison.Guth


tomorrow.  
Could I get on the list to attend this meeting tomorrow?
 
Thanks, 
Dee Dee

DEE DEE SIMMONS  |  THE FITTS COMPANY, INC  
DEPARTMENT OF MARKETING 
441 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE | LEXINGTON, SC 29072  
O: 803-356-5947  |  M: 803-730-8174  |  F: 803-356-5987 

 



RE: Lake and Land Management TWC Notes

 
Hello Economics TWC 

Attached are the final meeting notes from December 14th.  They will also be posted to the 
website.  Thanks!  Alison 

<<2007 12 14 final Meeting Minutes - LLM.pdf>>  
Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 

 

http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/public/Jobs/455/455-...tes-1014930178.EML?cmd=body&Security=2&unfiltered=1 [5/20/2008 1:55:58 PM]



From: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
To: Alison Guth; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David Hancock; dchristie@comporium.net; 
Jennifer O"Rourke; John Frick; Joy Downs; RMAHAN@scana.com; 
Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; J. Ryan; 

Subject: Re: August 28th Meeting Notes
Date: Thursday, October 18, 2007 6:54:53 AM
Attachments: 2007-8-28 draft Meeting Minutes Track Changes-Lake and Land TWC.doc 

LLM TWC- comments on meeting.doc 

 

Alison- Attached are track changes for consideration. Also attached are 
additional comments.

Good job on the summary. 

 

Steve Bell

Lake Watch

730-8121 

-------------- Original message from "Alison Guth" <Alison.
Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com>: --------------  
 
Hello all, 

Attached are the draft meeting notes from the August 28th, Lake and 
Land Management TWC meeting.  Please have any edits or additions 
back to me by October 16th.  Thanks, Alison

<<2007-8-28 draft Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.doc>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC


SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center


August 28, 2007


Draft acg 9-28-07

________________________________________________________________________________________________



ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

David Hancock, SCE&G

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates


Bill Argentieri, SCE&G


Steve Bell, Lake Watch



Suzanne Rhodes, SCWF




Carl Sundius, SouthShore Marina


Roy Parker, LMA


Joy Downs, LMA




John Frick, property owner

Amanda Hill, USFWS



Tony Bebber, SCPRT

Ron Ahle, SCDNR




Van Hoffman, SCANA

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G



Randy Mahan, SCANA

Jenn Taraskiewiez, SCWF




HOMEWORK:

· Alan Stuart to contact Jim Ruane about water quality presentation

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
October 16, 2007






Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that this meeting was called to allow for group discussion on a few key items of interest.  Tommy Boozer welcomed the group and noted that he would like the groups input on several problem items that either came up from time to time, or were foreseeable problems in the future.  


Tommy began by explaining some boating issues that they are experiencing to a small degree now, and could have problems with in the future.  He explained that on Strom Thurmond Reservoir they were having problems with individuals building behind the setback and then leaving boats along the setback area.   He explained that on Lake Murray, one problem that they are dealing with now is a 106 ft houseboat that was at Lake Murray Marina, but was then being parked at a residential dock.  He noted that they can control boats that are parked at docks because it is not permissible to park a boat larger than 30 ft. at a residential dock.  However, Tommy explained that if the boat is pulled up on the bank, it is more difficult to require the property owner to move it.  He also pointed out that another concern was, if they Lake started to loose the commercial marinas then there would be no place for those individuals with boats larger than 30 ft. to go.  Tommy explained that they are not sure if they want to undertake having recourse on where these boats go.  David Hancock asked if they wanted to add a rule noting that individuals cannot pull boats up onto shoreline.   Tommy emphasized that they are not looking to create more work, however, when individuals call, they expect a solution to a problem.


David suggested that it is harder to regulate individuals who own down to the 360, and pull the boat up onto their property.  However, if an individual has pulled a boat up onto setback property or ESAs, then SCE&G can tell them to move the boat.  Ron Ahle noted that if a boat greater than 30ft is not allowed at a residential dock, then certainly it is not allowed to park on the shoreline either.  It was noted that this was a requirement in the General Permit, that boats greater than 30 ft were not allowed to park at a dock due to pump out issues.   


Carl Sundius explained his concern that by limiting the number of slips that housing developments were allowed to have, the more and more individuals would park their boats along the shoreline.  There was discussion in the group on whether or not a state law was needed to prevent boats from parking along the shoreline.  Roy Parker pointed out that it would be impossible to address every single violation, however, there was a need to address the flagrant violators.  


Tommy noted that with the group input, they would go back and look at this issue.  He noted that their main concentration would be on ESA and Forest and Game Management Areas, and they would currently deal with it on a case by case basis.  


The next issue of discussion was Tree Management.  Tommy explained a little about the background of this issue.  He noted they just received a letter from Harbor Watch explaining that they have 213 dead pine trees on their property, and they wanted to know at what time SCE&G was going to come remove them.  Tommy explained that the cost of this is about 1000 dollars a day, and if the trees are large, they may only be able to take down several a day.  Tommy added that in Harbor Watch’s case, they were going to have to undertake a lot of replanting, as well.  Tommy noted that they were considering placing the liability back on the dock permit noting that any danger trees were the responsibility of the property owner.  David also noted that an increased dock fee was another way to take care of the tree management issue.  Randy Mahan indicated that SCE&G could cancel all dock permits then require a fee in order to re-issue them.Ron noted that the easiest way to handle this may be to come up with cost estimates for the management of dead trees around the lake, and then divide it by the number of dock permits and add it to the dock fees. Steve Bell noted that  SCE&G’s  license requires the company to remove dead trees that are a problem within the project boundaries and would object to SCE&G shifting that cost to homeowners.(see additional comments  The group discussed the positives and negatives of each option, and some group members preferred one option over the other.  

The group questioned that if SCE&G went with the increased annual dock fee, then what would SCE&G do on property that does not have docks.  Tommy replied that this would be something that they would have to deal with. David pointed out that that is where an annual fee is more plausible. Tommy noted that it was SCE&G’s preference to take care of the trees if the money was available, because in their experience, many times home owners do more than just remove one tree.  


Ron suggested that SCE&G develop a proposal on this to bring back to the TWC.  David noted that they were going to look at the total cost of administering the SMP, including buffer zone restoration and tree management, and see how that could be spread out.  


The next topic that the group discussed was on a scheduled drawdown.  Alan explained that they had a Water Quality TWC meeting earlier in the month, and one discussion item was the water quality benefits of a periodic drawdown to 350’.  Alan explained that one of the biggest water quality concerns on the lake was the Little Saluda River Embayment.  Alan explained that Jim Ruane, of Reservoir Environmental Management Inc., had a concern that that section of the lake was functioning as its on entity and has internal nutrient cycling. It was explained that during stable water levels, the sediments that are accumulating phosphorus are not flushed to the lower areas of the lake, as they are during drawdowns.  It was pointed out that it would be beneficial every 5 years, or so.  Tommy noted that other reservoirs have this as a part of their SMP.  Ron explained that Lake Wateree has a tremendous amounts of sediments and is very eutrophic.  He explained that they do not want Lake Murray to approach that in water quality.  


The group decided that they would like to see a presentation on this from Jim Ruane and Alan noted that he would contact Jim concerning this.  


The group then began to discuss the issue of breakwater protection.  Tommy explained that they have received requests for breakwater protection due to the wave action on the lake.  He noted that  their concerns were in the restriction of navigable waters.  Tommy explained that one individual has noted that he had new information on breakwater protection.  Carl noted that they were floating attenuators, and briefly described the new technology.  Amanda noted that in some situations breakwater protection could be beneficial, as they can decrease erosion.  The group noted that it would have to be evaluated on an individual basis.  


Steve Bell briefly noted that he had been called by an individual who has information on a low profile lift, and is interested in a slip-dock, however he does not have 200 ft.  Steve suggested that if a slip dock did not exceed the normal footprint for individual docks and it allowed for low profile boat lifts,  then the group should consider reducing the 200 ft. requirement. .  Tommy explained that in order to have a slip dock, one would need at least 200 ft. because it allows an individual to park 3 boats.  Tommy and David noted that they believed that this individual was referring to a drive on float.  


Alan explained that he would like to talk about the land rebalancing exercise with the group.  Ron suggested that DNR give a presentation to discuss the numbers and the categories and a future vision for the lake.  SCE&G noted that they had a presentation on rebalancing as well. Steve Bell suggested that the group should first discuss and come to a consensus on the problem with the land use plan.  


. The group briefly discussed the recreation studies that were being preformed as a part of the Recreation RCG before closing.  Steve Bell reminded the group that the Recreation Management TWC would be making recommendations to the group relating to  re-balancing of shoreline uses The group also discussed agenda items for the upcoming meetings and adjourned.  









Lake Murray Watch- Additional Comments on 8/28/2007 LLM TWC Meeting

Houseboat parking on shoreline-


Tommy began by explaining some boating issues that they are experiencing to a small degree now, and could have problems with in the future.  He explained that on Strom Thurmond Reservoir they were having problems with individuals building behind the setback and then leaving boats along the setback area.   


Response- This is also happening on Lake Hartwell where development is occurring behind shorelines designated as “recreation” and “protection”. It is my understanding that a new policy has been implemented that prohibits boats from being parked in these areas  for extended periods. I will volunteer to contact the Corps for further information.


David suggested that it is harder to regulate individuals who own down to the 360, and pull the boat up onto their property.

Response- Since in most cases SCE&G owns the land below the 360’ contour, the company should be able to control what’s physically parked there for extended periods of time. 

Tree Management- 


Tommy B noted they just received a letter from Harbor Watch explaining that they have 213 dead pine trees on their property, and they wanted to know at what time SCE&G was going to come remove them. Tommy noted that they were considering placing the liability back on the dock permit noting that any danger trees were the responsibility of the property owner. Randy Mahan indicated that SCE&G could cancel all dock permits then require a fee in order to re-issue them. (The fee would be used to cover expenses for tree management)

Response- SCE&G’s license to operate on a public waterway includes certain requirements including the responsibility to remove dead trees that pose a threat to public safety. I believe this is a part of “doing business” on a federally controlled project.  In spite of opposition from agencies and knowing full well its future obligations relating to tree management, SCE&G allowed the development at Harbor Watch to go forward collecting revenues from the sale of over 20 acres of project lands. Knowing the company made a handsome profit on the sale of those twenty acres, I would have issue with the company now wanting to shift the cost of tree management including, Harbor Watch, to all lake residents. Rather than place the burden on lake residents, I would suggest that any future revenues from sales, including those from the sale of the 14 parcels recently approved by FERC,  be placed in escrow to help fund the cost of shoreline management including the removal of problem trees. With due respect to SCE&G, the privilege of using public waters as a free energy source for 30 to 50 years does not come with a “free ride”.

Steve Bell


Lake Murray Watch




Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 

 



From: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
To: Alison Guth; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

BARGENTIERI@scana.com; David Hancock; dchristie@comporium.net; 
Jennifer O"Rourke; John Frick; Joy Downs; RMAHAN@scana.com; 
Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; J. Ryan; 

Subject: Re: August 28th Meeting Notes
Date: Tuesday, October 30, 2007 8:21:03 AM
Attachments: 2007-8-28 draft Meeting Minutes Track Changes-Lake and Land TWC.doc 

LLM TWC- comments on meeting.doc 

Alison- Please include the track changes and the additional comments 
attached below for this meeting. You may have missed these, they were 
one working day late.  Thanks Steve Bell 730-8121  

-------------- Original message from bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net: 
--------------  
 
 

Alison- Attached are track changes for consideration. Also 
attached are additional comments.

Good job on the summary. 

 

Steve Bell

Lake Watch

730-8121 

-------------- Original message from "Alison Guth" <Alison.
Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com>: --------------  
 
Hello all, 

Attached are the draft meeting notes from the August 28th, 
Lake and Land Management TWC meeting.  Please have any 
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mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alison.Guth
mailto:vhoffman@scana.com
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alan Stuart
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alison.Guth
mailto:amanda_hill@fws.gov
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=BARGENTIERI@scana.com
mailto:dhancock@scana.com
mailto:dchristie@comporium.net
mailto:jenno@scwf.org
mailto:jsfrick@mindspring.com
mailto:elymay2@aol.com
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=RMAHAN@scana.com
mailto:rbickley@lex-co.com
mailto:ahler@dnr.sc.gov
mailto:rscott@lex-co.com
mailto:royparker38@earthlink.net
mailto:sarmstrong@lex-co.com
mailto:suzrhodes@juno.com
mailto:swilliams@lex-co.com
mailto:truple@sc.rr.com
mailto:tboozer@scana.com
mailto:tbebber@scprt.com
mailto:JRyan@centralmidlands.org

MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC


SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center


August 28, 2007


Draft acg 9-28-07

________________________________________________________________________________________________



ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

David Hancock, SCE&G

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates


Bill Argentieri, SCE&G


Steve Bell, Lake Watch



Suzanne Rhodes, SCWF




Carl Sundius, SouthShore Marina


Roy Parker, LMA


Joy Downs, LMA




John Frick, property owner

Amanda Hill, USFWS



Tony Bebber, SCPRT

Ron Ahle, SCDNR




Van Hoffman, SCANA

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G



Randy Mahan, SCANA

Jenn Taraskiewiez, SCWF




HOMEWORK:

· Alan Stuart to contact Jim Ruane about water quality presentation

DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
October 16, 2007






Lake Murray Training Center

MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that this meeting was called to allow for group discussion on a few key items of interest.  Tommy Boozer welcomed the group and noted that he would like the groups input on several problem items that either came up from time to time, or were foreseeable problems in the future.  


Tommy began by explaining some boating issues that they are experiencing to a small degree now, and could have problems with in the future.  He explained that on Strom Thurmond Reservoir they were having problems with individuals building behind the setback and then leaving boats along the setback area.   He explained that on Lake Murray, one problem that they are dealing with now is a 106 ft houseboat that was at Lake Murray Marina, but was then being parked at a residential dock.  He noted that they can control boats that are parked at docks because it is not permissible to park a boat larger than 30 ft. at a residential dock.  However, Tommy explained that if the boat is pulled up on the bank, it is more difficult to require the property owner to move it.  He also pointed out that another concern was, if they Lake started to loose the commercial marinas then there would be no place for those individuals with boats larger than 30 ft. to go.  Tommy explained that they are not sure if they want to undertake having recourse on where these boats go.  David Hancock asked if they wanted to add a rule noting that individuals cannot pull boats up onto shoreline.   Tommy emphasized that they are not looking to create more work, however, when individuals call, they expect a solution to a problem.


David suggested that it is harder to regulate individuals who own down to the 360, and pull the boat up onto their property.  However, if an individual has pulled a boat up onto setback property or ESAs, then SCE&G can tell them to move the boat.  Ron Ahle noted that if a boat greater than 30ft is not allowed at a residential dock, then certainly it is not allowed to park on the shoreline either.  It was noted that this was a requirement in the General Permit, that boats greater than 30 ft were not allowed to park at a dock due to pump out issues.   


Carl Sundius explained his concern that by limiting the number of slips that housing developments were allowed to have, the more and more individuals would park their boats along the shoreline.  There was discussion in the group on whether or not a state law was needed to prevent boats from parking along the shoreline.  Roy Parker pointed out that it would be impossible to address every single violation, however, there was a need to address the flagrant violators.  


Tommy noted that with the group input, they would go back and look at this issue.  He noted that their main concentration would be on ESA and Forest and Game Management Areas, and they would currently deal with it on a case by case basis.  


The next issue of discussion was Tree Management.  Tommy explained a little about the background of this issue.  He noted they just received a letter from Harbor Watch explaining that they have 213 dead pine trees on their property, and they wanted to know at what time SCE&G was going to come remove them.  Tommy explained that the cost of this is about 1000 dollars a day, and if the trees are large, they may only be able to take down several a day.  Tommy added that in Harbor Watch’s case, they were going to have to undertake a lot of replanting, as well.  Tommy noted that they were considering placing the liability back on the dock permit noting that any danger trees were the responsibility of the property owner.  David also noted that an increased dock fee was another way to take care of the tree management issue.  Randy Mahan indicated that SCE&G could cancel all dock permits then require a fee in order to re-issue them.Ron noted that the easiest way to handle this may be to come up with cost estimates for the management of dead trees around the lake, and then divide it by the number of dock permits and add it to the dock fees. Steve Bell noted that  SCE&G’s  license requires the company to remove dead trees that are a problem within the project boundaries and would object to SCE&G shifting that cost to homeowners.(see additional comments  The group discussed the positives and negatives of each option, and some group members preferred one option over the other.  

The group questioned that if SCE&G went with the increased annual dock fee, then what would SCE&G do on property that does not have docks.  Tommy replied that this would be something that they would have to deal with. David pointed out that that is where an annual fee is more plausible. Tommy noted that it was SCE&G’s preference to take care of the trees if the money was available, because in their experience, many times home owners do more than just remove one tree.  


Ron suggested that SCE&G develop a proposal on this to bring back to the TWC.  David noted that they were going to look at the total cost of administering the SMP, including buffer zone restoration and tree management, and see how that could be spread out.  


The next topic that the group discussed was on a scheduled drawdown.  Alan explained that they had a Water Quality TWC meeting earlier in the month, and one discussion item was the water quality benefits of a periodic drawdown to 350’.  Alan explained that one of the biggest water quality concerns on the lake was the Little Saluda River Embayment.  Alan explained that Jim Ruane, of Reservoir Environmental Management Inc., had a concern that that section of the lake was functioning as its on entity and has internal nutrient cycling. It was explained that during stable water levels, the sediments that are accumulating phosphorus are not flushed to the lower areas of the lake, as they are during drawdowns.  It was pointed out that it would be beneficial every 5 years, or so.  Tommy noted that other reservoirs have this as a part of their SMP.  Ron explained that Lake Wateree has a tremendous amounts of sediments and is very eutrophic.  He explained that they do not want Lake Murray to approach that in water quality.  


The group decided that they would like to see a presentation on this from Jim Ruane and Alan noted that he would contact Jim concerning this.  


The group then began to discuss the issue of breakwater protection.  Tommy explained that they have received requests for breakwater protection due to the wave action on the lake.  He noted that  their concerns were in the restriction of navigable waters.  Tommy explained that one individual has noted that he had new information on breakwater protection.  Carl noted that they were floating attenuators, and briefly described the new technology.  Amanda noted that in some situations breakwater protection could be beneficial, as they can decrease erosion.  The group noted that it would have to be evaluated on an individual basis.  


Steve Bell briefly noted that he had been called by an individual who has information on a low profile lift, and is interested in a slip-dock, however he does not have 200 ft.  Steve suggested that if a slip dock did not exceed the normal footprint for individual docks and it allowed for low profile boat lifts,  then the group should consider reducing the 200 ft. requirement. .  Tommy explained that in order to have a slip dock, one would need at least 200 ft. because it allows an individual to park 3 boats.  Tommy and David noted that they believed that this individual was referring to a drive on float.  


Alan explained that he would like to talk about the land rebalancing exercise with the group.  Ron suggested that DNR give a presentation to discuss the numbers and the categories and a future vision for the lake.  SCE&G noted that they had a presentation on rebalancing as well. Steve Bell suggested that the group should first discuss and come to a consensus on the problem with the land use plan.  


. The group briefly discussed the recreation studies that were being preformed as a part of the Recreation RCG before closing.  Steve Bell reminded the group that the Recreation Management TWC would be making recommendations to the group relating to  re-balancing of shoreline uses The group also discussed agenda items for the upcoming meetings and adjourned.  









Lake Murray Watch- Additional Comments on 8/28/2007 LLM TWC Meeting

Houseboat parking on shoreline-


Tommy began by explaining some boating issues that they are experiencing to a small degree now, and could have problems with in the future.  He explained that on Strom Thurmond Reservoir they were having problems with individuals building behind the setback and then leaving boats along the setback area.   


Response- This is also happening on Lake Hartwell where development is occurring behind shorelines designated as “recreation” and “protection”. It is my understanding that a new policy has been implemented that prohibits boats from being parked in these areas  for extended periods. I will volunteer to contact the Corps for further information.


David suggested that it is harder to regulate individuals who own down to the 360, and pull the boat up onto their property.

Response- Since in most cases SCE&G owns the land below the 360’ contour, the company should be able to control what’s physically parked there for extended periods of time. 

Tree Management- 


Tommy B noted they just received a letter from Harbor Watch explaining that they have 213 dead pine trees on their property, and they wanted to know at what time SCE&G was going to come remove them. Tommy noted that they were considering placing the liability back on the dock permit noting that any danger trees were the responsibility of the property owner. Randy Mahan indicated that SCE&G could cancel all dock permits then require a fee in order to re-issue them. (The fee would be used to cover expenses for tree management)

Response- SCE&G’s license to operate on a public waterway includes certain requirements including the responsibility to remove dead trees that pose a threat to public safety. I believe this is a part of “doing business” on a federally controlled project.  In spite of opposition from agencies and knowing full well its future obligations relating to tree management, SCE&G allowed the development at Harbor Watch to go forward collecting revenues from the sale of over 20 acres of project lands. Knowing the company made a handsome profit on the sale of those twenty acres, I would have issue with the company now wanting to shift the cost of tree management including, Harbor Watch, to all lake residents. Rather than place the burden on lake residents, I would suggest that any future revenues from sales, including those from the sale of the 14 parcels recently approved by FERC,  be placed in escrow to help fund the cost of shoreline management including the removal of problem trees. With due respect to SCE&G, the privilege of using public waters as a free energy source for 30 to 50 years does not come with a “free ride”.

Steve Bell


Lake Murray Watch




edits or additions back to me by October 16th.  Thanks, Alison

<<2007-8-28 draft Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.
doc>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 

 



November 8 Draft Meeting Notes

Hello all, 

At long last, attached are the draft meeting notes from the November 8th Lake and Land TWC 
meeting.  Please provide any comments to me by February 28th.  Thanks and take care, 

Alison 

<<2007 11 8 draft Meeting Minutes - LLM.doc>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 

 

http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/public/Jobs/455/45...20Draft%20Meeting%20Notes-311182593.EML?Cmd=open [5/20/2008 1:46:53 PM]



From: Alison Guth
To: "carlshealy@aol.com"; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); Jennifer O"Rourke; John Frick; 
Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; 
Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; 
Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; "J. Ryan"; 

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC - Reschedule
Start: Tuesday, September 25, 2007 9:30:00 AM
End: Tuesday, September 25, 2007 3:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Hello All, 
As you may remember, we scheduled a Lake and Land Management TWC meeting for this Thursday, 
September 20th.  However, as it turns out, this date is not the best for some of the attendees.  
Therefore, we would like to re-schedule the meeting for Tuesday, September 25th at 9:30.  We will still 
be meeting at the Lake Murray Training Center.  Please RSVP by Friday for lunch.  I will be sending out 
an agenda for the meeting in the next couple days.  Thanks, Alison 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 

mailto:carlshealy@aol.com
mailto:vhoffman@scana.com
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alan Stuart
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alison.Guth
mailto:amanda_hill@fws.gov
mailto:bargentieri@scana.com
mailto:csundius@sc.rr.com
mailto:dhancock@scana.com
mailto:dchristie@comporium.net
mailto:jenno@scwf.org
mailto:jsfrick@mindspring.com
mailto:elymay2@aol.com
mailto:rmahan@scana.com
mailto:rbickley@lex-co.com
mailto:ahler@dnr.sc.gov
mailto:rscott@lex-co.com
mailto:royparker38@earthlink.net
mailto:sarmstrong@lex-co.com
mailto:bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
mailto:suzrhodes@juno.com
mailto:swilliams@lex-co.com
mailto:truple@sc.rr.com
mailto:tboozer@scana.com
mailto:tbebber@scprt.com
mailto:JRyan@centralmidlands.org


1

Carl Bussells

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Thu 1/3/2008 9:30 AM
End: Thu 1/3/2008 4:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Lake & Land Mgt TWC

Hello All,

Just a reminder that we will be having a Lake and Land Management TWC Thursday, January 3 to complete discussions 
on the SMP and Permitting Handbook.  We will begin at 9:30 at the Lake Murray Training Center.  Please also reserve 
Friday, January 4th as an additional work day in the event that we do not complete discussions on Thursday.  Please 
RSVP by Wednesday.  Happy New Year!  Alison



2

Carl Bussells

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Thu 1/3/2008 9:30 AM
End: Thu 1/3/2008 4:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Lake & Land Mgt TWC

Hello All,

Just a reminder that we will be having a Lake and Land Management TWC Thursday, January 3 to complete discussions 
on the SMP and Permitting Handbook.  We will begin at 9:30 at the Lake Murray Training Center.  Please also reserve 
Friday, January 4th as an additional work day in the event that we do not complete discussions on Thursday.  Please 
RSVP by Wednesday.  Happy New Year!  Alison



3

Carl Bussells

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Fri 1/4/2008 9:30 AM
End: Fri 1/4/2008 4:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Lake & Land Mgt TWC

Hello All,

Please keep this on your schedules as a tentative work day in the event we do not complete discussions on Thursday.  
Thanks!  Alison



4

Carl Bussells

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Fri 1/4/2008 9:30 AM
End: Fri 1/4/2008 4:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Lake & Land Mgt TWC

Hello All,

Please keep this on your schedules as a tentative work day in the event we do not complete discussions on Thursday.  
Thanks!  Alison



From: ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R
To: RMAHAN@scana.com; Tony Bebber; Alison Guth; HOFFMAN, VAN B; 

Alan Stuart; Amanda Hill; Carl Sundius; HANCOCK, DAVID E; 
dchristie@comporium.net; Jennifer O"Rourke; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; 
Joy Downs; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; BOOZER, THOMAS C; George Duke; 
S padget; Theresa Powers; 

Subject: RE: Agenda for tomorrow
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2007 2:59:28 PM

SCE&G acquired the license for Saluda Hydro in 1943.
 

From: MAHAN, RANDOLPH R  
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2007 2:45 PM 
To: 'Tony Bebber'; Alison Guth; HOFFMAN, VAN B; Alan Stuart; Amanda Hill; 
ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R; Carl Sundius; HANCOCK, DAVID E; dchristie@comporium.
net; Jennifer O'Rourke; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; Rhett Bickley; 
Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; 
BOOZER, THOMAS C; George Duke; S padget; Theresa Powers 
Subject: RE: Agenda for tomorrow
 
I noticed in the milestone table (5.0-1) that the license receipt date was listed 
as 1945.  It was 1927.  The distinction may be that the initial FPC license 
was secured by Lexington Water Power Company.  SCE&G acquired the 
project through merger/acquisition in 1945, I believe.
 

From: Tony Bebber [mailto:tbebber@scprt.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2007 2:21 PM 
To: Alison Guth; HOFFMAN, VAN B; Alan Stuart; Amanda Hill; ARGENTIERI, 
WILLIAM R; Carl Sundius; HANCOCK, DAVID E; dchristie@comporium.net; Jennifer 
O'Rourke; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; MAHAN, RANDOLPH R; Rhett 
Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom 
Ruple; BOOZER, THOMAS C; George Duke; S padget; Theresa Powers 
Subject: RE: Agenda for tomorrow
 
My comments in “track changes.”
 
Tony Bebber, AICP 
Planning Manager, Recreation, Planning & Engineering Office
SC Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism 
1205 Pendleton Street 
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Columbia, SC  29201 
Phone 803-734-0189 
Fax     803-734-1042 
tbebber@scprt.com

Shaping & Sharing a Better South Carolina
 
websites: www.DiscoverSouthCarolina.com    www.SouthCarolinaParks.com    www.SCTrails.
net
 

From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2007 10:04 AM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl 
Sundius; David Hancock; dchristie@comporium.net; Jennifer O'Rourke; Jim 
Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; George Duke; S padget; Theresa Powers 
Subject: Agenda for tomorrow
 

Hello all, 

Attached below is the agenda for tomorrow's Lake and Land Management TWC.  If 
you have not RSVP'ed, please do so.  Thanks!  Alison

 

<<Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 11807.doc>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 
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From: Alison Guth
To: "biser@windstream.net"; "AHARMON@lpagroup.com"; "Linda Schneider "; 

Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 
Carl Sundius; David Hancock; Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); 
Jennifer O"Rourke; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; 
Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; "J. Ryan"; 

Subject: Lake and Land Management - Rescheduled for the 16th
Start: Tuesday, October 16, 2007 9:30:00 AM
End: Tuesday, October 16, 2007 4:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Hello folks, 
I am writing to tell you that the Lake and Land management meeting tomorrow has been CANCELED 
due to some scheduling conflicts with the parties involved with requesting the agenda items.  I apologize 
for the late notice.  This meeting, and its agenda items, will be rescheduled for October 16th.  On the 
morning of October 16th both Ron Ahle and Tommy Boozer have presentations that they will be 
presenting on rebalancing.  In the afternoon we will be discussing the draft SMP in detail, as everyone 
will have had plenty of time by that point to review the draft (draft sent out 9/20).  Thanks, Alison 
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From: Elymay2@aol.com
To: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net; Alison Guth; vhoffman@scana.com; 

Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; amanda_hill@fws.gov; BARGENTIERI@scana.
com; dhancock@scana.com; dchristie@comporium.net; jenno@scwf.org; 
jsfrick@mindspring.com; RMAHAN@scana.com; rbickley@lex-co.com; 
ahler@dnr.sc.gov; rscott@lex-co.com; royparker38@earthlink.net; 
sarmstrong@lex-co.com; suzrhodes@juno.com; swilliams@lex-co.com; 
truple@sc.rr.com; tboozer@scana.com; tbebber@scprt.com; 
JRyan@centralmidlands.org; 

Subject: Re: August 28th Meeting Notes
Date: Monday, November 05, 2007 1:27:23 PM

In response to Steve's comments on the August 28th notes.  It is LMA's opinion 
that tree removal in the buffer zone is SCE&G's responsibility since it is their 
property and the property owner has no jurisdiction..  If something satisfactory 
can be worked out with the property owner as to tree removal that is great but 
ultimate responsibility can be no one else's but SCE&Gs.  We do not believe 
adding a permitting fee on to the dock owner is logical or equitable. 
 
Joy Downs
Executive Director
Lake Murray Association
749-3888/781-8411
 
 
 

See what's new at AOL.com and Make AOL Your Homepage.
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From: Alison Guth
To: "Dee Dee Simmons"; 
Subject: RE: Lake and Land TWC
Date: Monday, September 24, 2007 1:21:13 PM

Here ya go....  http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/calendar.htm
 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Dee Dee Simmons [mailto:dsimmons@thefittscompany.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2007 11:23 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: RE: Lake and Land TWC 
 
Thanks Alison!
 
That will be great.  I would really like to receive the notifications/
invitations to those meetings.
 
Could you please send me the link to the website calendar?
 
Have a great day!
 
Dee Dee
 

DEE DEE SIMMONS  |  THE FITTS COMPANY, INC  
DEPARTMENT OF MARKETING 
441 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE | LEXINGTON, SC 29072  
O: 803-356-5947  |  M: 803-730-8174  |  F: 803-356-5987 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2007 11:07 AM 
To: Dee Dee Simmons 
Subject: RE: Lake and Land TWC 
 
Hey Dee Dee, 
 
The one tomorrow has actually been canceled and rescheduled for 
October 16th.  I think that the reason that you have not received them is 
because you are on the members list for just the RCG, but you can view 
the upcoming TWC meeting dates via the website calendar.  We can 

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
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forward you the agenda for the 16th closer to the time of the meeting if 
you like.    Alison

-----Original Message----- 
From: Dee Dee Simmons [mailto:dsimmons@thefittscompany.
com]  
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2007 10:55 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Lake and Land TWC 
 
Alison, 
I have not been receiving notices of these meetings.  I heard there 
is one tomorrow.  
Could I get on the list to attend this meeting tomorrow?
 
Thanks, 
Dee Dee

DEE DEE SIMMONS  |  THE FITTS COMPANY, INC  
DEPARTMENT OF MARKETING 
441 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE | LEXINGTON, SC 29072  
O: 803-356-5947  |  M: 803-730-8174  |  F: 803-356-5987 

 



From: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
To: Alison Guth; 
cc: bertfloyd@sc.rr.com; 
Subject: October 16th Meeting
Date: Monday, October 15, 2007 10:15:06 AM

Alison- Bert Floyd will present LMHOC concerns at tomorrows meeting. 
PLease make sure she can get into gate. Also , Could you move her to the 
front of agenda. It will take her appx 5 min. , then she wants to leave for 
an appointment. Thanks Steve B  730-8121 

-------------- Original message from "Alison Guth" <Alison.
Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com>: --------------  
 
Good Afternoon,
 
As Alan noted, attached is a revised copy of the meeting agenda.
 
Thanks, Alison
 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Alan Stuart  
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2007 1:13 PM 
To: Suzanne Rhodes; jimc@scccl.org; kayakduke@bellsouth.net 
Cc: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net; Alison Guth; 
biser@windstream.net; AHARMON@lpagroup.com; 
wendy0815@sc.rr.com; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; 
tbebber@scprt.com; RMAHAN@scana.com; TBOOZER@scana.
com; jenno@scwf.org; dsimmons@thefittscompany.com; 
vhoffman@scana.com; amanda_hill@fws.gov; csundius@sc.rr.
com; dhancock@scana.com; dchristie@comporium.net; 
jsfrick@mindspring.com; eymay2@aol.com; bickley@lex-co.com; 
ahler@dnr.sc.gov; rscott@lex-co.com; royparker38@earthlink.
net; sarmstrong@lex-co.com; swilliams@lex-co.com; truple@sc.
rr.com; JRyan@centralmidlands.org 
Subject: October 16th Meeting 
 
All,
 
SCE&G and SCDNR have requested additional time to prepare 
their presentations.  Therefore no presentations will be giving at 
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the October 16th meeting.  In light of these developments, 
please be prepared to discuss the items Steve Bell presented in 
his August 9th email and the draft Shoreline Management Plan.  
Also, George Duke has requested time to present Lake Murray 
Homeowner Coalition's concerns on the Land Use Plan and 
will allot him time to do so at the October 16th meeting.  
 
We will prepare a revised agenda to reflect the changes to the 
meeting. 
 
Alan 
 

From: Suzanne Rhodes [mailto:suzrhodes@juno.com] 
Sent: Mon 10/1/2007 10:36 AM 
To: jimc@scccl.org 
Cc: Alan Stuart; bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net; Alison Guth; 
biser@windstream.net; AHARMON@lpagroup.com; 
wendy0815@sc.rr.com; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; 
tbebber@scprt.com; RMAHAN@scana.com; TBOOZER@scana.
com; jenno@scwf.org; dsimmons@thefittscompany.com; 
vhoffman@scana.com; amanda_hill@fws.gov; csundius@sc.rr.
com; dhancock@scana.com; dchristie@comporium.net; 
jsfrick@mindspring.com; eymay2@aol.com; bickley@lex-co.com; 
ahler@dnr.sc.gov; rscott@lex-co.com; royparker38@earthlink.
net; sarmstrong@lex-co.com; suzrhodes@juno.com; 
swilliams@lex-co.com; truple@sc.rr.com; 
JRyan@centralmidlands.org 
Subject: Re: October 16 Land & Lake Management TWC Mtg. 
 
Thanks, Jim. SCWF concurs - in part because we understand 
that DNR/Ron has developed some ideas about strategies to use 
in considering future use, as well as their depth of knowledge of 
environmental considerations of the various NR agencies who 
may or may not be available on the 16th. 
 
Please note: message attached 
 
 



From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

Carl Sundius; David Hancock; Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); 
Jennifer O"Rourke; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; 
Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
Start: Friday, January 04, 2008 9:30:00 AM
End: Friday, January 04, 2008 4:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

When: Friday, January 04, 2008 9:30 AM-4:00 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada). 
Where: Lake Murray Training Center 
*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 
Hello All, 
Please keep this on your schedules as a tentative work day in the event we do not complete discussions 
on Thursday.  Thanks!  Alison 

mailto:vhoffman@scana.com
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alan Stuart
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alison.Guth
mailto:amanda_hill@fws.gov
mailto:bargentieri@scana.com
mailto:csundius@sc.rr.com
mailto:dhancock@scana.com
mailto:dchristie@comporium.net
mailto:jenno@scwf.org
mailto:jimc@scccl.org
mailto:jsfrick@mindspring.com
mailto:elymay2@aol.com
mailto:rmahan@scana.com
mailto:rbickley@lex-co.com
mailto:ahler@dnr.sc.gov
mailto:rscott@lex-co.com
mailto:royparker38@earthlink.net
mailto:bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
mailto:suzrhodes@juno.com
mailto:truple@sc.rr.com
mailto:tboozer@scana.com
mailto:tbebber@scprt.com


From: Alison Guth
To: "Carl Sundius"; 
Subject: RE: Lake and Land Management TWC
Date: Thursday, December 06, 2007 2:44:04 PM

Hey Carl,
 
yes, that will be fine.  Is 15 minutes okay?
 
Alison

-----Original Message----- 
From: Carl Sundius [mailto:CSundius@SC.RR.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 3:37 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: RE: Lake and Land Management TWC 
 
Alison
 
We were wondering if the Commercial Marina Operators could have a few 
minutes to present our comments on the portion of the handbook that 
pertains to us in Monday’s meeting. 
 
It would be Tammy Wright - Lake Murray Marina, Stan Jones – Lighthouse 
Marina, Archie Trawick – Jake’s Landing, Charlie Higgins – Holland’s Marina 
and I.  
 
Do you think this is possible?
 
Thanks
 
Carl
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 11:24 AM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill 
Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; dchristie@comporium.net; 
Jennifer O'Rourke; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy 
Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber 
Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
 

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
mailto:CSundius@SC.RR.com


When: Monday, December 10, 2007 9:30 AM-3:00 PM (GMT-05:00) 
Eastern Time (US & Canada).  
Where: Lake Murray Training Center 

*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 

Hello all, 

I hope everyone is doing well.  This is just a reminder of the Lake and 
Land Management TWC scheduled for next Monday, December 
10th.  It will begin at 9:30 and be held at the Lake Murray Training 
Center.  We will be reviewing the comments on both the SMP and 
reviewing the Permitting handbook.  I am working on incorporating all 
the SMP comments into one document and will send that out shortly.  
Please RSVP for lunch and gate access by close of business 
Thursday.  Thanks!  Alison 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 



From: Alison Guth
To: "biser@windstream.net"; "AHARMON@lpagroup.com"; "Linda Schneider "; 

"ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R"; "Tony Bebber"; "MAHAN, RANDOLPH R"; 
Alan Stuart; "BOOZER, THOMAS C"; "jenno@scwf.org"; 
"Dee Dee Simmons"; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 
Carl Sundius; David Hancock; Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia Williams; 
Tom Ruple; "J. Ryan"; 

cc: "rbickley@lex-co.com"; "HOFFMAN, VAN B"; 
Subject: Updated: Lake and Land Meeting - copy of draft SMP
Start: Tuesday, October 16, 2007 9:30:00 AM
End: Tuesday, October 16, 2007 4:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center
Attachments: Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 101607.doc 

Shoreline Management Plan - DRAFT 2007-09-20.doc 
App. D Final Saluda Sedimentation and Erosion Plan 2006-01-25.pdf 
App  C  Buffer Zone Management Plan (9 06 07).doc 
App  B  Woody Debris Plan (9 06 07).doc 
App. E Baseline Environmental Monitoring Plan for Lake Murray Marinas.pdf 
App. F Lake Murray Water Quality Monitoring Plan.pdf 

Hello All,  
Just a reminder about the Lake and Land Meeting tomorrow.  Also, please bring a copy of the Shoreline 
Management Plan (Draft), attached below, with you to the meeting. It will also be projected overhead as 
we review through it.  Thanks, Alison 
 
Previous Message: 
Hello folks, 
Attached is an agenda for our upcoming Lake and Land management TWC meeting.  You will see that 
we have scheduled the morning for rebalancing discussions.  SCE&G has a presentation that they will be 
giving to the group and we will also be discussing Lake Watch's agenda requests concerning rebalancing 
that were originally slated for the 25th.  After lunch we will be thoroughly reviewing the SMP, so please 
review this document before attending the meeting.  Also, please RSVP by October 10th.  Thanks, Alison 
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing

Lake and Land Management TWC

Meeting Agenda


October 16, 2007

9:30 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

· 9:30 to 12:00  
Presentation on Rebalancing – Presented by Randy Mahan, Tommy 



Boozer, David Hancock, Van Hoffman.  Also discussion on:


· Forest and Game Management Lands for areas



that may be suitable for access

· Review of Newberry and Saluda Shorelines to Determine 



the Percentage and Location of Development


· Review of Issues Related to Shoreline Uses and 



Rebalancing

· 12:00 to 1:00
Lunch

· 1:00 to 4:00
Group Review of First Draft of SMP


Adjourn
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA


SALUDA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT


LAKE MURRAY SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN


DRAFT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY


The Saluda Hydroelectric Project (Federal Energy Regulatory Commission [FERC] Project No. 516) (Project) is an existing, federally licensed hydroelectric project owned and operated by South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (SCE&G) located in eastern South Carolina, on the Saluda River.  The Project generates clean renewable energy for use by SCE&G customers, as well as maintains Lake Murray, as a popular fishing and recreation destination that is used and enjoyed by residents and visitors of the state.

In conjunction with its relicensing activities, SCE&G has assembled a diverse group of stakeholders to develop a revised comprehensive Shoreline Management Plan (SMP).  A SMP is a comprehensive plan to manage the multiple resources and uses of the Project's shorelines in a manner that is consistent with license requirements and Project purposes, and to address the needs of the public.

The Saluda Hydroelectric Project is one of the very first licensed projects to create a shoreline management plan.  This plan, originally conceived in 1979, has seen many revisions over time.  Today the SMP identifies existing land uses and provides a program for responsible and balanced future use and management of project lands and the flora and fauna using those lands.

This SMP covers approximately 650 miles of shoreline and xx acres of project land (both inundated and non-inundated).  While it introduces some new strategies regarding the management and permitting of shoreline activities and facilities within the Project boundary, it is based on management practices established by SCE&G over the years.  SCE&G maintains its commitment to balancing all uses within the Project boundary with recognition that adjacent property owners, local residents, and other users as well as the environmental resources of the area, are all important factors in making decisions that affect use and access of the Project lands and waters.  In order to consider all relative factors, they have utilized a collaborative process that entails gaining input from multiple stakeholders.

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA


SALUDA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT


LAKE MURRAY SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN


DRAFT

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Saluda Hydroelectric Project (Saluda Project) is located on the Saluda River approximately 10 miles west of the town of Columbia, SC (Figure 1.0-1).  Lake Murray serves as the Project’s hydroelectric reservoir, which is largely located within Lexington County although it also spans Saluda, Newberry, and Richland Counties.  The 2,420 square mile watershed area, drained by the Saluda River and its tributaries above Saluda Dam, provides water for Lake Murray, which covers a normal maximum water surface area of approximately 75 square miles or approximately 48,000 acres.  Saluda Dam is nearly a mile and a half long and supports state highway SC Route 6, which is built along the top of the Dam.

The South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (SCE&G) manages the Lake Murray shoreline and SCE&G-owned lands within the Project boundary to comply with its Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) operating license.  The goal in land management is to serve the greater public interest by providing recreational access, protecting wildlife habitat, producing low cost electricity, and preserving cultural as well as aesthetic resources.

In 1980, pursuant to a FERC order in FERC Docket No. E-7791, SCE&G established a shoreline management plan (SMP).  Since its inception, the SMP has seen several revisions, which are described in Section 5.0 (History of the Lake Murray Shoreline Plan).  To ensure that it maintains relevance and effectiveness under current environmental and developmental pressures, SCE&G has again revised the SMP for the Saluda Project.  This SMP was developed in accordance with established FERC guidelines for developing Shoreline Management Plans and in cooperation with relicensing stakeholders, including federal and state regulatory agencies, interested non-governmental organizations, and concerned citizens.  This SMP is submitted as a part of SCE&G’s Saluda Project Application for a New License, to be filed with FERC in 2008.

The management guidelines set forth in this SMP are applicable to all SCE&G-owned lands within the Saluda Project boundary.  Project lands are those lands within the FERC project boundary owned by SCE&G in fee title and those lands for which SCE&G has acquired or retained an easement.  Although this SMP is the latest in a series of revisions, it is significant in that it documents the results of recent rebalancing whereby SCE&G-owned lands within the Project boundary have been re-classified according to the needs of the public.  The rebalancing process considered both natural resource and economic values, and is discussed in more depth in Section 5.0.  Among other things, the current document includes to following components:


· Summary inventory of existing resources covered by this shoreline management plan;

· Results of rebalancing of lands among classifications;

· Detailed inventory, descriptions, management prescriptions and mapping of land classifications;

· Summary information on the shoreline permitting program and fee policies;

· Best management practices;

· Public education and outreach;

· Monitoring and outreach;

· A proposed review process; and

· Land management plans (including those revised by the Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee as described in Section 3.1):

· Forest Management Plan (need this)(Appendix A)

· Woody Debris & Stump Management Plan – Revised by TWC (Appendix B)

· Buffer Zone Management Plan – Revised by TWC (Appendix C)

· Sedimentation and Erosion Control Management Plan – (118 FERC62,041) (Appendix D)

· Baseline Environmental Monitoring Plan for Lake Murray Marinas (Exhibit 29 in 12/27/89 SCE&G filing)(Appendix E)

· Lake Murray Water Quality Monitoring Plan (Exhibit 30 in 12/27/89 SCE&G filing)(Appendix F)

· Environmentally Sensitive Areas Drawings (116 FERC62,087) (Appendix G)

Figure 1.0-1:
Location Map (A-1 from ICD)


Figure 1.0-2:
Project Boundary


2.0 purpose and scope of the shoreline management plan

Lake Murray has served as a major power generator and source of recreation and commercial opportunity for resident and visitors to South Carolina for several decades.  As development increases in the Columbia Metropolitan area, so too does stress placed upon Lake Murray and the surrounding watershed.  Thus, a comprehensive SMP that recognizes and addresses sources of potential environmental degradation is essential to managing the lake for the benefit of all interests.

The Lake Murray SMP is designed to comply with the terms of the Project No. 516 License, the regulations, and the orders of the FERC.  Its purpose is to ensure that shoreline development is consistent with the protection and enhancement of recognized values of the lake while ensuring the continued safe and reliable production of hydroelectric power at the project.  Specifically, it will assist in providing a balance between shoreline development, recreational use, and environmental protection.

3.0 shoreline management plan goals and objectives


The overall goal of this SMP is to formalize the process and criteria that SCE&G will use to manage and balance private, public, and hydroelectric uses of the Saluda Project lands and Lake Murray shoreline.  The SMP serves as a reference document for SCE&G in implementing the Standard Land Use Article, which authorizes SCE&G to permit certain non-project uses of project lands and waters (see Appendix F) for license articles pertaining to the SMP).  This SMP will ensure the protection and enhancement of the Project's scenic, recreational, natural and cultural resources over the term of the license.

This SMP represents a consensus-based, updated management plan intended for submittal in the Project 516 License Application.  It has taken into consideration not just the land and properties within the Project boundary line (PBL), but lands upstream and downstream, and such areas beyond the PBL, which SCE&G, through its SMP, can materially influence.


Specific goals relative to the SCE&G relicensing process that are discussed under this SMP include the following:

1) Provide for reasonable public access;

2) Protect fish and wildlife habitat;

3) Protect cultural resources;

4) Protect operational needs;

5) Facilitate compliance with license articles;

6) Minimize adverse impacts to water quality;

7) Minimize erosion;

8) Minimize adverse scenic impacts;

9) Guide the permitting of shoreline development;

10) Provide a summary of the types and locations of existing recreational opportunities and future enhancements that are set to occur as a requirement of the new Project license;

11) Establish Shoreline Management Classifications (SMC) and Allowable Uses to help in the management of non-Project uses of the Lake Murray shoreline lands within the Project boundary;

12) Describe the SMP amendment and monitoring process; and

13) Educate and encourage lakefront property owners on the use of voluntarily Best Management Practices (BMP) on their non-Project lands.  Inform them of the direct benefits of BMP use to their property, as well as to their enjoyment of the Project land and waters.


3.1 Consultation


SCE&G recognizes that successfully completing the relicensing process involves identifying and resolving project issues in consultation with Federal and State resource agencies, local and national non-governmental organizations (NGOs), home and boat owner associations, and individuals who have an interest in the Saluda Hydro Project.  SCE&G began soliciting input on project-related concerns through public workshops in October 2004.  Since that time, they have sought active public involvement in the process and fostered commitment to issue resolution among SCE&G and stakeholders.  Stakeholder involvement has been extensive with the following groups participating in the relicensing project (Table 3.1-1).

Table 3.1-1:
Participating Groups in Saluda Project Relicensing Project

		STAKEHOLDER GROUPS



		American Rivers



		American Whitewater



		Catawba Indian Nation



		Columbia Audubon Society



		Columbia Fire and Rescue



		Greenville Striper Kings



		Lake Murray Association



		Lake Murray Historical Society



		Lake Murray Homeowner Coalition



		Lake Murray Southside Community Association



		Lake Murray Power Squadron



		Lake Murray Watch



		League of Women Voters



		Lower Saluda River Scenic River Advisory Council



		Midlands Striper Club



		National Marine Fisheries Service



		National Park Service



		National Striped Bass Association



		National Wildlife Federation



		Newberry County 



		River Runner Outdoor Center



		Saluda County 



		SCANA Corporation



		South Carolina Department of Natural Resources



		South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control



		South Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism



		South Carolina Coastal Conservation League



		South Carolina Council Trout Unlimited



		South Carolina Electric & Gas Company



		South Carolina Historic Preservation Office



		South Carolina Wildlife Federation



		Trout Unlimited - Saluda River Chapter



		University of South Carolina, Department of Biological Sciences



		United State Fish and Wildlife Service





3.1.1 Lake and Land Management Resource Conservation Group


In support of the relicensing effort, seven Resource Conservation Groups (RCG) were developed that are comprised of interested stakeholders committed to working together and with SCE&G to identify project issues related to various resources in the PBL.  Their goal is to develop consensus-based strategies for issue resolution.  Of the seven RCGs, the Lake and Land Management Resource Conservation Group is assigned with the mission of gathering and synthesizing relevant information, and developing required studies, and addressing issues relevant to this SMP.  The RCG was a highly diverse group consisting of over 24 entities from federal, state and local government; utilities and industry, academia, non-profit, homeowner associations, and private citizens (Table 3.1-2).


Table 3.1-2:
Organizations with Representation on Lake & Land Management RCG


(updated 3/31/06)


		ORGANIZATION



		Columbia Audubon Society



		Lake Murray Southside Community Association



		Lake Murray Association



		Lake Murray Historical Society



		Lake Murray Homeowner’s Coalition 



		Lake Murray Power Squadron



		Lake Murray Watch



		Coastal Conservation League



		League of Women Voters



		Lexington County 



		Lower Saluda Scenic River Advisory Council



		Newberry County



		Saluda County 



		SCANA  Corporation



		South Carolina Coastal Conservation League & American Rivers



		South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control



		South Carolina Department of Natural Resources



		South Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism



		South Carolina Electric & Gas Company



		South Carolina Wildlife Federation



		Trout Unlimited - Saluda River Chapter



		U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service



		University of South Carolina 





3.1.2 Technical Working Committees

Within each RCG, smaller teams, or Technical Working Committees (TWC), were developed whose focus was on resolving specific ecological issues and conducting related studies.  The Lake and Land Management TWC consists of members from the following organizations (Table 3.1-3).

Among the objectives of the Lake and Land Management TWC was to revise the natural resource management plans so that they would more effectively protect shoreline resources.  In working collaboratively, the members of the TWC aimed to blend the objectives of the State resource agencies with those of the County, interested NGOs, and other stakeholders, while ensuring that the plans were consistent with the terms of SCE&G’s Project License.  Plans revised by TWC, and which are discussed in more detail in Sections 7.0 and 9.0, consist of the Buffer Zone Management Plan and the Woody Debris and Stump Management Plan.

Table 3.1-3:
Organizations with Representation on Lake & Land Management TWC

		ORGANIZATION



		Lake Murray Association 



		Lake Murray Watch 



		Lexington County 



		SCANA Corporation



		South Carolina Department of Natural Resources 



		South Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism



		South Carolina Electric & Gas Company



		U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 





3.1.3 Meeting Schedule


Between November 2005 and May 2007, 25 public meetings were held on a roughly bimonthly schedule by the Lake and Land Management RCG and TWC groups.  These meetings were held to work out the details of the Saluda SMP, and to allow interested parties opportunity to provide input on resource issues and the overall future management of the shoreline resources.  Results of this collaboration contributed valuable information from entities familiar with the Project.  The forum was instrumental in addressing important issues as part of the relicensing process for the operation and management of the Project over the term of the new license.

4.0 inventory of existing resources


Existing resources within the Saluda Hydro Project area are diverse and fairly abundant.  To understand the intent and implementation of the SMP, it is important to be familiar with the existing resources in the vicinity of the Lake Murray shoreline.  The following section briefly describes the existing resources in the Project area.  For more detailed information on these topics, refer to the Final Saluda Hydro Initial Consultation Document (SCE&G, 2005).

4.1 Geology and Soils


The Saluda Project is centrally-located within the Piedmont physiographic province of South Carolina.  To the north lies the Blue Ridge province (e.g., Blue Ridge Mountains) and to the south is the Atlantic portion of the Coastal Plain province.  The Piedmont is typically hilly country with isolated hills of bedrock that rise above a general level surrounding area.  Saluda Dam is located along the Eastern Piedmont fault system (Hatcher et al., 1977) in west central South Carolina, which extends from Western Georgia through Virginia.

The soils of the Project Area are predominantly Ultisols of the Carolina Slate Belt.  These soils are highly weathered with low fertility, which makes them well-suited for pasture or forest use (Mead and Hunt, 2000).  The predominant soil association of the Project area is the Georgeville-Herndon-Almance association.  These soils were mainly developed in residuum, from the fine-grained slate rock of the Carolina Slate Belt (USDA, 1962).  They generally have moderate permeability with medium to high available water capacity and medium amounts of runoff (USDA, 1976).  The predominant texture class is a silt-loam surface soil, with a clayey subsoil (USDA, 1962).  The thickness of the soils is dependent upon the rock type; soils overlying the Gneiss unit are thick (30 to 90 feet) whereas, the soil over the schist unit is thinner (10 to 30 feet).  The thinnest soil zones are on the tops of hills and very thin soils can be found at the abutments of the Saluda Dam.


The Project shoreline totals 650 miles and is characterized by deep coves and prominent peninsulas.  The irregular shoreline is gently sloped and coursed by many creek beds and drainage ways that cut through the terrain (FERC 2002; Mead and Hunt 2000).  The soils are typically not susceptible to creep or slumping, however, soil limitations generally occur along drainage ways or other areas where bedrock is close to the surface (Mead and Hunt, 2000).  About 45 percent of the project area has development limitations.


Soil erosion is a problem in some lakeshore areas, particularly along exposed shores where prevailing westerly winds create waves that strike the shoreline (Mead and Hunt, 2000).  Also, soil slumping may occur in areas where bedrock is located close to the surface  Over the past 20 years, however, voluntary shoreline stabilization projects have been implemented by private landowners to reduce the effects of shoreline erosion around the Lake.  (Mead and Hunt, 2000; Tommy Boozer, SCANA personal communication).

4.2 Water Quality


Water quality affects the aquatic and terrestrial wildlife and habitats of Lake Murray, as well as the health and well-being of individuals and communities that surround the lake.  Water quality impairment of the lake can occur in several ways from both point and non-point source introduction of pollutants.  Point source discharges may include wastewater treatment plant effluents, septic systems around the lake, and other miscellaneous activities within the watershed.  Non-point sources include water runoff from various land-use activities, including residential, industrial, agriculture, forestry, and construction.  When water runs off surrounding lands, it picks up sediment, bacteria, oil, grease, chemicals and other pollutants as well as nutrients such as nitrogen and phosphorus.  Excessive levels of introduced pollution (point and non-point) can overwhelm a reservoir’s natural filtering abilities and lead to impaired water quality.

4.2.1 Water Quality Standards


All waters entering and contained within Lake Murray are classified as “freshwaters” (FW) and are considered suitable for primary and secondary contact; recreation; and as a drinking water supply using conventional treatment [based on requirements set forth by South Carolina Department of Health and Conservation (SCDHEC)].  Freshwaters are also suitable for industrial and agricultural uses; fishing; and the survival and propagation of a balanced indigenous aquatic community of flora and fauna.

In addition to the standards for FW waterbodies, Lake Murray is also subject to water quality standards regarding nutrient levels for large lakes (40 acres or larger) based on its location within Piedmont and Southeastern Plains ecoregion of the state.  These numeric nutrient criteria were developed based on an ecoregional approach that takes into account the geographic location of the lake within the state.

4.2.2 Water Quality Conditions of Lake Murray


Data on water quality for Lake Murray, its tributaries, and the tailwaters (the area immediately downstream of the dam) has been collected over the last 30 years in support of the Saluda Hydroelectric Project (SCE&G, 2005).  Input to the lake originates primarily from the Saluda River, which contributes 68% of the mean streamflow.  Six other tributaries make up the remaining 32% of inflow to Lake Murray (Little Saluda River, Bush River, Little River, Clouds Creek, Rocky Creek, and Ninety-Six Creek (Figure 4.2-1).

While the lake itself covers approximately 75 square miles, the drainage area for Lake Murray encompasses 2420 square miles (SCE&G, 2005).  Currently no direct point source discharges into Lake Murray exist. However, there are point source pollution discharges into tributaries that contribute to Lake Murray as well as non-point runoff of the surrounding landscape.  Thus, the lake is affected by its position within a large watershed with high levels of residential and commercial developments.  In general, Lake Murray experiences thermal stratification with associated DO depletion during the summer months, not unlike many reservoirs of its size in the region (SCE&G, 2005).  Recreational uses within the lake, however, have typically always been fully supported (Mead and Hunt, 2000).

Figure 4.2-1:
Lake and Tributaries

4.3 Aquatic Resources

There are a diversity of aquatic habitats available within and around Lake Murray, including shallow coves, an extensive littoral fringe, shoreline wetlands, and a vast open, deepwater section (Mead and Hunt, 2000; SCE&G, 2005).  As a result, the lake supports a diverse fishery with a wide array of game and non-game species.  Over the years, there have been about forty species, representing 12 different families, documented in Lake Murray (SCE&G, 2005).  Of these, seven species are considered game fish.  At least 16 resident species of forage fish occur in the Project waters, with 10 of these species belonging to either the minnow or perch families.  Fish growth in these waters is generally considered to be excellent and has produced several current state record fish (Mead and Hunt, 2002a).

In 1994, SCDNR prepared a comprehensive fishery management plan for Lake Murray, which identified a number of species with particular importance to the lake’s sport fishery.  According to SCDNR, the most sought after game species in Lake Murray, in decreasing order, are largemouth bass, red-ear sunfish, bluegill sunfish, and stocked striped bass.  The most important prey species for the lake include threadfin shad, gizzard shad, and blueback herring.  The most notable fish management activity for the lake is its long history of constructing and maintaining fish concentration areas or artificial reefs.  First begun in 1975, the program was expanded after 1994 and now comprises over 29 fish concentration areas managed by the SCDNR (personal Communication, Jenni Chrislip, SCDNR, 2003 in SCE&G, 2005).

4.4 Terrestrial Resources


4.4.1 Botanical Resources and Habitats


The upland habitat located above the 360-contour interval along the Lake Murray shoreline is characterized by vegetation typical of southern Piedmont hardwood forests.  It is dominated by a combination of woody tree and shrub species, including both pioneer and climax species.  The most common tree species is loblolly pine, which is a quick and dominating colonizer to disturbed, well-drained sites.  This tree is also prized by the regional forestry industry and its growth is managed in various areas (Mead and Hunt, 2000).  In areas not managed for this pine, succession to deciduous tree species, particularly oaks and hickory, typically occurs.  These upland forested areas function mostly in support of forestry, wildlife or game management, and recreation or aesthetic values (Mead and Hunt, 2000).


In addition to these forested areas, the land surrounding Lake Murray contains areas below the 360-contour that have been identified by SCE&G as Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA).  ESAs consist of habitat areas known to be occupied by rare, threatened, or endangered species; rare or exemplary natural communities; significant land forms and geological features; wetlands and shallow coves; and other areas determined to be critical to the continued existence of non-endangered or threatened species, such as spawning and nesting habitat.  The ESA designation is a resource tool in consideration of management alternatives and establishment of management objectives (SCE&G, 1994).  Originally, ESAs were documented and described in detail by SCE&G in response to a 1991 FERC Order to Amend the Land Use and Shoreline Management Plan (SCE&G, 1994; FERC, 1991).  Since then, the ESAs have been resurveyed and their classifications have been revised (SCE&G, 2006).  Because the original inventory provided extensive information on botanical resources of the ESAs, it is used in the descriptions below.  A summary of the recent ESA survey and classification system is provided in Section 6.3.  


In the 1994 inventory undertaken by SCE&G, ESAs below the 360-foot high water contour were classified into 11 habitat types (SCE&G, 1994).  They included ten vegetated classes, and two unvegetated classes (e.g., shallow shoals and rocky shores having littoral buffer or fishery values).  The vegetated classes are described below.  

Mature hardwood forest - The riparian slopes in the upper region of the lake (below the 360-contour interval) are characterized by mature oak-dominated forest with a diverse and dense canopy and sub-canopy layer, and a sparse herbaceous layer (SCE&G, 1994).  Lower slopes have white oak, red oak, swamp chestnut oak, red maple, American beech and sweet gum.  Higher slopes are dominated by chinkapin oak, southern red oak, red oak, white oak, shagbark hickory, and red cedar.  These forests are important mainly as wildlife habitat.  They cover 20.6 acres of land and over a mile of shoreline (Mead and Hunt, 2002a; SCE&G, 2005).

Islands – Numerous islands exist within the project and support a variety of plant communities depending on elevation and land-use history.  They range in character from open habitat with scattered trees and shrubs over a dense herbaceous layer of grasses and forbs; to upland pine/hardwood forested islands with closed canopies and no herbaceous layer; to riverine islands of bottomland hardwood forest wetlands (see description below for bottomland forest).  These islands provide important wildlife habitat for a number of species and are a major recreational and aesthetic resource for the lake.  

Shallow coves – These areas consist of palustrine emergent wetland habitat that occurs in the zone between the 352-contour interval to about 6 feet below annual mean high-water mark on flats and gentle slopes.  They provide shallow water habitat or exposed shoreline habitat, depending on water level and time of year, but are generally inundated or saturated from late winter through spring.  Shallow coves support an assemblage of forbs, grasses, sedges and rushes, and are important spawning habitat form most of the lakes centrarchid species (bass, crappie, and sunfish).

Buttonbush and willow flats – These areas occur above the shallow coves at or just below the 360-foot contour, and consist of palustrine scrub-shrub wetland habitat along the lake fringe.  Although composed predominantly of buttonbush and black willow shrubs, this habitat may also support persimmon and water willow.  The dense root system provided by the shrubs effectively reduces the effects of erosion caused by wave action and function to stabilize the lake shoreline.  They also provide important spawning habitat for centrarchids, and shelter for larval and juvenile fishes.  

Bottomland hardwood – This forested wetland habitat can be found within the riparian zone (below 360-foot contour) around the entire lake, particularly at the confluence with tributaries.  In the upper portion of the lake, it occurs on riverine islands or lakeshore between wet flats and upland forest.  In the lower lake sections, it lies between shallow coves or buttonbush/willow flats and upland forest.  These forests are dominated by a variety of southern red oak but also include swamp chestnut oak, willow oak, water oak, shumard oak, and sweet gum.  Understory may include red maple, American hornbeam, and swamp dogwood, with herbaceous species including switch cane and sedges.  This forested wetland habitat is important foraging and nesting habitat for many wildlife species.  It also performs runoff filtration and sedimentation functions, which help buffer the lake and protect water quality.  

Exposed bars - Exposed bar areas occur in the upper section of the lake and are associated with the riverine islands.  They are remnants of the old river system and consist primarily of sand and larger substrate deposited along the river banks during flood events - before the Saluda River was impounded.  Exposed bars are still heavily influenced by river currents and the inflow of nutrients, and are inundated during most of the year.  They are classified as wetlands under the NWI mapping system.  The plant community is dominated by grasses that colonize the sediment deposits between larger substrate.  Upstream portions of the bars usually have limited fish habitat due to high water velocity and nutrient loading in the upper portion of the reservoir.  The more protected downstream areas of the bars offer more favorable spawning locations for nest-building bass, crappie, and sunfishes.  

Water tupelo stands – Small, monotypic stands of water tupelo (Nyssa aquatica), a type of forested wetland community, occur in the upper section of the lake in low wet flats.  These wooded wetland areas are consistently inundated and lack a shrub layer although swamp beggar-tick grows on the trunks of the trees at or just above the high water mark and false pimpernel is found in areas with exposed substrate (SCE&G, 2005).  These stands are unique because they are the northern most occurrences of water tupelo known to exist in the Saluda River.  

Wet flats – This forested wetland type exists between the bottomland hardwoods and the shallow coves, and has two distinct forest cover types depending on elevation.  Low wet flats have canopies dominated with sweet gum, green ash, American elm, overcup oak, water hickory, red maple, sugarberry, water tupelo and sycamore.  It has an open shrub layer, mostly buttonbush and deciduous holly, with a patchy herbaceous layer.  Slightly higher flats are dominated by willow oak and sweet gum, red maple, sugarberry, tulip poplar, and loblolly pine.  The shrub layer is dominated by holly, whereas, switch cane dominates the herb layer.  The wet flats are important habitat for migratory waterfowl and provide prime feeding areas when submerged.  

4.4.2 Invasive Aquatic Vegetation


Like many lakes in the Piedmont, Lake Murray suffers from infestations of nonnative aquatic plants.  Of particular concern is hydrilla (Hydrilla verticillata), which is considered a noxious aquatic weed by both the USDA and SCDNR.  This species inhabits the littoral and near littoral zone (7 to 15 feet) and is an aggressive and swift colonizer.  One factor for hydrilla’s success is the multiple modes through which it reproduces.  Not only does hydrilla spread through seeds, it also reproduces through tubers, plant fragments, and turions (overwintering buds).  Boat traffic and waterfowl also contribute to the spread of populations throughout bodies of water (Access Washington, 2004).


Following its discovery in Lake Murray in 1993, hydrilla infestation increased rapidly in various locations around the lake.  Its populations and spread was subsequently controlled cooperatively by SCE&G and SCDNR using water level drawdowns and chemical treatment (Mead and Hunt, 2000).  Currently, hydrilla populations appear to be declining further due to introduction of triploid Chinese grass carp to the lake.  Grass carp forage almost exclusively on aquatic plants and can drastically reduce the biomass of invasive plant species in a system.  In 2003, 64,500 grass carp were stocked in Lake Murray and provided excellent control of hydrilla, which has continued through 2006, when surveys failed to identify direct evidence of hydrilla growth.


4.4.3 Wildlife Resources and Habitats


The Lake Murray shoreline contains significant wildlife habitat and a diverse assemblage of wildlife species.  The majority of wildlife habitats along the shoreline are in undeveloped areas such as the 75-foot setback, below the 360-ft contour (high water mark), and in ESAs.

Many of the species that occur in the Lake Murray area are typical of forested second-growth and woody successional habitats of the Piedmont region.  Such species include wild turkey, white-tailed deer, raccoon, gray squirrel, opossum, and gray fox.  Terrestrial areas also support a variety of resident and migratory birdlife including songbirds, woodpeckers, raptors, and upland game birds.  Typical species include red-tailed and red-shoulder hawks, bobwhite quail, mourning dove, American robin, eastern bluebird, pileated woodpecker, and meadowlark.  The project area also supports an abundance of terrestrial reptiles and amphibians including eastern box turtle, green anole, broad-headed skink, gray rat snake, southern toad, green tree frog, and marbled salamander (SCE&G, 2005; Mead and Hunt, 2000).

The abundant open- and shallow-water habitats within the project area support a variety of aquatic and semi-aquatic wildlife such as beaver, river otter, muskrat, and possibly mink.  Shallow, often vegetated areas in creekmouths, backwaters, and along reservoir shorelines are used for foraging and cover by migratory and resident waterfowl and wading birds.  These areas also provide important breeding habitat for most amphibian species, and year-round habitat for aquatic reptiles.  Open water areas are often utilized by such species as bald eagle, kingfisher, osprey, and various gulls for foraging (SCE&G, 2005).


A particularly notable wildlife habitat exists at Lunch Island on Lake Murray, also known as Doolittle or Bomb Island, which is one of the largest pre-migratory roosting sites for purple martins in the United States (Russell and Gathreaux, 1999).  The purple martin is a neotropical migrant, meaning that it migrates annually from its normal range in South America, the West Indies and portions of Central America, northward to breeding grounds across North America (Brown, 1997).  Each year this species uses Lunch Island during the summer months as a breeding site and communal roost.  Congregations may number up to 800,000 individuals at this time (Mead and Hunt, 2000).  As a result, SCE&G, SCDNR, and the Columbia Chapter of the National Audubon Society have designated the eastern end of the island as North America’s first purple martin sanctuary (SCE&G, 2005).

4.4.4 Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species


According to an assessment of rare, threatened and endangered (RT&E) species conducted in support of relicensing the Saluda Project, only two species have the potential of occurring in the Lake Murray area (within the PBL).  They consist of two birds: the bald eagle and the wood stork.  Recently, the bald eagle was removed from protection under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA)(Federal Register citation 72 FR 37345 37372).  However, it is still protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1938, as well as by the State of South Carolina.  The wood stork is protected both federally, under the ESA, and by the State of South Carolina.  Although there are several more RT&E species known to occur within the four counties where the Saluda Project is situated (Lexington, Richland, Saluda, and Newberry), the habitats necessary for their support are absent within the Project boundaries (SCE&G, 2005).  A brief description of the bald eagle and wood stork follows.

Bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) Federally Protected, State Endangered– This large raptor is found throughout North America, typically around water bodies where they feed and scavenge primarily on fish and carrion.  Eagles nest in large trees near water and typically use the same nest for several years, making repairs to it annually (Degraaf and Rudis, 1986).  Bald eagles have used Lake Murray for foraging and nesting since its construction in 1930, with peak usage likely occurring during the winter months.  A substantial increase in nesting activity and productivity (young produced) by bald eagles on Lake Murray has been documented between 1996 and 2003 (Wilde et al., 1996; Wilde et al., 2003).

Wood stork (Mycteria Americana) Federally Endangered, State Threatened – These colonially-nesting birds feed in flocks around freshwater and brackish wetlands along the coastal plain (USFWS, 1996).  They typically use tall cypresses or other trees near waterbodies for colonial nest sites.  Storks feed primarily on small fish and capture prey using sense of touch, or tactilocation.  They are particularly drawn to depressions where fish become concentrated during periods of falling water levels (USFWS, 1996).  Declines in wood stork populations are attributed primarily to loss of suitable foraging and nesting habitat.

Currently, nesting of the species in the U.S. is thought to be limited to the coastal plain of South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida (USFWS, 1996).  Wood stork activity has been reported by local residents at several locations within the Lake Murray area since approximately 1999 (Personal Communication, E. Eudaly, USFWS, August 2004 in SCE&G, 2005).  Aerial surveys conducted during the summer of 2004 documented approximately 60 storks feeding at various locations in the middle Saluda River area and the upper portion of Lake Murray (SCE&G and Kleinschmidt, 2004a).  SCE&G, in coordination with the USFWS and SCDNR, have subsequently initiated a 5-year study to document wood stork use within the Saluda PBL and in the Project vicinity (SCE&G and Kleinschmidt, 2004a).  Results of the first two years of the five-year study (2005-2006), have failed to identify use of the Project area by wood stork.  Further, it is suggested that the 2004 sighting of a large group of individuals feeding in Lake Murray was an atypical event, and likely attributable to the favorable feeding conditions created by the drawdown of the lake during construction of the Saluda Backup Dam.  The USFWS and SCDNR concurred that use of the area by woodstorks was limited to post-dispersal/ feeding activities and that no critical rookery or similar habitats were utilized within the project area (Kleinschmidt, 2007).

4.4.5 Cultural Resources


Three recent archaeological and historical studies have been conducted within the Project boundary: Trinkley and Southerland (2001); Hendrix and Bailey (2003); and Lansdell and Bailey (2003).  The result of the cultural resource research identified 53 known archaeological and historic architectural and engineering resources.  Twenty-two of these resources have been identified through research but have not yet been assessed for eligibility in the NRHP (Lansdell and Bailey, 2003).  Of the remaining thirty-one resources, eight have been determined eligible or potentially eligible for the NRHP.


Currently, SCE&G is working with all relevant agencies, including the State Historic Preservation Office and any federally-recognized Indian tribes that have a traditional connection to the land, to form a Programmatic Agreement (PA).  The PA will commit SCE&G, through a Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP), to specific management strategies designed to provide all appropriate protection to historic properties during the life of the Project License.  The HPMP will include provisions for future consultation in the event of discovery of previously unrecorded cultural resources and will outline the necessary steps to allow FERC to remain in compliance with Section 106.


4.4.6 Land Use and Aesthetics


Land use for the Project area consists of residential, commercial, recreation, and conservation uses.  In order to guide future development and land management, a Land Management Classification system is in place that classifies all project lands according to their approved uses.  This system is explained in Section 6.0 of this document.  Richland and Lexington Counties are among the most densely populated counties in the sate, and Lexington County, in particular, is served by several major transportation routes connected to the capital city (South Carolina Association of Counties, 2004).  Due to its close proximity to the Columbia Metropolitan area, Lake Murray provides a primary source for recreation to the surrounding communities as well as to visitors of the state.

Lake Murray is located below 400 feet elevation and is characterized by an irregularly shaped perimeter with numerous peninsulas, inlets and islands; most of which are heavily forested.  It is the fifth largest lake in South Carolina, following Lakes Marion, Thurmond, Hartwell and Moultrie, and measures about 48,000 acres in size (SCPRT, 2002).  Since its development in 1930, the lake has become a valued recreational destination for both residents and tourists.  During the early 1970s, development pressure on the lake began to increase significantly.  Today, developments, particularly those for residential uses, mark 60 percent of the lake perimeter (FERC, 2003).  Shoreline development consists primarily of residences, docks, gazebos and boat lifts.  In some places, particularly prior to the implementation of the SMP, clearing has resulted in some areas having a maintained and manicured appearance (FERC, 2002).


The eastern, main body portion of Lake Murray affords an expansive view over several miles of open water and a few large inlets.  The shoreline is largely tree-covered and interspersed with extensive development, ranging from individual private docks and large houses to marinas, landings, and park sites.  A few large forested islands are located in the main body of the reservoir.  The light to moderate tree covered shoreline and the lake’s forested islands dominate most distant views across the open water and soften the contrasting view of shoreline development (FERC, 2002).  The Project’s Dam and five large intake towers are clearly visible from the main body of the reservoir.

The western portion of the lake is more riverine in nature and branches out into narrow arms that extend up into many drainage ways and creeks.  Views in this area are varied and reduced by the encroaching shoreline and the increased number of small coves, creek beds, and drainage ways.  Overall, the western shoreline contains less intensive development and more trees and vegetation than the main body of the reservoir.  Much of the development in this area includes individual private boat docks and small houses.  Typically, the upper ends of the coves in this area are narrow, undeveloped, and heavily vegetated (FERC, 2002).


Highway 6, a state highway with north and southbound lanes, crosses over the Dam and provides a generally pleasing, although fleeting, view of the open water and distant reservoir shoreline (FERC, 2002).

During normal water levels, portions of the lake bottom along the periphery of the reservoir shoreline and islands and bars are exposed.  At elevation 350, the reservoir has a surface area of about 40,066 feet and about 7,400 acres of lake bottom is exposed.  The lake bottom appears as a dark band of substrate around the periphery of the reservoir and around islands and bars.  Exposed aquatic vegetation, tree stumps and woody debris are present throughout much of the dewatered area (FERC, 2002). In general, the shoreline around the main body of the reservoir, including the back ends of small coves, has a gentle gradual slope.  The shoreline along upper reaches of the lake, including the longer, narrower coves and inlets tend to have moderate to highly steeped slopes (SCE&G Tommy Boozer, personal communication). 

4.4.7 Recreation Facilities and Use

Numerous private, public, and commercial recreation sites have been developed around the shoreline of Lake Murray.  There are numerous formal recreation sites dispersed around Lake Murray that support boat launches, marinas, boat slips, wet and dry storage, campgrounds, picnic areas, beaches, fishing areas and piers, trails, and playgrounds.  Fifty-seven sites around the lake are operated privately and are available to limited membership.  Many of the private marinas and landings exist in conjunction with subdivisions located around the lake, private clubs, or condo associations.  There are 15 public access sites on Lake Murray, eleven of which are boat launch sites.  One site, Dreher Island, is a State Park and is the only site to offer both day use opportunities such as boat launches, picnic facilities, and beaches, and overnight uses such as camping and villa rentals.  Commercial sites around Lake Murray offer significant lake access and services to the public, and include marinas, campgrounds, restaurants, hotels and resorts.  There are 31 public marinas dispersed along Lake Murray that typically provide boat ramps and launching facilities, fuel services, groceries and food, boat sales, rentals and/or repair, bait and tackle, and boat storage (SCG&E, 2005).


According to the 2006 Recreation Survey, Lake Murray supported an estimated 316,810 recreation days during the period from May 27 (Memorial Day) through September 30, 2006 (SCE&G, 2007).  Lake Murray supports both land and water-based recreational opportunities although water-based activities are most common.  Fishing and boating are the most popular activities of users of Lake Murray and the lake is widely known to be a superb fishing locale (SCE&G, 2007).  Lake Murray is host to numerous national and local fishing tournaments, most hosted at Dreher Island State Park.  In addition, the lake is used as a focal point for holiday and tourist events such as the annual Lake Murray Poker Run and the Independence Day celebrations (SCE&G, 2007).

The shoreline around Lake Murray is used primarily to access the lake water, and land based activities are considerably less common than water-based activities.  However, there are a few notable recreational opportunities afforded by Project lands.  Along the western section of Lake Murray, there are lands leased to the S.C. Wildlife and Marine Resources Department as part of the statewide Game Management Program, which provides hunting opportunities to the general public.  Around Lake Murray, hunting is primarily focused on waterfowl species including mallard, scaup, and ring-neck duck; Canada goose; and coot (SCWA, 2007).  In addition, bird watching at Lunch Island is an unique experience due to the fact that the island hosts one of the largest documented roosting colonies of purple martin in the country.  It is the first designated sanctuary for this species in North America.  Also, picnicking, sightseeing, and camping are supported at a variety of sites, both informally and at designated locations such as Dreher Island State Park which provides picnic shelters.

5.0 history of the lake murray shoreline management plan

Construction of the Saluda Hydroelectric Project was started in 1927 by the Lexington Water Power Company.  Construction was completed in 1930, and the Lexington Water Power Company was issued a 50-year operating license to by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.  The license was transferred to SCE&G in 1943.  Since that time, several advancements have been made in the management of project lands.  These milestones are summarized in Figure 5.0-1, and described in the following sections.

The 1940s and 1950s saw increased development pressure along the shoreline of the land such that by the mid1970s, FERC hosted hearings to identify the effects of development on public use of project lands and waters.  In 1979, FERC ordered SCE&G to prepare a shoreline management plan (7 FERC61,180).  SCE&G subsequently filed the project’s first shoreline management plan with FERC, which included five general land classifications and seven sub-classifications and associated mapping.  The plan identified permissible uses for each land classification, control measures for environmental protection, and conveyance conditions to be attached to any interests in project lands that were to be disposed of in the future.  This plan was designed to compliment an already existing program for permitting docks, marinas, launching facilities and other shoreline development.


FERC approved the plan in 1981 (16 FERC62,479), and in doing so, required SCE&G to examine future use of project lands in consultation with agencies.  SCE&G complied with this order in 1983, recommending no amendments to the plan at that time, but committed to review the plan every five years, in consultation with appropriate state and local agencies.  When the project’s new license was issued in 1984 (27 FERC61,332), the shoreline management plan was included as part of Exhibit R.

Figure 5.0-1:
Lake Murray Land Use Management Plan Milestones

		 

		

		 

		 

		 

		 



		SCE&G acquires license to the Saluda Hydroelectric Project
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		FERC orders SCE&G to prepare the Project's first shoreline management plan.



		 

		

		 

		 

		

		 



		First Land Use Management Plan for Lake Murray is approved.  The plan must be updated every 5 years.
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		Land Use Management Plan is revised and incorporated into new project license.



		 

		

		 

		 

		

		 



		First update of Land Use Management Plan approved as part of the 5-year review cycle.
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		1994

		Second update of Land Use Management Plan approved, which includes a GIS database created by SCE&G to facilitate land management.




		 

		

		 

		 

		

		 



		Third update of Land Use Management Plan is approved as part of the 5-year review cycle.
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		2004

		SCE&G initiates relicensing activities for the Saluda Project.  A special team is created to assist in review of the Land Use Management Plan.



		 

		

		 

		 

		

		 



		Woody Debris Management Plan takes effect, to support Land Use Management Plan.
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		2007

		Erosion and Sediment Control Plan takes effect, to support Land Use Management Plan.



		 

		

		 

		 

		

		 



		Rebalancing process results in modification of land management classifications.
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		2007

		SCE&G Submits the third update of the SMP



		 

		

		 

		 

		

		 



		Saluda Hydroelectric Project (FERC NO. 516). Dates shown represent the dates of FERC orders of approval.





5.1 Past SMP Reviews

During 1988 and in consultation with agencies, SCE&G engaged in an extensive review of the Shoreline Management Plan, that included detailing additional shoreline management goals, defining criteria for review of permit requests, and identifying information needs for and associated data collection requirements.  SCE&G subsequently filed an application for license amendment on January 2, 1990 with the results of this consultation, which comprised the first five-year review.  In the application, SCE&G proposed to reclassify selected lands in support of the development of new recreation sites, and transfer of lands from those reserved for future development to forest management.  In addition, SCE&G proposed to modify procedures for reviewing and processing permits, and introduced a proposed water quality monitoring program.  The revised shoreline management plan was approved in 1991 (56 FERC62,194) with the requirement that SCE&G inventory shoreline properties and propose revisions for better management of future development and public recreational needs, and to ensure protection of environmental resources.


During their second five-year review in 1994, SCE&G made significant improvements in land management with the development of a GIS database for project lands.  This database allowed better mapping and a more comprehensive inventory of project lands.  The inventory was filed in late 1994 and was approved by FERC in 2000.

The third five-year update occurred in 2000.  Again, revisions to the shoreline management plan were recommended.  These included refinements to the common dock policy, boatlift restrictions, slip dock requirements, new flotation requirements (for encapsulated flotation), establishment of Environmentally Sensitive Areas, revisions to silviculture practices within the forest management classification, and establishment of conservation areas.  After provision of additional information to FERC in 2002, FERC issued an Environmental Assessment on the proposed shoreline management plan update in 2003 and subsequent approval of the revised plan in June of 2004 (107 FERC62,273).  In approving the revised plan, FERC required SCE&G to accomplish the following: prepare a sedimentation and erosion control plan; identify and protect intermittent streams on lands classified for future development; update the list of environmentally sensitive areas; prepare a woody debris and stump management plan for areas classified as future development; establish a procedure for land reclassification (part of rebalancing); prepare a buffer zone restoration plan; identify and designate wood stork roosting and foraging habitats as natural areas; establish Two Bird Cove and Hurricane Hole Cove as special recreation areas; designate waterfowl hunting areas.


In addition, FERC required SCE&G to file a comprehensive consolidated shoreline management plan as part of its relicensing application (109 FERC61,083).  FERC further stated that during prefiling consultation SCE&G was to inventory all developed shoreline within the project boundary for structural encroachments and determine if the property is still needed for project purposes.  Property identified as no longer needed should be removed from the project boundary in the license application.


5.2 Current Document


This document, submitted in conjunction with SCE&G’s license application, represents a consolidated, comprehensive shoreline management plan for project lands surrounding Lake Murray.  Land use classifications have been consolidated and renamed to simplify the management plan and clarify its intent, while adhering to the historical management prescriptions agreed to and developed with agencies and stakeholders.

5.2.1 Rebalancing


In fall of 2006, the Lake and Land Management TWC began discussing reclassification of project lands according to more appropriate, updated land use designations; a process called ‘land rebalancing’.  In particular, the group sought to reevaluate and potentially reclassify lands to better balance the distribution of developed and undeveloped lands on the project shoreline.  Roughly 60 percent of the project shoreline is considered developed, and most of that development is on the mid to downstream section of the lake.  Rebalancing allowed SCE&G to protect remaining, selected lands identified as providing high resource values for recreation, habitat and aesthetic, and other project purposes.

Examples of functions that serve the project purposes are public recreation access, flowage maintenance, shoreline control, project aesthetics, and protection of environmental resources including fish and wildlife habitat, etc.  Accordingly, the rebalancing process determined the appropriate land use classifications of the parcels based on their values and their ability to serve project purposes.


During rebalancing, the Lake and Land Management TWC sought to consider relevant interests, including the back property owners, wildlife and fisheries, and development interests, among others, when assigning new land use classifications.  The rebalancing process began with creation of two sets of evaluation criteria to numerically score land parcels according to economic and natural resource considerations.  Aerial photos were used to assess the parcels and assign scores.  The following table lists the factors that were agreed to provide the best basis on which to evaluate the land parcels (Table 5.1-1).

Table 5.1-1:
Rebalancing Evaluation Criteria for Lands Reserved for Future Development on Lake Murray


		NATURAL RESOURCE VALUE FACTORS

		ECONOMIC VALUE FACTORS



		Fish spawning and nursery habitat

		Local government interests (property tax revenue, recreation, economic growth, etc.)



		Length of shoreline

		SCE&G interest (land sale value, recreation, ESA)



		Mean width of lands reserved for future development

		Back property owners interest (lake access, dock permit, developmental potential)



		Waterfowl hunting opportunity

		Proximity to utilities



		Regional importance

		Proximity to road access



		Land use (amount of natural habitat present)

		Proximity to amenities (fire protection, schools, groceries, etc.)



		Recreational values

		Water usability and topography for boating



		Adjacency (to undeveloped land)

		Market value



		Environmentally sensitive areas and other natural areas

		Size/width



		Unique habitat, threatened or endangered species

		Dock qualifications



		Source: (Meeting notes 1-26-2007

		





Rebalancing project lands resulted in the reclassification of approximately ____ acres of lands along _____ miles of shoreline.  Some lands in the upper reaches of Lake Murray were opened up for potential future residential, public recreational, and commercial recreational development, whereas some lands in the lower reaches of Lake Murray are now reserved under classifications that do not permit development.  Descriptions of the shoreline management classification structure and the lands within each classification are provided below.


5.2.2 Project Boundary


It has been the standard practice of SCE&G, dating back to before the first shoreline management plan, to retain lands sold for private development within the project boundary.  Except for the removal of the property below the project dam that accommodates the McMeekin Steam Station and lands used for the construction village, the project boundary remains basically the same as it was established under the Project’s initial license issued in 1927.


While transfers of interest in project lands for nonproject uses do not necessarily require the project boundary to be redrawn, it is generally preferable for private residential development to be excluded from the project boundary unless the lands are clearly needed for project purposes.  In 2004, FERC ordered that during pre-filing consultation in its relicensing proceeding, SCE&G was to inventory all developed shoreline within the project boundary for structural encroachments and determine if the property is needed to serve the project purpose.  SCE&G was directed to remove from the project boundary any lands determined unnecessary for project purposes in the new license application.


6.0 LAND MANAGEMENT CLASSIFICATIONS


To identify and redefine land management classifications, SCE&G analyzed existing resources and land use patterns adjacent to the Lake Murray shoreline. SCE&G also evaluated existing classifications established in previous SMP efforts to determine where redefinition and/or new classification might be more relevant to current and anticipated development patterns and uses.  Existing land use patterns reflect areas where particular types of facilities and activities are concentrated.  SCE&G identified four distinct land management classifications consisting of Multi-purpose, Public Recreation, Natural Areas, and Project Operations.  Although SCE&G aims to manage their lands according to this classification system, the public has the right to access SCE&G-owned lands regardless of classification, with the exception of lands reserved and used for Project operations.  The sections below explain/define the land management classifications.  Figure 6.0.1 depicts their distribution around the lake.  Section 7.0 describe management prescriptions for SCE&G-owned lands within each classification.

6.1 Multi-Purpose


Project lands under this classification include lands owned by SCE&G as well as lands that have been sold by SCE&G but which remain within the PBL.  Generally, SCE&G divides them into four general types: a) easement, b) commercial c) 75-foot setback, and d) future development lands.

6.1.1 Easement


This sub-classification includes lands that SCE&G has sold but holds and retains easements on within the PBL.  These lands may support a variety of uses including privately run commercial ventures and residential developments.  They include the following:


· Single and multi-family residential developments;

· Residential docks and trails or paths used for shoreline access;

· Private undeveloped, non-residential lands;

· Privately owned, for profit, commercial recreational facilities (e.g. campgrounds etc.); and

· Privately-owned industrial facilities.

6.1.2 Commercial


This sub-classification includes lands that SCE&G owns but that have been leased for commercial uses.  It includes the following:


· Commercial and private marinas and yacht clubs (for-profit and nonresidential);


· Commercial RV parks, hotels, resorts, bait shops, boat tours, etc.;


· Restaurants, eateries and bars with shoreline access such as docks, decks, etc.;


· Golf courses with lake access facilities;


· Industrial facilities; and


· Commercial docks, boat ramps, bulkheads, and other supporting facilities.


6.1.3 75 – Foot Setback

After the issuance of the 1984 license, SCE&G began requiring property owners of private lands sold by SCE&G maintain a 75-foot-wide vegetated setback located between the 360-foot contour (high water mark) and back property development.  Setback lands are maintained as vegetated areas intended to protect and enhance the Project’s scenic, recreational and environmental values in the area bordering the Lake Murray shoreline.  These areas serve many important functions including, but not limited to, trapping and filtering runoff and contaminants; providing habitat and woody debris for fish and wildlife species; reducing bank erosion; and preserving scenic and recreational values of the shoreline.

SCE&G delineates and documents the 75-foot setbacks as part of the sale of “future development” properties and it constitutes the lake-ward property boundary for property owners.  SCE&G conveys this area to the purchaser as an easement only.  Setbacks come into existence as a result of a land sale only and do not exist on unsold properties.  As a result, the amount of land in this sub-classification is dynamic and inversely proportionate to lands within the future development sub-classification.  That is, as land is sold from future development, a portion of it is transferred to the 75-foot setback sub-classification.

Management of the land within the 75-foot setback depends on the purchase date of the adjoining property and establishment of the setback.  After issuance of the 1984 license, SCE&G placed particular restrictions on the setback, which have been revised with the submittal of the current SMP.  More information on management restrictions for the 75-foot setback are provided in the Section 7.

6.1.4 Future Development

Lands classified as future development are SCE&G-owned and located between the 360-foot contour and the PBL.  They are generally undeveloped but are sellable and available for development with certain restrictions encompassed in SCE&G’s permitting program and regulated by FERC.  Once SCE&G sells lands within the future development sub-classification, they are transferred to the commercial or easement sub-classifications.  In addition, SCE&G retains ownership and manages a portion of the land sale as 75-foot setback.  Properties classified as future development have historically also been referred to as ‘fringeland'.


6.2 Public Recreation


Project lands under this classification serve as recreational resources for the public and include areas that are managed expressly for recreation as well as those with recreation as a secondary usage.  Public recreation lands include the following:


· State parks;

· Public beaches, public boat launches, and other areas currently being managed as public access;

· Islands owned by SCE&G;

· Forest management lands leased to SCDNR as part of the statewide Game Management Program that are open to the public for hunting or other recreational activities;

· Forest management lands managed by SCE&G for timber production, recreation, wildlife habitat, new timber growth, and quality watershed conditions; and

· Properties owned by SCE&G that are set aside for future recreational development.

6.3 Natural Areas


Natural areas consist of lands that warrant special protection because they provide important habitat for various wildlife species, including the recreational fishery.  Large wetland areas, areas protected because they have cultural and/or historical significance, and Environmentally Significant Areas (ESA)s are also included in the natural areas classification.

ESAs are generally located below the 360-foot contour and are occupied by or are important to rare or endangered species; are rare or exemplary natural communities, significant land forms, geological features, or hydro forms; or are areas determined to be critical to the continued existence of valued wildlife species, such as fish spawning and nesting habitat.  SCE&G identifies and evaluates Natural Areas, including ESAs, on a case-by-case basis.  As SCE&G identifies these special areas, they transfer the lands from other land management classifications to the Natural Areas classification where SCE&G retains and protects them.  

Since their first inventory in 1994, the classification of ESAs has undergone revisions.  The latest survey for ESAs occurred in 2005, in response to the FERC June 23, 2004 Order requiring that the licensee update the list of ESAs at the Saluda Project (ordering paragraph ‘D’).  At this time, SCE&G submitted an updated set of ESA maps identified during surveys conducted by SCE&G and SCDNR representatives (USFWS was invited but could not attend).  Mileage for the surveyed ESAs are provided in Table pp. 


		 Table 6.3-1.  Statistics for ESAs in Saluda Project Boundary.



		ESA

		Frequency

		Length (feet)

		Length (miles)



		Bottomland Hardwood

		9

		6,801.6

		1.29



		Button Bush - Continuous

		417

		152,195.5

		28.82



		Button Bush - Intermittent

		137

		24,244.9

		4.59



		Shallow Cove

		50

		32,889.1

		6.23



		Wet Flat

		1

		55.1

		0.01



		

		

		

		



		Total

		614

		216,186.2

		40.9





Source (need to get GIS citation from JEW)

During the current relisencing process, the Lake and Land Management TWC further refined the ESA classifications and developed descriptions aimed at facilitating the identification and management of areas requiring ESA protections.  They consist of the following four groupings:


· Continuous Vegetated Shoreline - Continuous vegetated linear shoreline at least 66 feet in length with vegetation greater than 5 feet wide measured perpendicular to the shoreline.  This class can have gaps that are at least 8 to 20 feet in length with little or no vegetation below the normal high water mark (360-ft contour).  Areas with gaps larger than 20 feet in length are termed “breaks” and will not be considered vegetated shoreline.  The vegetation community is primarily buttonbush and willow species, as described in Section 4.4.1.

· Intermittent Vegetated Shoreline - The vegetation community is also primarily buttonbush and willow species (as described in Section 4.4.1),however, linear shoreline coverage of vegetation in this group is at least 66 feet in length where 16 to 40 percent of the total linear footage is gap;
 

· Shallow Coves with Stream Confluence - Includes areas where streams enter the lake and form coves where lake water are predominately above the 355 foot contour line.  The upgradient portion of shallow coves is typically vegetated with buttonbush and willow.  Where this overlap occurs, shoreline will be given a vegetative shoreline classification.  The vegetation community is described under Shallow Cove in Section 4.4.1 

· Bottomland Hardwood and Wet Flats - Continuous linear shoreline coverage of bottomland hardwood (excluding sweetgum) and wet flats at least 66 feet in length (see Section 4.4.1 Terrestrial Resources for definitions of Bottomland Hardwood and Wet Flats).


6.4 Project Operations


Areas under this classification include SCE&G-owned and managed lands required for operation of the Saluda Project.  Public access to these lands is restricted to ensure public safety or to assure the security of the infrastructure system.


7.0 LAND MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS


SCE&G developed land management prescriptions over time in consultation with agencies and the public.  They consist of the guiding principals regarding management of the SCE&G-owned lands within each classification.

SCE&G administers management prescriptions through its Shoreline Permitting Program.  Activities that require permits and consultation with SCE&G include excavation; construction, maintenance and placement of docks, boatlifts, boat ramps, retainer walls, and rip rap; limited brushing; and other shoreline activities (SCE&G, 1995).  SCE&G provides a detailed permitting handbook that contains the permitting processes and specifications for various shoreline developments.  Project proponents interested in shoreline development should contact SCE&G’s Land Management Department to obtain permitting guidance and a copy of the permitting handbook.  Section 9.3 of this document discusses the Shoreline Permitting Program in greater depth.  General information regarding permitting requirements is included where applicable within the scope of each management prescription below.


7.1 Mulit-purpose Prescriptions


Management of properties within the Multi-purpose classification is dependent on sub-classification as follows:


7.1.1 Easement


SCE&G does not own lands classified as “easements” and thus, does not manage them.  SCE&G only maintains flowage rights on the properties.  Back property owners that wish to construct or modify shoreline structures in the land that borders their property, either in the 75-foot setback or below the 360-foot contour (high water mark) must submit an application through SCE&G’s permitting program.  More information on land management of SCE&G-owned (i.e., 75-foot setback ) properties that border easements is provided below.

7.1.2 Commercial Prescriptions


SCE&G manages lands they own within this sub-classification primarily through their permitting program, which guides new or modified developments (e.g., expansion of existing facilities).  During permitting review, new commercial-related uses of SCE&G-owned lands must meet SCE&G requirements, as outlined in the Permitting Program, and may be subject to review by FERC to assess conformity of use.  Generally, SCE&G considers commercial facilities most appropriate adjacent to existing established commercial areas.  Although new commercial related facilities and activities in other locations are possible, they require more scrutiny to determine their impact to environmental and aesthetic resources.  In deciding whether to approve such commercial applications, FERC may require that the project proponent show that the project will meet particular criteria.  Such criteria include, but are not limited to:


· the project will not be a detriment to general public safety or navigation;

· it will not contribute to new or ongoing shoreline soil erosion; 


· it will be aesthetically blended with surrounding uses; and

· it will be environmentally defensible.

SCE&G may assist the project proponent in developing their application; however, it is the responsibility of the project proponent to provide FERC with all necessary information for FERC staff to review, approve, or disapprove the application. 


7.1.3 75 – Foot Setback


As explained, a 75-foot wide vegetated setback, located between the 360-foot contour and the back property development, is maintained adjacent to all easement lands sold by SCE&G after the issuance of the 1984 license.  Use of SCE&G’s 75-foot setback is entirely at the discretion of SCE&G as landowner.  Owners of adjoining lands (back property owners) are given the right of access by foot to and from the lake through the setback, but are not permitted to encroach with improvements, place any water-oriented encroachments (docks, ramps, etc.), change the contour of the land, or post the property, without written consent from SCE&G.  Access to setback lands is allowed for passive activities such as bird and wildlife viewing, picnicking, and hiking.  However, prohibited uses include overnight camping, building fires, hunting, or any other activity that may adversely impact the land.  


In addition, SCE&G intends to maintain well-vegetated lands within all areas designated as setbacks, and so they have developed specific principles and guidelines for vegetation management.  Vegetation management, however, varies according to the date the adjoining property was sold and the setback was established.  Easement lands sold by SCE&G fall into three groups that affect how the setbacks are managed: 1) lands sold prior to the 1984 license that lack 75-foot setbacks, 2) lands sold after 1984 but before approval of the 2007 SMP, and 3) lands sold after approval of this 2007 SMP.  A summary of the central differences among management of these 75-foot setback lands is as follows.

· Land purchased prior to 1984 – Owners that purchased their land prior to 1984 do not have a 75-foot setback associated with their properties.  Prior to this date, SCE&G sold land within the PBL that extended to the 360-ft contour interval (high water mark).  These back property owners are allowed to conduct limited brushing, which involves voluntarily removing exotic and invasive vegetation, on lands that adjoin their property and are below the 360-foot contour.  Such vegetation removal is monitored by SCE&G through there permitting program and is explained in greater detail in the Permitting Handbook, and also in Section 9.3 of this document.


· Setbacks established between 1984 and 2007 – As explained above, SCE&G began a program to establish 75-foot vegetated setbacks on all private properties sold after 1984.  Management of these 75-foot setbacks allowed for limited brushing by back property owners within the setback to remove exotic and invasive vegetation, which is managed by SCE&G through there permitting program.  (See Permitting Handbook and Section 9.3 for information on limiting brushing). 

· Setback established after 2007 – For lands sold after approval of the current SMP, SCE&G will maintain a ‘no disturbance’ policy on all 75-foot setbacks established after that date.  Thus, for newly established setbacks, limited brushing will not be allowed.  Only construction of a meandering path, designed according to SCE&G specifications, will be allowed through the 75-foot setback to provide access to the shoreline. 

Management prescriptions regarding setbacks were submitted as the Buffer Zone and Riparian Zone Management Plan (filed with FERC Jan. 31, 2006 –approval pending).  The Lake and Land Management TWC revised the plan during the current relicensing effort.  It provides details on management of 75-foot setbacks established prior to this SMP (1984-2007) and after.  A copy of the revised Buffer Zone and Riparian Zone Management Plan is included as Appendix C.

7.1.4 Future Development Prescriptions


Future development lands are saleable real estate and, as such, fall under the responsibility of the SCE&G’s Land Department.  In areas that are at least 100 feet from the shoreline, SCE&G may perform selective timber harvesting, however, the lands are generally available for purchase by the adjoining back property owner subject to Land Department and FERC review and regulation.  As landowner, SCE&G retains the discretion to determine availability of parcels for sale on an individual basis.  Residential landowners, who have property behind SCE&G future development lands, will have the right of access by foot to and from the lake.  However, SCE&G will not allow back property owners to encroach with shoreline improvements, cut any trees or shrubs, place any water-oriented encroachments (dock or ramp) or otherwise alter the lands without written consent from the Lake Management Department.  SCE&G will initiate appropriate action to address violations (enforcement of the SMP and consequences of violations are discussed in more detail in Section 11).  Upon the sale of future development lands to an individual, SCE&G generally retains title to the 75-foot setback adjacent to the 360 high water line.  

An exception to the open access of parcels under this sub-classification is in the case of municipality operations involved with water withdrawal activities.  These areas have restricted public access.  

Timbering may occur on future development property.  However, SCE&G maintains a no cut (with the exception of removing dying or diseased trees and trees determined to pose a safety hazard to the public) policy within 100 ft of the 360’ elevation. This practice is to ensure a suitable buffer exists around the lake.   

7.2 Public Recreation Prescriptions


Public lands devoted to public recreation include developed parklands, properties set aside for future recreational development, and publicly available islands owned by SCE&G.  SCE&G manages the areas individually based on the specific, designated recreational activities including swimming, picnicking, boat launching, etc.  SCE&G design and manage all areas to support public access to the lake.  Dreher Island State Park is the only site that provides formal camping; however, individuals can also camp on SCE&G -owned islands and other lands such as Bundrick Island, River Bend, and Sunset (SCE&G, 2007).


On its lands, SCE&G also manages forest resources that are available for public recreation although recreation is only one of several uses.  Forest resources located within a quarter mile of Lake Murray are managed according to the South Carolina Forestry Commission’s Best Management Practices.  SCE&G does not allow logging in certain areas, such as cliffs, steep slopes, or atypical groups of trees.  In addition, SCE&G prohibits tree cutting within the 25-foot area (measured horizontally) immediately adjacent to the shoreline beginning at that point in the transition zone where merchantable tree growth begins (FERC, 2004).  


7.3 
Natural Areas Prescriptions

Natural Areas are not available for sale, nor are docks, excavations, or shoreline activity permitted in these areas.  In addition, ESA’s have a 50-foot natural buffer zone designated around them.  In areas that lack ESA’s, there is a 25-foot natural buffer zone above the 360-foot high water contour.  SCE&G prohibits clearing of vegetation within ESAs, below the 360-foot contour, or within buffer zones associated with these areas.


7.4 Project Operations Prescriptions


Properties classified as Project Operation contain project works critical to the operation of the Saluda Project.  Public access to these lands is restricted for reasons of safety and security.


7.5 Shoreline Structures


Back property owners that desire access to, or wish to construct shoreline structures such as docks, boat ramps, and multi-slips may apply for a permit through SCE&G’s permitting program.  SCE&G may allow such structures but strictly regulates their placement and construction.

Marinas are the most common commercial enterprises with shoreline structures along the Lake Murray shoreline.  In general, commercial marinas, along with other water-dependent activities, must have adequate water depth to safely operate watercraft and accommodate associated structures (i.e., docks, slips, and moorings).  In addition, in order to minimize congestion on Project waters, FERC regulations require a minimum distance between marinas, and some other commercial enterprises, and similar existing activities.  Associated boat traffic should not impede and restrict general public navigation or adjacent residential use of the shoreline.  Thus, new commercial marina type activities require adequate set backs from other shoreline developments.


Consideration of the topographic character of the shoreline is also important in determining whether a site can support construction or expansion of a commercial marina or related commercial facility.  Project proponents must locate facilities in areas with adequate cove opening widths and depths, as well as shoreline distance requirements.  For example, SCE&G does not allow multislip docks within narrow coves that have a distance of less than 350 feet between each shoreline (as measured at the 360-ft contour).  Additionally, the location of new marinas must be at least 100-foot horizontal distance from existing Environmentally Sensitive Areas.

To address aspects of marina construction and expansion as well as residential dock construction and other shoreline structures, SCE&G has developed permitting application procedures and associated dock specifications guidelines.  Section 9.0 summarizes and SCE&G’s Shoreline Permitting Handbook details these guidelines. 

8.0 activities and structures permitted with sce&g approval


SCE&G maintains a strong commitment to managing the Lake Murray shoreline for multiple resources, which requires that they consider the impact of various activities on the environmental, aesthetic, and recreational character of the lands.  As a result of careful consideration, they have determined the following activities and structures to be compatible with the goals of the Shoreline Management Program.  The activities consist of items requiring SCE&G approval through the permitting program and those that are unregulated.

Allowed Activities/Structures requiring SCE&G Approval through the Shoreline Permitting Program:

· Construction or modifications to docks


· Boat ramps


· Marine railways


· Boat lifts


· Retaining walls


· Rip-rap


· Limited brushing (for lands within 75-foot setback established prior to approval of the 2007 SMP only)


· Commercial and residential water withdrawals for irrigation only that require shoreline structures for water access

Unregulated Activities Allowed along Lake Murray Shoreline:

· camping on islands designated as public recreation

· bird watching

· hiking

· hunting


· picnicking


· fishing


9.0 evaluation process for new shoreline facilities or activities


Property owners considering new shoreline facilities or activities within the Project boundary will follow a standard procedure for initiating, permitting, and completing their proposed projects.  These procedures are described in depth in SCE&G’s Permitting Handbook, which was developed by the Lake and Land Management TWC to support the SMP.  The Permitting Handbook is the framework for the General Permit, and as such must be go through the public review process and be approved by SCDNR.

As described in Section 6.0, land management classifications and their distribution around the Lake Murray shoreline have been identified, defined, and mapped.  Further, there are associated management prescriptions for each classification that help guide its development and land use.  In order to carry out a project, the project proponents must obtain the following information:


· Land management classification and management prescriptions for the proposed project location;

· Types of shoreline facilities and activities allowed and prohibited at the proposed project location; and

· Relevant permitting procedures for their project.

9.1 Land Management Classification of Proposed Project Location


The first step a project proponent must take in planning a new shoreline facility/activity is to determine the land management classification for their proposed project location.  The location must be proposed in a Multi-purpose or Public Recreation classification as new developments are not permitted in either Project Operations or Natural classifications.  Property locations have been mapped according to land management classification, which are available from the SCE&G Lake Management Department, to assist project proponents in this first step.  The maps will show whether the location is in a 75-foot setback or below the 360-ft contour, and thus subject to specific regulations.  Project proponents are urged to consult the maps early in the planning stage to determine where the subject property is in relation to protected environmental resources and other land management types.  The Lake Management Department will provide assistance in understanding the type, location, and specific requirements for proposed shoreline facilities and activities.

If a proposed facility/activity is intended to support a commercial use, and meets SCE&G permitting requirements, FERC regulation will require that additional analysis be undertaken prior to assessing conformity of use and may require FERC review and approval.  In deciding whether or not to approve such commercial applications, FERC may require that the project proponent show that the project will meet certain criteria.  Such criteria include, but are not limited to, showing that the project will not be a detriment to general public safety or navigation; that it will not contribute to new or ongoing shoreline soil erosion; that it will be aesthetically blended with surrounding uses; and that it will be environmentally defensible.  Although SCE&G may assist the project proponent in developing their application, it is the responsibility of the project proponent to provide FERC with all information necessary for them to base a decision.

9.2 Allowable and Prohibited Facilities and Uses for Proposed Project Location


After determining the land management classification of the subject property, the project proponent must determine what type of facility or activity defines their project and whether it is allowed at the proposed location.  Some activities may be allowed within a specific land management classification, but not at the precise location proposed.  For example, development is not allowed within the 75-foot setback on properties sold after 1984 (as described in Section 7.0).

Most new projects can be grouped according to the most commonly permitted activity.  Although many projects will fall into one category, some may include facilities or activities that fall into more than one.  In such cases, further clarification and review may be necessary to establish whether a particular facility or activity is allowed at the proposed location.  In general, most proposed shoreline facilities and activities fall into one of the following activities types:

· Construction and modification of docks - These activities include all new dock installations (both floating and pier supported) as well as any modifications to the size, shape, or location of existing structures.

· Bank stabilization - Bank stabilization to prevent shoreline erosion and slumping. May include retaining walls, rip-rap, or bioengineered methods such as plantings.

· Excavation or fill activities - Removal of materials/soils from the lakebed or the placement of fill in the lakebed; typically performed during drawdowns.

· Atypical erosion control activities - Areas undergoing unusual or unanticipated erosion that may require special attention or stabilization efforts. Identified erosion areas will be addressed on a case by case basis. 

· Landscape modification/enhancements (including limited incidental clearing of vegetation on Project land adjacent to private properties) - Subject to conditions that will be specified in the permit, SCE&G may permit limited clearing of brush or vegetation from Project shoreline lands for the above activities.

9.3 Shoreline Permitting Procedures


SCE&G operates its shoreline permitting activities under a general permit issued by the US Corps of Engineers and the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control.  This permit authorizes SCE&G to be the residential permitting authority on Lake Murray.  Project proponents must obtain the proper permit(s), per the SCE&G’s Shoreline Permitting Program, prior to the initiation of any construction or activity on the Lake Murray shoreline, which consists of the lands below the 360-ft contour interval or designated 75-ft setbacks.  In addition, some activities have local, state and/or federal permit requirements as well.

Different uses of project lands have different associated permit and review processes as defined by the Standard Land Use Article contained in SCE&G’s FERC license.  FERC has delegated to SCE&G the authority to review and approve certain types of uses such as those that involve relatively routine activities by individuals, such as noncommercial piers, boat docks, and retaining walls.  Uses that involve the conveyance of easements, right-of-ways, or leases and include uses such as the replacement or maintenance of bridges and roads, storm drains and water mains, telephone, gas and electric distribution lines, minor access roads, and other similar activities require consultation with the appropriate State and Federal agencies, and can ultimately be approved by SCE&G after its review is complete.  Finally, uses that involve the conveyance of fee title, easements or right-of-ways, and leases, and typically include more substantial activities such as the construction of new roads and bridges, sewer lines that discharge into project waters, marinas, and other similar uses also require review by SCE&G and consultation with the appropriate local, State, and Federal agencies, but also must be submitted to the FERC for their review.

Whether the non-project use is approved under the Standard Land Use article or through prior FERC approval, SCE&G is responsible for ensuring that the use is consistent with the purposes of protecting or enhancing the scenic, recreational, and other environmental values of the project.  To assist project proponents navigate the permitting process, the staff at the SCE&G Lake Management Department is available to answer questions regarding documentation, permits, and specifications requirement for their particular project.  Specifically, permits are required to perform the following activities or construct/modify the following structures:

· perform limited brushing in setbacks and below 360-ft contour where an approved dock will be located;

· remove lake water for irrigation purposes only;

· excavate soil/earth;

· apply shoreline stabilization;

· rip-rap;

· retaining walls;

· docks;

· ramps;

· marine railways; and

· boat lifts.

It is advisable to begin the consultation process with SCE&G Land Management staff at the conceptual stage of larger complex or resource sensitive projects.  If there are questions regarding the location of specific resource concerns and the proximity of proposed new facilities or activities, SCE&G staff will be able to address such inquiries early.  SCE&G staff will also be able to discuss specific permitting requirements with the property owner.  Depending on the proposed new facility or activity, agencies may impose requirements on construction start/stop dates, the placement of erosion control devices, treatment plans, remedial measures, submittal of start construction notifications, and/or best management practices. Any permit applicant should be aware of such conditions, as violations may nullify a permit.


A summary of permits required to perform the above listed activities or construct/modify structures are summarized below.  Detailed information on SCE&G’s Shoreline Permitting Program, which includes the permitting process, guidelines, and specifications, are provided in 
SCE&G’s Shoreline Permitting Handbook.

9.3.1 Limited Brushing Below 360 – Foot Contour or in 75 – Foot Setback


In general, SCE&G maintains a policy of no disturbance for any vegetation below the 360-foot contour or within a vegetated setbacks without approval from SCE&G.  Furthermore, for setbacks established after approval of the 2007 SMP, limited brushing will not be allowed and SCE&G will implement a no disturbance policy.  In some cases, however, limited brushing of adjacent properties by the back property owner will be allowed to remove exotic and invasive vegetation that occurs adjacent to their property.  Permission will only be granted by SCE&G Lake Management after a site visit with the applicant to assess the need for brushing.  Once limited brushing is completed according to the permit, the applicant may maintain the site in said condition.  (See Appendix C for more detailed information on limited brushing regulations).

9.3.2 Woody Debris & Stump Management


In 2006, in accordance with FERC requirements (FERC, 2004), SCE&G developed and filed a plan for managing woody debris below the 360’ foot contour of Lake Murray for fish habitat restoration and public safety.  The plan was subsequently approved by FERC (117 FERC62,213).  During the current relicensing process, the plan was revised by the Lake and Land Management TWC.  The revised plan is included as Appendix B.

As a baseline, SCE&G maintains a policy of no disturbance for any woody debris.  However, woody debris may pose a boating hazard or be an impediment to navigation.  Also, debris just below water level, particularly stumps, can pose serious safety risks, especially at the high speeds associated with water skiing and jet skiing, or with activities such as swimming, where jumping from fixed or floating facilities such as docks might occur.  Consideration for safety and navigation is a priority and so selective woody debris removal may be approved if it is judged necessary to remedy safety or navigation concerns.  In such case, the hazardous woody debris must be brought to the attention of SCE&G’s Lake Management Department personnel who may approve only the portion of woody debris that poses the concern (the remaining woody debris must be left intact).

9.3.3 Residential & Commercial Water Withdrawals


Commercial and residential water withdrawals that require piping and other delivering equipment placed along the shoreline or in the littoral zone fall under the management of this SMP.  Water removal permits for residential property will be for irrigation purposes only.  Applications for a commercial permit to remove water may be submitted to SCE&G for review.  If it appears to conflict with the public interest SCE&G will deny the application; however, if it is compatible, it will be forwarded to FERC for approval, if required.  SCE&G will impose limits in granting permits for approved applications.  The applicant will be required to compensate SCE&G for water withdrawn and to bear expenses of filing the application.


9.3.4 Excavation


Because eroded soil from construction and other activities can threaten the lake’s aquatic and shoreline environments, as well as the watershed SCE&G monitors excavation activities by requiring a permit be obtained for work performed below the 360-foot contour. All authorized excavations must be in accordance with SCE&G specifications and requirements, which may include an environmental assessment plan or report.


9.3.5 Bank Stabilization


All shoreline stabilization efforts within the 360-foot contour must be approved in writing by SCE&G Lake Management and all necessary governmental permits must be obtained prior to implementation.  Although bioengineering methods of stabilization are preferred, rip-rap or retaining walls will be approved to resolve serious erosion problems.  Regardless of techniques proposed, however, prior approval of work by SCE&G is required.  More information on bank stabilization is provided in Section 12.0.

9.3.6 Individual Docks


A permit must be obtained for the creation, replacement, or addition of any dock. At a minimum, dock construction is not to impede navigation, create a nuisance, or otherwise be incompatible with overall Project recreation use.

9.3.7 Boat Ramps, Boat Lifts, Marine Railways, Etc.


A permit application must be submitted to SCE&G for the construction or modification of boat ramps, boat lifts, personal watercraft lifts and/or marine railways.  When feasible, SCE&G encourages the use of boat ramps at public and semi-public facilities versus construction of private ramps.  No individual boat ramps will be permitted on setback property and where a subdivision has a common access area with a ramp.

9.3.8 Pricate Multi-Slip

In lieu of individual docks, SCE&G encourages multi-slip docks, which may be permitted based on shoreline footage.  To participate in the multi-slip dock program the development must have a minimum of 500 feet of shoreline.  Property with less than 500 feet will be evaluated for individual or shared docks.  A permit application must be submitted to SCE&G for the construction or modification of all multi slips.

9.3.9 Commercial Marinas


The development and expansion of new or existing commercial docks will be negotiated on a case by case basis.  The necessary federal, State, and Local approved permits must be obtained before final approval by SCE&G and FERC.

10.0 sce&g permitting fee policies


The FERC allows SCE&G the right to charge a reasonable fee to cover the costs of administering its Shoreline Permitting Program, which adds significant management responsibilities and costs to their operation.  SCE&G is currently evaluating, and will adopt, a fee structure for recovering a portion of the costs of administering the shoreline management program.  This will ensure that activities occurring on Project lands are consistent with the overall goals for the project.  Such fees can be a one-time or annual cost.

Since 1975, SCE&G has charged a one-time processing fee for its efforts in managing various activities around the lakes.  Over the years, the amount has changed to reflect increasing management costs.  In 1984, SCE&G also implemented an annual charge for commercial facilities.  The amount of fees charged for different types of activities will be reviewed and adjusted periodically during the license term, in accordance with the effort required by SCE&G to support such a program.  These permit fees will be assessed as part of completion and approval of all application materials for a lake shore use permit.  SCE&G will give adequate public notice through appropriate communication avenues before changing the fee structure.


11.0 enforcement of shoreline management plan


11.1 Violations of Shoreline Management Plan


SCE&G conducts annual surveys of the land below the 360-ft contour to inventory and inspect docks built and permitted throughout the year.  They also make note of unauthorized structures and urge residents and other lake visitors to report what they believe may be unauthorized activity below the 360-ft contour as well as in 75-ft setbacks.

SCE&G Lake Management representatives will issue Stop Work Directives for any violations that are detected on SCE&G property.  Any unauthorized clearing of the trees or underbrush will result in the immediate cancellation of an individual’s dock permit as well as possible legal action to require re-vegetation of the affected area.  Removal of merchantable timber will require reimbursement to SCE&G Company subject to valuation of the Land Department.  Additional, consequences for violations may include loss of consideration for future permits, fines, or legal action.

12.0 best management practices


In their ongoing commitment to protect natural resources at the Project, SCE&G actively supports programs to protect and improve the Lake Murray shoreline through the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs).  BMPs are actions taken to lessen potential impacts to a particular resource resulting from its direct or indirect use.  SCE&G has developed several management plans designed to preserve the health of the shoreline, and they also promote the use of BMPs through their Shoreline Permitting Program, which has been discussed previously in Section 9.3.  In addition, they encourage property owners to protect the shoreline by incorporating voluntary BMPs.  Below are management plans that support SCE&G’s goal to employ greater use of BMPs as well as voluntary landowner recommended BMPs.

12.1 SCE&G Shoreline Management


12.1.1 Shoreline Permitting Program


As described previously, SCE&G’s maintains a Shoreline Permitting Program as a means to monitor and regulate development and other activities along the Lake Murray shoreline.  As a part of their permitting process SCE&G requires that BMPs be employed when constructing or performing any permitted activity or development.  In particular, permits and consultation with SCE&G are required to build structures, perform excavation, apply any erosion control means, or remove vegetation or woody debris below the 360-ft contour and in 75-ft setbacks.  If activities such as these are not carried out carefully, they can threaten shoreline and lake resources through soil erosion, water pollution, and habitat degradation.  Removal of vegetation and woody debris weakens shoreline stability and eliminates valuable wildlife habitat.

12.1.2 Erosion Control


Shoreline erosion is a concern in some areas where the lakeshore is exposed to prolonged or recurrent wind and wave action.  Such erosion, if in excess, can lead to sedimentation of the lake destroying aquatic habitats and clogging drainage ditches, stream channels, water intakes, and the reservoir in general.  In 2002, SCE&G instituted a Sedimentation and Erosion Control Plan that is aimed at identifying, prioritizing, and stabilizing severely eroded shoreline on recreation and SCE&G-owned islands.  A new Sedimentation and Erosion Plan was filed with the FERC in 2006, which has recently been revised by the Lake and Land Management TWC (Appendix D).

In addition, SCE&G supports voluntary efforts to address shoreline erosion by back property owners.  To ensure that appropriate and effective techniques are used, SCE&G monitors erosion control projects through their Shoreline Permitting Program, as discussed in Section 9.3.  Private property owners who wish to employ erosion control measures must use SCE&G-approved methodologies appropriate for the specific situation.

Because shoreline vegetation serves several important functions (i.e., soil integrity, wildlife habitat, and aesthetic value) it is preferable to address soil erosion problems using techniques that involve marsh or wetland creation and vegetative bank stabilization.  This technique is referred to as soil bioengineering, and consists of installing living plant material as a main structural component in controlling problems of land instability.  Plants used should consist of native species that, ideally, have been collected in the immediate vicinity of a project site to ensure that they are well-adapted to site conditions. The ultimate goal in using bioengineering techniques is for the natural invasion of a diverse plant community to stabilize the site through development of a vegetative cover and a reinforcing root matrix.


Because bioengineering techniques are most effective at sites with limited exposure to strong currents or wind-generated waves, areas experiencing strong erosional pressure may also warrant structural methods, such as rip-rap, seawalls, or retainer walls.  Areas with high-gradient banks or those in advanced stages of erosion may also benefit from a structural component.  Thus, the optimal solution often involves using a combination of techniques that provides both structural and environmental benefits to the shoreline.  Numerous bioengineering methodologies and devices are available to address various erosion problems.  Examples of erosion control designs that utilize both vegetation and structural elements are provided in Figures 12.1-1 and 12.1-2.  As depicted in the figure, sheetpile and rip rap can provide immediate shoreline stability while plantings become established to add root-based soil integrity.  The number of erosion control designs is numerous, and the most appropriate methodology depends on the slope and erosion pressure at a particular spot as well as homeowner preferences.  SCE&G’s Land Management Department is available to provide technical assistance and help homeowners chose the design right for them and the lake environment.

12.1.3 Re – Vegetation of Disturbed Areas





Vegetation along the shoreline is an important component of a healthy reservoir ecosystem and SCE&G sets limits for clearing vegetation below the 360-ft contour and in 75-foot setbacks.  Occasionally, however, vegetation in these areas is disturbed beyond what is permitted in the guidelines.  Regardless of whether a disturbance is man-made or natural, intentional or unintentional, SCE&G encourages re-vegetation of these areas.  Implementation of a Re-vegetation Plan is recommended to enhance vegetated buffers, thereby improving biodiversity, providing erosion protection, adding or maintaining filtering capacity, and protecting the aesthetics of a “natural” shoreline.

In the event of disturbance within the 75-foot setback, the landowner is encouraged to submit a site-specific re-vegetation plan to SCE&G for approval and complete replanting during the subsequent growing season.  Essentially, the plan will serve as a guiding document to ensure that the disturbed areas are stabilized using native forbs, grasses, shrubs and trees as needed, and to allow natural succession to continue.  A re-vegetation plan must, at a minimum, comply with guidelines set forth by SCE&G (see Attachment C).  Plant species and density used to revegetate a particular location will be determined based on the inherent properties of the area, such as topographic slope, as well as whether it is in the riparian or upland zone.  The re-vegetation guidelines also provide requirements on percent plant cover, mulch depth, recommended native species, and tree removal.  Setbacks that have been restored are inspected annually to check survival of planted species and compliance with the re-vegetation plan. Landowners are required to provide photo documentation of planted area for a period of 5 years
.

12.1.4 Shoreline Enhancement Program


Since 1995, SCE&G has worked with the SCDNR and other lake interest groups to improve the Lake Murray shoreline through the Lake Murray Shoreline Habitat Enhancement Project, which was designed to re-establish shoreline vegetation, protect water quality, and provide improved habitat for fish and other wildlife.  Through this program, SCE&G gives away and/or plants thousands of trees annually along the Lake Murray shoreline.  In particular, they actively sponsor an annual planting of native, aquatic plants such as bald cypress trees and button brushes along the shoreline as part of a joint effort with the LMA, Lake Murray FISH, Bassmasters of South Carolina and the SCDNR.

12.1.5 Aquatic Plant Management Activities


Certain species of aquatic plant can become a significant nuisance to recreation and project operations if their populations are not kept in check.  Some of the common problem species found in Lake Murray include hydrilla, Eurasian water milfoil and several species of pondweed.  When managing invasive and exotic aquatic plants it is important to also protect the aquatic ecosystems and fish habitat. This requires the integration and use of specific BMPs appropriate to the regional and local conditions.

SCE&G’s Lake Management Department, in cooperation with the SCDNR, manages the Aquatic Weed Program on Lake Murray.  Because aquatic weed control techniques can harm fish and native plant species, it is unlawful, per State and Federal regulations, for individuals to spray or treat aquatic growth in the waters of Lake Murray.  Thus, SCE&G asks that any aquatic vegetation problems recognized by lake visitors or back property owners should be reported to SCE&G’s Lake Management Department and the SCDNR.  In addition, to help curb the spread of invasive aquatic species, SCE&G asks that Lake visitors clear off boats and trailers before launching into the waters of Lake Murray.

12.2 Recommended Land Owner BMPs


In addition to development activities, the environment around Lake Murray is susceptible to degradation due to residential and recreational activities that include improper fertilizer/pesticide use, boat maintenance, and debris disposal.  Back property owners can make a significant positive contribution to the lake environment, and ultimately the watershed, by employing BMPs that preserve bank integrity and minimize non-point sources of pollution and contamination.  These activities are not necessarily mandated either through SCE&G or other permitting agencies.  However, it is important for back property owners to understand that using BMPs will preserve the aesthetic, environmental, and recreational qualities of the lake that they so highly value.  Examples of effective BMPs recommended to back property owners are provided in the following sections.  SCE&G is available to provide more information and to assist landowners in determining appropriate BMPs for activities on their properties.

12.2.1 Minimizing Non – Point Source Pollution


Lake pollution is attributable to various activities related to residential development, agriculture, forestry, and construction.  Pollutants and contaminants enter the lake and tributaries from overland flows that accumulate substances following rain events.  This run off water contains sediment, bacteria, oil, grease, detergents pesticides, fungicides, fertilizers, and other pollutants.  Excessive amounts of pollution can overwhelm a lake’s natural ability to filter and process chemicals and nutrients, which leads to degraded water quality and aquatic environments.

Although a single person or action may seem insignificant in their effect on the lake, the additive affect of the volume of people that live and use the resource is considerable.  With this in mind, SCE&G encourages adjacent land owners to be mindful that they are a member of a larger community that uses the lake.  Employing the following BMPs can go a long way in preserving and improving lake water quality:

· Use permeable paving materials and reduce the amount of impervious surfaces, particularly driveways, sideways, walkways, and parking areas;

· Dispose of vehicle fluids, paints, or household chemicals as indicated on their respective labels and do not deposit these products into storm drains, project waters, or onto the ground;

· Use soap sparingly when washing your car and wash your car on a grassy area so the ground can filter the water naturally. Use a hose nozzle with a trigger to save water and pour your bucket of used soapy water down the sink and not in the street; and

· Maintain septic tanks and drain fields according to the guidelines and/or regulations established by the appropriate regulatory authority.


12.2.2 Vegetation Management

As mentioned previously, vegetated shorelines are an important component of a healthy lake ecosystem.  Their root systems help to stabilize the shoreline and trap and filter runoff pollutants.  Vegetation also provides valued wildlife habitat and increases the natural aesthetic quality of the shoreline.  However, not all vegetation is equally beneficial, and many gardening and lawn maintenance activities can harm the lake ecosystem if not applied properly.  Some relatively simple ways that back property owners can ensure that their property contributes to the health of the lake environment include employing the following BMPs:


· Plant native trees, shrubs, and flowers for landscaping and gardens.  Native species adapted to the climate will require less watering and chemicals (i.e., fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides, fungicides);

· Grow plants that provide food, shelter and habitat for birds, butterflies, and other wildlife, which play a part in maintaining a healthy, natural environment;

· Enrich the soil by using natural soil amendments such as compost, manure and mulch;

· Minimize the area of lawn located near the shoreline.  When planting lawn, use a low maintenance, slow growing grass that is recommended for your soil conditions and climate;

· Maintain the grass as high as possible to shade out weeds and improve rooting so less fertilizing and watering are required;

· Avoid dumping leaves or yard debris on or near the shoreline;

· Avoid applying excessive herbicides, fungicides, and pesticides.  Use according to the label and never just before a precipitation event; and

· Create and maintain a rain garden in the landscape to naturally filter runoff.  Rain Gardens are an infiltration technique that captures water in specialized gardens containing native plantings.  They allow the water to slowly filter into the ground rather than run off into storm sewers.


13.0 public education and outreach


As explained previously, the Standard land use article within SCE&G’s license directs them to oversee shoreline activities and to take action to prevent unauthorized uses of Project shorelines.  This SMP is intended to establish proper shoreline use and development consistent with the FERC license, as well as the protection of public safety and environmental quality (water quality, natural habitat, aesthetics, etc.).  To garner support and compliance from the public and lake users, it is key to educate them of the need to protect shoreline resources.  Additionally, the public must be aware of the management and permitting programs put in place to provide this protection.  To accomplish the task of increasing public awareness of the goals and objectives of this SMP SCE&G has developed an education and outreach program that includes the components described below.

13.1 SMP Education


SCE&G’s Public Education and Outreach program aims to educate the public on various aspects of the management of Lake Murray including the Shoreline Permitting Program, recommended BMP use, relevant Project Operations information, and the Safety Program.  To accomplish this, SCE&G uses various public education measures including informational pamphlets, public meetings, newsletters, and an internet webpage.

The Internet, in particular, offers an excellent opportunity for disseminating information and improving awareness.  Currently, SCE&G is developing a website that is designed to provide information on the SMP and the Shoreline Permitting Program.  Information and materials that will be available at the website include the following:

· Permitting guidelines;

· Sample permit applications;

· Examples and information on Best Management Practices (BMPs);

· Alternative and example designs for bank stabilization; and

· Useful links and other related information.

Additional outreach mechanisms that SCE&G intends to use to help implement the SMP are the following:


· Conduct a SMP Implementation Workshop;

· Conduct annual training workshops for construction contractors, realtors, and property owners;

· Speak at homeowner and other organizations’ meetings, when invited;

· Continue to provide information to realtors and encourage that this information be provided to all potential lake shore property buyers; and

· Develop and distribute a new “user friendly” brochure that will include general lake information, permitting process, shoreline BMPs, and relevant contact information.

13.2 BMP Education


Because the use of BMPs outside of the Shoreline Permitting Program is voluntary SCE&G recognizes that educating the public to their necessity is vital.  With assistance from relicensing stakeholders and other interested parties, SCE&G supports public education efforts to encourage the adoption of shoreline BMPs as well as any other BMPs promoted by state and/or regulatory authorities.

As a means to encourage BMP use by all back property owners, SCE&G hosts annual information meetings with local contractors, home owner organizations, and other interested parties to ensure all are made aware of the notification and permit requirements prior to work and encouraging the use of all BMPs for sustainable shoreline management. Appropriate literature will be given to property owners and their contractors illustrating BMPs suggested practices for any construction work.  SCE&G will also provide technical assistance during the permitting process for any construction projects.  In addition, literature will be provided advising property owners about buffers, protecting native vegetation and native weed beds and other shoreline management BMPs.

13.3 Public Access Area Maps


Currently being Drafted

13.4 Public Service Annoucements (PSA)


TO BE INSERTED AFTER INPUT FROM SCE&G AND LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC

13.5 Safety Programs


Currently being Drafted

14.0 monitoring and review process

14.1 Overall Land Use Monitoring


Because SCE&G has recently modified its land management classification system, it will be important to monitor land use in the future to ensure the new system is appropriate.  Also, as demographics and user groups change within the Project area, changes in residential and commercial areas may also occur.  Often this type of use change is incremental and cumulative, occurring over a period of years or decades.  To monitor land use around Lake Murray, SCE&G will use a geographic information system (GIS) to compare new and existing permit applications against GIS data for the land management classifications.  Such monitoring will provide long-term data useful in identifying areas experiencing change.  Every ten years, during the SMP review process (see Section 12.2 on Review Process below), SCE&G will report on changes in land use for the various land management classifications in conjunction with Form 80 surveys.  If it is found that major changes within the Project boundary have occurred that are not consistent with the current SMP goals amendments to the SMP may be warranted.  Such situations include large changes in land ownership, major commercial upgrades or uses, or new residential uses or pressures.

14.2 Review Process


Prior to the current License Application, SCE&G conducted a review of the SMP every five years, per the original license requirements.  This small time interval proved to be ineffective because the review and revision process, which included gathering input and addressing issues from stakeholders, required several years to complete.  In addition, it resulted in viewing conditions and activities around the lake at too fine a scale to identify true trends rather than temporary circumstances.  In their new License Application, SCE&G proposed a change in the SMP review cycle to a 10 year interval.  This time frame is more appropriate to ensure the SMP remains relevant in light of changing conditions and challenges meeting Lake Murray.  As in the past, SCE&G will solicit input from interested parties in addressing issues that arise and have a bearing on lake management.  This includes keeping lines of communication open during the time between review periods.  Concurrently with the SMP review, SCE&G will review the Shoreline Permitting Program to ensure its effectiveness; however, changes to the permitting process may be made periodically, as needed, outside of the scheduled review periods.

The ten-year SMP review period allows for SCE&G to assess new issues that arise as a result of development around the lake, and allows for the analysis of cumulative affects.  One month prior to the scheduled start of the review process, its occurrence will be advertised in various media formats (e.g., web site, newsletter, contact with homeowner associations, etc.).  SCE&G will use the same media avenues to issue a report on the outcome of the review process.  Although SMP reviews will be scheduled every 10 years, SCE&G is always willing to listen to concerned stakeholders particularly if unforeseeable circumstances warrant a review of particular sections of the SMP.
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APPENDIX A


FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN


APPENDIX B


WOODY DEBRIS & STUMP MANAGEMENT PLAN


APPENDIX C


BUFFER ZONE MANAGEMENT


APPENDIX D


SEDIMENTATION AND EROSION CONTROL PLAN


APPENDIX E


BASELINE ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING PLAN FOR LAKE MURRAY MARINAS


APPENDIX F


LAKE MURRAY WATER QUALITY MONITORING PLAN


APPENDIX G


ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS REPORT


�SCE&G to provide FERC approval doc.


�SCE&G and TWC to revisit this.


�This needs to be re-visited with the Land Department. Need more information on management, such as docks in intermittent ESAs etc. 


�Reference forthcoming – Permitting Handbook.


�SCE&G and TWC to revisit this. Is this to be a voluntary, educational, required activity? -slh


�Please verify with Tommy if we can add the following – “Failure to comply with this program may lead to temporary or permanent termination of the violator’s dock permit.”
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SEDIMENTATION AND EROSION CONTROL PLAN 
 


 


This plan was prepared in compliance with the requirements of the Federal Energy 


Regulatory Commission’s (FERC or Commission) Order Approving Land Use and Shoreline 


Management Plan for FERC Project No. 516, issued and effective June 23, 2004 and subsequent 


Order Clarifying and Modifying the June Order, issued and effective October 28, 2004.  


Paragraph B of the June 23 Order and Paragraph B of the October 28 Order require South 


Carolina Electric & Gas (SCE&G) to develop and file a plan, by June 23, 2005, for addressing 


erosion and sedimentation on Lake Murray.  On May 31, 2005, SCE&G requested a time 


extension until January 31, 2006. 


 
1.0 BACKGROUND 


 


In 2002, SCE&G completed a shoreline erosion survey for Lake Murray to identify and 


prioritize certain areas (existing and future recreation sites) susceptible to erosion and in need of 


monitoring for possible protective measures. In total, 60 areas were identified as areas of 


concern.  SCE&G ranked the severity of the erosion (light, moderate, severe) at each site, and 


designated top priority to those sites where erosion is severe and may potentially significantly 


damage property or habitat, or cause a safety concern.  The design of the Shoreline Erosion 


Survey Plan was developed in consultation with the United States Fish and Service (USFWS) 


and South Carolina Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR).  The Shoreline Erosion Survey 


Plan is found in Appendix A. 
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2.0 GOAL 
 


The primary purpose of this Sedimentation and Erosion Control Plan (Plan) is to identify 


and provide management guidelines for erosion on existing and future recreation areas and 


SCE&G owned islands and to address possibly related sedimentation and the potential for 


material impacts to fish and wildlife habitat and water quality of Lake Murray.  This plan 


includes identification, mitigation, and monitoring strategies for those identified areas exhibiting 


significant erosion. 


 


3.0 MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 
 


SCE&G has a variety of programs in place designed at least in part to address shoreline 


erosion around Lake Murray.  These programs, incorporated here by reference, include: 


 
1. Shoreline Management Program:  On non-SCE&G private lakeside property (Private 


Property), erosion issues are addressed through a permitting process.  Compliance 


with related permit conditions is the responsibility of the shoreline property owner 


permittees.  SCE&G requires Private Property owners to apply for and receive 


permits from its Lake Management Department prior to their initiation of shoreline 


construction or land/vegetation disturbing activity, such as the installation of boat 


docks or ramps, walls or riprap (bulkheads are not allowed and retaining walls are not 


permitted below the 360 ft contour)  SCE&G requires Private Property owners to sign 


a Shoreline and Vegetative Protection Agreement as a pre-condition to the issuance of 


permits.  Private Property owners who wish to employ erosion control measures not 


previously identified as appropriate by SCE&G are required to provide explanations 


and justifications of such “alternative” shoreline stabilization measures.  These 


alternative shoreline stabilization measures must be approved by SCE&G.  If they are 


not, they may not be used. 


2. Public Outreach and Education:  SCE&G provides public education materials and 


opportunities for Private Property owners.  This is accomplished through 


collaboration with governmental agencies such as the Natural Resources 


Conservation Service (NRCS), the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources 


(SCDNR), and non-governmental organizations (NGO’s) such as the Lake Murray 
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Association and Harbor Watch, and from time to time, others.  In coordination with 


the NRCS, SCE&G developed and offers a demonstration project at its Boat Ramp 


#3.  This demonstration project illustrates conservation alternatives for shoreline 


stabilization using a combination of open cell block rip-rap and native vegetation. 


3. Tree Planting and Giveaway:  SCE&G actively sponsors an annual planting of native 


aquatic-friendly/compatible plants such as bald cypress trees and button bushes along 


the shoreline of Lake Murray as part of a joint effort periodically with the Lake 


Murray Association, Lake Murray FISH, Bassmasters of South Carolina and the 


SCDNR.  One principal objective of this effort is to reduce shoreline erosion and 


improve fish habitat.  SCE&G also gives away and/or plants thousands of trees 


annually through its shoreline enhancement program, initiated in 1995. 


4. Forest and Game Management Property:  Approximately 106 miles of shoreline have 


been classified as Forest and Game Management property and will not be sold or 


developed. 


 


4.0 MITIGATION 
 


Even with these management actions, significant erosion can occur.  The significance of 


specific areas of shoreline erosion, more often than not, is highlighted by potentially affected 


adjoining Private Property owners.  To protect their property interests, they often seek 


permission and guidance to address areas of the shoreline adjacent to their fringe land property.  


That permission is usually granted.  Peripheral to, but nevertheless potentially important to the 


erosion issue, as a part of the current relicensing process, all SCE&G owned islands have been 


designated as sites needing Stage II (intensive) archeological investigations under Section 106 


Historic Preservation Act consultation requirements.  As a result of those archaeological 


investigations, SCE&G may determine a need to mitigate areas on some islands that are shown 


to contain important archaeological sites at significant risk from erosion.  In that limited 


circumstance, it may be determined that there is a need to address the erosion issue for that site. 


 


SCE&G also provides Private Property owners with a list of vegetation species best suited 


for replanting and revegetating the Lake Murray shoreline.  SCE&G is currently developing and 


will implement an enhanced outreach program to better educate the public on buffer zones and 


- 3 - 







 


their environmental benefits to the overall lake and land management needs of the shoreline of 


Lake Murray.  SCE&G plans to offer and to incorporate this expanded program into the next 


revision of the Shoreline Management Plan, which will be prepared during the current 


relicensing and must be submitted to the Commission by August 31, 2008. 


 


Where the Company is requested by Private Property owners, on islands as described 


above, or at designated public access points it determines a desire or need to address an erosion 


circumstance, SCE&G will work with homeowners, public agencies, or through its own 


shoreline management personnel as appropriate to mitigate erosion.  For all such shoreline, the 


following steps are taken: 


 


1. Assessments are made to select appropriate shoreline stabilization methodologies, 


based on the severity of the erosion and other shoreline circumstances/conditions.  


When possible, control methods employ best management practices and planting of 


appropriate native vegetation: 


 


a. Areas with light or moderate erosion are more likely to be encouraged to be 


maintained by enhancing the vegetative cover or employing bioengineering 


methods, i.e. combining the use of rock or engineered block/mats and vegetation 


for shoreline stabilization. 


b. Areas of heavy erosion are almost universally to be controlled by riprap.  Rip-rap 


for erosion control at and below the 360 foot contour must be comprised of 


aesthetically and structurally acceptable materials (no solid concrete blocks, 


bricks, or building materials). 


 


2. SCE&G has implemented a non-disturbance buffer policy for properties currently 


designated for future development and not already approved for sale by the FERC 


under preexisting policy guidelines.  Where applied, this forward-looking policy 


allows Private Property owners only to have a 10 foot wide meandering path through 


the buffer area to a dock or other permitted shoreline amenity.  There may be no other 


removal of vegetation in the buffer area.  Where applied this should provide a robust 


buffer zone, thereby significantly limiting the potential for landside activity related 
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erosion.  This will help to insure, going forward, a proper balance in shoreline uses, 


and will directly affect approximately 95 miles of shoreline around Lake Murray. 


 


5.0 MONITORING OF COMPLIANCE WITH EXISTING POLICIES AND OF 
SHORELINE STABILIZATION PROJECTS 


 


Shoreline erosion control permitting is managed by SCE&G, with coordination with 


jurisdictional resource and regulatory authorities as appropriate. 


 


Compliance with SCE&G’s management prescriptions for its various land classifications 


is monitored and enforced by SCE&G, as detailed in the Buffer Zone Management Plan, and the 


Shoreline Management Plan. 


 


SCE&G currently evaluates and updates the shoreline management plans as a part of its 


FERC-mandated five year review process in consultation with appropriate agencies and NGO’s. 


 


Once identified, SCE&G plans to survey the highly erodable areas every five (5) years 


and the light to moderate areas every ten (10) years.  Surveying of these properties will be 


conducted under the guidelines established in the March 2002 Shoreline Erosion Survey Plan 


prepared in coordination with the SCDNR and USFWS. Those areas classified as future or 


existing public recreation areas exhibiting severe erosion would be considered for a stabilization 


project.  SCE&G would coordinate any stabilization activities with the SCDNR, USFWS and 


other appropriate state or federal agency as necessary. 


 


6.0 REFERENCES 
 
South Carolina Department of Natural Resources.  2000.  News Release #00 – 52, DNR News.  


March 6, 2000.  [Online] URL:  http://www.dnr.state.sc.us/cec/news/mar0600.html.  
Accessed May 18, 2005. 
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1.0 iNTRODUCTION 


This plan addresses management and re-vegetation of  areas within the 75’ foot buffer zone above the 360’ foot contour (Plant Datum) (“the 360,” or “El. 360”) adjacent to lands sold after 1984.


Shoreline vegetation along Lake Murray primarily consists of buttonbush, alder, willow, river birch, green ash, and loblolly pine with limited occurrence of oaks and other hardwood trees.  Forested, riparian buffers along reservoir shorelines are generally acknowledged to provide a variety of environmental functions and ecological values.  These environmental functions include trapping and/or filtering sediment runoff, reducing bank erosion, removing phosphorous and other nutrients and sequestering contaminants such as pesticides.  Ecological values include contribution of leaves and other nutrient sources to the lake, maintenance of habitat for fish and aquatic organisms by moderating near shore water temperature, providing woody debris and providing habitat for amphibians and other terrestrial organisms.  Buffers also provide societal values such as maintaining a more “natural” aesthetic appearance of shoreline.  

In 1981, FERC approved the first Shoreline Management Plan (16 FERC62,479), however, it was not until issuance of the 1984 Saluda Hydroelectric Project license that FERC required SCE&G to establish and maintain a 75-foot vegetated buffer zone on all Fringeland 
conveyed after the issuance of the 1984 license.  The buffer zone, which extends inland from the 360 foot (Plant Datum) contour, creates an expanded vegetated, aesthetic buffer between back property development and the Lake Murray shoreline that protects and enhances the Project’s scenic, recreational and environmental values.  The 75-foot vegetated buffer zone represents the normal limit to which SCE&G may sell land between the PBL and the lake. SCE&G retains ownership of the 75-foot setback area.  It comes into existence “in front of” (between the PBL and the 360’ contour) all Fringeland sold.  In addition, setbacks exist along all perennial and intermittent streams in both Future Development and Forest and Game Management land as a result of the June and October 2004 FERC Orders.


Although the 360 foot contour is the normal maximum surface elevation specified in the license.  Historically, the pool elevation has been managed for normal operations between the 350-352 foot level and the 358-358½ foot elevation.  Depending upon the shoreline contour in a particular area, this means that the water can be a few feet to hundreds of feet away from the 360 foot contour.  Accordingly, the “buffer” between shoreline development and the water of Lake Murray may be from slightly more to several times more than 75 feet in width.  Some of these areas below the 360 foot contour are heavily timbered and otherwise vegetated.  The average depth/width of the area between the 360 foot contour and the 358 foot contour is about ___ feet.  This means that the 75-foot setback is really more like a ___ foot setback.


2.0 Goals 


The goal of the Buffer Zone Management Plan is to maintain and to encourage vegetated areas along the shoreline which serve many important functions.  These functions include, but are not limited to, the trapping and filtering of run-off and contaminants; the provision of vegetated habitat and woody debris for fish and wildlife species; reduction in the risk of bank erosion, and the preservation of the scenic and recreational values of the shoreline. 


3.0 DEFINITIONS


· Buffer Zone – As defined in 18 CFR 4.41(f) (7) (iii) is an area within the project boundary, above the normal maximum surface elevation of the project reservoir, and of sufficient width to allow public access to project lands and waters and to protect the scenic, public recreational, cultural, and other environmental values of the reservoir shoreline.  

· 360-foot Contour - The elevational contour that represents the high water mark of the reservoir. 

· Future Development Lands - Licensee-owned properties within the project boundary that have been identified as lands available for possible sale and/or use up to and including development.

· Fringeland – That fringe of Licensee-owned property which lies between the Project Boundary Line (PBL) and the 360 foot contour.  When Fringeland is sold to the back-property owner under this definition, it is then termed Easement Property.

· Easement Property – The term used to describe Fringeland that has been sold to the back-property owner, over which, therefore, Licensee maintains only easement and shoreline management rights

· Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) - Generally located below the 360-foot contour.  ESAs include areas of wetlands and shallow coves, typically populated by willow trees and buttonbushes, and other areas determined to be critical to the continued existence of indigenous or threatened species, such as spawning and nesting habitat.  Willow trees and buttonbushes are the “target vegetation” for defining which shoreline areas are to be considered ESAs by virtue of vegetative cover;  ESAs are sub-classified as follows:


· Shallow Coves with Stream Confluence – Areas where streams enter the lake to form coves where water elevations in areas outside the historical stream channel are predominately above the 355 foot contour line.  The up gradient portion of shallow coves is typically vegetated with buttonbush and willow.  


· Continuous Vegetated Shoreline – Continuous vegetated linear shoreline at least 66 feet in length, with vegetation greater than 5 feet deep (horizontal depth of vegetated strip not vertical depth of water), measured perpendicular to the shoreline.  


· Intermittent Vegetated Shoreline – Linear shoreline coverage of vegetation at least 66 feet in length.  This class can have gaps.  (Gap is defined as 8 to 20 feet in length where there is little or no vegetation below the normal high water mark.)  Areas with gaps more than 20 feet in length are termed “breaks” and are not to be considered vegetated shoreline.


· Bottomland Hardwood and Wet Flats – Continuous linear shoreline coverage of bottomland hardwood (excluding sweetgum) and wet flats at least 66 feet in length.


4.0 MANAGEMENT ACTIONS


Shoreline Property:   Generally speaking, prior to 2004, SCE&G managed its properties within and adjacent to the PBL, including Future Development Lands, according to its Forest Management Plan.  Where applied, the Forest Management Plan provided for the protection of the watershed and its wildlife and fishery habitat and reduced insect- and disease-related tree mortality.  Since 2004, SCE&G forestry practices prohibit selective thinning or timber management within 100 feet of the 360-foot contour on Future Development Lands.


Buffer Zone:   The buffer zone begins at the edge of the 360 El (above the high water mark) and extends upland a minimum distance of 20 feet measured horizontally. This area, which can be increased up to 120 feet in high sediment or nutrient producing areas, can include faster growing softwood trees, but should include at least 20% deciduous hardwoods or shrubs.  The buffer zone also consists of filter strips comprised of grasses, legumes and/or other forbs. This vegetation is an important component of a buffer zone where protection from excessive sediment or nutrients is needed. 


Buffer Zone (1984-2005)
:    As part of the sale of Future Development property, the 75-foot buffer zone was delineated and documented.  It became the lake-ward property boundary for the Easement Property owner.  SCE&G maintains GIS based maps of each established 75-foot vegetated buffer zone. Where available, aerial photography may have been used for site documentation.  This provided a baseline to assist in future monitoring.


SCE&G maintained special use restrictions within the 75-foot vegetated buffer zone.  The use of SCE&G’s 75-foot vegetated buffer zone was entirely permissive and at the discretion of SCE&G as landowner.  Owners of adjoining lands (back property owners) were given the right of access by foot to and from the lake over the buffer zone, but were not permitted to encroach with improvements, cut any significant trees or shrubs, place any water-oriented encroachments (docks, ramps, etc.), change the contour of the land, or post the property, without written consent from SCE&G.  Any modification to the lands within the buffer zone approved by SCE&G had to comply with all applicable requirements of SCE&G’s Shoreline Management Program.

Special use restrictions within the 75-foot vegetated buffer zone included the following (additional restrictions may have applied if the property was adjacent to ESAs):


· Upon the sale of any Fringeland, a purchaser was allowed to perform limited brushing so long as the purchaser adhered to SCE&G’s established guidelines as described below.  Once a purchaser had completed the permissible limited brushing, a subsequent property owner only could maintain the work that had been completed.  No further brushing or clearing was allowed, whether by permit or otherwise.

· Trimming or limbing of trees higher than ten feet above the ground was prohibited without prior approval and permits.

· “Privatization” and structural encroachments were prohibited.

· After 1994, individual boat ramps were prohibited.  However, community boat ramps were encouraged and approved, provided existing guidelines were met.

· Removal of vegetation greater than 3 inches in diameter measured at breast high (4’) was prohibited without a permit.

· Boat docks were allowed provided they complied with SCE&G’s standard boat dock guidelines and appropriate permits were obtained.

· Additional restrictions may apply if the property is adjacent to ESAs.

Buffer Zones (2005 - Present)  - The buffer zone is currently being maintained with a 75 to 100 ft non disturbance zone with a 10 ft meandering path to the waters edge.  (Add more info
)

5.0 MONITORING & compliance


Buffer zones are inspected annually by SCE&G staff for compliance with approved management practices.  Boundaries have been painted and signs have been posted to identify these areas.  On approximately a five-year rotation, a physical inspection of the buffer zones to monitor for violations and replace damaged or worn signs is conducted.  At all times, upon observation or notification that a property owner may be in violation of these management criteria, SCE&G field checks the property and, in cases of confirmed violations, provides written notification of the violations and requests for corrective actions to the land owners


6.0 Buffer Zone RE-vegetation Plan


Occasionally, vegetation in buffer zones is disturbed beyond what is permitted in the guidelines. Regardless of whether a disturbance was man-made or natural, intentional or unintentional, it is the intent of the Licensee to implement this re-vegetation plan. The principal objective of the plan is to stabilize disturbed areas by planting forbs, grasses, shrubs and trees as needed, and to allow natural succession to continue.  Buffer zones that have been restored are inspected annually to check survival of planted species and compliance with the re-vegetation plan. This plan will be used to encourage all landowners to develop a buffer zone or correct any violations of existing buffer zones.


· Affected landowners are required to submit re-vegetation plans to SCE&G for review and approval, and to complete revegetation during the next growing season.  A re-vegetation plan must, at a minimum, comply with guidelines set forth in Attachment A.  Individuals also are required to provide photo documentation of planted areas for a period of 5 years following revegetation.  SCE&G will approve the revegetation in writing and establish the end of the five year monitoring effort as five years from the date of that written approval. 

·  SCE&G reserves the right to take legal action to require re-vegetation of the affected areas, seek damages, and seek its administrative and legal costs for doing so.

· SCE&G will perform a follow-up inspection after the 5 year improvement period. 


7.0 CORRECTIVE ACTIONS AND PENALTIES



Corrective Actions


· Landowners found to have violated the buffer zone requirements or landowners adjacent to buffers that have been significantly affected by natural conditions (storm, pestilence, fire, etc.) must submit a re-vegetation plan to SCE&G within 30 days of being notified by SCE&G of the violation or “natural” conditions warranting mitigation.  

· If the buffer has been significantly affected by natural conditions, then SCE&G will work with the landowner to restore vegetation in the buffer zone.   

· SCE&G’s Lake and Land Management Department will review the final plan for adequacy and completeness and provide the landowner with a request for modifications and/or approval within 30 days of receipt of the plan.  

· If the plan requires modification, the landowner may be given no more than fifteen business days following SCE&G’s modification request to make the modifications and re-submit a conforming plan.  

· The landowner must submit an approvable plan to SCE&G as soon as reasonably possible and, in no case, longer than 50 days for violations or 90 days for natural condition mitigation.  The submission timeframes shall be measured from the date of SCE&G’s notification letter to the landowner.

· SCE&G reserves the right to require more than the minimum re-vegetation requirements should it determine that additional vegetation is needed, based on site characteristics or extenuating circumstances.  

· The nature of the violation or the response of the landowner are two such extenuating circumstances that will be considered.  

· The landowner must comply with these changes or risk penalties.


· Once a re-vegetation plan has been approved, the landowner must implement the plan during the next planting season.  SCE&G defines the planting season to be from November to February.  

· Should the landowner not implement the plan within the specified time frame, the plan will become null and void and the landowner will be found in violation and subject to penalties.


Penalties 

In most cases, SCE&G is able to work with the landowner to resolve areas of nonconformance, particularly if the buffer zone modification is a result of natural causes.  SCE&G reserves the right to require additional plantings that go beyond the minimum guidelines in Attachment A.


Landowners found in violation of the 75-foot buffer zone management restrictions or management restrictions below El. 360, as a result of the removal of vegetation, encroachment into the buffer zone, or un-permitted changes to property contours, may be subject to any or all of the following:


· Repeat violations by landowners may result in the permanent cancellation of their dock permit and loss of lake access across SCE&G property.

· Revocation of existing shoreline dock and/or ramp permits for a period of no less than five years.

· Denial of future permits and denial of access across SCE&G’s property to the lake, perhaps even in the form of positive barriers.

· Removal of marketable timber within the buffer zone by the landowner will require, in addition to such other penalties prescribed herein as SCE&G determines to be appropriate, payment equal to triple stumpage, according to valuation by SCE&G’s Land Department.

· Reimbursement of costs, in cases where SCE&G finds it necessary to undertake itself to restore affected buffer zones.  Such a decision may result from landowners’ failure to submit a re-vegetation plan in a timely fashion, or from SCE&G’s determination that conditions require immediate attention to prevent serious shoreline problems.  


8.0 VOLUNTARY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 


To be drafted by SCE&G and TWC

9.0 RIPARIAN ZONE MANAGEMENT 


“Riparian Zone” is the term used to describe the lands below El. 360.  SCE&G maintains a policy of no disturbance for any and all ESA target vegetation below El. 360 unless its removal is necessary for reasons of health and human safety or in compliance with the Woody Debris Management Plan.  Furthermore, SCE&G maintains a policy of non-disturbance for vegetation below El. 360 unless approved by SCE&G.  A 50-foot non-disturbance buffer zone is applied around each ESA.  Clearing is prohibited within the ESA and associated 50-foot buffer zone.  With few exceptions, lands below El. 360 are owned and managed by SCE&G.  If the slope is as flat as 2 to 1 or flatter, an understory cover consisting of grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 inches or duff or natural mulch at least 4 inches thick will be established or encouraged to develop over at least 75% of this zone for the stability of the shoreline.  All shrubs, grasses and forbs used to meet the understory requirement must be native species.  Unless an exception is granted by SCE&G, any tree removed in this zone must be replaced.  Replacement trees shall be at least 6 feet in height (measured from the first sign of bark exiting the soil to the top of the tree).  If the slope of the riparian zone is steeper than 2 to 1 and the shoreline is unstable, South Carolina Electric & Gas will provide specific guidance on acceptable measures that may be used to stabilize the shoreline.

ATTACHMENT A


75-FOOT BUFFER ZONE GOALS AND CRITERIA FOR 


RE-VEGETATION OF DISTURBED AREAS


BUFFER ZONE GOALS AND MINIMUM CRITERIA 


FOR RE-VEGETATION OF DISTURBED AREAS


FERC PROJECT NO. 516


LAKE MURRAY – SCE&G


MINIMUM BUFFER ZONE AND SHORELINE VEGETATION


1.
Improvement Goals and Recommendations

Implementation of the management goals below is recommended to enhance vegetated buffers, thereby improving biodiversity, providing erosion protection, adding or maintaining filtering capacity, and protecting the aesthetics of a “natural” shoreline.


The vegetated buffer will be managed with the desired vegetative mix for each area based on the inherent properties of the area and the ecological function of that zone and of the buffer in total.  These zones include the riparian zone (vegetated perimeter below the 360 elevation) and the buffer zone (0 feet to 75 feet beginning at the 360 elevation inland).  The table in Section 3 provides recommendations for adapted species for these areas.


a) The Riparian Zone:  If the slope is as flat as 2 to 1 or flatter, an understory cover consisting of grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 inches or duff or natural mulch at least 4 inches thick will be established or encouraged to develop over at least 75% of this zone for the stability of the shoreline.  All shrubs, grasses and forbs used to meet the understory requirement must be native species.  Absolutely no removal of trees and shrubs other than dead specimens
 is permitted in this zone.  Unless an exception is granted by SCE&G, any tree removed in this zone must be replaced.  Replacement trees shall be at least 6 feet in height (measured from the first sign of bark exiting the soil to the top of the tree).  If the slope of the riparian zone is steeper than 2 to 1 and the shoreline is unstable, South Carolina Electric & Gas will provide guidance on acceptable measures that may be used to stabilize the shoreline.

b) The Buffer Zone:  At least 50% 
of the buffer zone shall have an understory cover consisting of grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 inches or a layer of duff or mulch of natural materials at least 4 inches in thickness.  All shrubs, grasses and forbs used to meet the understory requirement shall be native species. Absolutely no removal of trees other than dead or diseased specimens is permitted in this zone.  Removed trees should be replaced as needed to meet the spacing limitation.  Replacement trees should be at least 6 feet in height above the ground.

2.
Minimum Criteria for Re-vegetation of Disturbed Areas

The following guidelines shall be adhered to as minimum criteria for application in the restoration of disturbed buffers along the shoreline perimeter of Lake Murray:


The buffer zone, beginning at the 360 feet elevation (the “360”) and continuing inland 75 ft, shall be maintained as a vegetated buffer.  No removal of ESA targeted vegetation (willow, buttonbush etc.) whatsoever may occur.  This entire area shall be inclusive of buffer vegetation management.


a) In addition to the requirements for the buffer zone, if the slope of the riparian zone is as flat as 2 to1 or flatter, the guidelines in Section 2 will be applied to facilitate the establishment/development of satisfactory vegetative cover.


b) The spacing between any two trees shall be less than 24 feet.  In addition, the spacing between the 360 feet contour elevation and a tree shall not exceed 15 ft.


c) If the spacing does not meet the minimum requirements cited above, specimens of approved tree species shall be planted as needed for compliance.  Dead trees or trees weakened by disease, insects, natural events, etc. may be selectively cut.  However, cut trees must be replaced, regardless of their spacing, to meet these spacing requirements.  Existing pines may be credited towards meeting the spacing requirements.  However, pines are not included in the list of acceptable replacements because of the frequency of mortality due to pest and climatic problems.


d) If a significant understory was present prior to disturbance in  the buffer zone re-vegetation shall planted to have an understory cover consisting of grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 inches covering no less than 50 % area in the buffer zone and a layer of duff or mulch of natural materials at least 4 inches thick.


e) If a significant understory was present prior to disturbance in the riparian zone re-vegetation shall be planted to have an understory cover consisting of grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 inches covering no less than 75 % area in the riparian zone.


f) In addition, in order to meet this requirement, the understory cover in both the riparian and buffer zones shall be in a mosaic or linear arrangement that extends across at least 80% of the length of the buffer.


g) The impacted area shall be replaced with a layer of duff or mulch of natural materials at least 4 inches think.  The leaves from the leaf drop of the trees must be left on the surface to provide ground cover and filtering.  Dead limbs on the surface in the buffer zone may be removed.


h) All replanted trees must be of a height between 6 to 8 feet above the ground (measure from the first sign of exposed bark exiting the soil to the top of the tree).


i) No pesticides or nutrients are to be applied within the buffer or riparian zones without written approval from SCE&G.


3.
Recommended Species for Planting in the Vegetated Buffer

		ZONE

		RECOMMENDED SPECIES



		

		Trees

		Shrubs

		Grass & Forbs



		Riparian Zone

(Perimeter below 360 feet elevation)

		Black Willow*


Cottonwood*


Cypress, Bald*


Cypress, Pond


Green Ash*


River Birch*


Swamp Tupelo


Willow Oak*


Water Oak*

		Buttonbush*


Silky Dogwood*


Swamp Azalea


Wax Myrtle*


Alder




		Maidencane


Switchgrass (Alamo)*


Bushy Bluestem


Switchcane


Hibiscus


Water willow



		Buffer Zone

(0 to 75 feet in perimeter above the 360 feet elevation)

		American Elm*


Bitter-nut Hickory


Crabapple*


Dogwood*


Eastern Redbud*


Eastern Redcedar*


Green Ash*


Hackberry/Sugarberry


Laurel Oak*


Paw Paw


Persimmon*


Red Maple*


Red Mulberry


Sycamore*


Water Oak*


White Ash*


Willow Oak*


Yellow Poplar*

		American Strawberry Bush


American Beautyberry*


American Holly*


Carolina Rose


Native Azaleas


Wax Myrtle*

		Big Bluestem*


Broomsedge


Eastern Gamagrass*


Little Bluestem*


Indiangrass*


Purpletop


Switchgrass*


Illinois Bundleflower*


Partridge Pea*


Purple Coneflower*





The tree, shrub and herbaceous plants listed include only native species which are adapted for the location and use and which are commercially available.  Species which typically are the most readily available are indicated by an “*”.  Note that the native botanical community may include other acceptable species that typically are not commercially available. 


� The initial Shoreline Management Plan was approved in 1981, however buffer zones did not exist prior to 1984.  





�Replace with setback through out? Already did a few. Check for consistency after deciding.


�Still in use?


�This whole discussion about buffer zone is confusing.  Are these three different, separate buffer zone classifications and management guidelines, or just a single  buffer zone program that has changed over time to expand from 20 feet to 75 feet, with adjustments to the management criteria?  Very confusing.


�Not diseased trees?


�SCE&G will develop spacing criteria instead of 50% understory cover.
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South CarolinA Electric & Gas


Saluda HYDROELECTRIC Project


(FERC PROJECT nO. 516)


FERC COMPLIANCE ARTICLES


WOODY DEBRIS MANAGEMENT PLAN

1.0 BACKGROUND


In 1980, pursuant to a FERC order in FERC Docket No. E-7791, SCE&G established a shoreline management plan (SMP), a part of which consisted of a shoreline classification system.  Among other things, this classification system included a category of lands classified as “future private development.”  In 1984, as part of the new license issued by the FERC for Project No. 516, the Commission re-approved, with modification, the 1980 SMP.  Future private development lands (Future Development Lands) include properties classified such that they could be considered for future sale.


Woody debris consists of both large and small woody vegetation that is floating or submerged, stationary or transitory, exposed or transported by lake fluctuations and flows, and is subject to decay.


· Submerged woody debris is stationary and generally consists of submerged or partially submerged tree stumps or deadfalls.


· Floating woody debris is considered transitory and enters the watershed either through flooding or by felling of shoreline vegetation.  Floating debris is generally distributed by wind and wave action and collects in coves and inlets on the lake.


· Shoreline woody debris is generally considered to include trees and other woody litter that falls partially into the water from the shoreline (trees fall over or snap off).  Shoreline woody debris may remain high enough on the bank so that it is not dislodged during periods of high water.  Shoreline woody debris that does not remain stable is considered “floating” woody debris; shoreline woody debris that falls completely in the water and rests on the bottom of the lake is considered “submerged” woody debris.


Submerged and shoreline woody debris provides habitat for many species of fish,  macroinvertebrates, birds, reptiles and mammals.  Even floating debris may eventually settle and provide aquatic habitat for some species.   Woody debris may also pose a boating hazard or be an impediment to navigation.


2.0 GOAL


The goal of this plan is to identify and implement options to manage woody debris to maintain fish and wildlife habitat value and to minimize potential navigational and safety hazards. This plan provides management guidelines below the 360 foot contour for (a) areas of stable (stationary and established for more than 2 years) submerged woody debris that may be sufficient in area and density to provide significant fish and wildlife habitat adjacent to future development areas; (b) transitory (floating) woody debris in Lake Murray; and (c) shoreline woody debris adjacent to lands classified for future development.  Existing woody debris located on property identified as Forest and Game Management property and some Recreation property will not be disturbed.


Management strategies undertaken for woody debris management must comply with SCE&G’s permitting program, erosion and sedimentation program, buffer zone management and other management prescriptions detailed in the Shoreline Management Plan.  Additional restrictions may apply if the woody debris is in an area identified as an environmentally sensitive area (ESA).


3.0 MANAGEMENT ACTIONS


As a baseline, SCE&G maintains a policy of no disturbance for any and all woody debris unless its removal is necessary for reasons of health and human safety, or the debris is so minimal that it is insignificant in the provision of fish or wildlife habitat.


3.1 Submerged Woody Debris


SCE&G’s Shoreline Management Program allows limited removal of certain shoreline vegetation where that removal is necessary for the construction and installation of docks and other permitted shoreline amenities.  Shoreline property owners must obtain permission from SCE&G prior to removing shoreline woody debris below the 360 foot contour.  If a dock is proposed for an area that contains significant, stable woody debris, SCE&G may propose an alternate location for the dock.  For tree stumps which pose a material threat to safety, landowners may be allowed to cut them off to an appropriate level, depending on expected water depth and proximity to docks and other activity-related facilities.


While the presence of woody debris is considered to provide some fish and wildlife habitat, it can also present a safety hazard to those engaged in activities on the lake.  Debris just below water level, particularly stumps, can pose serious safety risks, especially at the high speeds associated with water skiing and jet skiing, or with activities such as swimming, where jumping from fixed or floating facilities such as docks might occur.  As such, consideration for safety and navigation needs is given priority with respect to woody debris management.  SCE&G’s woody debris management policy prohibits the removal of woody debris below elevation 360’ unless it poses a clear safety or navigation concern, is brought to the attention of SCE&G’s Lake Management Department personnel (Lake Management), and is approved by Lake Management.  SCE&G will only allow removal of the portion of woody debris that poses the concern; the remaining woody debris is to be left intact.


3.2 Floating Woody Debris


Floating woody debris, may be removed by SCE&G, SCDNR, or any member of the boating public when encountered if it is reasonably considered a material public safety issue or impediment to navigation.  The debris is typically removed from open water areas and taken to the shoreline.  SCE&G encourages that it be secured onshore in undeveloped areas, preferably in areas not readily available to boaters for high speed navigation, such as the backs of coves and/or undeveloped lands.


3.3 Shoreline Woody Debris


Shoreline woody debris is managed in a manner similar to submerged woody debris.  Limited removal of shoreline woody debris may be permitted to accommodate construction and installation of docks or other permitted shoreline amenities.  However, should a dock be proposed for an area that contains significant shoreline woody debris, SCE&G may propose an alternate location for the dock or prohibit the dock altogether.  Shoreline property owners must obtain permission from SCE&G to remove shoreline woody debris below the 360’ foot contour.  Unauthorized removal of stable shoreline woody debris may result in the cancellation of dock permits and/or other shoreline amenity permits and a requirement that there be appropriate mitigation for the improper woody debris removal.


Shoreline woody debris agreed by SCE&G to be a navigation hazard may be removed.
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From: Alison Guth
To: "biser@windstream.net"; "AHARMON@lpagroup.com"; "Linda Schneider "; 

"ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R"; "Tony Bebber"; "MAHAN, RANDOLPH R"; 
Alan Stuart; "BOOZER, THOMAS C"; "jenno@scwf.org"; 
"Dee Dee Simmons"; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 
Carl Sundius; David Hancock; Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia Williams; 
Tom Ruple; "J. Ryan"; 

cc: "rbickley@lex-co.com"; "HOFFMAN, VAN B"; 
Subject: Updated: Lake and Land Meeting - copy of draft SMP
Start: Tuesday, October 16, 2007 9:30:00 AM
End: Tuesday, October 16, 2007 4:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center
Attachments: Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 101607.doc 

Shoreline Management Plan - DRAFT 2007-09-20.doc 
App. D Final Saluda Sedimentation and Erosion Plan 2006-01-25.pdf 
App  C  Buffer Zone Management Plan (9 06 07).doc 
App  B  Woody Debris Plan (9 06 07).doc 
App. E Baseline Environmental Monitoring Plan for Lake Murray Marinas.pdf 
App. F Lake Murray Water Quality Monitoring Plan.pdf 

Hello All,  
Just a reminder about the Lake and Land Meeting tomorrow.  Also, please bring a copy of the Shoreline 
Management Plan (Draft), attached below, with you to the meeting. It will also be projected overhead as 
we review through it.  Thanks, Alison 
 
Previous Message: 
Hello folks, 
Attached is an agenda for our upcoming Lake and Land management TWC meeting.  You will see that 
we have scheduled the morning for rebalancing discussions.  SCE&G has a presentation that they will be 
giving to the group and we will also be discussing Lake Watch's agenda requests concerning rebalancing 
that were originally slated for the 25th.  After lunch we will be thoroughly reviewing the SMP, so please 
review this document before attending the meeting.  Also, please RSVP by October 10th.  Thanks, Alison 
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing

Lake and Land Management TWC

Meeting Agenda


October 16, 2007

9:30 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

· 9:30 to 12:00  
Presentation on Rebalancing – Presented by Randy Mahan, Tommy 



Boozer, David Hancock, Van Hoffman.  Also discussion on:


· Forest and Game Management Lands for areas



that may be suitable for access

· Review of Newberry and Saluda Shorelines to Determine 



the Percentage and Location of Development


· Review of Issues Related to Shoreline Uses and 



Rebalancing

· 12:00 to 1:00
Lunch

· 1:00 to 4:00
Group Review of First Draft of SMP


Adjourn
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA


SALUDA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT


LAKE MURRAY SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN


DRAFT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY


The Saluda Hydroelectric Project (Federal Energy Regulatory Commission [FERC] Project No. 516) (Project) is an existing, federally licensed hydroelectric project owned and operated by South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (SCE&G) located in eastern South Carolina, on the Saluda River.  The Project generates clean renewable energy for use by SCE&G customers, as well as maintains Lake Murray, as a popular fishing and recreation destination that is used and enjoyed by residents and visitors of the state.

In conjunction with its relicensing activities, SCE&G has assembled a diverse group of stakeholders to develop a revised comprehensive Shoreline Management Plan (SMP).  A SMP is a comprehensive plan to manage the multiple resources and uses of the Project's shorelines in a manner that is consistent with license requirements and Project purposes, and to address the needs of the public.

The Saluda Hydroelectric Project is one of the very first licensed projects to create a shoreline management plan.  This plan, originally conceived in 1979, has seen many revisions over time.  Today the SMP identifies existing land uses and provides a program for responsible and balanced future use and management of project lands and the flora and fauna using those lands.

This SMP covers approximately 650 miles of shoreline and xx acres of project land (both inundated and non-inundated).  While it introduces some new strategies regarding the management and permitting of shoreline activities and facilities within the Project boundary, it is based on management practices established by SCE&G over the years.  SCE&G maintains its commitment to balancing all uses within the Project boundary with recognition that adjacent property owners, local residents, and other users as well as the environmental resources of the area, are all important factors in making decisions that affect use and access of the Project lands and waters.  In order to consider all relative factors, they have utilized a collaborative process that entails gaining input from multiple stakeholders.

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA


SALUDA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT


LAKE MURRAY SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN


DRAFT

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Saluda Hydroelectric Project (Saluda Project) is located on the Saluda River approximately 10 miles west of the town of Columbia, SC (Figure 1.0-1).  Lake Murray serves as the Project’s hydroelectric reservoir, which is largely located within Lexington County although it also spans Saluda, Newberry, and Richland Counties.  The 2,420 square mile watershed area, drained by the Saluda River and its tributaries above Saluda Dam, provides water for Lake Murray, which covers a normal maximum water surface area of approximately 75 square miles or approximately 48,000 acres.  Saluda Dam is nearly a mile and a half long and supports state highway SC Route 6, which is built along the top of the Dam.

The South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (SCE&G) manages the Lake Murray shoreline and SCE&G-owned lands within the Project boundary to comply with its Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) operating license.  The goal in land management is to serve the greater public interest by providing recreational access, protecting wildlife habitat, producing low cost electricity, and preserving cultural as well as aesthetic resources.

In 1980, pursuant to a FERC order in FERC Docket No. E-7791, SCE&G established a shoreline management plan (SMP).  Since its inception, the SMP has seen several revisions, which are described in Section 5.0 (History of the Lake Murray Shoreline Plan).  To ensure that it maintains relevance and effectiveness under current environmental and developmental pressures, SCE&G has again revised the SMP for the Saluda Project.  This SMP was developed in accordance with established FERC guidelines for developing Shoreline Management Plans and in cooperation with relicensing stakeholders, including federal and state regulatory agencies, interested non-governmental organizations, and concerned citizens.  This SMP is submitted as a part of SCE&G’s Saluda Project Application for a New License, to be filed with FERC in 2008.

The management guidelines set forth in this SMP are applicable to all SCE&G-owned lands within the Saluda Project boundary.  Project lands are those lands within the FERC project boundary owned by SCE&G in fee title and those lands for which SCE&G has acquired or retained an easement.  Although this SMP is the latest in a series of revisions, it is significant in that it documents the results of recent rebalancing whereby SCE&G-owned lands within the Project boundary have been re-classified according to the needs of the public.  The rebalancing process considered both natural resource and economic values, and is discussed in more depth in Section 5.0.  Among other things, the current document includes to following components:


· Summary inventory of existing resources covered by this shoreline management plan;

· Results of rebalancing of lands among classifications;

· Detailed inventory, descriptions, management prescriptions and mapping of land classifications;

· Summary information on the shoreline permitting program and fee policies;

· Best management practices;

· Public education and outreach;

· Monitoring and outreach;

· A proposed review process; and

· Land management plans (including those revised by the Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee as described in Section 3.1):

· Forest Management Plan (need this)(Appendix A)

· Woody Debris & Stump Management Plan – Revised by TWC (Appendix B)

· Buffer Zone Management Plan – Revised by TWC (Appendix C)

· Sedimentation and Erosion Control Management Plan – (118 FERC62,041) (Appendix D)

· Baseline Environmental Monitoring Plan for Lake Murray Marinas (Exhibit 29 in 12/27/89 SCE&G filing)(Appendix E)

· Lake Murray Water Quality Monitoring Plan (Exhibit 30 in 12/27/89 SCE&G filing)(Appendix F)

· Environmentally Sensitive Areas Drawings (116 FERC62,087) (Appendix G)

Figure 1.0-1:
Location Map (A-1 from ICD)


Figure 1.0-2:
Project Boundary


2.0 purpose and scope of the shoreline management plan

Lake Murray has served as a major power generator and source of recreation and commercial opportunity for resident and visitors to South Carolina for several decades.  As development increases in the Columbia Metropolitan area, so too does stress placed upon Lake Murray and the surrounding watershed.  Thus, a comprehensive SMP that recognizes and addresses sources of potential environmental degradation is essential to managing the lake for the benefit of all interests.

The Lake Murray SMP is designed to comply with the terms of the Project No. 516 License, the regulations, and the orders of the FERC.  Its purpose is to ensure that shoreline development is consistent with the protection and enhancement of recognized values of the lake while ensuring the continued safe and reliable production of hydroelectric power at the project.  Specifically, it will assist in providing a balance between shoreline development, recreational use, and environmental protection.

3.0 shoreline management plan goals and objectives


The overall goal of this SMP is to formalize the process and criteria that SCE&G will use to manage and balance private, public, and hydroelectric uses of the Saluda Project lands and Lake Murray shoreline.  The SMP serves as a reference document for SCE&G in implementing the Standard Land Use Article, which authorizes SCE&G to permit certain non-project uses of project lands and waters (see Appendix F) for license articles pertaining to the SMP).  This SMP will ensure the protection and enhancement of the Project's scenic, recreational, natural and cultural resources over the term of the license.

This SMP represents a consensus-based, updated management plan intended for submittal in the Project 516 License Application.  It has taken into consideration not just the land and properties within the Project boundary line (PBL), but lands upstream and downstream, and such areas beyond the PBL, which SCE&G, through its SMP, can materially influence.


Specific goals relative to the SCE&G relicensing process that are discussed under this SMP include the following:

1) Provide for reasonable public access;

2) Protect fish and wildlife habitat;

3) Protect cultural resources;

4) Protect operational needs;

5) Facilitate compliance with license articles;

6) Minimize adverse impacts to water quality;

7) Minimize erosion;

8) Minimize adverse scenic impacts;

9) Guide the permitting of shoreline development;

10) Provide a summary of the types and locations of existing recreational opportunities and future enhancements that are set to occur as a requirement of the new Project license;

11) Establish Shoreline Management Classifications (SMC) and Allowable Uses to help in the management of non-Project uses of the Lake Murray shoreline lands within the Project boundary;

12) Describe the SMP amendment and monitoring process; and

13) Educate and encourage lakefront property owners on the use of voluntarily Best Management Practices (BMP) on their non-Project lands.  Inform them of the direct benefits of BMP use to their property, as well as to their enjoyment of the Project land and waters.


3.1 Consultation


SCE&G recognizes that successfully completing the relicensing process involves identifying and resolving project issues in consultation with Federal and State resource agencies, local and national non-governmental organizations (NGOs), home and boat owner associations, and individuals who have an interest in the Saluda Hydro Project.  SCE&G began soliciting input on project-related concerns through public workshops in October 2004.  Since that time, they have sought active public involvement in the process and fostered commitment to issue resolution among SCE&G and stakeholders.  Stakeholder involvement has been extensive with the following groups participating in the relicensing project (Table 3.1-1).

Table 3.1-1:
Participating Groups in Saluda Project Relicensing Project

		STAKEHOLDER GROUPS



		American Rivers



		American Whitewater



		Catawba Indian Nation



		Columbia Audubon Society



		Columbia Fire and Rescue



		Greenville Striper Kings



		Lake Murray Association



		Lake Murray Historical Society



		Lake Murray Homeowner Coalition



		Lake Murray Southside Community Association



		Lake Murray Power Squadron



		Lake Murray Watch



		League of Women Voters



		Lower Saluda River Scenic River Advisory Council



		Midlands Striper Club



		National Marine Fisheries Service



		National Park Service



		National Striped Bass Association



		National Wildlife Federation



		Newberry County 



		River Runner Outdoor Center



		Saluda County 



		SCANA Corporation



		South Carolina Department of Natural Resources



		South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control



		South Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism



		South Carolina Coastal Conservation League



		South Carolina Council Trout Unlimited



		South Carolina Electric & Gas Company



		South Carolina Historic Preservation Office



		South Carolina Wildlife Federation



		Trout Unlimited - Saluda River Chapter



		University of South Carolina, Department of Biological Sciences



		United State Fish and Wildlife Service





3.1.1 Lake and Land Management Resource Conservation Group


In support of the relicensing effort, seven Resource Conservation Groups (RCG) were developed that are comprised of interested stakeholders committed to working together and with SCE&G to identify project issues related to various resources in the PBL.  Their goal is to develop consensus-based strategies for issue resolution.  Of the seven RCGs, the Lake and Land Management Resource Conservation Group is assigned with the mission of gathering and synthesizing relevant information, and developing required studies, and addressing issues relevant to this SMP.  The RCG was a highly diverse group consisting of over 24 entities from federal, state and local government; utilities and industry, academia, non-profit, homeowner associations, and private citizens (Table 3.1-2).


Table 3.1-2:
Organizations with Representation on Lake & Land Management RCG


(updated 3/31/06)


		ORGANIZATION



		Columbia Audubon Society



		Lake Murray Southside Community Association



		Lake Murray Association



		Lake Murray Historical Society



		Lake Murray Homeowner’s Coalition 



		Lake Murray Power Squadron



		Lake Murray Watch



		Coastal Conservation League



		League of Women Voters



		Lexington County 



		Lower Saluda Scenic River Advisory Council



		Newberry County



		Saluda County 



		SCANA  Corporation



		South Carolina Coastal Conservation League & American Rivers



		South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control



		South Carolina Department of Natural Resources



		South Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism



		South Carolina Electric & Gas Company



		South Carolina Wildlife Federation



		Trout Unlimited - Saluda River Chapter



		U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service



		University of South Carolina 





3.1.2 Technical Working Committees

Within each RCG, smaller teams, or Technical Working Committees (TWC), were developed whose focus was on resolving specific ecological issues and conducting related studies.  The Lake and Land Management TWC consists of members from the following organizations (Table 3.1-3).

Among the objectives of the Lake and Land Management TWC was to revise the natural resource management plans so that they would more effectively protect shoreline resources.  In working collaboratively, the members of the TWC aimed to blend the objectives of the State resource agencies with those of the County, interested NGOs, and other stakeholders, while ensuring that the plans were consistent with the terms of SCE&G’s Project License.  Plans revised by TWC, and which are discussed in more detail in Sections 7.0 and 9.0, consist of the Buffer Zone Management Plan and the Woody Debris and Stump Management Plan.

Table 3.1-3:
Organizations with Representation on Lake & Land Management TWC

		ORGANIZATION



		Lake Murray Association 



		Lake Murray Watch 



		Lexington County 



		SCANA Corporation



		South Carolina Department of Natural Resources 



		South Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism



		South Carolina Electric & Gas Company



		U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 





3.1.3 Meeting Schedule


Between November 2005 and May 2007, 25 public meetings were held on a roughly bimonthly schedule by the Lake and Land Management RCG and TWC groups.  These meetings were held to work out the details of the Saluda SMP, and to allow interested parties opportunity to provide input on resource issues and the overall future management of the shoreline resources.  Results of this collaboration contributed valuable information from entities familiar with the Project.  The forum was instrumental in addressing important issues as part of the relicensing process for the operation and management of the Project over the term of the new license.

4.0 inventory of existing resources


Existing resources within the Saluda Hydro Project area are diverse and fairly abundant.  To understand the intent and implementation of the SMP, it is important to be familiar with the existing resources in the vicinity of the Lake Murray shoreline.  The following section briefly describes the existing resources in the Project area.  For more detailed information on these topics, refer to the Final Saluda Hydro Initial Consultation Document (SCE&G, 2005).

4.1 Geology and Soils


The Saluda Project is centrally-located within the Piedmont physiographic province of South Carolina.  To the north lies the Blue Ridge province (e.g., Blue Ridge Mountains) and to the south is the Atlantic portion of the Coastal Plain province.  The Piedmont is typically hilly country with isolated hills of bedrock that rise above a general level surrounding area.  Saluda Dam is located along the Eastern Piedmont fault system (Hatcher et al., 1977) in west central South Carolina, which extends from Western Georgia through Virginia.

The soils of the Project Area are predominantly Ultisols of the Carolina Slate Belt.  These soils are highly weathered with low fertility, which makes them well-suited for pasture or forest use (Mead and Hunt, 2000).  The predominant soil association of the Project area is the Georgeville-Herndon-Almance association.  These soils were mainly developed in residuum, from the fine-grained slate rock of the Carolina Slate Belt (USDA, 1962).  They generally have moderate permeability with medium to high available water capacity and medium amounts of runoff (USDA, 1976).  The predominant texture class is a silt-loam surface soil, with a clayey subsoil (USDA, 1962).  The thickness of the soils is dependent upon the rock type; soils overlying the Gneiss unit are thick (30 to 90 feet) whereas, the soil over the schist unit is thinner (10 to 30 feet).  The thinnest soil zones are on the tops of hills and very thin soils can be found at the abutments of the Saluda Dam.


The Project shoreline totals 650 miles and is characterized by deep coves and prominent peninsulas.  The irregular shoreline is gently sloped and coursed by many creek beds and drainage ways that cut through the terrain (FERC 2002; Mead and Hunt 2000).  The soils are typically not susceptible to creep or slumping, however, soil limitations generally occur along drainage ways or other areas where bedrock is close to the surface (Mead and Hunt, 2000).  About 45 percent of the project area has development limitations.


Soil erosion is a problem in some lakeshore areas, particularly along exposed shores where prevailing westerly winds create waves that strike the shoreline (Mead and Hunt, 2000).  Also, soil slumping may occur in areas where bedrock is located close to the surface  Over the past 20 years, however, voluntary shoreline stabilization projects have been implemented by private landowners to reduce the effects of shoreline erosion around the Lake.  (Mead and Hunt, 2000; Tommy Boozer, SCANA personal communication).

4.2 Water Quality


Water quality affects the aquatic and terrestrial wildlife and habitats of Lake Murray, as well as the health and well-being of individuals and communities that surround the lake.  Water quality impairment of the lake can occur in several ways from both point and non-point source introduction of pollutants.  Point source discharges may include wastewater treatment plant effluents, septic systems around the lake, and other miscellaneous activities within the watershed.  Non-point sources include water runoff from various land-use activities, including residential, industrial, agriculture, forestry, and construction.  When water runs off surrounding lands, it picks up sediment, bacteria, oil, grease, chemicals and other pollutants as well as nutrients such as nitrogen and phosphorus.  Excessive levels of introduced pollution (point and non-point) can overwhelm a reservoir’s natural filtering abilities and lead to impaired water quality.

4.2.1 Water Quality Standards


All waters entering and contained within Lake Murray are classified as “freshwaters” (FW) and are considered suitable for primary and secondary contact; recreation; and as a drinking water supply using conventional treatment [based on requirements set forth by South Carolina Department of Health and Conservation (SCDHEC)].  Freshwaters are also suitable for industrial and agricultural uses; fishing; and the survival and propagation of a balanced indigenous aquatic community of flora and fauna.

In addition to the standards for FW waterbodies, Lake Murray is also subject to water quality standards regarding nutrient levels for large lakes (40 acres or larger) based on its location within Piedmont and Southeastern Plains ecoregion of the state.  These numeric nutrient criteria were developed based on an ecoregional approach that takes into account the geographic location of the lake within the state.

4.2.2 Water Quality Conditions of Lake Murray


Data on water quality for Lake Murray, its tributaries, and the tailwaters (the area immediately downstream of the dam) has been collected over the last 30 years in support of the Saluda Hydroelectric Project (SCE&G, 2005).  Input to the lake originates primarily from the Saluda River, which contributes 68% of the mean streamflow.  Six other tributaries make up the remaining 32% of inflow to Lake Murray (Little Saluda River, Bush River, Little River, Clouds Creek, Rocky Creek, and Ninety-Six Creek (Figure 4.2-1).

While the lake itself covers approximately 75 square miles, the drainage area for Lake Murray encompasses 2420 square miles (SCE&G, 2005).  Currently no direct point source discharges into Lake Murray exist. However, there are point source pollution discharges into tributaries that contribute to Lake Murray as well as non-point runoff of the surrounding landscape.  Thus, the lake is affected by its position within a large watershed with high levels of residential and commercial developments.  In general, Lake Murray experiences thermal stratification with associated DO depletion during the summer months, not unlike many reservoirs of its size in the region (SCE&G, 2005).  Recreational uses within the lake, however, have typically always been fully supported (Mead and Hunt, 2000).

Figure 4.2-1:
Lake and Tributaries

4.3 Aquatic Resources

There are a diversity of aquatic habitats available within and around Lake Murray, including shallow coves, an extensive littoral fringe, shoreline wetlands, and a vast open, deepwater section (Mead and Hunt, 2000; SCE&G, 2005).  As a result, the lake supports a diverse fishery with a wide array of game and non-game species.  Over the years, there have been about forty species, representing 12 different families, documented in Lake Murray (SCE&G, 2005).  Of these, seven species are considered game fish.  At least 16 resident species of forage fish occur in the Project waters, with 10 of these species belonging to either the minnow or perch families.  Fish growth in these waters is generally considered to be excellent and has produced several current state record fish (Mead and Hunt, 2002a).

In 1994, SCDNR prepared a comprehensive fishery management plan for Lake Murray, which identified a number of species with particular importance to the lake’s sport fishery.  According to SCDNR, the most sought after game species in Lake Murray, in decreasing order, are largemouth bass, red-ear sunfish, bluegill sunfish, and stocked striped bass.  The most important prey species for the lake include threadfin shad, gizzard shad, and blueback herring.  The most notable fish management activity for the lake is its long history of constructing and maintaining fish concentration areas or artificial reefs.  First begun in 1975, the program was expanded after 1994 and now comprises over 29 fish concentration areas managed by the SCDNR (personal Communication, Jenni Chrislip, SCDNR, 2003 in SCE&G, 2005).

4.4 Terrestrial Resources


4.4.1 Botanical Resources and Habitats


The upland habitat located above the 360-contour interval along the Lake Murray shoreline is characterized by vegetation typical of southern Piedmont hardwood forests.  It is dominated by a combination of woody tree and shrub species, including both pioneer and climax species.  The most common tree species is loblolly pine, which is a quick and dominating colonizer to disturbed, well-drained sites.  This tree is also prized by the regional forestry industry and its growth is managed in various areas (Mead and Hunt, 2000).  In areas not managed for this pine, succession to deciduous tree species, particularly oaks and hickory, typically occurs.  These upland forested areas function mostly in support of forestry, wildlife or game management, and recreation or aesthetic values (Mead and Hunt, 2000).


In addition to these forested areas, the land surrounding Lake Murray contains areas below the 360-contour that have been identified by SCE&G as Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA).  ESAs consist of habitat areas known to be occupied by rare, threatened, or endangered species; rare or exemplary natural communities; significant land forms and geological features; wetlands and shallow coves; and other areas determined to be critical to the continued existence of non-endangered or threatened species, such as spawning and nesting habitat.  The ESA designation is a resource tool in consideration of management alternatives and establishment of management objectives (SCE&G, 1994).  Originally, ESAs were documented and described in detail by SCE&G in response to a 1991 FERC Order to Amend the Land Use and Shoreline Management Plan (SCE&G, 1994; FERC, 1991).  Since then, the ESAs have been resurveyed and their classifications have been revised (SCE&G, 2006).  Because the original inventory provided extensive information on botanical resources of the ESAs, it is used in the descriptions below.  A summary of the recent ESA survey and classification system is provided in Section 6.3.  


In the 1994 inventory undertaken by SCE&G, ESAs below the 360-foot high water contour were classified into 11 habitat types (SCE&G, 1994).  They included ten vegetated classes, and two unvegetated classes (e.g., shallow shoals and rocky shores having littoral buffer or fishery values).  The vegetated classes are described below.  

Mature hardwood forest - The riparian slopes in the upper region of the lake (below the 360-contour interval) are characterized by mature oak-dominated forest with a diverse and dense canopy and sub-canopy layer, and a sparse herbaceous layer (SCE&G, 1994).  Lower slopes have white oak, red oak, swamp chestnut oak, red maple, American beech and sweet gum.  Higher slopes are dominated by chinkapin oak, southern red oak, red oak, white oak, shagbark hickory, and red cedar.  These forests are important mainly as wildlife habitat.  They cover 20.6 acres of land and over a mile of shoreline (Mead and Hunt, 2002a; SCE&G, 2005).

Islands – Numerous islands exist within the project and support a variety of plant communities depending on elevation and land-use history.  They range in character from open habitat with scattered trees and shrubs over a dense herbaceous layer of grasses and forbs; to upland pine/hardwood forested islands with closed canopies and no herbaceous layer; to riverine islands of bottomland hardwood forest wetlands (see description below for bottomland forest).  These islands provide important wildlife habitat for a number of species and are a major recreational and aesthetic resource for the lake.  

Shallow coves – These areas consist of palustrine emergent wetland habitat that occurs in the zone between the 352-contour interval to about 6 feet below annual mean high-water mark on flats and gentle slopes.  They provide shallow water habitat or exposed shoreline habitat, depending on water level and time of year, but are generally inundated or saturated from late winter through spring.  Shallow coves support an assemblage of forbs, grasses, sedges and rushes, and are important spawning habitat form most of the lakes centrarchid species (bass, crappie, and sunfish).

Buttonbush and willow flats – These areas occur above the shallow coves at or just below the 360-foot contour, and consist of palustrine scrub-shrub wetland habitat along the lake fringe.  Although composed predominantly of buttonbush and black willow shrubs, this habitat may also support persimmon and water willow.  The dense root system provided by the shrubs effectively reduces the effects of erosion caused by wave action and function to stabilize the lake shoreline.  They also provide important spawning habitat for centrarchids, and shelter for larval and juvenile fishes.  

Bottomland hardwood – This forested wetland habitat can be found within the riparian zone (below 360-foot contour) around the entire lake, particularly at the confluence with tributaries.  In the upper portion of the lake, it occurs on riverine islands or lakeshore between wet flats and upland forest.  In the lower lake sections, it lies between shallow coves or buttonbush/willow flats and upland forest.  These forests are dominated by a variety of southern red oak but also include swamp chestnut oak, willow oak, water oak, shumard oak, and sweet gum.  Understory may include red maple, American hornbeam, and swamp dogwood, with herbaceous species including switch cane and sedges.  This forested wetland habitat is important foraging and nesting habitat for many wildlife species.  It also performs runoff filtration and sedimentation functions, which help buffer the lake and protect water quality.  

Exposed bars - Exposed bar areas occur in the upper section of the lake and are associated with the riverine islands.  They are remnants of the old river system and consist primarily of sand and larger substrate deposited along the river banks during flood events - before the Saluda River was impounded.  Exposed bars are still heavily influenced by river currents and the inflow of nutrients, and are inundated during most of the year.  They are classified as wetlands under the NWI mapping system.  The plant community is dominated by grasses that colonize the sediment deposits between larger substrate.  Upstream portions of the bars usually have limited fish habitat due to high water velocity and nutrient loading in the upper portion of the reservoir.  The more protected downstream areas of the bars offer more favorable spawning locations for nest-building bass, crappie, and sunfishes.  

Water tupelo stands – Small, monotypic stands of water tupelo (Nyssa aquatica), a type of forested wetland community, occur in the upper section of the lake in low wet flats.  These wooded wetland areas are consistently inundated and lack a shrub layer although swamp beggar-tick grows on the trunks of the trees at or just above the high water mark and false pimpernel is found in areas with exposed substrate (SCE&G, 2005).  These stands are unique because they are the northern most occurrences of water tupelo known to exist in the Saluda River.  

Wet flats – This forested wetland type exists between the bottomland hardwoods and the shallow coves, and has two distinct forest cover types depending on elevation.  Low wet flats have canopies dominated with sweet gum, green ash, American elm, overcup oak, water hickory, red maple, sugarberry, water tupelo and sycamore.  It has an open shrub layer, mostly buttonbush and deciduous holly, with a patchy herbaceous layer.  Slightly higher flats are dominated by willow oak and sweet gum, red maple, sugarberry, tulip poplar, and loblolly pine.  The shrub layer is dominated by holly, whereas, switch cane dominates the herb layer.  The wet flats are important habitat for migratory waterfowl and provide prime feeding areas when submerged.  

4.4.2 Invasive Aquatic Vegetation


Like many lakes in the Piedmont, Lake Murray suffers from infestations of nonnative aquatic plants.  Of particular concern is hydrilla (Hydrilla verticillata), which is considered a noxious aquatic weed by both the USDA and SCDNR.  This species inhabits the littoral and near littoral zone (7 to 15 feet) and is an aggressive and swift colonizer.  One factor for hydrilla’s success is the multiple modes through which it reproduces.  Not only does hydrilla spread through seeds, it also reproduces through tubers, plant fragments, and turions (overwintering buds).  Boat traffic and waterfowl also contribute to the spread of populations throughout bodies of water (Access Washington, 2004).


Following its discovery in Lake Murray in 1993, hydrilla infestation increased rapidly in various locations around the lake.  Its populations and spread was subsequently controlled cooperatively by SCE&G and SCDNR using water level drawdowns and chemical treatment (Mead and Hunt, 2000).  Currently, hydrilla populations appear to be declining further due to introduction of triploid Chinese grass carp to the lake.  Grass carp forage almost exclusively on aquatic plants and can drastically reduce the biomass of invasive plant species in a system.  In 2003, 64,500 grass carp were stocked in Lake Murray and provided excellent control of hydrilla, which has continued through 2006, when surveys failed to identify direct evidence of hydrilla growth.


4.4.3 Wildlife Resources and Habitats


The Lake Murray shoreline contains significant wildlife habitat and a diverse assemblage of wildlife species.  The majority of wildlife habitats along the shoreline are in undeveloped areas such as the 75-foot setback, below the 360-ft contour (high water mark), and in ESAs.

Many of the species that occur in the Lake Murray area are typical of forested second-growth and woody successional habitats of the Piedmont region.  Such species include wild turkey, white-tailed deer, raccoon, gray squirrel, opossum, and gray fox.  Terrestrial areas also support a variety of resident and migratory birdlife including songbirds, woodpeckers, raptors, and upland game birds.  Typical species include red-tailed and red-shoulder hawks, bobwhite quail, mourning dove, American robin, eastern bluebird, pileated woodpecker, and meadowlark.  The project area also supports an abundance of terrestrial reptiles and amphibians including eastern box turtle, green anole, broad-headed skink, gray rat snake, southern toad, green tree frog, and marbled salamander (SCE&G, 2005; Mead and Hunt, 2000).

The abundant open- and shallow-water habitats within the project area support a variety of aquatic and semi-aquatic wildlife such as beaver, river otter, muskrat, and possibly mink.  Shallow, often vegetated areas in creekmouths, backwaters, and along reservoir shorelines are used for foraging and cover by migratory and resident waterfowl and wading birds.  These areas also provide important breeding habitat for most amphibian species, and year-round habitat for aquatic reptiles.  Open water areas are often utilized by such species as bald eagle, kingfisher, osprey, and various gulls for foraging (SCE&G, 2005).


A particularly notable wildlife habitat exists at Lunch Island on Lake Murray, also known as Doolittle or Bomb Island, which is one of the largest pre-migratory roosting sites for purple martins in the United States (Russell and Gathreaux, 1999).  The purple martin is a neotropical migrant, meaning that it migrates annually from its normal range in South America, the West Indies and portions of Central America, northward to breeding grounds across North America (Brown, 1997).  Each year this species uses Lunch Island during the summer months as a breeding site and communal roost.  Congregations may number up to 800,000 individuals at this time (Mead and Hunt, 2000).  As a result, SCE&G, SCDNR, and the Columbia Chapter of the National Audubon Society have designated the eastern end of the island as North America’s first purple martin sanctuary (SCE&G, 2005).

4.4.4 Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species


According to an assessment of rare, threatened and endangered (RT&E) species conducted in support of relicensing the Saluda Project, only two species have the potential of occurring in the Lake Murray area (within the PBL).  They consist of two birds: the bald eagle and the wood stork.  Recently, the bald eagle was removed from protection under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA)(Federal Register citation 72 FR 37345 37372).  However, it is still protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1938, as well as by the State of South Carolina.  The wood stork is protected both federally, under the ESA, and by the State of South Carolina.  Although there are several more RT&E species known to occur within the four counties where the Saluda Project is situated (Lexington, Richland, Saluda, and Newberry), the habitats necessary for their support are absent within the Project boundaries (SCE&G, 2005).  A brief description of the bald eagle and wood stork follows.

Bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) Federally Protected, State Endangered– This large raptor is found throughout North America, typically around water bodies where they feed and scavenge primarily on fish and carrion.  Eagles nest in large trees near water and typically use the same nest for several years, making repairs to it annually (Degraaf and Rudis, 1986).  Bald eagles have used Lake Murray for foraging and nesting since its construction in 1930, with peak usage likely occurring during the winter months.  A substantial increase in nesting activity and productivity (young produced) by bald eagles on Lake Murray has been documented between 1996 and 2003 (Wilde et al., 1996; Wilde et al., 2003).

Wood stork (Mycteria Americana) Federally Endangered, State Threatened – These colonially-nesting birds feed in flocks around freshwater and brackish wetlands along the coastal plain (USFWS, 1996).  They typically use tall cypresses or other trees near waterbodies for colonial nest sites.  Storks feed primarily on small fish and capture prey using sense of touch, or tactilocation.  They are particularly drawn to depressions where fish become concentrated during periods of falling water levels (USFWS, 1996).  Declines in wood stork populations are attributed primarily to loss of suitable foraging and nesting habitat.

Currently, nesting of the species in the U.S. is thought to be limited to the coastal plain of South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida (USFWS, 1996).  Wood stork activity has been reported by local residents at several locations within the Lake Murray area since approximately 1999 (Personal Communication, E. Eudaly, USFWS, August 2004 in SCE&G, 2005).  Aerial surveys conducted during the summer of 2004 documented approximately 60 storks feeding at various locations in the middle Saluda River area and the upper portion of Lake Murray (SCE&G and Kleinschmidt, 2004a).  SCE&G, in coordination with the USFWS and SCDNR, have subsequently initiated a 5-year study to document wood stork use within the Saluda PBL and in the Project vicinity (SCE&G and Kleinschmidt, 2004a).  Results of the first two years of the five-year study (2005-2006), have failed to identify use of the Project area by wood stork.  Further, it is suggested that the 2004 sighting of a large group of individuals feeding in Lake Murray was an atypical event, and likely attributable to the favorable feeding conditions created by the drawdown of the lake during construction of the Saluda Backup Dam.  The USFWS and SCDNR concurred that use of the area by woodstorks was limited to post-dispersal/ feeding activities and that no critical rookery or similar habitats were utilized within the project area (Kleinschmidt, 2007).

4.4.5 Cultural Resources


Three recent archaeological and historical studies have been conducted within the Project boundary: Trinkley and Southerland (2001); Hendrix and Bailey (2003); and Lansdell and Bailey (2003).  The result of the cultural resource research identified 53 known archaeological and historic architectural and engineering resources.  Twenty-two of these resources have been identified through research but have not yet been assessed for eligibility in the NRHP (Lansdell and Bailey, 2003).  Of the remaining thirty-one resources, eight have been determined eligible or potentially eligible for the NRHP.


Currently, SCE&G is working with all relevant agencies, including the State Historic Preservation Office and any federally-recognized Indian tribes that have a traditional connection to the land, to form a Programmatic Agreement (PA).  The PA will commit SCE&G, through a Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP), to specific management strategies designed to provide all appropriate protection to historic properties during the life of the Project License.  The HPMP will include provisions for future consultation in the event of discovery of previously unrecorded cultural resources and will outline the necessary steps to allow FERC to remain in compliance with Section 106.


4.4.6 Land Use and Aesthetics


Land use for the Project area consists of residential, commercial, recreation, and conservation uses.  In order to guide future development and land management, a Land Management Classification system is in place that classifies all project lands according to their approved uses.  This system is explained in Section 6.0 of this document.  Richland and Lexington Counties are among the most densely populated counties in the sate, and Lexington County, in particular, is served by several major transportation routes connected to the capital city (South Carolina Association of Counties, 2004).  Due to its close proximity to the Columbia Metropolitan area, Lake Murray provides a primary source for recreation to the surrounding communities as well as to visitors of the state.

Lake Murray is located below 400 feet elevation and is characterized by an irregularly shaped perimeter with numerous peninsulas, inlets and islands; most of which are heavily forested.  It is the fifth largest lake in South Carolina, following Lakes Marion, Thurmond, Hartwell and Moultrie, and measures about 48,000 acres in size (SCPRT, 2002).  Since its development in 1930, the lake has become a valued recreational destination for both residents and tourists.  During the early 1970s, development pressure on the lake began to increase significantly.  Today, developments, particularly those for residential uses, mark 60 percent of the lake perimeter (FERC, 2003).  Shoreline development consists primarily of residences, docks, gazebos and boat lifts.  In some places, particularly prior to the implementation of the SMP, clearing has resulted in some areas having a maintained and manicured appearance (FERC, 2002).


The eastern, main body portion of Lake Murray affords an expansive view over several miles of open water and a few large inlets.  The shoreline is largely tree-covered and interspersed with extensive development, ranging from individual private docks and large houses to marinas, landings, and park sites.  A few large forested islands are located in the main body of the reservoir.  The light to moderate tree covered shoreline and the lake’s forested islands dominate most distant views across the open water and soften the contrasting view of shoreline development (FERC, 2002).  The Project’s Dam and five large intake towers are clearly visible from the main body of the reservoir.

The western portion of the lake is more riverine in nature and branches out into narrow arms that extend up into many drainage ways and creeks.  Views in this area are varied and reduced by the encroaching shoreline and the increased number of small coves, creek beds, and drainage ways.  Overall, the western shoreline contains less intensive development and more trees and vegetation than the main body of the reservoir.  Much of the development in this area includes individual private boat docks and small houses.  Typically, the upper ends of the coves in this area are narrow, undeveloped, and heavily vegetated (FERC, 2002).


Highway 6, a state highway with north and southbound lanes, crosses over the Dam and provides a generally pleasing, although fleeting, view of the open water and distant reservoir shoreline (FERC, 2002).

During normal water levels, portions of the lake bottom along the periphery of the reservoir shoreline and islands and bars are exposed.  At elevation 350, the reservoir has a surface area of about 40,066 feet and about 7,400 acres of lake bottom is exposed.  The lake bottom appears as a dark band of substrate around the periphery of the reservoir and around islands and bars.  Exposed aquatic vegetation, tree stumps and woody debris are present throughout much of the dewatered area (FERC, 2002). In general, the shoreline around the main body of the reservoir, including the back ends of small coves, has a gentle gradual slope.  The shoreline along upper reaches of the lake, including the longer, narrower coves and inlets tend to have moderate to highly steeped slopes (SCE&G Tommy Boozer, personal communication). 

4.4.7 Recreation Facilities and Use

Numerous private, public, and commercial recreation sites have been developed around the shoreline of Lake Murray.  There are numerous formal recreation sites dispersed around Lake Murray that support boat launches, marinas, boat slips, wet and dry storage, campgrounds, picnic areas, beaches, fishing areas and piers, trails, and playgrounds.  Fifty-seven sites around the lake are operated privately and are available to limited membership.  Many of the private marinas and landings exist in conjunction with subdivisions located around the lake, private clubs, or condo associations.  There are 15 public access sites on Lake Murray, eleven of which are boat launch sites.  One site, Dreher Island, is a State Park and is the only site to offer both day use opportunities such as boat launches, picnic facilities, and beaches, and overnight uses such as camping and villa rentals.  Commercial sites around Lake Murray offer significant lake access and services to the public, and include marinas, campgrounds, restaurants, hotels and resorts.  There are 31 public marinas dispersed along Lake Murray that typically provide boat ramps and launching facilities, fuel services, groceries and food, boat sales, rentals and/or repair, bait and tackle, and boat storage (SCG&E, 2005).


According to the 2006 Recreation Survey, Lake Murray supported an estimated 316,810 recreation days during the period from May 27 (Memorial Day) through September 30, 2006 (SCE&G, 2007).  Lake Murray supports both land and water-based recreational opportunities although water-based activities are most common.  Fishing and boating are the most popular activities of users of Lake Murray and the lake is widely known to be a superb fishing locale (SCE&G, 2007).  Lake Murray is host to numerous national and local fishing tournaments, most hosted at Dreher Island State Park.  In addition, the lake is used as a focal point for holiday and tourist events such as the annual Lake Murray Poker Run and the Independence Day celebrations (SCE&G, 2007).

The shoreline around Lake Murray is used primarily to access the lake water, and land based activities are considerably less common than water-based activities.  However, there are a few notable recreational opportunities afforded by Project lands.  Along the western section of Lake Murray, there are lands leased to the S.C. Wildlife and Marine Resources Department as part of the statewide Game Management Program, which provides hunting opportunities to the general public.  Around Lake Murray, hunting is primarily focused on waterfowl species including mallard, scaup, and ring-neck duck; Canada goose; and coot (SCWA, 2007).  In addition, bird watching at Lunch Island is an unique experience due to the fact that the island hosts one of the largest documented roosting colonies of purple martin in the country.  It is the first designated sanctuary for this species in North America.  Also, picnicking, sightseeing, and camping are supported at a variety of sites, both informally and at designated locations such as Dreher Island State Park which provides picnic shelters.

5.0 history of the lake murray shoreline management plan

Construction of the Saluda Hydroelectric Project was started in 1927 by the Lexington Water Power Company.  Construction was completed in 1930, and the Lexington Water Power Company was issued a 50-year operating license to by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.  The license was transferred to SCE&G in 1943.  Since that time, several advancements have been made in the management of project lands.  These milestones are summarized in Figure 5.0-1, and described in the following sections.

The 1940s and 1950s saw increased development pressure along the shoreline of the land such that by the mid1970s, FERC hosted hearings to identify the effects of development on public use of project lands and waters.  In 1979, FERC ordered SCE&G to prepare a shoreline management plan (7 FERC61,180).  SCE&G subsequently filed the project’s first shoreline management plan with FERC, which included five general land classifications and seven sub-classifications and associated mapping.  The plan identified permissible uses for each land classification, control measures for environmental protection, and conveyance conditions to be attached to any interests in project lands that were to be disposed of in the future.  This plan was designed to compliment an already existing program for permitting docks, marinas, launching facilities and other shoreline development.


FERC approved the plan in 1981 (16 FERC62,479), and in doing so, required SCE&G to examine future use of project lands in consultation with agencies.  SCE&G complied with this order in 1983, recommending no amendments to the plan at that time, but committed to review the plan every five years, in consultation with appropriate state and local agencies.  When the project’s new license was issued in 1984 (27 FERC61,332), the shoreline management plan was included as part of Exhibit R.

Figure 5.0-1:
Lake Murray Land Use Management Plan Milestones

		 

		

		 

		 

		 

		 



		SCE&G acquires license to the Saluda Hydroelectric Project
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		1979

		FERC orders SCE&G to prepare the Project's first shoreline management plan.



		 

		

		 

		 

		

		 



		First Land Use Management Plan for Lake Murray is approved.  The plan must be updated every 5 years.
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		1984

		Land Use Management Plan is revised and incorporated into new project license.



		 

		

		 

		 

		

		 



		First update of Land Use Management Plan approved as part of the 5-year review cycle.

		1991

		 

		 

		

		 



		 

		

		 

		 

		

		 



		 

		

		 

		 

		1994

		Second update of Land Use Management Plan approved, which includes a GIS database created by SCE&G to facilitate land management.




		 

		

		 

		 

		

		 



		Third update of Land Use Management Plan is approved as part of the 5-year review cycle.
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		2004

		SCE&G initiates relicensing activities for the Saluda Project.  A special team is created to assist in review of the Land Use Management Plan.



		 

		

		 

		 

		

		 



		Woody Debris Management Plan takes effect, to support Land Use Management Plan.
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		2007

		Erosion and Sediment Control Plan takes effect, to support Land Use Management Plan.



		 

		

		 

		 

		

		 



		Rebalancing process results in modification of land management classifications.
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		2007

		SCE&G Submits the third update of the SMP



		 

		

		 

		 

		

		 



		Saluda Hydroelectric Project (FERC NO. 516). Dates shown represent the dates of FERC orders of approval.





5.1 Past SMP Reviews

During 1988 and in consultation with agencies, SCE&G engaged in an extensive review of the Shoreline Management Plan, that included detailing additional shoreline management goals, defining criteria for review of permit requests, and identifying information needs for and associated data collection requirements.  SCE&G subsequently filed an application for license amendment on January 2, 1990 with the results of this consultation, which comprised the first five-year review.  In the application, SCE&G proposed to reclassify selected lands in support of the development of new recreation sites, and transfer of lands from those reserved for future development to forest management.  In addition, SCE&G proposed to modify procedures for reviewing and processing permits, and introduced a proposed water quality monitoring program.  The revised shoreline management plan was approved in 1991 (56 FERC62,194) with the requirement that SCE&G inventory shoreline properties and propose revisions for better management of future development and public recreational needs, and to ensure protection of environmental resources.


During their second five-year review in 1994, SCE&G made significant improvements in land management with the development of a GIS database for project lands.  This database allowed better mapping and a more comprehensive inventory of project lands.  The inventory was filed in late 1994 and was approved by FERC in 2000.

The third five-year update occurred in 2000.  Again, revisions to the shoreline management plan were recommended.  These included refinements to the common dock policy, boatlift restrictions, slip dock requirements, new flotation requirements (for encapsulated flotation), establishment of Environmentally Sensitive Areas, revisions to silviculture practices within the forest management classification, and establishment of conservation areas.  After provision of additional information to FERC in 2002, FERC issued an Environmental Assessment on the proposed shoreline management plan update in 2003 and subsequent approval of the revised plan in June of 2004 (107 FERC62,273).  In approving the revised plan, FERC required SCE&G to accomplish the following: prepare a sedimentation and erosion control plan; identify and protect intermittent streams on lands classified for future development; update the list of environmentally sensitive areas; prepare a woody debris and stump management plan for areas classified as future development; establish a procedure for land reclassification (part of rebalancing); prepare a buffer zone restoration plan; identify and designate wood stork roosting and foraging habitats as natural areas; establish Two Bird Cove and Hurricane Hole Cove as special recreation areas; designate waterfowl hunting areas.


In addition, FERC required SCE&G to file a comprehensive consolidated shoreline management plan as part of its relicensing application (109 FERC61,083).  FERC further stated that during prefiling consultation SCE&G was to inventory all developed shoreline within the project boundary for structural encroachments and determine if the property is still needed for project purposes.  Property identified as no longer needed should be removed from the project boundary in the license application.


5.2 Current Document


This document, submitted in conjunction with SCE&G’s license application, represents a consolidated, comprehensive shoreline management plan for project lands surrounding Lake Murray.  Land use classifications have been consolidated and renamed to simplify the management plan and clarify its intent, while adhering to the historical management prescriptions agreed to and developed with agencies and stakeholders.

5.2.1 Rebalancing


In fall of 2006, the Lake and Land Management TWC began discussing reclassification of project lands according to more appropriate, updated land use designations; a process called ‘land rebalancing’.  In particular, the group sought to reevaluate and potentially reclassify lands to better balance the distribution of developed and undeveloped lands on the project shoreline.  Roughly 60 percent of the project shoreline is considered developed, and most of that development is on the mid to downstream section of the lake.  Rebalancing allowed SCE&G to protect remaining, selected lands identified as providing high resource values for recreation, habitat and aesthetic, and other project purposes.

Examples of functions that serve the project purposes are public recreation access, flowage maintenance, shoreline control, project aesthetics, and protection of environmental resources including fish and wildlife habitat, etc.  Accordingly, the rebalancing process determined the appropriate land use classifications of the parcels based on their values and their ability to serve project purposes.


During rebalancing, the Lake and Land Management TWC sought to consider relevant interests, including the back property owners, wildlife and fisheries, and development interests, among others, when assigning new land use classifications.  The rebalancing process began with creation of two sets of evaluation criteria to numerically score land parcels according to economic and natural resource considerations.  Aerial photos were used to assess the parcels and assign scores.  The following table lists the factors that were agreed to provide the best basis on which to evaluate the land parcels (Table 5.1-1).

Table 5.1-1:
Rebalancing Evaluation Criteria for Lands Reserved for Future Development on Lake Murray


		NATURAL RESOURCE VALUE FACTORS

		ECONOMIC VALUE FACTORS



		Fish spawning and nursery habitat

		Local government interests (property tax revenue, recreation, economic growth, etc.)



		Length of shoreline

		SCE&G interest (land sale value, recreation, ESA)



		Mean width of lands reserved for future development

		Back property owners interest (lake access, dock permit, developmental potential)



		Waterfowl hunting opportunity

		Proximity to utilities



		Regional importance

		Proximity to road access



		Land use (amount of natural habitat present)

		Proximity to amenities (fire protection, schools, groceries, etc.)



		Recreational values

		Water usability and topography for boating



		Adjacency (to undeveloped land)

		Market value



		Environmentally sensitive areas and other natural areas

		Size/width



		Unique habitat, threatened or endangered species

		Dock qualifications



		Source: (Meeting notes 1-26-2007

		





Rebalancing project lands resulted in the reclassification of approximately ____ acres of lands along _____ miles of shoreline.  Some lands in the upper reaches of Lake Murray were opened up for potential future residential, public recreational, and commercial recreational development, whereas some lands in the lower reaches of Lake Murray are now reserved under classifications that do not permit development.  Descriptions of the shoreline management classification structure and the lands within each classification are provided below.


5.2.2 Project Boundary


It has been the standard practice of SCE&G, dating back to before the first shoreline management plan, to retain lands sold for private development within the project boundary.  Except for the removal of the property below the project dam that accommodates the McMeekin Steam Station and lands used for the construction village, the project boundary remains basically the same as it was established under the Project’s initial license issued in 1927.


While transfers of interest in project lands for nonproject uses do not necessarily require the project boundary to be redrawn, it is generally preferable for private residential development to be excluded from the project boundary unless the lands are clearly needed for project purposes.  In 2004, FERC ordered that during pre-filing consultation in its relicensing proceeding, SCE&G was to inventory all developed shoreline within the project boundary for structural encroachments and determine if the property is needed to serve the project purpose.  SCE&G was directed to remove from the project boundary any lands determined unnecessary for project purposes in the new license application.


6.0 LAND MANAGEMENT CLASSIFICATIONS


To identify and redefine land management classifications, SCE&G analyzed existing resources and land use patterns adjacent to the Lake Murray shoreline. SCE&G also evaluated existing classifications established in previous SMP efforts to determine where redefinition and/or new classification might be more relevant to current and anticipated development patterns and uses.  Existing land use patterns reflect areas where particular types of facilities and activities are concentrated.  SCE&G identified four distinct land management classifications consisting of Multi-purpose, Public Recreation, Natural Areas, and Project Operations.  Although SCE&G aims to manage their lands according to this classification system, the public has the right to access SCE&G-owned lands regardless of classification, with the exception of lands reserved and used for Project operations.  The sections below explain/define the land management classifications.  Figure 6.0.1 depicts their distribution around the lake.  Section 7.0 describe management prescriptions for SCE&G-owned lands within each classification.

6.1 Multi-Purpose


Project lands under this classification include lands owned by SCE&G as well as lands that have been sold by SCE&G but which remain within the PBL.  Generally, SCE&G divides them into four general types: a) easement, b) commercial c) 75-foot setback, and d) future development lands.

6.1.1 Easement


This sub-classification includes lands that SCE&G has sold but holds and retains easements on within the PBL.  These lands may support a variety of uses including privately run commercial ventures and residential developments.  They include the following:


· Single and multi-family residential developments;

· Residential docks and trails or paths used for shoreline access;

· Private undeveloped, non-residential lands;

· Privately owned, for profit, commercial recreational facilities (e.g. campgrounds etc.); and

· Privately-owned industrial facilities.

6.1.2 Commercial


This sub-classification includes lands that SCE&G owns but that have been leased for commercial uses.  It includes the following:


· Commercial and private marinas and yacht clubs (for-profit and nonresidential);


· Commercial RV parks, hotels, resorts, bait shops, boat tours, etc.;


· Restaurants, eateries and bars with shoreline access such as docks, decks, etc.;


· Golf courses with lake access facilities;


· Industrial facilities; and


· Commercial docks, boat ramps, bulkheads, and other supporting facilities.


6.1.3 75 – Foot Setback

After the issuance of the 1984 license, SCE&G began requiring property owners of private lands sold by SCE&G maintain a 75-foot-wide vegetated setback located between the 360-foot contour (high water mark) and back property development.  Setback lands are maintained as vegetated areas intended to protect and enhance the Project’s scenic, recreational and environmental values in the area bordering the Lake Murray shoreline.  These areas serve many important functions including, but not limited to, trapping and filtering runoff and contaminants; providing habitat and woody debris for fish and wildlife species; reducing bank erosion; and preserving scenic and recreational values of the shoreline.

SCE&G delineates and documents the 75-foot setbacks as part of the sale of “future development” properties and it constitutes the lake-ward property boundary for property owners.  SCE&G conveys this area to the purchaser as an easement only.  Setbacks come into existence as a result of a land sale only and do not exist on unsold properties.  As a result, the amount of land in this sub-classification is dynamic and inversely proportionate to lands within the future development sub-classification.  That is, as land is sold from future development, a portion of it is transferred to the 75-foot setback sub-classification.

Management of the land within the 75-foot setback depends on the purchase date of the adjoining property and establishment of the setback.  After issuance of the 1984 license, SCE&G placed particular restrictions on the setback, which have been revised with the submittal of the current SMP.  More information on management restrictions for the 75-foot setback are provided in the Section 7.

6.1.4 Future Development

Lands classified as future development are SCE&G-owned and located between the 360-foot contour and the PBL.  They are generally undeveloped but are sellable and available for development with certain restrictions encompassed in SCE&G’s permitting program and regulated by FERC.  Once SCE&G sells lands within the future development sub-classification, they are transferred to the commercial or easement sub-classifications.  In addition, SCE&G retains ownership and manages a portion of the land sale as 75-foot setback.  Properties classified as future development have historically also been referred to as ‘fringeland'.


6.2 Public Recreation


Project lands under this classification serve as recreational resources for the public and include areas that are managed expressly for recreation as well as those with recreation as a secondary usage.  Public recreation lands include the following:


· State parks;

· Public beaches, public boat launches, and other areas currently being managed as public access;

· Islands owned by SCE&G;

· Forest management lands leased to SCDNR as part of the statewide Game Management Program that are open to the public for hunting or other recreational activities;

· Forest management lands managed by SCE&G for timber production, recreation, wildlife habitat, new timber growth, and quality watershed conditions; and

· Properties owned by SCE&G that are set aside for future recreational development.

6.3 Natural Areas


Natural areas consist of lands that warrant special protection because they provide important habitat for various wildlife species, including the recreational fishery.  Large wetland areas, areas protected because they have cultural and/or historical significance, and Environmentally Significant Areas (ESA)s are also included in the natural areas classification.

ESAs are generally located below the 360-foot contour and are occupied by or are important to rare or endangered species; are rare or exemplary natural communities, significant land forms, geological features, or hydro forms; or are areas determined to be critical to the continued existence of valued wildlife species, such as fish spawning and nesting habitat.  SCE&G identifies and evaluates Natural Areas, including ESAs, on a case-by-case basis.  As SCE&G identifies these special areas, they transfer the lands from other land management classifications to the Natural Areas classification where SCE&G retains and protects them.  

Since their first inventory in 1994, the classification of ESAs has undergone revisions.  The latest survey for ESAs occurred in 2005, in response to the FERC June 23, 2004 Order requiring that the licensee update the list of ESAs at the Saluda Project (ordering paragraph ‘D’).  At this time, SCE&G submitted an updated set of ESA maps identified during surveys conducted by SCE&G and SCDNR representatives (USFWS was invited but could not attend).  Mileage for the surveyed ESAs are provided in Table pp. 


		 Table 6.3-1.  Statistics for ESAs in Saluda Project Boundary.



		ESA

		Frequency

		Length (feet)

		Length (miles)



		Bottomland Hardwood

		9

		6,801.6

		1.29



		Button Bush - Continuous

		417

		152,195.5

		28.82



		Button Bush - Intermittent

		137

		24,244.9

		4.59



		Shallow Cove

		50

		32,889.1

		6.23



		Wet Flat

		1

		55.1

		0.01



		

		

		

		



		Total

		614

		216,186.2

		40.9





Source (need to get GIS citation from JEW)

During the current relisencing process, the Lake and Land Management TWC further refined the ESA classifications and developed descriptions aimed at facilitating the identification and management of areas requiring ESA protections.  They consist of the following four groupings:


· Continuous Vegetated Shoreline - Continuous vegetated linear shoreline at least 66 feet in length with vegetation greater than 5 feet wide measured perpendicular to the shoreline.  This class can have gaps that are at least 8 to 20 feet in length with little or no vegetation below the normal high water mark (360-ft contour).  Areas with gaps larger than 20 feet in length are termed “breaks” and will not be considered vegetated shoreline.  The vegetation community is primarily buttonbush and willow species, as described in Section 4.4.1.

· Intermittent Vegetated Shoreline - The vegetation community is also primarily buttonbush and willow species (as described in Section 4.4.1),however, linear shoreline coverage of vegetation in this group is at least 66 feet in length where 16 to 40 percent of the total linear footage is gap;
 

· Shallow Coves with Stream Confluence - Includes areas where streams enter the lake and form coves where lake water are predominately above the 355 foot contour line.  The upgradient portion of shallow coves is typically vegetated with buttonbush and willow.  Where this overlap occurs, shoreline will be given a vegetative shoreline classification.  The vegetation community is described under Shallow Cove in Section 4.4.1 

· Bottomland Hardwood and Wet Flats - Continuous linear shoreline coverage of bottomland hardwood (excluding sweetgum) and wet flats at least 66 feet in length (see Section 4.4.1 Terrestrial Resources for definitions of Bottomland Hardwood and Wet Flats).


6.4 Project Operations


Areas under this classification include SCE&G-owned and managed lands required for operation of the Saluda Project.  Public access to these lands is restricted to ensure public safety or to assure the security of the infrastructure system.


7.0 LAND MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS


SCE&G developed land management prescriptions over time in consultation with agencies and the public.  They consist of the guiding principals regarding management of the SCE&G-owned lands within each classification.

SCE&G administers management prescriptions through its Shoreline Permitting Program.  Activities that require permits and consultation with SCE&G include excavation; construction, maintenance and placement of docks, boatlifts, boat ramps, retainer walls, and rip rap; limited brushing; and other shoreline activities (SCE&G, 1995).  SCE&G provides a detailed permitting handbook that contains the permitting processes and specifications for various shoreline developments.  Project proponents interested in shoreline development should contact SCE&G’s Land Management Department to obtain permitting guidance and a copy of the permitting handbook.  Section 9.3 of this document discusses the Shoreline Permitting Program in greater depth.  General information regarding permitting requirements is included where applicable within the scope of each management prescription below.


7.1 Mulit-purpose Prescriptions


Management of properties within the Multi-purpose classification is dependent on sub-classification as follows:


7.1.1 Easement


SCE&G does not own lands classified as “easements” and thus, does not manage them.  SCE&G only maintains flowage rights on the properties.  Back property owners that wish to construct or modify shoreline structures in the land that borders their property, either in the 75-foot setback or below the 360-foot contour (high water mark) must submit an application through SCE&G’s permitting program.  More information on land management of SCE&G-owned (i.e., 75-foot setback ) properties that border easements is provided below.

7.1.2 Commercial Prescriptions


SCE&G manages lands they own within this sub-classification primarily through their permitting program, which guides new or modified developments (e.g., expansion of existing facilities).  During permitting review, new commercial-related uses of SCE&G-owned lands must meet SCE&G requirements, as outlined in the Permitting Program, and may be subject to review by FERC to assess conformity of use.  Generally, SCE&G considers commercial facilities most appropriate adjacent to existing established commercial areas.  Although new commercial related facilities and activities in other locations are possible, they require more scrutiny to determine their impact to environmental and aesthetic resources.  In deciding whether to approve such commercial applications, FERC may require that the project proponent show that the project will meet particular criteria.  Such criteria include, but are not limited to:


· the project will not be a detriment to general public safety or navigation;

· it will not contribute to new or ongoing shoreline soil erosion; 


· it will be aesthetically blended with surrounding uses; and

· it will be environmentally defensible.

SCE&G may assist the project proponent in developing their application; however, it is the responsibility of the project proponent to provide FERC with all necessary information for FERC staff to review, approve, or disapprove the application. 


7.1.3 75 – Foot Setback


As explained, a 75-foot wide vegetated setback, located between the 360-foot contour and the back property development, is maintained adjacent to all easement lands sold by SCE&G after the issuance of the 1984 license.  Use of SCE&G’s 75-foot setback is entirely at the discretion of SCE&G as landowner.  Owners of adjoining lands (back property owners) are given the right of access by foot to and from the lake through the setback, but are not permitted to encroach with improvements, place any water-oriented encroachments (docks, ramps, etc.), change the contour of the land, or post the property, without written consent from SCE&G.  Access to setback lands is allowed for passive activities such as bird and wildlife viewing, picnicking, and hiking.  However, prohibited uses include overnight camping, building fires, hunting, or any other activity that may adversely impact the land.  


In addition, SCE&G intends to maintain well-vegetated lands within all areas designated as setbacks, and so they have developed specific principles and guidelines for vegetation management.  Vegetation management, however, varies according to the date the adjoining property was sold and the setback was established.  Easement lands sold by SCE&G fall into three groups that affect how the setbacks are managed: 1) lands sold prior to the 1984 license that lack 75-foot setbacks, 2) lands sold after 1984 but before approval of the 2007 SMP, and 3) lands sold after approval of this 2007 SMP.  A summary of the central differences among management of these 75-foot setback lands is as follows.

· Land purchased prior to 1984 – Owners that purchased their land prior to 1984 do not have a 75-foot setback associated with their properties.  Prior to this date, SCE&G sold land within the PBL that extended to the 360-ft contour interval (high water mark).  These back property owners are allowed to conduct limited brushing, which involves voluntarily removing exotic and invasive vegetation, on lands that adjoin their property and are below the 360-foot contour.  Such vegetation removal is monitored by SCE&G through there permitting program and is explained in greater detail in the Permitting Handbook, and also in Section 9.3 of this document.


· Setbacks established between 1984 and 2007 – As explained above, SCE&G began a program to establish 75-foot vegetated setbacks on all private properties sold after 1984.  Management of these 75-foot setbacks allowed for limited brushing by back property owners within the setback to remove exotic and invasive vegetation, which is managed by SCE&G through there permitting program.  (See Permitting Handbook and Section 9.3 for information on limiting brushing). 

· Setback established after 2007 – For lands sold after approval of the current SMP, SCE&G will maintain a ‘no disturbance’ policy on all 75-foot setbacks established after that date.  Thus, for newly established setbacks, limited brushing will not be allowed.  Only construction of a meandering path, designed according to SCE&G specifications, will be allowed through the 75-foot setback to provide access to the shoreline. 

Management prescriptions regarding setbacks were submitted as the Buffer Zone and Riparian Zone Management Plan (filed with FERC Jan. 31, 2006 –approval pending).  The Lake and Land Management TWC revised the plan during the current relicensing effort.  It provides details on management of 75-foot setbacks established prior to this SMP (1984-2007) and after.  A copy of the revised Buffer Zone and Riparian Zone Management Plan is included as Appendix C.

7.1.4 Future Development Prescriptions


Future development lands are saleable real estate and, as such, fall under the responsibility of the SCE&G’s Land Department.  In areas that are at least 100 feet from the shoreline, SCE&G may perform selective timber harvesting, however, the lands are generally available for purchase by the adjoining back property owner subject to Land Department and FERC review and regulation.  As landowner, SCE&G retains the discretion to determine availability of parcels for sale on an individual basis.  Residential landowners, who have property behind SCE&G future development lands, will have the right of access by foot to and from the lake.  However, SCE&G will not allow back property owners to encroach with shoreline improvements, cut any trees or shrubs, place any water-oriented encroachments (dock or ramp) or otherwise alter the lands without written consent from the Lake Management Department.  SCE&G will initiate appropriate action to address violations (enforcement of the SMP and consequences of violations are discussed in more detail in Section 11).  Upon the sale of future development lands to an individual, SCE&G generally retains title to the 75-foot setback adjacent to the 360 high water line.  

An exception to the open access of parcels under this sub-classification is in the case of municipality operations involved with water withdrawal activities.  These areas have restricted public access.  

Timbering may occur on future development property.  However, SCE&G maintains a no cut (with the exception of removing dying or diseased trees and trees determined to pose a safety hazard to the public) policy within 100 ft of the 360’ elevation. This practice is to ensure a suitable buffer exists around the lake.   

7.2 Public Recreation Prescriptions


Public lands devoted to public recreation include developed parklands, properties set aside for future recreational development, and publicly available islands owned by SCE&G.  SCE&G manages the areas individually based on the specific, designated recreational activities including swimming, picnicking, boat launching, etc.  SCE&G design and manage all areas to support public access to the lake.  Dreher Island State Park is the only site that provides formal camping; however, individuals can also camp on SCE&G -owned islands and other lands such as Bundrick Island, River Bend, and Sunset (SCE&G, 2007).


On its lands, SCE&G also manages forest resources that are available for public recreation although recreation is only one of several uses.  Forest resources located within a quarter mile of Lake Murray are managed according to the South Carolina Forestry Commission’s Best Management Practices.  SCE&G does not allow logging in certain areas, such as cliffs, steep slopes, or atypical groups of trees.  In addition, SCE&G prohibits tree cutting within the 25-foot area (measured horizontally) immediately adjacent to the shoreline beginning at that point in the transition zone where merchantable tree growth begins (FERC, 2004).  


7.3 
Natural Areas Prescriptions

Natural Areas are not available for sale, nor are docks, excavations, or shoreline activity permitted in these areas.  In addition, ESA’s have a 50-foot natural buffer zone designated around them.  In areas that lack ESA’s, there is a 25-foot natural buffer zone above the 360-foot high water contour.  SCE&G prohibits clearing of vegetation within ESAs, below the 360-foot contour, or within buffer zones associated with these areas.


7.4 Project Operations Prescriptions


Properties classified as Project Operation contain project works critical to the operation of the Saluda Project.  Public access to these lands is restricted for reasons of safety and security.


7.5 Shoreline Structures


Back property owners that desire access to, or wish to construct shoreline structures such as docks, boat ramps, and multi-slips may apply for a permit through SCE&G’s permitting program.  SCE&G may allow such structures but strictly regulates their placement and construction.

Marinas are the most common commercial enterprises with shoreline structures along the Lake Murray shoreline.  In general, commercial marinas, along with other water-dependent activities, must have adequate water depth to safely operate watercraft and accommodate associated structures (i.e., docks, slips, and moorings).  In addition, in order to minimize congestion on Project waters, FERC regulations require a minimum distance between marinas, and some other commercial enterprises, and similar existing activities.  Associated boat traffic should not impede and restrict general public navigation or adjacent residential use of the shoreline.  Thus, new commercial marina type activities require adequate set backs from other shoreline developments.


Consideration of the topographic character of the shoreline is also important in determining whether a site can support construction or expansion of a commercial marina or related commercial facility.  Project proponents must locate facilities in areas with adequate cove opening widths and depths, as well as shoreline distance requirements.  For example, SCE&G does not allow multislip docks within narrow coves that have a distance of less than 350 feet between each shoreline (as measured at the 360-ft contour).  Additionally, the location of new marinas must be at least 100-foot horizontal distance from existing Environmentally Sensitive Areas.

To address aspects of marina construction and expansion as well as residential dock construction and other shoreline structures, SCE&G has developed permitting application procedures and associated dock specifications guidelines.  Section 9.0 summarizes and SCE&G’s Shoreline Permitting Handbook details these guidelines. 

8.0 activities and structures permitted with sce&g approval


SCE&G maintains a strong commitment to managing the Lake Murray shoreline for multiple resources, which requires that they consider the impact of various activities on the environmental, aesthetic, and recreational character of the lands.  As a result of careful consideration, they have determined the following activities and structures to be compatible with the goals of the Shoreline Management Program.  The activities consist of items requiring SCE&G approval through the permitting program and those that are unregulated.

Allowed Activities/Structures requiring SCE&G Approval through the Shoreline Permitting Program:

· Construction or modifications to docks


· Boat ramps


· Marine railways


· Boat lifts


· Retaining walls


· Rip-rap


· Limited brushing (for lands within 75-foot setback established prior to approval of the 2007 SMP only)


· Commercial and residential water withdrawals for irrigation only that require shoreline structures for water access

Unregulated Activities Allowed along Lake Murray Shoreline:

· camping on islands designated as public recreation

· bird watching

· hiking

· hunting


· picnicking


· fishing


9.0 evaluation process for new shoreline facilities or activities


Property owners considering new shoreline facilities or activities within the Project boundary will follow a standard procedure for initiating, permitting, and completing their proposed projects.  These procedures are described in depth in SCE&G’s Permitting Handbook, which was developed by the Lake and Land Management TWC to support the SMP.  The Permitting Handbook is the framework for the General Permit, and as such must be go through the public review process and be approved by SCDNR.

As described in Section 6.0, land management classifications and their distribution around the Lake Murray shoreline have been identified, defined, and mapped.  Further, there are associated management prescriptions for each classification that help guide its development and land use.  In order to carry out a project, the project proponents must obtain the following information:


· Land management classification and management prescriptions for the proposed project location;

· Types of shoreline facilities and activities allowed and prohibited at the proposed project location; and

· Relevant permitting procedures for their project.

9.1 Land Management Classification of Proposed Project Location


The first step a project proponent must take in planning a new shoreline facility/activity is to determine the land management classification for their proposed project location.  The location must be proposed in a Multi-purpose or Public Recreation classification as new developments are not permitted in either Project Operations or Natural classifications.  Property locations have been mapped according to land management classification, which are available from the SCE&G Lake Management Department, to assist project proponents in this first step.  The maps will show whether the location is in a 75-foot setback or below the 360-ft contour, and thus subject to specific regulations.  Project proponents are urged to consult the maps early in the planning stage to determine where the subject property is in relation to protected environmental resources and other land management types.  The Lake Management Department will provide assistance in understanding the type, location, and specific requirements for proposed shoreline facilities and activities.

If a proposed facility/activity is intended to support a commercial use, and meets SCE&G permitting requirements, FERC regulation will require that additional analysis be undertaken prior to assessing conformity of use and may require FERC review and approval.  In deciding whether or not to approve such commercial applications, FERC may require that the project proponent show that the project will meet certain criteria.  Such criteria include, but are not limited to, showing that the project will not be a detriment to general public safety or navigation; that it will not contribute to new or ongoing shoreline soil erosion; that it will be aesthetically blended with surrounding uses; and that it will be environmentally defensible.  Although SCE&G may assist the project proponent in developing their application, it is the responsibility of the project proponent to provide FERC with all information necessary for them to base a decision.

9.2 Allowable and Prohibited Facilities and Uses for Proposed Project Location


After determining the land management classification of the subject property, the project proponent must determine what type of facility or activity defines their project and whether it is allowed at the proposed location.  Some activities may be allowed within a specific land management classification, but not at the precise location proposed.  For example, development is not allowed within the 75-foot setback on properties sold after 1984 (as described in Section 7.0).

Most new projects can be grouped according to the most commonly permitted activity.  Although many projects will fall into one category, some may include facilities or activities that fall into more than one.  In such cases, further clarification and review may be necessary to establish whether a particular facility or activity is allowed at the proposed location.  In general, most proposed shoreline facilities and activities fall into one of the following activities types:

· Construction and modification of docks - These activities include all new dock installations (both floating and pier supported) as well as any modifications to the size, shape, or location of existing structures.

· Bank stabilization - Bank stabilization to prevent shoreline erosion and slumping. May include retaining walls, rip-rap, or bioengineered methods such as plantings.

· Excavation or fill activities - Removal of materials/soils from the lakebed or the placement of fill in the lakebed; typically performed during drawdowns.

· Atypical erosion control activities - Areas undergoing unusual or unanticipated erosion that may require special attention or stabilization efforts. Identified erosion areas will be addressed on a case by case basis. 

· Landscape modification/enhancements (including limited incidental clearing of vegetation on Project land adjacent to private properties) - Subject to conditions that will be specified in the permit, SCE&G may permit limited clearing of brush or vegetation from Project shoreline lands for the above activities.

9.3 Shoreline Permitting Procedures


SCE&G operates its shoreline permitting activities under a general permit issued by the US Corps of Engineers and the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control.  This permit authorizes SCE&G to be the residential permitting authority on Lake Murray.  Project proponents must obtain the proper permit(s), per the SCE&G’s Shoreline Permitting Program, prior to the initiation of any construction or activity on the Lake Murray shoreline, which consists of the lands below the 360-ft contour interval or designated 75-ft setbacks.  In addition, some activities have local, state and/or federal permit requirements as well.

Different uses of project lands have different associated permit and review processes as defined by the Standard Land Use Article contained in SCE&G’s FERC license.  FERC has delegated to SCE&G the authority to review and approve certain types of uses such as those that involve relatively routine activities by individuals, such as noncommercial piers, boat docks, and retaining walls.  Uses that involve the conveyance of easements, right-of-ways, or leases and include uses such as the replacement or maintenance of bridges and roads, storm drains and water mains, telephone, gas and electric distribution lines, minor access roads, and other similar activities require consultation with the appropriate State and Federal agencies, and can ultimately be approved by SCE&G after its review is complete.  Finally, uses that involve the conveyance of fee title, easements or right-of-ways, and leases, and typically include more substantial activities such as the construction of new roads and bridges, sewer lines that discharge into project waters, marinas, and other similar uses also require review by SCE&G and consultation with the appropriate local, State, and Federal agencies, but also must be submitted to the FERC for their review.

Whether the non-project use is approved under the Standard Land Use article or through prior FERC approval, SCE&G is responsible for ensuring that the use is consistent with the purposes of protecting or enhancing the scenic, recreational, and other environmental values of the project.  To assist project proponents navigate the permitting process, the staff at the SCE&G Lake Management Department is available to answer questions regarding documentation, permits, and specifications requirement for their particular project.  Specifically, permits are required to perform the following activities or construct/modify the following structures:

· perform limited brushing in setbacks and below 360-ft contour where an approved dock will be located;

· remove lake water for irrigation purposes only;

· excavate soil/earth;

· apply shoreline stabilization;

· rip-rap;

· retaining walls;

· docks;

· ramps;

· marine railways; and

· boat lifts.

It is advisable to begin the consultation process with SCE&G Land Management staff at the conceptual stage of larger complex or resource sensitive projects.  If there are questions regarding the location of specific resource concerns and the proximity of proposed new facilities or activities, SCE&G staff will be able to address such inquiries early.  SCE&G staff will also be able to discuss specific permitting requirements with the property owner.  Depending on the proposed new facility or activity, agencies may impose requirements on construction start/stop dates, the placement of erosion control devices, treatment plans, remedial measures, submittal of start construction notifications, and/or best management practices. Any permit applicant should be aware of such conditions, as violations may nullify a permit.


A summary of permits required to perform the above listed activities or construct/modify structures are summarized below.  Detailed information on SCE&G’s Shoreline Permitting Program, which includes the permitting process, guidelines, and specifications, are provided in 
SCE&G’s Shoreline Permitting Handbook.

9.3.1 Limited Brushing Below 360 – Foot Contour or in 75 – Foot Setback


In general, SCE&G maintains a policy of no disturbance for any vegetation below the 360-foot contour or within a vegetated setbacks without approval from SCE&G.  Furthermore, for setbacks established after approval of the 2007 SMP, limited brushing will not be allowed and SCE&G will implement a no disturbance policy.  In some cases, however, limited brushing of adjacent properties by the back property owner will be allowed to remove exotic and invasive vegetation that occurs adjacent to their property.  Permission will only be granted by SCE&G Lake Management after a site visit with the applicant to assess the need for brushing.  Once limited brushing is completed according to the permit, the applicant may maintain the site in said condition.  (See Appendix C for more detailed information on limited brushing regulations).

9.3.2 Woody Debris & Stump Management


In 2006, in accordance with FERC requirements (FERC, 2004), SCE&G developed and filed a plan for managing woody debris below the 360’ foot contour of Lake Murray for fish habitat restoration and public safety.  The plan was subsequently approved by FERC (117 FERC62,213).  During the current relicensing process, the plan was revised by the Lake and Land Management TWC.  The revised plan is included as Appendix B.

As a baseline, SCE&G maintains a policy of no disturbance for any woody debris.  However, woody debris may pose a boating hazard or be an impediment to navigation.  Also, debris just below water level, particularly stumps, can pose serious safety risks, especially at the high speeds associated with water skiing and jet skiing, or with activities such as swimming, where jumping from fixed or floating facilities such as docks might occur.  Consideration for safety and navigation is a priority and so selective woody debris removal may be approved if it is judged necessary to remedy safety or navigation concerns.  In such case, the hazardous woody debris must be brought to the attention of SCE&G’s Lake Management Department personnel who may approve only the portion of woody debris that poses the concern (the remaining woody debris must be left intact).

9.3.3 Residential & Commercial Water Withdrawals


Commercial and residential water withdrawals that require piping and other delivering equipment placed along the shoreline or in the littoral zone fall under the management of this SMP.  Water removal permits for residential property will be for irrigation purposes only.  Applications for a commercial permit to remove water may be submitted to SCE&G for review.  If it appears to conflict with the public interest SCE&G will deny the application; however, if it is compatible, it will be forwarded to FERC for approval, if required.  SCE&G will impose limits in granting permits for approved applications.  The applicant will be required to compensate SCE&G for water withdrawn and to bear expenses of filing the application.


9.3.4 Excavation


Because eroded soil from construction and other activities can threaten the lake’s aquatic and shoreline environments, as well as the watershed SCE&G monitors excavation activities by requiring a permit be obtained for work performed below the 360-foot contour. All authorized excavations must be in accordance with SCE&G specifications and requirements, which may include an environmental assessment plan or report.


9.3.5 Bank Stabilization


All shoreline stabilization efforts within the 360-foot contour must be approved in writing by SCE&G Lake Management and all necessary governmental permits must be obtained prior to implementation.  Although bioengineering methods of stabilization are preferred, rip-rap or retaining walls will be approved to resolve serious erosion problems.  Regardless of techniques proposed, however, prior approval of work by SCE&G is required.  More information on bank stabilization is provided in Section 12.0.

9.3.6 Individual Docks


A permit must be obtained for the creation, replacement, or addition of any dock. At a minimum, dock construction is not to impede navigation, create a nuisance, or otherwise be incompatible with overall Project recreation use.

9.3.7 Boat Ramps, Boat Lifts, Marine Railways, Etc.


A permit application must be submitted to SCE&G for the construction or modification of boat ramps, boat lifts, personal watercraft lifts and/or marine railways.  When feasible, SCE&G encourages the use of boat ramps at public and semi-public facilities versus construction of private ramps.  No individual boat ramps will be permitted on setback property and where a subdivision has a common access area with a ramp.

9.3.8 Pricate Multi-Slip

In lieu of individual docks, SCE&G encourages multi-slip docks, which may be permitted based on shoreline footage.  To participate in the multi-slip dock program the development must have a minimum of 500 feet of shoreline.  Property with less than 500 feet will be evaluated for individual or shared docks.  A permit application must be submitted to SCE&G for the construction or modification of all multi slips.

9.3.9 Commercial Marinas


The development and expansion of new or existing commercial docks will be negotiated on a case by case basis.  The necessary federal, State, and Local approved permits must be obtained before final approval by SCE&G and FERC.

10.0 sce&g permitting fee policies


The FERC allows SCE&G the right to charge a reasonable fee to cover the costs of administering its Shoreline Permitting Program, which adds significant management responsibilities and costs to their operation.  SCE&G is currently evaluating, and will adopt, a fee structure for recovering a portion of the costs of administering the shoreline management program.  This will ensure that activities occurring on Project lands are consistent with the overall goals for the project.  Such fees can be a one-time or annual cost.

Since 1975, SCE&G has charged a one-time processing fee for its efforts in managing various activities around the lakes.  Over the years, the amount has changed to reflect increasing management costs.  In 1984, SCE&G also implemented an annual charge for commercial facilities.  The amount of fees charged for different types of activities will be reviewed and adjusted periodically during the license term, in accordance with the effort required by SCE&G to support such a program.  These permit fees will be assessed as part of completion and approval of all application materials for a lake shore use permit.  SCE&G will give adequate public notice through appropriate communication avenues before changing the fee structure.


11.0 enforcement of shoreline management plan


11.1 Violations of Shoreline Management Plan


SCE&G conducts annual surveys of the land below the 360-ft contour to inventory and inspect docks built and permitted throughout the year.  They also make note of unauthorized structures and urge residents and other lake visitors to report what they believe may be unauthorized activity below the 360-ft contour as well as in 75-ft setbacks.

SCE&G Lake Management representatives will issue Stop Work Directives for any violations that are detected on SCE&G property.  Any unauthorized clearing of the trees or underbrush will result in the immediate cancellation of an individual’s dock permit as well as possible legal action to require re-vegetation of the affected area.  Removal of merchantable timber will require reimbursement to SCE&G Company subject to valuation of the Land Department.  Additional, consequences for violations may include loss of consideration for future permits, fines, or legal action.

12.0 best management practices


In their ongoing commitment to protect natural resources at the Project, SCE&G actively supports programs to protect and improve the Lake Murray shoreline through the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs).  BMPs are actions taken to lessen potential impacts to a particular resource resulting from its direct or indirect use.  SCE&G has developed several management plans designed to preserve the health of the shoreline, and they also promote the use of BMPs through their Shoreline Permitting Program, which has been discussed previously in Section 9.3.  In addition, they encourage property owners to protect the shoreline by incorporating voluntary BMPs.  Below are management plans that support SCE&G’s goal to employ greater use of BMPs as well as voluntary landowner recommended BMPs.

12.1 SCE&G Shoreline Management


12.1.1 Shoreline Permitting Program


As described previously, SCE&G’s maintains a Shoreline Permitting Program as a means to monitor and regulate development and other activities along the Lake Murray shoreline.  As a part of their permitting process SCE&G requires that BMPs be employed when constructing or performing any permitted activity or development.  In particular, permits and consultation with SCE&G are required to build structures, perform excavation, apply any erosion control means, or remove vegetation or woody debris below the 360-ft contour and in 75-ft setbacks.  If activities such as these are not carried out carefully, they can threaten shoreline and lake resources through soil erosion, water pollution, and habitat degradation.  Removal of vegetation and woody debris weakens shoreline stability and eliminates valuable wildlife habitat.

12.1.2 Erosion Control


Shoreline erosion is a concern in some areas where the lakeshore is exposed to prolonged or recurrent wind and wave action.  Such erosion, if in excess, can lead to sedimentation of the lake destroying aquatic habitats and clogging drainage ditches, stream channels, water intakes, and the reservoir in general.  In 2002, SCE&G instituted a Sedimentation and Erosion Control Plan that is aimed at identifying, prioritizing, and stabilizing severely eroded shoreline on recreation and SCE&G-owned islands.  A new Sedimentation and Erosion Plan was filed with the FERC in 2006, which has recently been revised by the Lake and Land Management TWC (Appendix D).

In addition, SCE&G supports voluntary efforts to address shoreline erosion by back property owners.  To ensure that appropriate and effective techniques are used, SCE&G monitors erosion control projects through their Shoreline Permitting Program, as discussed in Section 9.3.  Private property owners who wish to employ erosion control measures must use SCE&G-approved methodologies appropriate for the specific situation.

Because shoreline vegetation serves several important functions (i.e., soil integrity, wildlife habitat, and aesthetic value) it is preferable to address soil erosion problems using techniques that involve marsh or wetland creation and vegetative bank stabilization.  This technique is referred to as soil bioengineering, and consists of installing living plant material as a main structural component in controlling problems of land instability.  Plants used should consist of native species that, ideally, have been collected in the immediate vicinity of a project site to ensure that they are well-adapted to site conditions. The ultimate goal in using bioengineering techniques is for the natural invasion of a diverse plant community to stabilize the site through development of a vegetative cover and a reinforcing root matrix.


Because bioengineering techniques are most effective at sites with limited exposure to strong currents or wind-generated waves, areas experiencing strong erosional pressure may also warrant structural methods, such as rip-rap, seawalls, or retainer walls.  Areas with high-gradient banks or those in advanced stages of erosion may also benefit from a structural component.  Thus, the optimal solution often involves using a combination of techniques that provides both structural and environmental benefits to the shoreline.  Numerous bioengineering methodologies and devices are available to address various erosion problems.  Examples of erosion control designs that utilize both vegetation and structural elements are provided in Figures 12.1-1 and 12.1-2.  As depicted in the figure, sheetpile and rip rap can provide immediate shoreline stability while plantings become established to add root-based soil integrity.  The number of erosion control designs is numerous, and the most appropriate methodology depends on the slope and erosion pressure at a particular spot as well as homeowner preferences.  SCE&G’s Land Management Department is available to provide technical assistance and help homeowners chose the design right for them and the lake environment.

12.1.3 Re – Vegetation of Disturbed Areas





Vegetation along the shoreline is an important component of a healthy reservoir ecosystem and SCE&G sets limits for clearing vegetation below the 360-ft contour and in 75-foot setbacks.  Occasionally, however, vegetation in these areas is disturbed beyond what is permitted in the guidelines.  Regardless of whether a disturbance is man-made or natural, intentional or unintentional, SCE&G encourages re-vegetation of these areas.  Implementation of a Re-vegetation Plan is recommended to enhance vegetated buffers, thereby improving biodiversity, providing erosion protection, adding or maintaining filtering capacity, and protecting the aesthetics of a “natural” shoreline.

In the event of disturbance within the 75-foot setback, the landowner is encouraged to submit a site-specific re-vegetation plan to SCE&G for approval and complete replanting during the subsequent growing season.  Essentially, the plan will serve as a guiding document to ensure that the disturbed areas are stabilized using native forbs, grasses, shrubs and trees as needed, and to allow natural succession to continue.  A re-vegetation plan must, at a minimum, comply with guidelines set forth by SCE&G (see Attachment C).  Plant species and density used to revegetate a particular location will be determined based on the inherent properties of the area, such as topographic slope, as well as whether it is in the riparian or upland zone.  The re-vegetation guidelines also provide requirements on percent plant cover, mulch depth, recommended native species, and tree removal.  Setbacks that have been restored are inspected annually to check survival of planted species and compliance with the re-vegetation plan. Landowners are required to provide photo documentation of planted area for a period of 5 years
.

12.1.4 Shoreline Enhancement Program


Since 1995, SCE&G has worked with the SCDNR and other lake interest groups to improve the Lake Murray shoreline through the Lake Murray Shoreline Habitat Enhancement Project, which was designed to re-establish shoreline vegetation, protect water quality, and provide improved habitat for fish and other wildlife.  Through this program, SCE&G gives away and/or plants thousands of trees annually along the Lake Murray shoreline.  In particular, they actively sponsor an annual planting of native, aquatic plants such as bald cypress trees and button brushes along the shoreline as part of a joint effort with the LMA, Lake Murray FISH, Bassmasters of South Carolina and the SCDNR.

12.1.5 Aquatic Plant Management Activities


Certain species of aquatic plant can become a significant nuisance to recreation and project operations if their populations are not kept in check.  Some of the common problem species found in Lake Murray include hydrilla, Eurasian water milfoil and several species of pondweed.  When managing invasive and exotic aquatic plants it is important to also protect the aquatic ecosystems and fish habitat. This requires the integration and use of specific BMPs appropriate to the regional and local conditions.

SCE&G’s Lake Management Department, in cooperation with the SCDNR, manages the Aquatic Weed Program on Lake Murray.  Because aquatic weed control techniques can harm fish and native plant species, it is unlawful, per State and Federal regulations, for individuals to spray or treat aquatic growth in the waters of Lake Murray.  Thus, SCE&G asks that any aquatic vegetation problems recognized by lake visitors or back property owners should be reported to SCE&G’s Lake Management Department and the SCDNR.  In addition, to help curb the spread of invasive aquatic species, SCE&G asks that Lake visitors clear off boats and trailers before launching into the waters of Lake Murray.

12.2 Recommended Land Owner BMPs


In addition to development activities, the environment around Lake Murray is susceptible to degradation due to residential and recreational activities that include improper fertilizer/pesticide use, boat maintenance, and debris disposal.  Back property owners can make a significant positive contribution to the lake environment, and ultimately the watershed, by employing BMPs that preserve bank integrity and minimize non-point sources of pollution and contamination.  These activities are not necessarily mandated either through SCE&G or other permitting agencies.  However, it is important for back property owners to understand that using BMPs will preserve the aesthetic, environmental, and recreational qualities of the lake that they so highly value.  Examples of effective BMPs recommended to back property owners are provided in the following sections.  SCE&G is available to provide more information and to assist landowners in determining appropriate BMPs for activities on their properties.

12.2.1 Minimizing Non – Point Source Pollution


Lake pollution is attributable to various activities related to residential development, agriculture, forestry, and construction.  Pollutants and contaminants enter the lake and tributaries from overland flows that accumulate substances following rain events.  This run off water contains sediment, bacteria, oil, grease, detergents pesticides, fungicides, fertilizers, and other pollutants.  Excessive amounts of pollution can overwhelm a lake’s natural ability to filter and process chemicals and nutrients, which leads to degraded water quality and aquatic environments.

Although a single person or action may seem insignificant in their effect on the lake, the additive affect of the volume of people that live and use the resource is considerable.  With this in mind, SCE&G encourages adjacent land owners to be mindful that they are a member of a larger community that uses the lake.  Employing the following BMPs can go a long way in preserving and improving lake water quality:

· Use permeable paving materials and reduce the amount of impervious surfaces, particularly driveways, sideways, walkways, and parking areas;

· Dispose of vehicle fluids, paints, or household chemicals as indicated on their respective labels and do not deposit these products into storm drains, project waters, or onto the ground;

· Use soap sparingly when washing your car and wash your car on a grassy area so the ground can filter the water naturally. Use a hose nozzle with a trigger to save water and pour your bucket of used soapy water down the sink and not in the street; and

· Maintain septic tanks and drain fields according to the guidelines and/or regulations established by the appropriate regulatory authority.


12.2.2 Vegetation Management

As mentioned previously, vegetated shorelines are an important component of a healthy lake ecosystem.  Their root systems help to stabilize the shoreline and trap and filter runoff pollutants.  Vegetation also provides valued wildlife habitat and increases the natural aesthetic quality of the shoreline.  However, not all vegetation is equally beneficial, and many gardening and lawn maintenance activities can harm the lake ecosystem if not applied properly.  Some relatively simple ways that back property owners can ensure that their property contributes to the health of the lake environment include employing the following BMPs:


· Plant native trees, shrubs, and flowers for landscaping and gardens.  Native species adapted to the climate will require less watering and chemicals (i.e., fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides, fungicides);

· Grow plants that provide food, shelter and habitat for birds, butterflies, and other wildlife, which play a part in maintaining a healthy, natural environment;

· Enrich the soil by using natural soil amendments such as compost, manure and mulch;

· Minimize the area of lawn located near the shoreline.  When planting lawn, use a low maintenance, slow growing grass that is recommended for your soil conditions and climate;

· Maintain the grass as high as possible to shade out weeds and improve rooting so less fertilizing and watering are required;

· Avoid dumping leaves or yard debris on or near the shoreline;

· Avoid applying excessive herbicides, fungicides, and pesticides.  Use according to the label and never just before a precipitation event; and

· Create and maintain a rain garden in the landscape to naturally filter runoff.  Rain Gardens are an infiltration technique that captures water in specialized gardens containing native plantings.  They allow the water to slowly filter into the ground rather than run off into storm sewers.


13.0 public education and outreach


As explained previously, the Standard land use article within SCE&G’s license directs them to oversee shoreline activities and to take action to prevent unauthorized uses of Project shorelines.  This SMP is intended to establish proper shoreline use and development consistent with the FERC license, as well as the protection of public safety and environmental quality (water quality, natural habitat, aesthetics, etc.).  To garner support and compliance from the public and lake users, it is key to educate them of the need to protect shoreline resources.  Additionally, the public must be aware of the management and permitting programs put in place to provide this protection.  To accomplish the task of increasing public awareness of the goals and objectives of this SMP SCE&G has developed an education and outreach program that includes the components described below.

13.1 SMP Education


SCE&G’s Public Education and Outreach program aims to educate the public on various aspects of the management of Lake Murray including the Shoreline Permitting Program, recommended BMP use, relevant Project Operations information, and the Safety Program.  To accomplish this, SCE&G uses various public education measures including informational pamphlets, public meetings, newsletters, and an internet webpage.

The Internet, in particular, offers an excellent opportunity for disseminating information and improving awareness.  Currently, SCE&G is developing a website that is designed to provide information on the SMP and the Shoreline Permitting Program.  Information and materials that will be available at the website include the following:

· Permitting guidelines;

· Sample permit applications;

· Examples and information on Best Management Practices (BMPs);

· Alternative and example designs for bank stabilization; and

· Useful links and other related information.

Additional outreach mechanisms that SCE&G intends to use to help implement the SMP are the following:


· Conduct a SMP Implementation Workshop;

· Conduct annual training workshops for construction contractors, realtors, and property owners;

· Speak at homeowner and other organizations’ meetings, when invited;

· Continue to provide information to realtors and encourage that this information be provided to all potential lake shore property buyers; and

· Develop and distribute a new “user friendly” brochure that will include general lake information, permitting process, shoreline BMPs, and relevant contact information.

13.2 BMP Education


Because the use of BMPs outside of the Shoreline Permitting Program is voluntary SCE&G recognizes that educating the public to their necessity is vital.  With assistance from relicensing stakeholders and other interested parties, SCE&G supports public education efforts to encourage the adoption of shoreline BMPs as well as any other BMPs promoted by state and/or regulatory authorities.

As a means to encourage BMP use by all back property owners, SCE&G hosts annual information meetings with local contractors, home owner organizations, and other interested parties to ensure all are made aware of the notification and permit requirements prior to work and encouraging the use of all BMPs for sustainable shoreline management. Appropriate literature will be given to property owners and their contractors illustrating BMPs suggested practices for any construction work.  SCE&G will also provide technical assistance during the permitting process for any construction projects.  In addition, literature will be provided advising property owners about buffers, protecting native vegetation and native weed beds and other shoreline management BMPs.

13.3 Public Access Area Maps


Currently being Drafted

13.4 Public Service Annoucements (PSA)


TO BE INSERTED AFTER INPUT FROM SCE&G AND LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC

13.5 Safety Programs


Currently being Drafted

14.0 monitoring and review process

14.1 Overall Land Use Monitoring


Because SCE&G has recently modified its land management classification system, it will be important to monitor land use in the future to ensure the new system is appropriate.  Also, as demographics and user groups change within the Project area, changes in residential and commercial areas may also occur.  Often this type of use change is incremental and cumulative, occurring over a period of years or decades.  To monitor land use around Lake Murray, SCE&G will use a geographic information system (GIS) to compare new and existing permit applications against GIS data for the land management classifications.  Such monitoring will provide long-term data useful in identifying areas experiencing change.  Every ten years, during the SMP review process (see Section 12.2 on Review Process below), SCE&G will report on changes in land use for the various land management classifications in conjunction with Form 80 surveys.  If it is found that major changes within the Project boundary have occurred that are not consistent with the current SMP goals amendments to the SMP may be warranted.  Such situations include large changes in land ownership, major commercial upgrades or uses, or new residential uses or pressures.

14.2 Review Process


Prior to the current License Application, SCE&G conducted a review of the SMP every five years, per the original license requirements.  This small time interval proved to be ineffective because the review and revision process, which included gathering input and addressing issues from stakeholders, required several years to complete.  In addition, it resulted in viewing conditions and activities around the lake at too fine a scale to identify true trends rather than temporary circumstances.  In their new License Application, SCE&G proposed a change in the SMP review cycle to a 10 year interval.  This time frame is more appropriate to ensure the SMP remains relevant in light of changing conditions and challenges meeting Lake Murray.  As in the past, SCE&G will solicit input from interested parties in addressing issues that arise and have a bearing on lake management.  This includes keeping lines of communication open during the time between review periods.  Concurrently with the SMP review, SCE&G will review the Shoreline Permitting Program to ensure its effectiveness; however, changes to the permitting process may be made periodically, as needed, outside of the scheduled review periods.

The ten-year SMP review period allows for SCE&G to assess new issues that arise as a result of development around the lake, and allows for the analysis of cumulative affects.  One month prior to the scheduled start of the review process, its occurrence will be advertised in various media formats (e.g., web site, newsletter, contact with homeowner associations, etc.).  SCE&G will use the same media avenues to issue a report on the outcome of the review process.  Although SMP reviews will be scheduled every 10 years, SCE&G is always willing to listen to concerned stakeholders particularly if unforeseeable circumstances warrant a review of particular sections of the SMP.
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APPENDIX A


FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN


APPENDIX B


WOODY DEBRIS & STUMP MANAGEMENT PLAN


APPENDIX C


BUFFER ZONE MANAGEMENT


APPENDIX D


SEDIMENTATION AND EROSION CONTROL PLAN


APPENDIX E


BASELINE ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING PLAN FOR LAKE MURRAY MARINAS


APPENDIX F


LAKE MURRAY WATER QUALITY MONITORING PLAN


APPENDIX G


ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS REPORT


�SCE&G to provide FERC approval doc.


�SCE&G and TWC to revisit this.


�This needs to be re-visited with the Land Department. Need more information on management, such as docks in intermittent ESAs etc. 


�Reference forthcoming – Permitting Handbook.


�SCE&G and TWC to revisit this. Is this to be a voluntary, educational, required activity? -slh


�Please verify with Tommy if we can add the following – “Failure to comply with this program may lead to temporary or permanent termination of the violator’s dock permit.”
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This plan was prepared in compliance with the requirements of the Federal Energy 


Regulatory Commission’s (FERC or Commission) Order Approving Land Use and Shoreline 


Management Plan for FERC Project No. 516, issued and effective June 23, 2004 and subsequent 


Order Clarifying and Modifying the June Order, issued and effective October 28, 2004.  


Paragraph B of the June 23 Order and Paragraph B of the October 28 Order require South 


Carolina Electric & Gas (SCE&G) to develop and file a plan, by June 23, 2005, for addressing 


erosion and sedimentation on Lake Murray.  On May 31, 2005, SCE&G requested a time 


extension until January 31, 2006. 


 
1.0 BACKGROUND 


 


In 2002, SCE&G completed a shoreline erosion survey for Lake Murray to identify and 


prioritize certain areas (existing and future recreation sites) susceptible to erosion and in need of 


monitoring for possible protective measures. In total, 60 areas were identified as areas of 


concern.  SCE&G ranked the severity of the erosion (light, moderate, severe) at each site, and 


designated top priority to those sites where erosion is severe and may potentially significantly 


damage property or habitat, or cause a safety concern.  The design of the Shoreline Erosion 


Survey Plan was developed in consultation with the United States Fish and Service (USFWS) 


and South Carolina Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR).  The Shoreline Erosion Survey 


Plan is found in Appendix A. 
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2.0 GOAL 
 


The primary purpose of this Sedimentation and Erosion Control Plan (Plan) is to identify 


and provide management guidelines for erosion on existing and future recreation areas and 


SCE&G owned islands and to address possibly related sedimentation and the potential for 


material impacts to fish and wildlife habitat and water quality of Lake Murray.  This plan 


includes identification, mitigation, and monitoring strategies for those identified areas exhibiting 


significant erosion. 


 


3.0 MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 
 


SCE&G has a variety of programs in place designed at least in part to address shoreline 


erosion around Lake Murray.  These programs, incorporated here by reference, include: 


 
1. Shoreline Management Program:  On non-SCE&G private lakeside property (Private 


Property), erosion issues are addressed through a permitting process.  Compliance 


with related permit conditions is the responsibility of the shoreline property owner 


permittees.  SCE&G requires Private Property owners to apply for and receive 


permits from its Lake Management Department prior to their initiation of shoreline 


construction or land/vegetation disturbing activity, such as the installation of boat 


docks or ramps, walls or riprap (bulkheads are not allowed and retaining walls are not 


permitted below the 360 ft contour)  SCE&G requires Private Property owners to sign 


a Shoreline and Vegetative Protection Agreement as a pre-condition to the issuance of 


permits.  Private Property owners who wish to employ erosion control measures not 


previously identified as appropriate by SCE&G are required to provide explanations 


and justifications of such “alternative” shoreline stabilization measures.  These 


alternative shoreline stabilization measures must be approved by SCE&G.  If they are 


not, they may not be used. 


2. Public Outreach and Education:  SCE&G provides public education materials and 


opportunities for Private Property owners.  This is accomplished through 


collaboration with governmental agencies such as the Natural Resources 


Conservation Service (NRCS), the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources 


(SCDNR), and non-governmental organizations (NGO’s) such as the Lake Murray 
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Association and Harbor Watch, and from time to time, others.  In coordination with 


the NRCS, SCE&G developed and offers a demonstration project at its Boat Ramp 


#3.  This demonstration project illustrates conservation alternatives for shoreline 


stabilization using a combination of open cell block rip-rap and native vegetation. 


3. Tree Planting and Giveaway:  SCE&G actively sponsors an annual planting of native 


aquatic-friendly/compatible plants such as bald cypress trees and button bushes along 


the shoreline of Lake Murray as part of a joint effort periodically with the Lake 


Murray Association, Lake Murray FISH, Bassmasters of South Carolina and the 


SCDNR.  One principal objective of this effort is to reduce shoreline erosion and 


improve fish habitat.  SCE&G also gives away and/or plants thousands of trees 


annually through its shoreline enhancement program, initiated in 1995. 


4. Forest and Game Management Property:  Approximately 106 miles of shoreline have 


been classified as Forest and Game Management property and will not be sold or 


developed. 


 


4.0 MITIGATION 
 


Even with these management actions, significant erosion can occur.  The significance of 


specific areas of shoreline erosion, more often than not, is highlighted by potentially affected 


adjoining Private Property owners.  To protect their property interests, they often seek 


permission and guidance to address areas of the shoreline adjacent to their fringe land property.  


That permission is usually granted.  Peripheral to, but nevertheless potentially important to the 


erosion issue, as a part of the current relicensing process, all SCE&G owned islands have been 


designated as sites needing Stage II (intensive) archeological investigations under Section 106 


Historic Preservation Act consultation requirements.  As a result of those archaeological 


investigations, SCE&G may determine a need to mitigate areas on some islands that are shown 


to contain important archaeological sites at significant risk from erosion.  In that limited 


circumstance, it may be determined that there is a need to address the erosion issue for that site. 


 


SCE&G also provides Private Property owners with a list of vegetation species best suited 


for replanting and revegetating the Lake Murray shoreline.  SCE&G is currently developing and 


will implement an enhanced outreach program to better educate the public on buffer zones and 
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their environmental benefits to the overall lake and land management needs of the shoreline of 


Lake Murray.  SCE&G plans to offer and to incorporate this expanded program into the next 


revision of the Shoreline Management Plan, which will be prepared during the current 


relicensing and must be submitted to the Commission by August 31, 2008. 


 


Where the Company is requested by Private Property owners, on islands as described 


above, or at designated public access points it determines a desire or need to address an erosion 


circumstance, SCE&G will work with homeowners, public agencies, or through its own 


shoreline management personnel as appropriate to mitigate erosion.  For all such shoreline, the 


following steps are taken: 


 


1. Assessments are made to select appropriate shoreline stabilization methodologies, 


based on the severity of the erosion and other shoreline circumstances/conditions.  


When possible, control methods employ best management practices and planting of 


appropriate native vegetation: 


 


a. Areas with light or moderate erosion are more likely to be encouraged to be 


maintained by enhancing the vegetative cover or employing bioengineering 


methods, i.e. combining the use of rock or engineered block/mats and vegetation 


for shoreline stabilization. 


b. Areas of heavy erosion are almost universally to be controlled by riprap.  Rip-rap 


for erosion control at and below the 360 foot contour must be comprised of 


aesthetically and structurally acceptable materials (no solid concrete blocks, 


bricks, or building materials). 


 


2. SCE&G has implemented a non-disturbance buffer policy for properties currently 


designated for future development and not already approved for sale by the FERC 


under preexisting policy guidelines.  Where applied, this forward-looking policy 


allows Private Property owners only to have a 10 foot wide meandering path through 


the buffer area to a dock or other permitted shoreline amenity.  There may be no other 


removal of vegetation in the buffer area.  Where applied this should provide a robust 


buffer zone, thereby significantly limiting the potential for landside activity related 
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erosion.  This will help to insure, going forward, a proper balance in shoreline uses, 


and will directly affect approximately 95 miles of shoreline around Lake Murray. 


 


5.0 MONITORING OF COMPLIANCE WITH EXISTING POLICIES AND OF 
SHORELINE STABILIZATION PROJECTS 


 


Shoreline erosion control permitting is managed by SCE&G, with coordination with 


jurisdictional resource and regulatory authorities as appropriate. 


 


Compliance with SCE&G’s management prescriptions for its various land classifications 


is monitored and enforced by SCE&G, as detailed in the Buffer Zone Management Plan, and the 


Shoreline Management Plan. 


 


SCE&G currently evaluates and updates the shoreline management plans as a part of its 


FERC-mandated five year review process in consultation with appropriate agencies and NGO’s. 


 


Once identified, SCE&G plans to survey the highly erodable areas every five (5) years 


and the light to moderate areas every ten (10) years.  Surveying of these properties will be 


conducted under the guidelines established in the March 2002 Shoreline Erosion Survey Plan 


prepared in coordination with the SCDNR and USFWS. Those areas classified as future or 


existing public recreation areas exhibiting severe erosion would be considered for a stabilization 


project.  SCE&G would coordinate any stabilization activities with the SCDNR, USFWS and 


other appropriate state or federal agency as necessary. 


 


6.0 REFERENCES 
 
South Carolina Department of Natural Resources.  2000.  News Release #00 – 52, DNR News.  


March 6, 2000.  [Online] URL:  http://www.dnr.state.sc.us/cec/news/mar0600.html.  
Accessed May 18, 2005. 


 


- 5 - 



http://www.dnr.state.sc.us/cec/news/mar0600.html





 


- 6 - 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


APPENDIX A 
 


SHORELINE EROSION SURVEY PLAN 
 





		BACKGROUND

		GOAL

		MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

		MITIGATION

		MONITORING OF COMPLIANCE WITH EXISTING POLICIES AND OF SHORELINE STABILIZATION PROJECTS

		REFERENCES




SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA


SALUDA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT


FERC PROJECT NO. 516


BUFFER ZONE AND RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT PLAN


DRAFT

SEPTEMBER 2007

Prepared by:




SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA


SALUDA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT


FERC PROJECT NO. 516


BUFFER ZONE AND RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT PLAN


DRAFT

SEPTEMBER 2007

Prepared by:




South CarolinA Electric & Gas COMPANY


Saluda HYDROELECTRIC Project


(FERC PROJECT nO. 516)


FERC COMPLIANCE ARTICLES


BUFFER ZONE AND RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT PLAN


DRAFT


TABLE OF CONTENTS


21.0
iNTRODUCTION


2.0
Goals
3

3.0
DEFINITIONS
3

4.0
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
5

5.0
MONITORING & compliance
6

6.0
Buffer Zone RE-vegetation Plan
7

7.0
CORRECTIVE ACTIONS AND PENALTIES
7

8.0
VOLUNTARY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
9

9.0
RIPARIAN ZONE MANAGEMENT
10




LIST OF APPENDICES


Appendix A:
75 Foot Buffer Zone Goals and Criteria for Re-vegetation of Disturbed Areas


11/22/05 – MAS


455-027-99-00


\\Wren\sc_job\455-027 Lake Murray SMP\Buffer Zone MP\Buffer Zone Management Plan 11-22-2005.doc

South CarolinA Electric & Gas COMPANY


Saluda HYDROELECTRIC Project


(FERC PROJECT nO. 516)


FERC COMPLIANCE ARTICLES


BUFFER 
ZONE MANAGEMENT PLAN


DRAFT

1.0 iNTRODUCTION 


This plan addresses management and re-vegetation of  areas within the 75’ foot buffer zone above the 360’ foot contour (Plant Datum) (“the 360,” or “El. 360”) adjacent to lands sold after 1984.


Shoreline vegetation along Lake Murray primarily consists of buttonbush, alder, willow, river birch, green ash, and loblolly pine with limited occurrence of oaks and other hardwood trees.  Forested, riparian buffers along reservoir shorelines are generally acknowledged to provide a variety of environmental functions and ecological values.  These environmental functions include trapping and/or filtering sediment runoff, reducing bank erosion, removing phosphorous and other nutrients and sequestering contaminants such as pesticides.  Ecological values include contribution of leaves and other nutrient sources to the lake, maintenance of habitat for fish and aquatic organisms by moderating near shore water temperature, providing woody debris and providing habitat for amphibians and other terrestrial organisms.  Buffers also provide societal values such as maintaining a more “natural” aesthetic appearance of shoreline.  

In 1981, FERC approved the first Shoreline Management Plan (16 FERC62,479), however, it was not until issuance of the 1984 Saluda Hydroelectric Project license that FERC required SCE&G to establish and maintain a 75-foot vegetated buffer zone on all Fringeland 
conveyed after the issuance of the 1984 license.  The buffer zone, which extends inland from the 360 foot (Plant Datum) contour, creates an expanded vegetated, aesthetic buffer between back property development and the Lake Murray shoreline that protects and enhances the Project’s scenic, recreational and environmental values.  The 75-foot vegetated buffer zone represents the normal limit to which SCE&G may sell land between the PBL and the lake. SCE&G retains ownership of the 75-foot setback area.  It comes into existence “in front of” (between the PBL and the 360’ contour) all Fringeland sold.  In addition, setbacks exist along all perennial and intermittent streams in both Future Development and Forest and Game Management land as a result of the June and October 2004 FERC Orders.


Although the 360 foot contour is the normal maximum surface elevation specified in the license.  Historically, the pool elevation has been managed for normal operations between the 350-352 foot level and the 358-358½ foot elevation.  Depending upon the shoreline contour in a particular area, this means that the water can be a few feet to hundreds of feet away from the 360 foot contour.  Accordingly, the “buffer” between shoreline development and the water of Lake Murray may be from slightly more to several times more than 75 feet in width.  Some of these areas below the 360 foot contour are heavily timbered and otherwise vegetated.  The average depth/width of the area between the 360 foot contour and the 358 foot contour is about ___ feet.  This means that the 75-foot setback is really more like a ___ foot setback.


2.0 Goals 


The goal of the Buffer Zone Management Plan is to maintain and to encourage vegetated areas along the shoreline which serve many important functions.  These functions include, but are not limited to, the trapping and filtering of run-off and contaminants; the provision of vegetated habitat and woody debris for fish and wildlife species; reduction in the risk of bank erosion, and the preservation of the scenic and recreational values of the shoreline. 


3.0 DEFINITIONS


· Buffer Zone – As defined in 18 CFR 4.41(f) (7) (iii) is an area within the project boundary, above the normal maximum surface elevation of the project reservoir, and of sufficient width to allow public access to project lands and waters and to protect the scenic, public recreational, cultural, and other environmental values of the reservoir shoreline.  

· 360-foot Contour - The elevational contour that represents the high water mark of the reservoir. 

· Future Development Lands - Licensee-owned properties within the project boundary that have been identified as lands available for possible sale and/or use up to and including development.

· Fringeland – That fringe of Licensee-owned property which lies between the Project Boundary Line (PBL) and the 360 foot contour.  When Fringeland is sold to the back-property owner under this definition, it is then termed Easement Property.

· Easement Property – The term used to describe Fringeland that has been sold to the back-property owner, over which, therefore, Licensee maintains only easement and shoreline management rights

· Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) - Generally located below the 360-foot contour.  ESAs include areas of wetlands and shallow coves, typically populated by willow trees and buttonbushes, and other areas determined to be critical to the continued existence of indigenous or threatened species, such as spawning and nesting habitat.  Willow trees and buttonbushes are the “target vegetation” for defining which shoreline areas are to be considered ESAs by virtue of vegetative cover;  ESAs are sub-classified as follows:


· Shallow Coves with Stream Confluence – Areas where streams enter the lake to form coves where water elevations in areas outside the historical stream channel are predominately above the 355 foot contour line.  The up gradient portion of shallow coves is typically vegetated with buttonbush and willow.  


· Continuous Vegetated Shoreline – Continuous vegetated linear shoreline at least 66 feet in length, with vegetation greater than 5 feet deep (horizontal depth of vegetated strip not vertical depth of water), measured perpendicular to the shoreline.  


· Intermittent Vegetated Shoreline – Linear shoreline coverage of vegetation at least 66 feet in length.  This class can have gaps.  (Gap is defined as 8 to 20 feet in length where there is little or no vegetation below the normal high water mark.)  Areas with gaps more than 20 feet in length are termed “breaks” and are not to be considered vegetated shoreline.


· Bottomland Hardwood and Wet Flats – Continuous linear shoreline coverage of bottomland hardwood (excluding sweetgum) and wet flats at least 66 feet in length.


4.0 MANAGEMENT ACTIONS


Shoreline Property:   Generally speaking, prior to 2004, SCE&G managed its properties within and adjacent to the PBL, including Future Development Lands, according to its Forest Management Plan.  Where applied, the Forest Management Plan provided for the protection of the watershed and its wildlife and fishery habitat and reduced insect- and disease-related tree mortality.  Since 2004, SCE&G forestry practices prohibit selective thinning or timber management within 100 feet of the 360-foot contour on Future Development Lands.


Buffer Zone:   The buffer zone begins at the edge of the 360 El (above the high water mark) and extends upland a minimum distance of 20 feet measured horizontally. This area, which can be increased up to 120 feet in high sediment or nutrient producing areas, can include faster growing softwood trees, but should include at least 20% deciduous hardwoods or shrubs.  The buffer zone also consists of filter strips comprised of grasses, legumes and/or other forbs. This vegetation is an important component of a buffer zone where protection from excessive sediment or nutrients is needed. 


Buffer Zone (1984-2005)
:    As part of the sale of Future Development property, the 75-foot buffer zone was delineated and documented.  It became the lake-ward property boundary for the Easement Property owner.  SCE&G maintains GIS based maps of each established 75-foot vegetated buffer zone. Where available, aerial photography may have been used for site documentation.  This provided a baseline to assist in future monitoring.


SCE&G maintained special use restrictions within the 75-foot vegetated buffer zone.  The use of SCE&G’s 75-foot vegetated buffer zone was entirely permissive and at the discretion of SCE&G as landowner.  Owners of adjoining lands (back property owners) were given the right of access by foot to and from the lake over the buffer zone, but were not permitted to encroach with improvements, cut any significant trees or shrubs, place any water-oriented encroachments (docks, ramps, etc.), change the contour of the land, or post the property, without written consent from SCE&G.  Any modification to the lands within the buffer zone approved by SCE&G had to comply with all applicable requirements of SCE&G’s Shoreline Management Program.

Special use restrictions within the 75-foot vegetated buffer zone included the following (additional restrictions may have applied if the property was adjacent to ESAs):


· Upon the sale of any Fringeland, a purchaser was allowed to perform limited brushing so long as the purchaser adhered to SCE&G’s established guidelines as described below.  Once a purchaser had completed the permissible limited brushing, a subsequent property owner only could maintain the work that had been completed.  No further brushing or clearing was allowed, whether by permit or otherwise.

· Trimming or limbing of trees higher than ten feet above the ground was prohibited without prior approval and permits.

· “Privatization” and structural encroachments were prohibited.

· After 1994, individual boat ramps were prohibited.  However, community boat ramps were encouraged and approved, provided existing guidelines were met.

· Removal of vegetation greater than 3 inches in diameter measured at breast high (4’) was prohibited without a permit.

· Boat docks were allowed provided they complied with SCE&G’s standard boat dock guidelines and appropriate permits were obtained.

· Additional restrictions may apply if the property is adjacent to ESAs.

Buffer Zones (2005 - Present)  - The buffer zone is currently being maintained with a 75 to 100 ft non disturbance zone with a 10 ft meandering path to the waters edge.  (Add more info
)

5.0 MONITORING & compliance


Buffer zones are inspected annually by SCE&G staff for compliance with approved management practices.  Boundaries have been painted and signs have been posted to identify these areas.  On approximately a five-year rotation, a physical inspection of the buffer zones to monitor for violations and replace damaged or worn signs is conducted.  At all times, upon observation or notification that a property owner may be in violation of these management criteria, SCE&G field checks the property and, in cases of confirmed violations, provides written notification of the violations and requests for corrective actions to the land owners


6.0 Buffer Zone RE-vegetation Plan


Occasionally, vegetation in buffer zones is disturbed beyond what is permitted in the guidelines. Regardless of whether a disturbance was man-made or natural, intentional or unintentional, it is the intent of the Licensee to implement this re-vegetation plan. The principal objective of the plan is to stabilize disturbed areas by planting forbs, grasses, shrubs and trees as needed, and to allow natural succession to continue.  Buffer zones that have been restored are inspected annually to check survival of planted species and compliance with the re-vegetation plan. This plan will be used to encourage all landowners to develop a buffer zone or correct any violations of existing buffer zones.


· Affected landowners are required to submit re-vegetation plans to SCE&G for review and approval, and to complete revegetation during the next growing season.  A re-vegetation plan must, at a minimum, comply with guidelines set forth in Attachment A.  Individuals also are required to provide photo documentation of planted areas for a period of 5 years following revegetation.  SCE&G will approve the revegetation in writing and establish the end of the five year monitoring effort as five years from the date of that written approval. 

·  SCE&G reserves the right to take legal action to require re-vegetation of the affected areas, seek damages, and seek its administrative and legal costs for doing so.

· SCE&G will perform a follow-up inspection after the 5 year improvement period. 


7.0 CORRECTIVE ACTIONS AND PENALTIES



Corrective Actions


· Landowners found to have violated the buffer zone requirements or landowners adjacent to buffers that have been significantly affected by natural conditions (storm, pestilence, fire, etc.) must submit a re-vegetation plan to SCE&G within 30 days of being notified by SCE&G of the violation or “natural” conditions warranting mitigation.  

· If the buffer has been significantly affected by natural conditions, then SCE&G will work with the landowner to restore vegetation in the buffer zone.   

· SCE&G’s Lake and Land Management Department will review the final plan for adequacy and completeness and provide the landowner with a request for modifications and/or approval within 30 days of receipt of the plan.  

· If the plan requires modification, the landowner may be given no more than fifteen business days following SCE&G’s modification request to make the modifications and re-submit a conforming plan.  

· The landowner must submit an approvable plan to SCE&G as soon as reasonably possible and, in no case, longer than 50 days for violations or 90 days for natural condition mitigation.  The submission timeframes shall be measured from the date of SCE&G’s notification letter to the landowner.

· SCE&G reserves the right to require more than the minimum re-vegetation requirements should it determine that additional vegetation is needed, based on site characteristics or extenuating circumstances.  

· The nature of the violation or the response of the landowner are two such extenuating circumstances that will be considered.  

· The landowner must comply with these changes or risk penalties.


· Once a re-vegetation plan has been approved, the landowner must implement the plan during the next planting season.  SCE&G defines the planting season to be from November to February.  

· Should the landowner not implement the plan within the specified time frame, the plan will become null and void and the landowner will be found in violation and subject to penalties.


Penalties 

In most cases, SCE&G is able to work with the landowner to resolve areas of nonconformance, particularly if the buffer zone modification is a result of natural causes.  SCE&G reserves the right to require additional plantings that go beyond the minimum guidelines in Attachment A.


Landowners found in violation of the 75-foot buffer zone management restrictions or management restrictions below El. 360, as a result of the removal of vegetation, encroachment into the buffer zone, or un-permitted changes to property contours, may be subject to any or all of the following:


· Repeat violations by landowners may result in the permanent cancellation of their dock permit and loss of lake access across SCE&G property.

· Revocation of existing shoreline dock and/or ramp permits for a period of no less than five years.

· Denial of future permits and denial of access across SCE&G’s property to the lake, perhaps even in the form of positive barriers.

· Removal of marketable timber within the buffer zone by the landowner will require, in addition to such other penalties prescribed herein as SCE&G determines to be appropriate, payment equal to triple stumpage, according to valuation by SCE&G’s Land Department.

· Reimbursement of costs, in cases where SCE&G finds it necessary to undertake itself to restore affected buffer zones.  Such a decision may result from landowners’ failure to submit a re-vegetation plan in a timely fashion, or from SCE&G’s determination that conditions require immediate attention to prevent serious shoreline problems.  


8.0 VOLUNTARY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 


To be drafted by SCE&G and TWC

9.0 RIPARIAN ZONE MANAGEMENT 


“Riparian Zone” is the term used to describe the lands below El. 360.  SCE&G maintains a policy of no disturbance for any and all ESA target vegetation below El. 360 unless its removal is necessary for reasons of health and human safety or in compliance with the Woody Debris Management Plan.  Furthermore, SCE&G maintains a policy of non-disturbance for vegetation below El. 360 unless approved by SCE&G.  A 50-foot non-disturbance buffer zone is applied around each ESA.  Clearing is prohibited within the ESA and associated 50-foot buffer zone.  With few exceptions, lands below El. 360 are owned and managed by SCE&G.  If the slope is as flat as 2 to 1 or flatter, an understory cover consisting of grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 inches or duff or natural mulch at least 4 inches thick will be established or encouraged to develop over at least 75% of this zone for the stability of the shoreline.  All shrubs, grasses and forbs used to meet the understory requirement must be native species.  Unless an exception is granted by SCE&G, any tree removed in this zone must be replaced.  Replacement trees shall be at least 6 feet in height (measured from the first sign of bark exiting the soil to the top of the tree).  If the slope of the riparian zone is steeper than 2 to 1 and the shoreline is unstable, South Carolina Electric & Gas will provide specific guidance on acceptable measures that may be used to stabilize the shoreline.

ATTACHMENT A


75-FOOT BUFFER ZONE GOALS AND CRITERIA FOR 


RE-VEGETATION OF DISTURBED AREAS


BUFFER ZONE GOALS AND MINIMUM CRITERIA 


FOR RE-VEGETATION OF DISTURBED AREAS


FERC PROJECT NO. 516


LAKE MURRAY – SCE&G


MINIMUM BUFFER ZONE AND SHORELINE VEGETATION


1.
Improvement Goals and Recommendations

Implementation of the management goals below is recommended to enhance vegetated buffers, thereby improving biodiversity, providing erosion protection, adding or maintaining filtering capacity, and protecting the aesthetics of a “natural” shoreline.


The vegetated buffer will be managed with the desired vegetative mix for each area based on the inherent properties of the area and the ecological function of that zone and of the buffer in total.  These zones include the riparian zone (vegetated perimeter below the 360 elevation) and the buffer zone (0 feet to 75 feet beginning at the 360 elevation inland).  The table in Section 3 provides recommendations for adapted species for these areas.


a) The Riparian Zone:  If the slope is as flat as 2 to 1 or flatter, an understory cover consisting of grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 inches or duff or natural mulch at least 4 inches thick will be established or encouraged to develop over at least 75% of this zone for the stability of the shoreline.  All shrubs, grasses and forbs used to meet the understory requirement must be native species.  Absolutely no removal of trees and shrubs other than dead specimens
 is permitted in this zone.  Unless an exception is granted by SCE&G, any tree removed in this zone must be replaced.  Replacement trees shall be at least 6 feet in height (measured from the first sign of bark exiting the soil to the top of the tree).  If the slope of the riparian zone is steeper than 2 to 1 and the shoreline is unstable, South Carolina Electric & Gas will provide guidance on acceptable measures that may be used to stabilize the shoreline.

b) The Buffer Zone:  At least 50% 
of the buffer zone shall have an understory cover consisting of grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 inches or a layer of duff or mulch of natural materials at least 4 inches in thickness.  All shrubs, grasses and forbs used to meet the understory requirement shall be native species. Absolutely no removal of trees other than dead or diseased specimens is permitted in this zone.  Removed trees should be replaced as needed to meet the spacing limitation.  Replacement trees should be at least 6 feet in height above the ground.

2.
Minimum Criteria for Re-vegetation of Disturbed Areas

The following guidelines shall be adhered to as minimum criteria for application in the restoration of disturbed buffers along the shoreline perimeter of Lake Murray:


The buffer zone, beginning at the 360 feet elevation (the “360”) and continuing inland 75 ft, shall be maintained as a vegetated buffer.  No removal of ESA targeted vegetation (willow, buttonbush etc.) whatsoever may occur.  This entire area shall be inclusive of buffer vegetation management.


a) In addition to the requirements for the buffer zone, if the slope of the riparian zone is as flat as 2 to1 or flatter, the guidelines in Section 2 will be applied to facilitate the establishment/development of satisfactory vegetative cover.


b) The spacing between any two trees shall be less than 24 feet.  In addition, the spacing between the 360 feet contour elevation and a tree shall not exceed 15 ft.


c) If the spacing does not meet the minimum requirements cited above, specimens of approved tree species shall be planted as needed for compliance.  Dead trees or trees weakened by disease, insects, natural events, etc. may be selectively cut.  However, cut trees must be replaced, regardless of their spacing, to meet these spacing requirements.  Existing pines may be credited towards meeting the spacing requirements.  However, pines are not included in the list of acceptable replacements because of the frequency of mortality due to pest and climatic problems.


d) If a significant understory was present prior to disturbance in  the buffer zone re-vegetation shall planted to have an understory cover consisting of grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 inches covering no less than 50 % area in the buffer zone and a layer of duff or mulch of natural materials at least 4 inches thick.


e) If a significant understory was present prior to disturbance in the riparian zone re-vegetation shall be planted to have an understory cover consisting of grasses, forbs, and shrubs with a height of at least 6 inches covering no less than 75 % area in the riparian zone.


f) In addition, in order to meet this requirement, the understory cover in both the riparian and buffer zones shall be in a mosaic or linear arrangement that extends across at least 80% of the length of the buffer.


g) The impacted area shall be replaced with a layer of duff or mulch of natural materials at least 4 inches think.  The leaves from the leaf drop of the trees must be left on the surface to provide ground cover and filtering.  Dead limbs on the surface in the buffer zone may be removed.


h) All replanted trees must be of a height between 6 to 8 feet above the ground (measure from the first sign of exposed bark exiting the soil to the top of the tree).


i) No pesticides or nutrients are to be applied within the buffer or riparian zones without written approval from SCE&G.


3.
Recommended Species for Planting in the Vegetated Buffer

		ZONE

		RECOMMENDED SPECIES



		

		Trees

		Shrubs

		Grass & Forbs



		Riparian Zone

(Perimeter below 360 feet elevation)

		Black Willow*


Cottonwood*


Cypress, Bald*


Cypress, Pond


Green Ash*


River Birch*


Swamp Tupelo


Willow Oak*


Water Oak*

		Buttonbush*


Silky Dogwood*


Swamp Azalea


Wax Myrtle*


Alder




		Maidencane


Switchgrass (Alamo)*


Bushy Bluestem


Switchcane


Hibiscus


Water willow



		Buffer Zone

(0 to 75 feet in perimeter above the 360 feet elevation)

		American Elm*


Bitter-nut Hickory


Crabapple*


Dogwood*


Eastern Redbud*


Eastern Redcedar*


Green Ash*


Hackberry/Sugarberry


Laurel Oak*


Paw Paw


Persimmon*


Red Maple*


Red Mulberry


Sycamore*


Water Oak*


White Ash*


Willow Oak*


Yellow Poplar*

		American Strawberry Bush


American Beautyberry*


American Holly*


Carolina Rose


Native Azaleas


Wax Myrtle*

		Big Bluestem*


Broomsedge


Eastern Gamagrass*


Little Bluestem*


Indiangrass*


Purpletop


Switchgrass*


Illinois Bundleflower*


Partridge Pea*


Purple Coneflower*





The tree, shrub and herbaceous plants listed include only native species which are adapted for the location and use and which are commercially available.  Species which typically are the most readily available are indicated by an “*”.  Note that the native botanical community may include other acceptable species that typically are not commercially available. 


� The initial Shoreline Management Plan was approved in 1981, however buffer zones did not exist prior to 1984.  





�Replace with setback through out? Already did a few. Check for consistency after deciding.


�Still in use?


�This whole discussion about buffer zone is confusing.  Are these three different, separate buffer zone classifications and management guidelines, or just a single  buffer zone program that has changed over time to expand from 20 feet to 75 feet, with adjustments to the management criteria?  Very confusing.


�Not diseased trees?


�SCE&G will develop spacing criteria instead of 50% understory cover.
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South CarolinA Electric & Gas


Saluda HYDROELECTRIC Project


(FERC PROJECT nO. 516)


FERC COMPLIANCE ARTICLES


WOODY DEBRIS MANAGEMENT PLAN

1.0 BACKGROUND


In 1980, pursuant to a FERC order in FERC Docket No. E-7791, SCE&G established a shoreline management plan (SMP), a part of which consisted of a shoreline classification system.  Among other things, this classification system included a category of lands classified as “future private development.”  In 1984, as part of the new license issued by the FERC for Project No. 516, the Commission re-approved, with modification, the 1980 SMP.  Future private development lands (Future Development Lands) include properties classified such that they could be considered for future sale.


Woody debris consists of both large and small woody vegetation that is floating or submerged, stationary or transitory, exposed or transported by lake fluctuations and flows, and is subject to decay.


· Submerged woody debris is stationary and generally consists of submerged or partially submerged tree stumps or deadfalls.


· Floating woody debris is considered transitory and enters the watershed either through flooding or by felling of shoreline vegetation.  Floating debris is generally distributed by wind and wave action and collects in coves and inlets on the lake.


· Shoreline woody debris is generally considered to include trees and other woody litter that falls partially into the water from the shoreline (trees fall over or snap off).  Shoreline woody debris may remain high enough on the bank so that it is not dislodged during periods of high water.  Shoreline woody debris that does not remain stable is considered “floating” woody debris; shoreline woody debris that falls completely in the water and rests on the bottom of the lake is considered “submerged” woody debris.


Submerged and shoreline woody debris provides habitat for many species of fish,  macroinvertebrates, birds, reptiles and mammals.  Even floating debris may eventually settle and provide aquatic habitat for some species.   Woody debris may also pose a boating hazard or be an impediment to navigation.


2.0 GOAL


The goal of this plan is to identify and implement options to manage woody debris to maintain fish and wildlife habitat value and to minimize potential navigational and safety hazards. This plan provides management guidelines below the 360 foot contour for (a) areas of stable (stationary and established for more than 2 years) submerged woody debris that may be sufficient in area and density to provide significant fish and wildlife habitat adjacent to future development areas; (b) transitory (floating) woody debris in Lake Murray; and (c) shoreline woody debris adjacent to lands classified for future development.  Existing woody debris located on property identified as Forest and Game Management property and some Recreation property will not be disturbed.


Management strategies undertaken for woody debris management must comply with SCE&G’s permitting program, erosion and sedimentation program, buffer zone management and other management prescriptions detailed in the Shoreline Management Plan.  Additional restrictions may apply if the woody debris is in an area identified as an environmentally sensitive area (ESA).


3.0 MANAGEMENT ACTIONS


As a baseline, SCE&G maintains a policy of no disturbance for any and all woody debris unless its removal is necessary for reasons of health and human safety, or the debris is so minimal that it is insignificant in the provision of fish or wildlife habitat.


3.1 Submerged Woody Debris


SCE&G’s Shoreline Management Program allows limited removal of certain shoreline vegetation where that removal is necessary for the construction and installation of docks and other permitted shoreline amenities.  Shoreline property owners must obtain permission from SCE&G prior to removing shoreline woody debris below the 360 foot contour.  If a dock is proposed for an area that contains significant, stable woody debris, SCE&G may propose an alternate location for the dock.  For tree stumps which pose a material threat to safety, landowners may be allowed to cut them off to an appropriate level, depending on expected water depth and proximity to docks and other activity-related facilities.


While the presence of woody debris is considered to provide some fish and wildlife habitat, it can also present a safety hazard to those engaged in activities on the lake.  Debris just below water level, particularly stumps, can pose serious safety risks, especially at the high speeds associated with water skiing and jet skiing, or with activities such as swimming, where jumping from fixed or floating facilities such as docks might occur.  As such, consideration for safety and navigation needs is given priority with respect to woody debris management.  SCE&G’s woody debris management policy prohibits the removal of woody debris below elevation 360’ unless it poses a clear safety or navigation concern, is brought to the attention of SCE&G’s Lake Management Department personnel (Lake Management), and is approved by Lake Management.  SCE&G will only allow removal of the portion of woody debris that poses the concern; the remaining woody debris is to be left intact.


3.2 Floating Woody Debris


Floating woody debris, may be removed by SCE&G, SCDNR, or any member of the boating public when encountered if it is reasonably considered a material public safety issue or impediment to navigation.  The debris is typically removed from open water areas and taken to the shoreline.  SCE&G encourages that it be secured onshore in undeveloped areas, preferably in areas not readily available to boaters for high speed navigation, such as the backs of coves and/or undeveloped lands.


3.3 Shoreline Woody Debris


Shoreline woody debris is managed in a manner similar to submerged woody debris.  Limited removal of shoreline woody debris may be permitted to accommodate construction and installation of docks or other permitted shoreline amenities.  However, should a dock be proposed for an area that contains significant shoreline woody debris, SCE&G may propose an alternate location for the dock or prohibit the dock altogether.  Shoreline property owners must obtain permission from SCE&G to remove shoreline woody debris below the 360’ foot contour.  Unauthorized removal of stable shoreline woody debris may result in the cancellation of dock permits and/or other shoreline amenity permits and a requirement that there be appropriate mitigation for the improper woody debris removal.


Shoreline woody debris agreed by SCE&G to be a navigation hazard may be removed.
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From: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
To: Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; biser@windstream.net; AHARMON@lpagroup.com; 

Linda Schneider ; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Tony Bebber; 
RMAHAN@scana.com; BOOZER, THOMAS C; jenno@scwf.org; 
Dee Dee Simmons; Van Hoffman; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Carl Sundius; 
David Hancock; dchristie@comporium.net; John Frick; Joy Downs; 
Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; J. Ryan; 

Subject: RE: Updated: Agenda-
Lake and Land Management TWC- Rescheduled for the 16th

Date: Friday, September 28, 2007 11:00:12 AM

Alan- It's my understanding that DNR has  their "solution" for re-balancing 
(which is different from their prior presentation) ready for the TWC to 
review. In addition we need to consider any other proposed solutions by 
stakeholders or agencies. The agenda items which I have suggested were 
proposed back before the summer. And of course Kleinschmidt did not 
schedule any LLM TWC's until August.when items SCE&G recommended 
were discussed. In talking with others, I feel there is interest is "setting 
priorities" and of course reviewing DNR's proposal.  . 

 

Steve Bell

Lake Murray Watch

730-8121

 
-------------- Original message from "Alan Stuart" <Alan.
Stuart@KleinschmidtUSA.com>: --------------  
 
Steve,
 
I don't think time will permit the DNR's presentation at the next 
meeting.  My preference is to devote more time to the SMP since this 
has to go out for public review within the next month (Oct-November) 
especially since the DNR's presentation has already been given once 
(and is available on the website for those who'd like to review it).  Their 
presentation was nicely done, easily review able and outlines 
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recommendations.  We are getting down to the 11th hour on some 
things and with the holidays approaching we can't afford to let things 
slip or be delayed.  Especially those items which have mandatory public 
review periods (draft application and SMP).  
 
Good ideas, I agree with your homework approach, we have about 3 
weeks before the meeting so people should review the documents, 
mission statement, and consult their issues matrix and review the FERC 
regulations. As you've heard me say many times, we have to work 
within the confines of the FERC regulations and unfortunately can't 
continue to review (re-review) items at every meeting as we have about 
10 months to file.  Therefore, as you correctly point out, we have all the 
tools in front of us, it's up to each person to use them and do our 
homework before the meetings.  It's going to be a wild ride from this 
point forward until the Application is filed in August, so be prepared to 
hang on...
 
Have a good weekend all !   
 
Alan
 
  
 

From: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net [mailto:bellsteve9339@bellsouth.
net] 
Sent: Fri 9/28/2007 6:49 AM 
To: Alison Guth; biser@windstream.net; AHARMON@lpagroup.com; 
Linda Schneider ; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Tony Bebber; 
RMAHAN@scana.com; Alan Stuart; BOOZER, THOMAS C; jenno@scwf.
org; Dee Dee Simmons; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 
Amanda Hill; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; dchristie@comporium.net; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy 
Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia Williams; Tom 
Ruple; J. Ryan 
Subject: Re: Updated: Agenda-Lake and Land Management TWC- 
Rescheduled for the 16th 
 
Alison- Please include in the afternoon session a discussion of 
"SCE&G's policy of requiring back property owners to purchase 
fringelands in order to get a dock". This was in my original 
request for agenda items. Also would it be possible to squease in 
DNR's presentation on the same day. 



From: Tony Bebber
To: Stacia Hoover; Alison Guth; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Amanda Hill; 

Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Bill East; 
Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Carl Sundius; 
Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; 
David Hancock; Dee Dee Simmons ; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; George Duke; 
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts; 
Jennifer O"Rourke; John Frick; Joy Downs; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; 
turnerle@dhec.sc.gov; laura.mccary@gmail.com; Linda Lester ; 
Linda Schneider ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; 
msummer@scana.com; Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; 
Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; RMAHAN@scana.
com; rparsons12@alltel.net; Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; SKEENER@sc.rr.
com; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; ryanity@scana.com; 
Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia Williams; 
Theresa Powers; Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; J. Ryan; 
Alan Axson; Bill Brebner ; Charlene Coleman; Dave Anderson; Guy Jones; 
Jeff Duncan; Jennifer Hand; Jim Devereaux; JoAnn Butler; Karen Kustafik; 
Keith Ganz-Sarto; Kelly Maloney; Lee Barber; Malcolm Leaphart; 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Work of clearing the site for the Saluda River Hydroelectric Development was started in April of 1927 under a permit granted by the Federal Power Commission to the Lexington Water Power Company.  In July of 1930 Lake Murray reached an elevation of 300 feet.  The following December, the first electric power, 10,000 kilowatts, was delivered.

At the time of its completion, Saluda Dam was the largest earth dam in cubical content for power purposes in the world.  The dam itself is 211 feet high and contains over 11 million cubic yards of material.  Lake Murray is 41 miles long and 14 miles wide at its widest point and contains 763 billion gallons of water.  It has a shoreline of approximately 650 miles including the islands.

Lake Murray experiences considerable water level fluctuations.  In the Saluda River watershed, about 75 percent of the normal rainfall comes in the first six months of the calendar year.  The lake level can reach 360 feet; however the normal high lake level is usually reached in May at about 358 feet above mean sea level.  When rainfall decreases during the summer months and the demand for power increases, the elevation begins to drop with a normal minimum of about 350 feet elevation coming in the fall of the year.

Over the years, Lake Murray has been, and still is, a major power generation source and provider of recreational and commercial resources for the residents and visitors of South Carolina.  In the late 1960’s a rapid change in the character and rate of development of the lake began to take place due primarily to Lake Murray’s close proximity to the Columbia Metropolitan area.  Today, there are numerous formal recreation sites dispersed around Lake Murray that support boat launches, marinas, boat slips, wet and dry storage, campgrounds, picnic areas, beaches, fishing areas and piers, trails, and playgrounds.  The irregular shoreline perimeter, with its numerous forested peninsulas, inlets and islands, provide excellent outdoor recreational opportunities.  The shoreline also supports many permanent residences.

As development increases, however, the very values that attract families and visitors to the lake can be threatened unless a substantial effort is made to protect the lake environment from degradation.  South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (SCE&G), as owner and Licensee of Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Project No. 516, realizes the need for formulation of rules and regulations to promote and enhance the recreational potential of Lake Murray and protect its environmental quality while continuing to use Lake Murray as a major part of SCE&G’s power production capabilities.

SCE&G manages its lands around Lake Murray according to a Shoreline Management Plan (SMP), which is designed to comply with the terms of the Project License, regulations, and orders of the FERC.  Its aim is to provide a balance between shoreline development, recreational use, and environmental protection.  A component of the SMP is SCE&G’s Permitting Program, which is operated under a general permit (GP) issued by the US Corps of Engineers and the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC).  This GP authorizes SCE&G to be the residential permitting authority on Lake Murray.  Project proponents
 and lake users must obtain appropriate permit(s) for various activities and developments, and must adhere to the established regulations that help protect the lake shoreline and waters.  SCE&G’s Lake Management Department is responsible for enforcing FERC directives regarding unauthorized uses of Lake Murray waters and land within the project boundary.  FERC directives require SCE&G to prevent or halt unauthorized actions by taking measures to stop such actions.

Regulations and policies affecting the Lake Murray shoreline and waters, and the specifics of SCE&G’s Permitting Program are detailed in this Handbook.  More information is available by contacting the Lake Management Department at xxx. In general, it is wise to check with the Lake Management Department before beginning any project around the lake.

2.0 LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS

SCE&G has identified four distinct land management classifications for the land within the Project boundary line (PBL).  Although SCE&G aims to manage their lands according to this classification system, the public has the right to access SCE&G-owned lands regardless of classification, with the exception of lands reserved and used for Project operations.  The classifications consist of Multi-purpose
, Public Recreation, Natural Areas, and Project Operations, which are described below.

2.1 Multi-Purpose
 (Development)

Multi-purpose lands include lands owned by SCE&G, lands sold by SCE&G as well as lands never owned but over which SCE&G retained certain easement rights.  All of the lands are contained within the PBL.  Generally, SCE&G divides them into four general types: easement, commercial, 75-foot buffer zone, and future development lands.


2.1.1 Easement


Lands that SCE&G has sold/or never owned but holds and retains easements on within the PBL.  These lands may support a variety of uses including privately run commercial ventures and residential developments.

2.1.2 Commercial


SCE&G manages lands within this sub-classification primarily through their permitting program, which guides new or modified developments (e.g., expansion of existing facilities) as detailed in this document (see Section VII).  Such uses include the following:


· Commercial and private marinas and yacht clubs (for-profit and nonresidential);


· Commercial docks, boat ramps, bulkheads, and other supporting facilities.


· Commercial RV parks, hotels, resorts, bait shops, boat tours, etc.;


· Restaurants, eateries and bars with shoreline access such as docks, decks, etc.;


· Golf courses with lake access facilities; and

· Industrial facilities.

2.1.3 75-Foot 
Setback/Buffer Zone

A 75-foot wide vegetated buffer zone, located between the 360-foot contour and the back property development, is maintained adjacent to all easement lands sold by SCE&G after the issuance of the 1984 license.  Buffer zone lands are maintained as vegetated areas intended to protect and enhance the Project’s scenic, recreational and environmental values in the area bordering the Lake Murray shoreline.  Buffer Zones associated with lands sold after 2006 will be managed as non-disturbance areas.

Use of SCE&G’s 75-foot buffer zone is entirely at the discretion of SCE&G as landowner.  Owners of adjoining lands (back property owners) are given the right of access by foot to and from the lake through the buffer zone, but are not permitted to encroach on the land without written consent from SCE&G (see Section VII-K for information on limited brushing policies for Buffer Zones established with lands sold prior 2006).  Lands sold after 2006 have limited access through the buffer zone, limited to a narrow winding path in accordance with a dock permit.

2.1.4 Future Development


Lands classified as future development are SCE&G-owned and located between the 360-foot contour and the PBL.  They are available for sell to and development by the back property with certain restrictions encompassed in SCE&G’s permitting program, as detailed in this document (See Section VII), and regulated by FERC.

2.2 Public Recreation


SCE&G lands devoted to public recreation include existing parks, properties set aside for future recreation, and publicly available islands owned by SCE&G.  SCE&G manages the areas individually based on the specific, designated recreational activities including swimming, picnicking, boat launching, etc.  Dreher Island State Park is the only public site that provides formal camping; however, individuals can also camp on SCE&G -owned islands and other lands such as Bundrick Island, River Bend, and Sunset, unless otherwise posted. 

SCE&G also manages forest resources on its lands that are available for public recreation although recreation is only one of several uses.  Forest resources located within ¼ - mile of Lake Murray 
are managed according to the South Carolina Forestry Commission’s Best Management Practices.  SCE&G does not allow logging in certain areas, such as cliffs, steep slopes, or atypical groups of trees.

2.3 Natural Areas


Natural areas consist of lands that warrant special protection because they provide important habitat for various wildlife species, including the recreational fishery.  Large wetland areas, areas having cultural and/or historical significance, and Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) are also included in the natural areas classification and are protected.  ESAs are generally located below the 360-foot contour (high water mark).

Natural Areas are not available for sale, nor are docks, excavations, or shoreline activity permitted in these areas.  In addition, ESAs in natural areas have a 50-foot natural buffer zone designated around them.  SCE&G prohibits clearing of vegetation within ESAs contained within natural areas, below the 360-foot contour, or within buffer zones associated with these areas.


2.4 Project Operations


SCE&G-owned and managed lands required for operation of the Saluda Project.  Public access to these lands is restricted to ensure public safety or to assure the security of the infrastructure system.


3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES


3.1 General Policy and Purpose


The implementation by SCE&G of the Lake Murray Shoreline Management Program shall maintain and conserve the area’s natural and man-made resources.

The purpose of the policy is to comply with the terms of the Project No. 516 License, the regulations and the orders of the FERC and to assist in providing a balance between recreation and environmental control.


3.2 Water Quality Standards


SCE&G will conduct a continuing water quality monitoring program at Lake Murray.  Waters of Lake Murray are classified as “Freshwater” by the SCDHEC, which are suitable for swimming, fishing and other water-related recreational activities.

3.3 Effluent Discharges


Lake Murray is classified as a no sewage discharge lake.  SCE&G personnel will continue to notify appropriate governmental officials of any unauthorized effluent discharges which are discovered.  Anyone found to have an unauthorized discharge source within the project boundary line will be required to remove it.

Installation of Sewage Pumping Stations at Marinas - Commercial marinas must have facilities to remove effluent wastes from boats pursuant to SCDHEC regulations. 


3.4 Aquatic Plants


The management of the Aquatic Weed Program on Lake Murray is a cooperative agreement between the SCDNR and SCE&G’s Lake Management Department.  To assist the program, Lake visitors are requested to help prevent the spread of aquatic weeds by cleaning boats and trailers before launching into the waters of Lake Murray.

It is against both State and Federal regulations for individuals to spray or treat aquatic growth in the waters of Lake Murray without the necessary permits.  Report all unauthorized spraying or  aquatic weed problems to SCE&G’s Lake Management Department.

3.5 Undeveloped Areas


Undeveloped SCE&G-owned land around the lake is managed by the Land Department.  These properties will be maintained through a sound forest management program, where appropriate, to ensure forest health.  Timber will be managed in a multiple use manner in compliance with the S. C. Forestry Commission Best Management Practices to maintain a balance of quality watershed conditions, recreational opportunities, wildlife habitat and promotion of new timber growth.


3.6 Game Management


Portions of Project lands may be leased to the SCDNR as part of the statewide Wildlife Management Area (WMA) Program.  If leased to SCDNR, they are open to the public for hunting or other recreational activities in accordance with WMA regulations.


4.0 EXCLUSION ZONE


Lands categorized as Project Operations house the various Project facilities, buildings, and structures.

5.0 PUBLIC FISHING, BOATING & HUNTING


The SCDNR is responsible for enforcing State rules and regulations regarding fishing, boating, and hunting activities at Lake Murray.  Recreators are encouraged to contact SCDNR at the following address and/or visit their website for information regarding regulations of these activities.

S.C. Department of Natural Resources


Wildlife and Fresh Water Fisheries


1000 Assembly Street


Columbia, South Carolina 29201


(803)734-3886


http://www.dnr.sc.gov/regulations.html

5.1 Fishery Management

The SCDNR maintains an annual stocking program in Lake Murray and the lower Saluda River.  Since 1971, over 30 million striped bass have been stocked in Lake Murray at annual rates varying from a low of 8,800 in 1986 to a high of 1,771,761 in 1983.  Trout are not native to the lower Saluda River, and this fishery is also maintained through stocking of sub-adult rainbow and brown trout.  Presently, the SCDNR trout stocking program runs from early December until mid-April.  The total number of trout stocked annually typically averages around 35,000 but varies annually based primarily on availability of fish from the Walhalla State Fish Hatchery.  Anglers are required to familiarize themselves with State fishing and safety regulations, which are available through SCDNR at the address given above.  Anglers in the Lower Saluda River should be aware of the possibility of rapidly rising waters at any time.

5.2 Boating Safety

Buoys, signs, and access restrictions may be placed throughout the project as part of the Public Safety Plan, which is on file with FERC.  Public safety measures include warning signs near hazardous areas of the project, buoys in the impoundment that serve to warn or inform boaters of conditions that warrant caution, and restraining devices such as fences around the powerhouse and downstream project area.

Due to operation of the Project, the waters of Lake Murray can fluctuate annually.  Changes in depth may affect boating conditions in various locations.  Also, overhead power lines cross the waters of Lake Murray and should always be approached with caution.  These aspects of the lake environment make it important for boaters and other lake recreators to assume a high degree of personal responsibility for their own safety by being aware and cautious, and following posted warnings.  In addition, recreators must follow the boating rules and regulations as set forth by SCDNR.  They are available through SCDNR at the address provided above.  Boaters in the lower Saluda River should be aware of the possibility of rapidly rising water at any time.

5.3 Public Hunting

Approximately 6,000 acres of watershed land within and adjacent to Project No. 516 are leased to the SCDNR as a part of the statewide Wildlife Management Area (WMA) Program.  This land is located adjacent to the western portions of Lake Murray and in many cases, adjacent to other privately held lands that are also in the management program.  Public hunting areas are shown on WMA maps available through the SCDNR and boundaries are marked with SCDNR signage.  Waterfowl hunting is also available around Lake Murray in areas away from buildings and marinas.  Hunters must familiarize themselves with State hunting rules and regulations, which are available through SCDNR at the address provided above.

6.0 PUBLIC ACCESS


SCE&G owns 15 formal public access sites on Lake Murray and has set aside 64 SCE&G-owned islands in Lake Murray for public recreation.  Of the 15 formal recreation sites, SCE&G operates 13 of them, and leases the remaining two sites, Dreher Island State Park and Larry L. Koon Boat Landing, to others for use as public recreation.  Dreher Island State Park is the only public site to offer overnight uses such as camping and villa rentals.  More information on recreation opportunities including private and commercial recreation sites is available from the South Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism (SCDPRT) at www.discoversouthcarolina.com and SCE&G’s Recreation Brochure.

7.0 SHORELINE ACTIVITIES/DEVELOPMENT PERMITTING

7.1 General


It is the policy of the SCE&G Lake Management Department to authorize certain private uses of and/or acts upon Project land by permit when such uses or acts are compatible with the public interest and comply with the requirements of the license for Project 516.  It is the Company’s position that the shorelines of Lake Murray are to be managed and protected in a manner that will protect the environmental and aesthetic integrity of the existing shoreline.  The Lake Murray Shoreline Management Plan plays an integral part in protecting the area’s natural and man-made resources.

Be advised, SCE&G does not guarantee daily or annual usable water access to the waters of the Lake Murray.  Each lot along the shoreline will have different slopes and contours that will determine water depth in front of the lot.  The fluctuation of the reservoir will, at times, limit or restrict the use of some docks on the lake shoreline.  SCE&G reserves the right for final design and placement of docks, marinas, etc. and other permitted activities.

7.2 Docks

SCE&G requires that anyone desiring to make major repairs, replace, add to, or construct a dock must file an application for a permit, which must be issued prior to start of construction.  Docks, whether fixed or floating, must not interfere with surface water activities or navigation and must be compatible with scenic values in the vicinity.  Dock construction is not to endanger health, create a nuisance, or otherwise be incompatible with overall Project recreation use.  Use of common docks will be encouraged where practical.  SCE&G requires that all docks, fixed, floating or combinations, be inspected by SCE&G agents to comply with Section 7, and that an inspection decal be prominently displayed on the approved dock.  Ultimately, the placement and design of all docks is under the authority of SCE&G, as landowner.  SCE&G will work with applicants to develop an acceptable plan.

The following guidelines apply to permits for the creation, replacement, or addition of any dock.  Drawings depicting dock specifications is provided as Attachment XX.

7.2.1 Private Individual Docks


General requirements for individual docks are as follows and dependent upon SCE&G Land Management Department approval:


· A minimum lot width of 100 feet along the 360-foot contour 
is required before an individual residential dock application will be considered.

· All docks must be kept in good repair.

· Lots measuring less than 100 feet in width platted prior to 1989 where the adjacent lots have existing docks may be considered for limited size docks.

· No watercraft exceeding 30 feet 
in length will be permitted to be permanently docked at a residential or common area dock.

· Private docks, fixed or floating or combination of the two, may not exceed 750 sq. feet in overall size and 75 feet in length and may not interfere with navigation 
or restrict access to adjoining property. 

· Floating docks may be permitted to be moved out as the Lake level recedes during special drawdown periods provided they do not interfere with adjacent property owner’s access.

· Docks may be longer where conformity with existing structures would be practical and in cases where exception would be desirable due to curvature or slope of the shoreline.

· The decking of the fixed walkway must be built above the 360 contour.


· Docks must be located a minimum of 15 feet from adjacent property lines and the projected extension should not cross over the imaginary projected lot lines.


· The projection of the imaginary property line is a management tool to assist Lake Management Representatives and may be waived under certain circumstances.

· Covers on docks are not permissible unless the covered portion is located within 16 feet of the 360 contour.

· Hand railing is permissible 
provided the sides are not enclosed. 


· No sinks, toilets, showers, or fueling systems are permitted.

· Flotation for floating docks must be encased or encapsulated flotation.

· No permanent screening or enclosures are permitted.

· Docks must be single story structures.


7.2.2 Private Common Docks


Common docks to provide lake access may be permitted for two residential lots.  Each property owner participating in a common dock must have a minimum of 75 feet along the 360 foot contour interval (lake high water mark).  Common docks are encouraged and may be mandated in certain circumstances as an alternative to individual docks and may be allowed for property with inadequate lake frontage, or in such other circumstances that SCE&G deems appropriate.  Private common docks shall follow all of the guidelines described for private individual docks.

7.2.3 Community Access Areas – Boat Ramps and Courtesy Docks


Community access areas consist of boat ramps and courtesy docks open to property owners who have lake access associated with a lakeside development.  General requirements for community access development are as follows:


· Initial consultation and site inspection by a SCE&G Lake Management representative is required for development of common access areas.


· Common areas must be located within the confines of the proposed development with a minimum of 100 feet to the nearest adjoining property, or a buildable lot designated on both sides of the common area with a minimum linear shoreline footage of 100 feet.

· All common areas must have a minimum of 100 feet of linear shoreline.  Common areas serving more than 50 property/residential units must have an additional 1.5 feet of linear shoreline per property/residential unit served.

· No common access area, dock, or ramp will be permitted in a cove less than 200 feet wide measured from the 360’ to 360’ contour across the cove.

· County Zoning Requirements:  SCE&G requires a letter from the County Zoning Administration stating that the proposed site location meets existing County regulations to construct a Boat Ramp or Courtesy Dock.

· Existing slope and water depth must accommodate ramp and dock at a minimum lake level elevation of 352 feet. Ramps will be constructed of reinforced concrete and may not exceed 12 feet wide.

· Common access areas serving 10 or fewer property/residential units will meet the established existing guidelines for private docks, generally permitting up to 750 square feet in size and 75 feet in length. Common access areas serving more than 10 property/residential units may be eligible for a slip dock.

· No destruction or removal of critical shoreline vegetation growing below the 360' contour will be permitted for the installation of a boat ramp or dock.  Critical vegetation includes, but is not limited to, button bush, willows and significant hardwood species (see Section V. E. for information on critical vegetation).

· From the end of the proposed courtesy dock there must be a minimum of 150 feet across the cove to the 360' contour on the opposite shore.  Clearance between structures on opposing banks must be a minimum of 75 feet.

· All common access docks are approved for short term day use only.

7.2.4 Private Multi-Slip


In lieu of individual docks, multi-slip docks may be permitted based on shoreline footage.  Under certain conditions, private land owners may voluntarily establish ‘Greenspaces’ along the shoreline, which are undeveloped lands that have been set aside by and maintained as vegetated areas.  The presence of Greenspaces are used to help determine eligibility for multi-slip development
.  The following specifications apply to private multi slip docks:

· To participate in the multi-slip dock program the development must have a minimum of 500 feet of shoreline.  Property with less than 500 feet will be evaluated for individual or shared docks.

· Two slips per 100 feet of shoreline will be allowed with a minimum 50-foot Greenspace.  Up to 1.5 slips per 100 feet of shoreline will be allowed with no associated Greenspaces or ESA shoreline.

· One slip will be allowed for each 100 feet of shoreline with an ESA.  And 1.5 slips per 100 ft of ESA shoreline with a minimum 50 ft Greenspace on the entire shoreline.

· Fractions of slips for properties without a Greenspace will be rounded down to an even number of slips (i.e., between 14 ½ and 15 ½ slips will be rounded down to 14 slips).  Fractions of slips for properties with Greenspace will be rounded up (i.e., between 14 ½ and 15 ½ slips will be rounded up to 16 slips).

· No individual dock will be permitted within a multi-slip dock development.

· The outside edge of all multi-slip docks at the 360’ contour line must be a minimum of 150 feet from the nearest common property line (e.g., adjoining properties), and meet minimum County zoning requirements; which ever provides for greater distance.  A graphic illustration of this requisite is provided in Attachment XY.

· Final placement of the multi-slip facility will be subject to SCE&G Lake Management approval.

· A minimum distance of 500 feet, measured from the 360’ contour elevation, is required across coves and docks may not extend more than 1/3 the distance across a cove or channel.


· The minimum 50-foot Greenspace Landscape Plan that must be consistent with the established Buffer Zone Management Plan. Guidelines shall be submitted and approved by SCE&G Lake Management.

· Access to multi-slip docks must be provided by the developer. 


· An narrow access path will be allowed in the Greenspace and must be identified in the Greenspace Landscape Plan.

· SCE&G requires the developer to establish a homeowner’s association to administer the neighborhood multi-slip dock program.  The Greenspace should be deeded to the homeowner’s association.  SCE&G encourages the homeowner’s association to create an environmental stewardship committee within the homeowner’s association to help monitor the Greenspace.


· Multi-slip dock facilities that accommodate watercraft with marine sanitation facilities will be required to install, operate, and maintain sewer pump-out disposal systems.

7.2.5 Commercial Marinas (Inclusive of Sail Clubs and Public Marinas)


The development and expansion of new or existing commercial docks that are open to the general public for profit will be negotiated on a case by case basis.  The necessary Federal, State and Local approved permits must be obtained before final approval by SCE&G and FERC.

General requirements for commercial marinas are as follows:


· No Commercial Marina facility accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time will be permitted any closer than ¼-mile radius to an existing private multi-slip facility or commercial marina
.

· No Commercial Marina facility accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100) watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ½-mile radius to an existing Multi-use facility. 


· No Commercial Marina facility accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than 1-mile radius to an existing Multi-use facility.


· Any proposed Commercial Marina facility located within the ½-mile radius of an existing facility but separated by a peninsula may be located on the opposite side of the peninsula if there is a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360’ contour of three (3) miles between the existing and proposed Multi-use facility.

· Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time must be located a minimum of 150 feet from each outside edge of the dock walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements, which ever provides for greater distance.


· Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100) watercraft at a time must be located a minimum of 250 feet from each outside edge of the dock walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements, which ever provides for greater distance.


· Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a time must be located a minimum of 300 feet from each outside edge of the dock walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum County zoning requirements, which ever provides for greater distance.

· [insert new bullet about “commercial marinas permit cannot be converted to private multi-slip use - without some application process”]

· The proposed Commercial Marina should be located within the confines of the imaginary projected property lines as they extend lakeward.


· Commercial Marina facilities must be located a minimum of 100 feet from an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA).


· Commercial Marina facilities accommodating ten (10) watercraft or fewer at a time shall be located within a minimum distance of 350 feet extending from the 360‘ to the 360’ contour across the cove or waterway.

· Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between eleven (11) and one hundred (100) watercraft at a time shall be located within a minimum distance of 500 feet extending from the 360‘ to the 360’ contour across the cove or waterway.

· Commercial Marina facilities accommodating more than one hundred (100) watercraft at a time shall be located within a minimum distance of 750 feet extending from the 360’ to the 360’ contour across the cove or waterway.

· No Commercial Marina facility may encroach or extend more than one-third the distance 
across any cove area or waterway.


· A maximum development limit of 200 on-water slips to accommodate watercraft will be permitted.  The buildout period must conform to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers and SCDHEC permit time frame.

· No Commercial Marina facilities will be permitted to have covers over the requested slips.


· Excavations for Commercial Marina facilities to improve public access is discouraged but may be considered on a case-by-case basis with consultation with appropriate State and federal resource agencies and regulatory authorities.

· The construction or use of Commercial Marina facilities must in no way be detrimental to the existing water quality.


· Applicant will be required to conduct a 5-year Baseline Environmental Water Quality Monitoring Plan – see attached sheet.

· Commercial Marina facilities with greater than ten (10) watercraft or which accommodate watercraft with marine sanitation facilities will be required to install, operate, and maintain sewer pump-out disposal systems.

· Commercial Marina facilities must provide public restrooms.


· Commercial Marina facilities are encouraged to provide public fishing access areas.


· Commercial Marina facilities must comply with all local, county, state and federal regulations.

· Applicant must sign and complete the Commercial Marina Application Agreement before SCE&G will process a permit request.

7.2.6 Watercraft Limitations


No watercraft exceeding 30 feet in length will be allowed to permanently dock at a residential or common area dock.  Watercraft exceeding 30 feet must be docked at a Commercial marina or multi-slip facility with pump out facilities. 


7.2.7 Dock Modifications


Major dock modifications that may temporarily or permanently affect the land or water of the shoreline require submittal of a permit application.  However, general maintenance and repairs of docks such as replacing boards, etc. do not require permitting.  Dock owners’ are encouraged to contact SCE&G’s Lake Management Department at (803) 217-9221 for more information and guidance regarding the need for a permit to conduct dock work.

7.3 Boat Ramps


SCE&G encourages the use of boat ramps at public and semi-public facilities versus construction of private ramps
.  The following specifications apply to boat ramp construction:


· Ramps may be up to 12 feet wide and required length to be functional.  Public and semi -public ramps may be granted a variance.


· Ramps will be constructed of concrete.  Asphalt compounds or petroleum based products are prohibited.

· All ramps should be located as not to interfere with neighboring property owners. Adjoining property owners are encouraged to agree to common use of the ramp.
  A copy of the written agreement between a minimum of three (3) participating shoreline property owners will be furnished to SCE&G.

7.4 Boat Lifts


The following specifications apply to the construction of boat lifts:


· All boat lifts will be constructed at the owners’ dock.

· Boat lifts should be located so as not to interfere with the adjoining property owners’ access.

· Only one boat lift will be approved per dock.

· No covers are to be constructed over boatlifts.

7.5 Personal Watercraft Lifts


Personal Watercraft lifts will require a permit from SCE&G and must comply with other guidelines for boat lifts. (??)

7.6 Marine Railways


· Marine railways are permitted for access to the lake from facilities located above the 360 foot contour.

· Railways constructed below the 360 foot contour area are restricted to no more than two-foot elevation above the natural lake basin.


7.7 Floating Platforms or Tubes and other water toys

· 
Not allowed to be permanently installed and must be removed before sunset on each day.

· Must not inhibit navigation or extend more than 1/3 of the cove at the high water mark.

7.8 Water Removal


Commercial and residential requests for water withdrawals require a permit through SCE&G.  Water removal permits for residential property will be for irrigation purposes only.  Applicants should contact SCE&G Lake Management Department for permit applications and additional information.  If there is a conflict between the proposed water removal and the public interest, the application will be rejected.  If no conflict is identified, the application may be forwarded to FERC for approval.  However, SCE&G will not endorse such applications.  SCE&G will impose limits (such as pump size or pipe size) in granting permits for approved applications.  The applicant will be required to compensate SCE&G for water withdrawn and to bear expenses of filing the application.  SCE&G reserves the right to prohibit irrigation during times of drought or water drawdown.

A commercial application to withdraw water from the lake must include the following information:


· a complete description of the purpose for the removal;

· removal processes to be used;

· volumes to be withdrawn and ultimately to be returned to the project waters;

· copies of all required local, state, and federal permits and reports; and

· required fee.

7.9 Erosion Control (Shoreline Stabilization)


All shoreline stabilization efforts, including construction or repair of riprapping, seawalls, retaining walls and bioengineering, must be approved in writing by SCE&G Lake Management prior to implementation and/or construction.  Furthermore, there are some areas of the lake where facilities may not be permitted because of environmental considerations, development patterns, physical lake characteristics, impacts to cultural resources, or other reasons.

Adjoining property owners should be aware that conducting any shoreline stabilization activities at a federally licensed hydroelectric project (e.g., Saluda Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No. P-516) is a privilege that can only be granted with authorization from the Licensee.  Since every possible situation cannot be anticipated, SCE&G Lake Management reserves the right to make special rulings in cases not specifically covered by these guidelines.  Shoreline stabilization projects must adhere to the following specifications.

· The applicant must be the owner of the tract of land immediately adjoining the high water mark (360’ contour elevation) or SCE&G-owned buffer  zone, or have the written permission of the easement property owner on water rights tracts (e.g., where SCE&G only has a flowage easement).

· SCE&G Lake Management will hold the applicant fully responsible for ongoing adherence with the current SMP, including maintaining structures in good repair.  This responsibility transfers automatically along with ownership.

· Prior to beginning any activity/construction within the high water mark (360‘ contour elevation), the applicant must obtain all necessary governmental permits or approvals, and written authorization from SCE&G Lake Management.

· Consultation with SCDNR and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) will be required for stabilization that exceeds 500 linear feet of shoreline. 

· The SCDHEC may require an individual permit for large shoreline stabilization projects.

· In order to protect aquatic resources, shoreline stabilization activities shall typically be performed when water elevation is below the work area.  When the water elevation is above the work area, critical/emergency shoreline stabilization activities may be performed in the inundated work area during the months of July through February.

· The applicant shall make every reasonable effort to minimize any adverse impact on fish, wildlife, shoreline vegetation and other natural resources.


· New or expanding stabilization activities (excluding bio-engineering) may not be undertaken within a 50-foot offset from an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) classification as identified in the SMP.  All shoreline stabilization activities affecting an ESA will be assessed on a case-by-case basis.

· Minimal clearing below the high water mark (360-foot elevation) may be allowed to create corridors for equipment access for stabilization projects.  Access corridors should be incorporated into fixed pier/dock access corridors (i.e. foot paths) where practical.  Vegetation removed to accommodate construction access for shoreline stabilization shall be replaced with native vegetation.

· Shoreline stabilization activities are limited to the eroded bank.  Any unavoidable impacts to existing emergent aquatic vegetation, as a result of stabilization installation, require the replanting of vegetation in the impacted area(s).

· Bio-engineering is a preferred shoreline stabilization technique and is encouraged, especially in eroded areas associated with emergent aquatic vegetation.  Applicants are encouraged to avoid activities (including stabilization) that could have an adverse impact upon existing native aquatic plants.

· Approved bioengineering techniques are generally required for eroded banks of two feet or less of erosional scarp.  Approved bioengineering and/or vegetated riprap techniques are preferred for eroded banks exceeding two feet of erosional scarp.


· The type of plantings utilized in bioengineering and landscape-planting projects should be native to South Carolina, and must be reviewed and approved by SCE&G Lake Management prior to introduction.

· Rip rap installed below the high water mark (360‘ contour elevation) in vegetated areas must be limited to one layer deep to allow spaces between the stone for vegetation recruitment.

· Riprap material must be SCDOT Class B, or larger, quarry-run stone, natural stone, or other material approved by SCE&G.  Tires, scrap metal, crushed block, construction/demolition debris, or other types of material, are not allowed for stabilization.

· Riprap use should be limited to only that area necessary to adequately stabilize the existing eroded bank.  Riprap should be confined to the area between 6 feet below the high water mark (360 foot elevation) and high water mark (360 foot elevation) except where the entire placement is on/above severely eroded banks.  These areas must be sloped back or terraced to provide minimum bank stability.


· Stabilization of eroded banks that are 2 feet in height or higher, or that are not associated with emergent aquatic vegetation, can be stabilized using SCDOT Class B or larger size riprap with filter cloth, bio-engineering using significant live staking and planting, or other forms of bio-engineering within the riprap.


· Retaining walls are only allowed for erosion control where the average eroded bank height is greater than 3 feet and the wall is constructed at the high water mark (360’ contour elevation).  Earth fills below the high water mark (360’ contour elevation) are prohibited.


· A layer of riprap (SCDOT Class B or larger) extending 6 feet lake-ward from full pond must be placed along the entire base of all retaining walls. The 6-foot requirement is measured vertically for steep slopes and horizontally for more gradual slopes where the vertical requirement would prove impractical.

· No sand shall be placed below the 360’ contour.  Effective measures must be used to keep sand from migrating below the 360’ contour.


7.10 Excavation Activities

Escavation activities below the 360’ contour is discouraged.  Excavating of soils can release erodable earth material into the environment if precautions are not taken.  SCE&G monitors excavation activities by requiring that a permit be obtained for work performed below the 360’ contour.  All authorized excavations must be in accordance with SCE&G specifications and requirements, which may include an environmental assessment plan or report.  Any permitted excavation work must meet the following specifications:


· SCE&G Lake Management Department must be notified prior to commencement and upon completion of work.

· All displaced soil must be taken off site or otherwise stabilized above the 360’ contour in accordance with SCE&G requirements if in Richland, Saluda and Newberry Counties, and in accordance with recommendations of the Lexington County Sediment Control Representative if in Lexington County.

· A 4 to 1 slope is the maximum slope allowed.


· All excavating must be done directly in front of the applicant's property and below the 354’ contour, unless otherwise approved by SCE&G in consultation with SCDNR.

· No excavation will be permitted in a wooded or vegetated area, or other areas that may be identified by SCE&G in consultation with SCDNR.  The protection of shallow water habitat must be considered at all times.  A Lake Management representative will designate the area to be excavated.


· Excavation activities generally will not be allowed between January 15 and October 1.  Exceptions may be granted by SCE&G based on hydrological or meteorological conditions.  Permits are valid for one (1) year from the date of issue only.  See date on approved permit.


· Water must not cover the excavation site during excavation activities.


· The contractor must have a copy of the approved permit and drawing while on the job site at all times.


· All excavation must be completed by using the following equipment:  (1) dragline; (2) track backhoe; or other equipment approved by Lake Management personnel.


7.11 Prohibited Activities


The following activities are prohibited on Lake Murray.  These prohibitions will be enforced by SCE&G or an appropriate State or Federal agency.

7.11.1 360-Foot Contour (High Water Mark)


· Earth fills and non-permitted structures such as retaining walls, docks, ramps, etc. below the 360’ contour are prohibited.  Any that occurred prior to January 1, 1974, will be handled on a case by case basis.

· No sand will be placed below the 360’ contour elevation.

· No Fences below the 360’ contour or the Buffer Zone.

7.11.2 75-Foot Buffer Zone


As explained previously, all SCE&G property between the adjacent back property and the waters of Lake Murray lies within that area defined and managed as a Protected Buffer Zone.  The following activities are prohibited within the Buffer Zone:


· No fixed structures.

· No land-based structures, storage buildings, shelters, patios, gazebos, fences, swimming pools, satellite dish, signs, boat storage, and other water craft or automobiles without written consent from the Lake Management Department.

· No septic tanks and/or drain fields.

· No planting of grass except as a permitted erosion control measure.

· No storage or stockpiling of construction material.

· No vegetation removal of any type except in a permitted 10-foot wide access path to the shoreline.

· No limbing or trimming or cutting of Buffer Zone vegetation to create views or visual corridors.

· No overnight camping or fires.

· No unauthorized removal of merchantable timber.


7.11.3 General


· No roofs or covers over docks unless it is within 16 feet of the 360’ contour.


· No roofs or covers over Boat Lifts.


· No boathouses.

· No fueling facilities permitted on dock.

· No mooring.

· No water craft exceeding 30 Feet in length will be permitted to be permanently docked at a Private Dock.  Docking for more than 14 days is considered to be permanent for the purpose of this provision.


· No excavation/dredging above the 354’ contour or in shallow water habitat and ESA’s.

· No effluent discharges.

· Drive on docks will not be permitted in addition to an existing floating dock.


· Permanent screening or enclosures will not be allowed on Fixed Seating Areas of Docks.


· No Upland Water Gardens will be permitted to drain into the Lake.


· No spraying of herbicides in the waters of Lake Murray.

7.12 Access Path

Owners of adjoining lands (back property owners) are given the right of access by foot to and from the lake through the 75-foot buffer zone.  For lands sold as of xx, back property owners are allowed to create an access path that measures 10-foot wide and leads down to the lake.  To prevent erosion and to protect the aesthetics of the shoreline the route should not be direct and instead will have a meandering design.  No trees larger than 10 inches (in diameter or circumference?) at breast height can be removed within the access path .  A Lake Management representative must identify and designate the location of access paths.


7.13 Limited Brushing


A. For 75-foot buffer zones that are established after approval of the 2007 SMP, SCE&G will maintain a policy of no-disturbance of vegetation.  Limited brushing will not be allowed on these lands under any circumstances.  There may be no vegetation removal below the 360’ ft contour without prior approval from SCE&G.

B. For buffer zones established prior to approval of the 2007 SMP, limited brushing of adjacent properties by the back property owner may be allowed to remove exotic and invasive vegetation.  Permission will only be granted by SCE&G Lake Management after a site visit with the applicant to assess the need for brushing.  Once limited brushing is completed according to the permit, the applicant may maintain the site in said condition.

In general, certain critical vegetation cannot be removed when limited brushing is permitted.  Some species and types of vegetation provide important benefits such as bank stabilization, water quality functions, habitat, shade in near shore environments, and terrestrial input for aquatic ecosystems.  For the purposes of a limited brushing permit, the following vegetation can not be cleared:

		· Black gum

		· Oaks

		· Sycamore



		· Black willow

		· Persimmon

		· Tag alder



		· Buttonbush

		· River birch

		· Tulip poplar



		· Cottonwood

		· Some hardwood species


		· Water Hickory



		· Green ash

		

		





Plants that can be cleared through limited brushing are generally undesirable species that are invasive and in some cases, exotic.  Included in this group are the following:

· Vines such as green briars, Japanese honey suckle, poison ivy, poison oak
, wisteria, and kudzu;

· Shrubs such as black berry 
and privet;

· Trees such as mimosa and Bradford Pear; and

· Trees that are dead and create a hazard may also be removed.

Some selective clearing of native, non-invasive species will be allowed through limited brushing.  Generally, this will include certain softwood species that are less than 3 inches diameter at breast height (dbh).  Species that could be cleared in this category include the following:

		· Loblolly pine

		· Red maple



		· Longleaf pine

		· Sweetgum



		· Red cedar

		· Virginia pine





Any vegetation that does not meet the above listed criteria, but the back property owner would still like to remove, will have to be addressed individually with SCE&G Lake Management Staff.  It is likely that any tree removal that is not consistent with limited brushing, as outlined above, will have to be mitigated and may include revocation of the property owner’s dock permit.

7.14 Woody Debris Management

Submerged and shoreline woody debris provides habitat for many species of fish,  macroinvertebrates, birds, reptiles and mammals. It also helps protect the shoreline from erosion.  SCE&G maintains a policy of no-disturbance for any and all woody debris unless its removal is necessary for reasons of health and human safety, or the debris is so minimal that it is insignificant in the provision of fish or wildlife habitat.  Under some conditions, approval may be granted to remove particular woody material.  SCE&G’s woody debris management policy may allow the removal of woody debris below elevation 360’ if it poses a clear safety or navigation concern, is brought to the attention of SCE&G’s Lake Management Department personnel (Lake Management), and is approved by Lake Management.  Guidelines for particular woody debris is as follows:

7.14.1 Submerged Woody Debris


· SCE&G’s Shoreline Management Program allows limited removal of shoreline vegetation necessary for the construction and installation of docks and other permitted shoreline amenities.

· Shoreline property owners must obtain permission from SCE&G prior to removing shoreline woody debris below the 360 foot contour.

· If a dock is proposed for an area that contains significant, stable woody debris, SCE&G may propose an alternate location for the dock.

· For tree stumps which pose a material threat to safety, landowners may be allowed to cut them off to an appropriate level, depending on expected water depth and proximity to docks and other activity-related facilities.


7.14.2 Floating Woody Debris


· Floating woody debris, may be removed by SCE&G, SCDNR, or any member of the boating public when encountered if it is reasonably considered a material public safety issue or impediment to navigation.

· The debris should be removed from open water areas and taken to the shoreline.

· SCE&G encourages that it be secured onshore in undeveloped areas, such as the backs of coves and/or undeveloped lands, or other areas not readily available to boaters for high speed navigation.


7.14.3 Shoreline Woody Debris


Shoreline woody debris is managed in a manner similar to submerged woody debris:


· Limited removal of shoreline woody debris may be permitted to accommodate construction and installation of docks or other permitted shoreline amenities.

· Should a dock be proposed for an area that contains significant shoreline woody debris, SCE&G may propose an alternate location for the dock or prohibit the dock altogether.

· Shoreline property owners must obtain permission from SCE&G to remove shoreline woody debris below the 360’ foot contour.

· Unauthorized removal of stable shoreline woody debris may result in the cancellation of dock permits and/or other shoreline amenity permits and a requirement that there be appropriate mitigation for the improper woody debris removal.


· Shoreline woody debris agreed by SCE&G to be a navigation hazard may be removed.


7.15 Permitting Application Procedure

The following application procedure applies for all projects requiring a permit issued by SCE&G.  Such activities or developments include the following:

· New construction, additions or replacement of structures


· Erosion control projects

· Excavations

· Water removal


The applicant will be required to apply to SCE&G in writing and submit the following:

· A copy of applicant’s deed and plat to the property reflecting county tax map information.

· Sketch showing location, design and dimensions of the proposed structure, or the type and location of erosion control proposed.  Excavation  projects will require a drawing to scale of area to be excavated.

· Commercial applications to withdraw water from the lake also must include a complete description of the purpose for the removal and processes to be used, the volumes to be withdrawn and ultimately to be returned to the project waters.

· Applications for an excavation not exceeding 150 cubic yards can be processed by SCE&G personnel.  Any commercial excavation or individual excavation exceeding 150 cubic yards must be processed through the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers and State agencies.


· Permitting fee required.

· Specific directions by land to applicant’s property on Lake Murray.

· Required local, state and federal permits and/or reports.  Lake Management Department of SCE&G will assist in preparation of required local, state and federal permit applications.


7.16 Permitting Fee


SCE&G has charged a one-time processing fee for its efforts in managing various activities around the lakes.  Permit fees are due with the applications.  If an application is denied, a portion of the permit fee will be returned.

Annual Administration Fee
:
$X.00

7.17 Violations


SCE&G conducts annual surveys of the land below the 360-ft contour to inventory and inspect docks built and permitted throughout the year.  Dock applicants are responsible for maintaining their structures in good repair and safe condition.  If at any time a dock is determined by a SCE&G Lake Management representative to be in disrepair or a hazardous condition, it must be repaired or removed from the Lake Murray waters immediately.  SCE&G reserves the right to remove any dock on its property as conditions warrant.

SCE&G also makes note of unauthorized structures during their surveys, and urge residents and other lake visitors to report what they believe may be unauthorized activity below the 360-ft contour as well as in 75-ft buffer zones.  SCE&G Lake Management representatives will issue Stop Work Directives for any violations that are detected on SCE&G property.  Any unauthorized clearing of the trees or underbrush will result in the immediate cancellation of an individual’s dock permit as well as action to require re-vegetation of the affected area.  Removal of merchantable timber will require reimbursement to SCE&G Company subject to valuation of the Land Department.  Additional, consequences for violations may include loss of consideration for future permits, fines, or legal action.

7.18 Miscellaneous


· Deeds, permits or other instruments affecting Project 516 lands and waters will contain all standard covenants customarily imposed upon project property and such other covenants as in the sole discretion of SCE&G may be desirable or appropriate.  The instrument may contain indemnity clauses and insurance provisions.

· Permitting fees do not constitute a charge for admission to Project lands.

· SCE&G retains the right to vary the amount of inspection fees.

· No vested right or rights enforceable by third parties are created by SCE&G’s Policies or Procedures.


Maps of Lake Murray showing public and commercial landings, parks, shoal markings and other information are available free of charge from SCE&G.  Inquiries concerning policies, procedures, applications or regulations as outlined in this booklet, or requests for maps or applications, should be directed to SCE&G:


South Carolina Electric & Gas Company

Lake Murray Management Department

Columbia, South Carolina 29218

Telephone (803) 217-9221



South Carolina Electric & Gas Company


Lake Murray Management Department


Mail Code 096

Columbia, South Carolina 29218
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�Isn’t there a better term?  Consider “potential applicants”, “proposed development proponents”, or something else.  Project proponents sounds like those that support the Hydro Project.


�See note at 2.1.


�I still have a concern about the use of this term.  I think “development” is better or perhaps you could come up with something else.  I understand you are trying to avoid residential, etc. like zoning, and agree that is a good idea. “Multi-purpose” conjures up “anything is allowed”.  How about listing the Public Recreation, Natural Areas, and Project Operations first, then call this category “Other Project Lands”?  It also conflicts with your term Multi-use facility on page 19.


�There was some discussion of 100 ft, what’s the verdict?


�I hope the other properties are also.


�Is this the same for “back property” owners?


�Could reduce this and help the marina operators?


�Would be good to add comment about “no more than 1/3 the cove or channel.”


� Is there a minimum requirement – 1 inch, 1 foot?


�Doesn’t the building code require handrails if walk surface is more than X inches above the water and vertical posts must be no more than 4 inch spacing?


�What safeguards are added to prevent it becoming a parking lot expansion in a year?


�Or did you mean to say multi-slip facility and include all of them?


�Same rule for all docks/marinas.


�I thought new private ramps were eliminated? Or at least provide a disincentive – docks must be smaller/shorter, limited # of boats or something.


�We need to watch out for those “unintended consequences.”  Does this open up non-adjacent use and folks in the next county, etc.?


�What about these?


�Need more info here to make it clear that moving away for the day and coming back does not start the 14 day clock over again.  How about “14 days in one year”?


�More specific?


�Not native?


�Not native?


� Is the “Permitting Fee” and the “Annual Administration Fee” the same thing?







From: Ron Ahle
To: Alison Guth; 
Subject: RE: your comments during the two bird meeting
Date: Tuesday, July 10, 2007 9:56:56 AM

Hi Alison,
 
I have made some slight changes to these quotes that get at there real meaning.  
If you want to put these in the notes, that would be alright with me.
 
Ron
 

From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]  
Sent: Monday, July 09, 2007 4:13 PM 
To: Ron Ahle 
Cc: Alan Stuart 
Subject: your comments during the two bird meeting 
 
Ron, take a look at the discussions below between Phil Hamby of Two Bird Cove 
and I.  I have included a clip from the notes I was taking during the May 24th Two 
Bird meeting.  Please let me know your thoughts on this and/or the wording that 
you would like included in the record, as Phil would like your personal opinions 
on the subject in the record.  As I noted below, I typically don't include the 
comments you state are your personal opinion because you had asked me not to 
in the past.  Just let me know...  Thanks!  Alison
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: pavhamby@earthlink.net [mailto:pavhamby@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Monday, July 09, 2007 3:42 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: RE: RE: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove 
Discussions 
 

Alison:

Thanks for the follow-up.  I'm having a little trouble reading/understanding 
the comments you have from Ron.  I know you must have been close 
to typing at the speed of light while everyone was making comments.

I think it is important to include Ron's thoughts on "the  location  of the 
designation  was unknown to me  until after the FERC order " and the "I 
personally wish the designation would go away  becuase the designation has 

mailto:AhleR@dnr.sc.gov
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Also, before we get too involved with offering solutions to the 
issues brought up  I would suggest we take the time to go 
through a step by step process in order to properly address  the 
issues:  ( Re Dr. Bill Cutler's recommendation and the operating 
procedures) Note most of the review work  can be done as a 
homework assignment before a scheduled meeting.

 

1- A quick review of the current land use plan and classifications 
and the lakewide breakdown on existing and future uses

 

2-A review of the issues (which is scheduled for the next meeting) 

 

3-A review of any FERC regulations and guidlelines that apply to 
developing a project land use plan

 

4- A review of goals and objectives; review operation procedure

 

5-A listing and review of information and studies available to 
address land use issues. 

 

6- Using available information and studies, determine priorities 
based on need.

.



7- Evaluate proposed solutions using the priority list as a guide 
while still considering all interest  

 

8- Develop a consensus- based plan

 

Steve Bell

Lake Murray Watch

803-730-8121 

-------------- Original message from "Alison Guth" <Alison.
Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com>: --------------  
 
When: Tuesday, October 16, 2007 9:30 AM-4:00 PM (GMT-
05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada).  
Where: Lake Murray Training Center 

*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 

Hello folks, 

Attached is an agenda for our upcoming Lake and Land 
management TWC meeting.  You will see that we have 
scheduled the morning for rebalancing discussions.  SCE&G 
has a presentation that they will be giving to the group and we 
will also be discussing Lake Watch's agenda requests 
concerning rebalancing that were originally slated for the 25th.  
After lunch we will be thoroughly reviewing the SMP, so please 
review this document before attending the meeting.  Also, 
please RSVP by October 10th.  Thanks, Alison

 
<<Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 101607.doc>> 



From: Suzanne Rhodes
To: Alison Guth; 
Subject: Re: Updated: Lake and Land Meeting -I presume no changes
Date: Monday, October 15, 2007 2:21:09 PM

 
 
-- "Alison Guth" <Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com> wrote: 

When: Tuesday, October 16, 2007 9:30 AM-4:00 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern Time 
(US & Canada).  
Where: Lake Murray Training Center 

*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 

Hello All, 

Just a reminder about the Lake and Land Meeting tomorrow.  Also, please bring 
a copy of the Shoreline Management Plan (Draft), attached below, with you to 
the meeting. It will also be projected overhead as we review through it.  Thanks, 
Alison

 
Previous Message:  
Hello folks, 

Attached is an agenda for our upcoming Lake and Land management TWC 
meeting.  You will see that we have scheduled the morning for rebalancing 
discussions.  SCE&G has a presentation that they will be giving to the group and 
we will also be discussing Lake Watch's agenda requests concerning 
rebalancing that were originally slated for the 25th.  After lunch we will be 
thoroughly reviewing the SMP, so please review this document before attending 
the meeting.  Also, please RSVP by October 10th.  Thanks, Alison

 
<<Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 101607.doc>> <<Shoreline 
Management Plan - DRAFT 2007-09-20.doc>> <<App. D Final Saluda 
Sedimentation and Erosion Plan 2006-01-25.pdf>> <<App C Buffer Zone 
Management Plan (9 06 07).doc>> <<App B Woody Debris Plan (9 06 07).doc>> 
<<App. E Baseline Environmental Monitoring Plan for Lake Murray Marinas.
pdf>> <<App. F Lake Murray Water Quality Monitoring Plan.pdf>> 
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From: MAHAN, RANDOLPH R
To: BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Tony Bebber; Alison Guth; HOFFMAN, VAN B; 

Alan Stuart; Amanda Hill; Carl Sundius; HANCOCK, DAVID E; 
dchristie@comporium.net; Jennifer O"Rourke; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; 
Joy Downs; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; BOOZER, THOMAS C; George Duke; 
S padget; Theresa Powers; 

Subject: RE: Agenda for tomorrow
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2007 3:08:29 PM

Oops!  Fat fingers.  The table clearly lists 1943.  But if the point of the table 
is to list important benchmarks, don’t you think the initial license issuance is 
just a tad more important than a change in corporate structure/ownership?
 

From: ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R  
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2007 2:59 PM 
To: MAHAN, RANDOLPH R; 'Tony Bebber'; 'Alison Guth'; HOFFMAN, VAN B; 'Alan 
Stuart'; 'Amanda Hill'; 'Carl Sundius'; HANCOCK, DAVID E; 'dchristie@comporium.
net'; 'Jennifer O'Rourke'; 'Jim Cumberland '; 'John Frick'; 'Joy Downs'; 'Rhett 
Bickley'; 'Ron Ahle'; 'Ronald Scott'; 'Roy Parker'; 'Steve Bell'; 'Suzanne Rhodes'; 
'Tom Ruple'; BOOZER, THOMAS C; 'George Duke'; 'S padget'; 'Theresa Powers' 
Subject: RE: Agenda for tomorrow
 
SCE&G acquired the license for Saluda Hydro in 1943.
 

From: MAHAN, RANDOLPH R  
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2007 2:45 PM 
To: 'Tony Bebber'; Alison Guth; HOFFMAN, VAN B; Alan Stuart; Amanda Hill; 
ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R; Carl Sundius; HANCOCK, DAVID E; dchristie@comporium.
net; Jennifer O'Rourke; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; Rhett Bickley; 
Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; 
BOOZER, THOMAS C; George Duke; S padget; Theresa Powers 
Subject: RE: Agenda for tomorrow
 
I noticed in the milestone table (5.0-1) that the license receipt date was listed 
as 1945.  It was 1927.  The distinction may be that the initial FPC license 
was secured by Lexington Water Power Company.  SCE&G acquired the 
project through merger/acquisition in 1945, I believe.
 

From: Tony Bebber [mailto:tbebber@scprt.com]  
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From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

Carl Sundius; David Hancock; Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); 
Jennifer O"Rourke; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; 
Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
Start: Monday, December 10, 2007 9:30:00 AM
End: Monday, December 10, 2007 3:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Hello all, 
I hope everyone is doing well.  This is just a reminder of the Lake and Land Management TWC 
scheduled for next Monday, December 10th.  It will begin at 9:30 and be held at the Lake Murray 
Training Center.  We will be reviewing the comments on both the SMP and reviewing the Permitting 
handbook.  I am working on incorporating all the SMP comments into one document and will send that 
out shortly.  Please RSVP for lunch and gate access by close of business Thursday.  Thanks!  Alison  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/public/Jobs/455/455-029/post...Management%20TWC%20meeting%20notes-1015365084.EML?Cmd=open

Jennifer- Here are my suggestions for edits plus additional comments. Thanks, Steve Bell 

-------------- Original message from "Jennifer Hand" <Jennifer.Hand@KleinschmidtUSA.
com>: --------------  
 
All: 

Attached for your review and comment are the December 10, 2007 Lake and Land 
Management Technical Working Committee meeting notes.  Please have comments back to 
me by January 16, 2008.  Hope everyone had Happy Holidays! 

 
<<2007-10-30 draft Meeting Notes - Lake and Land Management TWC.doc>> 

Thanks, 

Jennifer S. Hand  

http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/public/Jobs/455/4...20TWC%20meeting%20notes-1015365084.EML?Cmd=open [5/21/2008 1:10:07 PM]



From: Alison Guth
To: "Amanda_Hill@fws.gov"; 
Subject: RE: 
Date: Monday, September 24, 2007 11:07:25 AM

Great.  Thanks for letting me know you got it!  Alison 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Amanda_Hill@fws.gov [mailto:Amanda_Hill@fws.gov]  
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2007 11:01 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject:  
 
Hey Allison I got your message about the meeting tomorrow.  Thanks. 
 
 
 
Amanda Hill 
Fisheries Biologist 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
176 Croghan Spur Rd., Suite 200 
Charleston, SC 29407 
843-727-4707 ext. 303 
843-727-4218 fax 
amanda_hill@fws.gov 
"For all at last returns to the sea - 
to Oceanus, the ocean river, 
like the everflowing stream of time, 
the beginning and the end."              -Rachel Carson 
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From: Alison Guth
To: "John Frick"; "Dee Dee Simmons "; 
Subject: Presentation tomorrow
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2007 2:09:50 PM

Hello John and Dee Dee, 
Tomorrow we will have a projector and computer for you to use for your presentation.  You are welcome 
to bring it on a thumb drive, cd, or John I know you mentioned that you were bringing your laptop with 
you.  Your presentations will be first on the agenda, I really have no preference which one of you goes 
first, I will leave that up to you two.  You have about an hour each for your presentation and questions/
discussion.  Remember, we changed the location to the Lake Murray Training Center and it begins at 
1:00.  Please let me know that you have received this information and feel free to contact me with any 
other questions that you may have.  Thanks, Alison 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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From: Alison Guth
To: Tony Bebber; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

David Hancock; Dick Christie; Jennifer O"Rourke; Joy Downs; Ron Ahle; 
Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; 

Subject: Natural Resource Sub-committee
Start: Thursday, March 01, 2007 9:30:00 AM
End: Thursday, March 01, 2007 1:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Hello Folks, 
Just a reminder that we will be meeting again tomorrow morning for our completion on the land 
rebalancing exercise with Orbis.  We will begin at 9:30, as we do not have as much to accomplish.  No 
need to RSVP to this message.  See you tomorrow!  Alison
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From: Alison Guth
To: "John S. Frick"; 
Subject: RE: Presentation
Date: Monday, April 30, 2007 10:21:55 AM

Hey John, short notice, but could you have something ready by May 9th, or 
would you need more time??  

-----Original Message----- 
From: John S. Frick [mailto:jsfrick@mindspring.com]  
Sent: Sunday, April 29, 2007 2:57 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Re: Presentation 
 
Alison,
 
Yes, I would be interested in making a presentation.  Please let me know the date 
and time as soon as possible.
 
Thanks!
 
John Frick 
 
 

-----Original Message-----  
From: Alison Guth  
Sent: Apr 27, 2007 2:09 PM  
To: John Frick  
Subject: Presentation  
 

Hello John, 

We are planning an upcoming meeting for the Lake and Land TWC that 
would deal with both the two bird cove issue as well the one that you have 
been discussing on low impact projects and possible lake access.  Dee Dee 
Simmons will be giving a presentation on how back property owners in 
exchange for access to the lake can design low impact projects that will 
ensure long term protection of lake's shoreline.  Alan had mentioned that 
you may also be interested in giving a presentation to the group that day on 
this subject.  Please let me know in the next day or so if this is something 
you would be interested in doing.  Thanks, Alison

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
mailto:jsfrick@mindspring.com


West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183 

 



From: Alison Guth
To: "Bill Grant"; 
Subject: RE: RSVP for the May 24 meeting
Date: Friday, May 11, 2007 10:20:50 AM
Attachments: Carolina Research Park - Directions.doc 

Hello Bill,
 
I apologize for not getting back to you sooner, I have been out of the office.  I am 
glad that a representative from your organization will be able to make it, I think it 
will be good to have all parties directly involved represented during this 
discussion.  We will begin this meeting at 1:00 in the afternoon. The agenda will 
consist of the following: Presentations from 1:00 pm to 3:00 pm by Dee Dee 
Simmons and John Frick on how back property owners in exchange for access 
to the lake can design low impact projects that will ensure long term protection of 
lake's shoreline. Discussions on Two Bird Cove will begin at 3:00 pm.  I have 
attached directions to Carolina Research Park below.  Thanks, and feel free to 
contact me with any more questions that you may have.  Alison
 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Bill Grant [mailto:bill2sail@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 09, 2007 9:45 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Cc: Bill2sail@Hotmail.com; Shopper1963@hotmail.com 
Subject: RSVP for the May 24 meeting 
 

Alison,

My name is Bill Grant and I  am the Past Commodore 2006 of 
Windward Point Yacht Club.  Please include me in the meeting on 
May 24, 2007.

The original Meeting Agenda is in an .ICS format that I am not 
familiar with, would you be so kind as to re send in a .DOC format.

As you know WPYC has an interest in Two Bird Cove as a 
Recreational Designation.

Thanks,
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SCE&G


111 Research Drive


Columbia, SC  29203


From Columbia Airport


· Head WEST on I-26 (towards Spartanburg)


· Take I-20 East (towards Florence) Exit 107


· Take Exit 73, I-77 (Charlotte)


· Take Parklane Road exit


· Make a left at the stoplight, onto Parklane Road


· Cross the RR tracks and cross the intersection (Farrow Road and Parklane Road)


into Carolina Research Park


· At the stop sign, make a left


· Make the next right


· The second building on the right is the SCE&G office.


From Charlotte


· Head South on I-77 (towards Columbia)


· Take Exit 19, Research Industrial Park and bear right onto Farrow Rd.


· Take the first right, which leads into the Research Industrial Park.


· At the stop sign, make a left


· Make the next right


· The second building on the right is the SCE&G office.


From Downtown Columbia

· Take Bull Street to I-277


· Take Parklane Road exit


· Make a left at the stoplight, onto Parklane Road


· Cross the RR tracks and cross the intersection (Farrow Road and Parklane Road)


· This takes you into Carolina Research Park


· At the stop sign, make a left


· Make the next right


· The second building on the right is the SCE&G office.

Directions from Charleston


· Take I-26 West to I-77 North


· I-77 to Farrow Road Exit, Bear right


· At the stoplight, turn right (into Carolina Research Park)


· At the stop sign, turn left


· Take the next right


· Second building on the right



Bill Grant

803-898-4277  

 

 
 
 



From: Alison Guth
To: Alison Guth; "Van Hoffman"; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; "Amanda Hill"; 

"Andy Miller"; "Bertina Floyd"; "Bill Argentieri"; "Bill East"; "Bill Marshall"; 
"Bill Mathias"; "btrump@scana.com"; "Carl Sundius"; "Charlie Compton"; 
"Charlie Rentz"; "Chris Page"; "Daniel Tufford"; "David Allen"; 
"David Hancock"; "Dee Dee Simmons "; "Dick Christie"; "Don Tyler"; 
"George Duke"; "Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers)"; "Hank McKellar"; 
"Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com)"; "Jennifer O"Rourke"; "John Frick"; 
"Joy Downs"; "Kim Westbury"; "Kit Oswald "; "Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.
sc.gov)"; "Laura Boos (laura.mccary@gmail.com)"; "Linda Lester "; 
"Linda Schneider "; "Mark Leao"; "Mary Kelly"; "Michael Murrell"; 
"Mike Duffy"; "Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com)"; "Mike Waddell"; 
"Parkin Hunter"; "Patricia Wendling"; "Patrick Moore"; "Phil Hamby "; 
"Ralph Crafton"; "Randal Shealy"; "Randy Mahan"; 
"Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net)"; "Rhett Bickley"; "Richard Kidder"; 
"Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com)"; "Ron Ahle"; "Ronald Scott"; 
"Roy Parker"; "ryanity@scana.com"; "Sheri Armstrong "; "Steve Bell"; 
"Suzanne Rhodes"; "Synithia Williams"; "Theresa Powers"; "Tom Brooks"; 
"Tom Ruple"; "Tommy Boozer"; "Tony Bebber"; "J. Ryan"; "Alan Axson"; 
"Bill Brebner "; "Charlene Coleman"; Dave Anderson; "Guy Jones"; 
"Jeff Duncan"; Jennifer Summerlin; "Jim Devereaux"; "JoAnn Butler"; 
"Karen Kustafik"; "Keith Ganz-Sarto"; Kelly Maloney; "Lee Barber"; 
"Malcolm Leaphart"; Marty Phillips; "Miriam Atria"; "Norman Ferris"; 
"Richard Mikell"; "Stan Jones (sjones@imichotels.net)"; "Tim Vinson"; 

cc: Dave Anderson; 
Subject: RE: Draft Feb. 7th notes
Date: Wednesday, March 07, 2007 11:36:20 AM
Attachments: 2007-2-7 final meeting notes - Lake and Land and Recreation Meeting.pdf 

Hello all, 
Attached is the final set of meeting notes from the February 7th Lake & Land and Recreation Meeting.  
Thanks, Alison 
  
 
 -----Original Message----- 
From:  Alison Guth   
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2007 4:39 PM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Argentieri; Bill 
East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Carl Sundius; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris 
Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; David Hancock; Dee Dee Simmons ; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; George 
Duke; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts (ipitts@scprt.com); Jennifer O'Rourke; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Laura Boos 
(laura.mccary@gmail.com); Linda Lester ; Linda Schneider ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; 
Mike Duffy; Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; 
Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Randy Mahan; Regis Parsons 
(rparsons12@alltel.net); Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; Robert Keener (SKEENER@sc.rr.com); Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; ryanity@scana.com; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia 
Williams; Theresa Powers; Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; J. Ryan; Alan Axson; 
Bill Brebner ; Charlene Coleman; Dave Anderson; Guy Jones; Jeff Duncan; Jennifer Summerlin; Jim 
Devereaux; JoAnn Butler; Karen Kustafik; Keith Ganz-Sarto; Kelly Maloney; Lee Barber; Malcolm 
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MEETING NOTES 


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY 
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING 


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT and RECREATION RCGs MEETING 


SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center 
February 7, 2007 


Final acg 3707 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 


ATTENDEES: 


Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates  Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates  Tony Bebber, SCPRT 
Lee Barber, LMA  Joy Downs, LMA 
Stan Jones, CALM  John Altenberg, Sea Tow, CALM 
Tammy Wright, CALM  Archie Trawick Jr., CALM, Jakes Landing 
Bill Brebner, Yacht Cove Owners  George Duke, LMHOC 
John Frick, landowner  Bill Shipley, CALM 
Joe Agnew, CALM  Charlie Higgins, CALM, Holland’s Marina 
Jon Dukes, Lake Murray Boat Club, CALM Edie Beaver, CALM, Lake Murray Vacation 
Angie Walston, CALM, Lake Murray Vac.  Randy Walston, Acapulco, Lake Murray Vacation. 
Donnie LeJohn, Spinners Marina  Suzanne Rhodes, SC Wildlife Fed. 
Steve Bell, Lake Murray Watch  George King, landowner 
Dave Anderson, Kleinschmidt Associates  Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G  Kim Westbury, Saluda County 
Teresa Powers, Newberry County  Jenn O’Rourke, SC Wildlife Federation 
Carl Sundias, CALM, South Shore Marina  Bill Mathias – LMPS 


HOMEWORK: 


•  Dave Anderson– To issue recreation assessment to Recreation Management TWC 
•  Dave Anderson Provide examples of recreation plans from other projects to the RCG. 


DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  TBA 
Review of Recreation Assessment in Quarterly Public 
Meeting on April 19 th at 10:00 am and 7:00 pm 


MEETING NOTES: 


These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 


Presentation by the Commerce Association of Lake Murray:







Dave Anderson of Kleinschmidt Associates opened the meeting and the group began with 
introductions. Dave noted that the first item on the agenda included a presentation from the 
Commerce Association of Lake Murray (CALM) (link to presentation at 
http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/SCEGpresentation4_000.ppt).  Carl Sundias of 
South Shore Marina, and a member of CALM, began the presentation.  He proceeded to describe 
the membership of the organization and noted that it not only consisted of marina operators, but 
other local businesses affected by the lake.  Carl explained that the group had collectively 
developed a mission statement and he proceeded to review the mission statement with the group. 
After Carl had reviewed the mission of the CALM, Stan Jones of Lighthouse Marina reviewed 
some of the goals of the group.  Stan explained that they were working with the Grow Boating 
Initiative which would provide boating infrastructure grants.  He also reviewed how marinas help to 
improve the economy and meet the needs of the community.  In conclusion, the CALM made a 
formal request of the Recreation RCG that the moratorium on multi slip dock permits be amended 
to allow permit applications at existing commercial marinas. 


After the presentation, the floor was opened for questions.  Dave asked about the Grow Boating 
Initiative and if it was related to the national ”Take Me Fishing” campaign.  Carl and Stan indicated 
that they do not believe that the two are related and they explained that much of the funding for this 
initiative comes from portions of boat sales.  Lee Barber asked how the work of the CALM aligned 
with the work of other agencies.  Stan explained that they were willing to work with other groups to 
provide boats or facilities for smart boating courses and such. 


The group had a brief discussion on boating safety and David Hancock of SCE&G asked if any of 
the marina operators have licensed captains that offer basic training on boat operation.  A few of the 
marina operators indicated that they were licensed captains or knew of licensed captains that could 
assist their patrons.   Many of the marina operators noted that they helped individuals who appeared 
to be having trouble or were inexperienced.  Tommy Boozer noted that this may be an important 
item to note in the Safety RCG. 


Tommy asked Stan for a little background on the requirements by DHEC in order to receive the 
clean marina certification.  Stan noted that DHEC has just begun to fully develop the criteria; 
however, he anticipates that Lighthouse Marina will receive its certification this month.  He 
explained that once a marina is certified, DHEC will do testing to make sure that water quality is 
maintained.  Stan further noted that the Commerce Association has also received grants for new 
pump out facilities, many of which will be pump out boats. 


Dave noted that a concern of the Recreation RCG was regarding recreational access to the reservoir 
and asked the Commerce Association for their opinion regarding current public access to the lake. 
Carl noted that the marinas have a difficult time competing with the free ramps, which has, in turn, 
started to put some of the smaller marinas out of business.  Carl noted that they do feel the public 
needs more access, however once more free public access is put in place, the commercial marinas 
struggle to compete.  Dave noted that the RCG’s and TWC’s do consider the impacts to commercial 
operators in their discussions.  Tommy pointed out that FERC requires SCE&G to fulfill certain 
needs regarding recreational access, to which SCE&G must comply in order to protect their license. 
However, Tommy further noted that any access SCE&G provides is basic and does not include the 
amenities that the marinas provide, such as fuel or food. 


The group briefly discussed the CALM’s request for an amendment to the moratorium on multislip 
dock permits.  Carl noted that the existing commercial marinas would like to perform upgrades and 
safety improvements that would require the lifting of the moratorium for existing facilities.  Tommy 
noted that this was something that they would consider.



http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/SCEGpresentation4_000.ppt





Lake and Land Management Group Update: 
The group reconvened after a short break and Alan provided the group with an update on Lake and 
Land Management.  Alan explained that the TWC had been meeting quite frequently and building 
on the existing Shoreline Management Plan section by section.  Alan noted that the draft SMP 
would progress from the TWC to the RCG to SCE&G management for approval.  From that point, 
Alan explained, the SMP would go out for public comment.  Alan asked the CALM to submit any 
comments that they had so far on the SMP documents as soon as they could.  The CALM noted that 
they could have any comments on the draft documents submitted to the Alison Guth by the end of 
March.  Alan noted that the TWC has thus far attempted to introduce the needs of the commercial 
marinas; however, it will be very helpful if the commercial marinas can provide the group with 
specific needs. 


Alan continued to explain what the Lake and Land Management group has been discussing.  Dave 
noted that one item that overlapped both Recreation and Lake and Land groups was the issue of the 
designation of TwoBird Cove and Hurricane Hole Cove as special recreation areas.  This issue, 
however, was specifically being dealt with under the Lake and Land group. 


Adaptive Management in FERC Licenses: 


After lunch, Dave provided the group with a presentation on Adaptive Management in the context 
of FERC licenses.  The presentation can be viewed at 
http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/20070207AdaptiveManagement.ppt .  Dave 
noted that adaptive management is a relatively new principle in ecological fields, and the first 
example of adaptive management being used in a FERC license occurred around 10 years ago.  As 
Dave proceeded through the presentation, he pointed out where the Recreation RCG stood within 
the adaptive management procedures (in the Planning Stage). 


Update on Recreation RCG and TWC’s: 


There was group discussion on Recreation Plans, and Dave noted that he would send out an 
example of a recreation plan to the group.   In regards to the drafting of a Recreation Plan for Lake 
Murray, Dave suggested that the Recreation Management TWC take the lead on this.  The group 
agreed that that was acceptable.  Dave explained that the Recreation Plan for Lake Murray would 
need to be drafted by the end of 2007 and finalized by early 2008.  Dave explained that the results 
of the recreation assessment study would be needed for the drafting of the recreation plan.  The 
results of the recreation assessment study would be presented at the April 19 th Quarterly Public 
Meeting.  Dave also mentioned that the Recreation RCG would convene in April to view the results 
of the boating density study and the recreation assessment.  He explained that the Recreation 
Management TWC should anticipate biweekly conference calls/meetings during the next several 
months.   Dave noted that the Downstream Flows TWC would probably meet sometime in the fall 
and the Lake Levels TWC would convene in the next couple weeks. 


The group concluded discussions noting that the Lake and Land and Recreation group would be 
working close together during the land rebalancing process.  The group adjourned.



http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/2007-02-07AdaptiveManagement.ppt





Leaphart; Marty Phillips; Miriam Atria; Norman Ferris; Richard Mikell; Stan Jones (sjones@imichotels.
net); Tim Vinson 
Cc: Dave Anderson 
Subject: Draft Feb. 7th notes 
Hello All 
Attached are the draft meeting notes from the February 7th Lake and Land Management and Recreation 
RCG's meeting.  Please have any corrections or additions to these notes back to me by March 6th for 
finalization.  Thanks, Alison 
 << File: 2007-2-7  draft Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land & Recreation.doc >>  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  



From: Alison Guth
To: "bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net"; "Jenn O"Rourke"; 

"Suzanne Rhodes"; 
Subject: RE: Economics sub committee meeting
Date: Monday, April 02, 2007 8:55:05 AM

Hello Steve, Suzanne and Jenn, 
You folks are welcome to attend as observers, however, I would like to point out that the meetings are 
scheduled for the 3 and 4th, not the 4th and 5th.  Thanks, Alison 
-----Original Message----- 
From: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net [mailto:bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net]  
Sent: Saturday, March 31, 2007 8:21 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Economics sub committee meeting 
 
Alison- Put me, Suzanne Rhodes, Jenn O'Rouke down to attend the April 4th and 5th meetings. We will 
come as observers.  Thanks Steve 730-8121 

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
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From: Alison Guth
To: "John S. Frick"; 
Subject: RE: Presentation
Date: Monday, April 30, 2007 10:21:55 AM

Hey John, short notice, but could you have something ready by May 9th, or 
would you need more time??  

-----Original Message----- 
From: John S. Frick [mailto:jsfrick@mindspring.com]  
Sent: Sunday, April 29, 2007 2:57 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Re: Presentation 
 
Alison,
 
Yes, I would be interested in making a presentation.  Please let me know the date 
and time as soon as possible.
 
Thanks!
 
John Frick 
 
 

-----Original Message-----  
From: Alison Guth  
Sent: Apr 27, 2007 2:09 PM  
To: John Frick  
Subject: Presentation  
 

Hello John, 

We are planning an upcoming meeting for the Lake and Land TWC that 
would deal with both the two bird cove issue as well the one that you have 
been discussing on low impact projects and possible lake access.  Dee Dee 
Simmons will be giving a presentation on how back property owners in 
exchange for access to the lake can design low impact projects that will 
ensure long term protection of lake's shoreline.  Alan had mentioned that 
you may also be interested in giving a presentation to the group that day on 
this subject.  Please let me know in the next day or so if this is something 
you would be interested in doing.  Thanks, Alison

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
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West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183 

 



From: Alison Guth
To: "bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net"; 
Subject: RE: Request for agenda items
Date: Wednesday, March 28, 2007 9:51:22 AM

Hello Steve, 
I was wondering if you could describe in more detail what Dee Dee's concerns are and specifically what 
the presentation is regarding.  I am also a little confused by the meaning of "shoreline uses in Newberry 
and Saluda Counties".  Additionally, what work are you referring to when you reference "all work".  
Thanks!  Alison   
-----Original Message----- 
From: bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net [mailto:bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, March 27, 2007 6:27 AM 
To: Alison Guth; Tim Vinson; Alan Stuart; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Dave Anderson; Dick Christie; Joy 
Downs; Lee Barber; Van Hoffman; Alison Guth; George Duke; John Frick; Kim Westbury; 
RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Theresa Powers; Tommy Boozer; Tony 
Bebber; Amanda Hill; David Hancock; Ron Ahle 
Subject: Request for agenda items 
 
>  
Alison- Before we begin discussions on re-balancing I believe ii is important that we evaluate additional 
infomation that relates to the issues in the matrix.  
 A while back I requested time at a future meeting to : 
Review and discuss concepts that several back property owners have regarding shoreline protection. In 
addition. This would include a presentation by Dee Dee Simons, a back property owner who is a member 
of the Lake and Land Management RCG.   
In addition to the above Lake Watch request the following: 
(1)a discussion of SCE&G's policy  requiring land purchases in order to get docks.  
(2) review infomation SCE&G is compiling on the break down of shoreline uses  in Newberry and Saluda 
Counties.  
(3)Review and discuss all issues in the issues matrix re: land use. 
(4) Develope a time-line for completing all work. 
Thanks 
Steve Bell 
730-8121 
> From: "Alison Guth" <Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com> 
> Date: 2007/01/18 Thu PM 03:07:37 EST 
> To: "Tim Vinson" <vinsont@dnr.sc.gov>,  
>  "Alan Stuart" <alan.stuart@kleinschmidtusa.com>,  
>  "Bill Argentieri" <bargentieri@scana.com>,  
>  "Dave Anderson" <dave.anderson@kleinschmidtusa.com>,  
>  "Dick Christie" <dchristie@infoave.net>,  
>  "Joy Downs" <elymay2@aol.com>,  
>  "Lee Barber" <lbarber@sc.rr.com>,  
>  "Steve Bell" <bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net>,  
>  "Van Hoffman" <vhoffman@scana.com>,  
>  "Alison Guth" <alison.guth@kleinschmidtusa.com>,  
>  "George Duke" <kayakduke@bellsouth.net>,  
>  "John Frick" <jsfrick@mindspring.com>,  
>  "Kim Westbury" <k.westbury@saludacounty.sc.gov>,  
>  "Randy Mahan" <rmahan@scana.com>,  
>  "Rhett Bickley" <rbickley@lex-co.com>,  
>  "Ronald Scott" <rscott@lex-co.com>,  
>  "Roy Parker" <royparker38@earthlink.net>,  
>  "Theresa Powers" <tpowers@newberrycounty.net>,  
>  "Tommy Boozer" <tboozer@scana.com>,  

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
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>  "Tony Bebber" <tbebber@scprt.com>,  
>  "Amanda Hill" <amanda_hill@fws.gov>,  
>  "David Hancock" <dhancock@scana.com>,  
>  "Ron Ahle" <ahler@dnr.sc.gov> 
> Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC Meeting 
>  
> When: Friday, January 26, 2007 9:30 AM-2:00 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern  
> Time (US & Canada). 
> Where: Lake Murray Training Center 
>  
> *~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 
>  
> Hello all, 
>  
> As those of you who attended yesterday's meeting already know, we have  
> a Lake and Land Management TWC meeting scheduled for next Friday,  
> January 26.  At that time we will be discussing the scoring criteria  
> developed by the Economics group, the proposed new land  
> classifications briefly touched on by Tommy yesterday, and the uses of  
> the fringeland.  If you plan on attending, please RSVP to me by Monday  
> for gate access and lunch.  Thanks!  Alison 
>  
>  



From: Alison Guth
To: Alison Guth; "Alex Harmon (aharmon@lpagroup.com)"; "Dee Dee Simmons "; 

"John Frick"; "Linda Schneider "; "Phil Hamby "; 
"Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net)"; "Winward point Yacht Club "; 
"Van Hoffman"; Alan Stuart; "Amanda Hill"; "Bill Argentieri"; "Carl Sundius"; 
"David Hancock"; "Dick Christie"; "Jennifer O"Rourke"; "John Frick"; 
"Joy Downs"; "Randy Mahan"; "Rhett Bickley"; "Ron Ahle"; "Ronald Scott"; 
"Roy Parker"; "Sheri Armstrong "; "Steve Bell"; "Suzanne Rhodes"; 
"Synithia Williams"; "Tom Ruple"; "Tommy Boozer"; "Tony Bebber"; 
"J. Ryan"; "jlesliejr@bellsouth.net"; "Bill.walker@mail.house.gov"; 
"vmhamby@gwm.sc.edu"; "msmith35@sc.rr.com"; "Fran.Trapp@usdoj.gov"; 
"bill2sail@hotmail.com"; "grissom151@aol.com"; "parkerc@midlandstech.
edu"; "Jvjaques@aol.com"; "wshangle@sc.rr.com"; "shopper1963@hotmail.
com"; "bluewater4us@aol.com"; "rs"; "kel593@hotmail.com"; "bs.
anderson@hotmail.com"; "Ginger.gocke@contractoryard.com"; 
"jarichardson@colacoll.edu"; "msmith35@sc.rr.com"; "dtullis001@sc.rr.com"; 
"sfitts@thefittscompany.com"; "jlesliejr@bellsouth.net"; "jsheff1947@aol.
com"; "SUMMER, MICHAEL C"; "cas@FMC.sc.edu"; "shopper1963@hotmail.
com"; 

Subject: Revised Final Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions
Date: Tuesday, July 10, 2007 11:16:16 AM
Attachments: 2007-5-24 final Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.pdf 

Good Morning Everyone, 
There were some late comments on the Lake and Land TWC-Two Bird Cove meeting notes.  I did revise 
these notes to reflect the late comments, although I do try to steer clear of this practice, as it results in 
multiple final versions floating around.  For future reference, it is important that you get all of your 
comments on the notes in by the requested date.  While additional comments can be submitted for the 
public record, this set of notes is considered final and no more changes will be made to the notes 
themselves.  The changes that were made are in the middle of the last paragraph on the third page.   
Thanks, Alison 
    
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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MEETING NOTES 


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY 
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING 
LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC 


SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center 
May 24, 2007 


Final acg 62707 – revised 71007 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 


ATTENDEES: 


Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates  Bonnie Harmon, property owner 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates  Clyde Harmon, property owner 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G  Phil Hamby, property owner 
Steve Bell, Lake Watch  Mac Smith, boater 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT  Debra Booth Tullis, boater 
Kristine Jensen, WPYC  Brenda Parsons, property owner 
Bill Grant, WPYC  Regis Parsons, property owner 
Russell Jacobus, WPYC  Sonya Nussbaum, property owner 
Kelley McLeod, WPYC  Ken Simmons, property owner, Wingfield 
Fran Trapp, WPYC  Dee Dee Simmons, property owner, Wingfield 
Brad Anderson, WPYC  Steve Fitts, property owner, Wingfield 
Ginger Gocke, WPYC  Dave Landis, LMA 
George Schneider, property owner  Joy Downs, LMA 
Linda Schneider, property owner  Connie Frick, property owner 
Jennifer Richardson, property owner  John Frick, property owner 
Ellis Harmon, property owner  Amanda Hill, USFWS 
Emily Hamby, property owner  Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
James Leslie, Lake Murray Docks, Inc.  Barbara Grissom, boater 
John Sheffield, boater  Mike Summer, SCE&G 
Dick Christie, SCDNR  John Jaques, WPYC 
Cecil Sheppard, Bass  Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
Sherron Hopper, WPYC  Vicki Hamby, property owner 


HOMEWORK: 


•  Discuss Harmon property deed restrictions with legal team – SCE&G 
•  Discuss FERC’s designation on SC navigable waters with legal team – SCE&G 


DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  TBA 


MEETING NOTES:
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These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 


Alan Stuart opened the meeting and noted that they would begin discussions with two presentations 
from stakeholders.  John Frick was the first to present to the group, and his discussion centered 
around his recommendations for a framework for the Shoreline Management Plan.  The 
presentation can be viewed at 
http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/LakeMurrayShorelineManagementPlanpresentati 
on.ppt .  After John F. completed his presentation, the floor was opened up for questions and 
comments.  There were some concerns expressed about the large size of lots that were being 
proposed which would cater only to the extremely wealthy.  Tommy Boozer clarified that during 
the relicensing they could only deal with what was inside the project boundary line (PBL), they 
could make decisions on permitting docks, but not on zoning and lot sizes.  John F. noted that his 
framework for a SMP looked at the total lands and the fringelands, and the SMP must extend 
beyond the PBL to be effective.  Steve Bell pointed out that the sale of fringelands was yet to be 
discussed in the TWC. 


Dee Dee Simmons and Steve Fitts then gave a presentation on the property they were currently in 
the process of developing, Wingfield.   The presentation can be viewed at 
http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/WingfieldPresentationMay2407.ppt . As Dee 
Dee concluded the presentation, she explained that the county was very excited about this 
development, as the counties are having a lot of negative impact from the high density development. 
Tony Bebber noted that similarly on the Saluda River there was a development that has left the 
frontage along the river as common area. After the Wingfield presentation, the floor was also 
opened for questions.  There were several questions about the natural areas that were being 
implemented on the property.  Dee Dee noted that they were currently working on obtaining the 
fringelands around the property.  Ron Ahle asked if the fringeland was made available, not to buy, 
but under a type of fee program in order to obtain boat slips, if that would be acceptable.  Dee Dee 
noted that may be a favorable option. 


After the presentations had been concluded, Alan explained that the group would spend the 
remainder of the meeting time discussing Two Bird Cove and its designation as a Special 
Recreation Area.  Tommy began the discussion by giving the group an update of the situation. 
Tommy explained that this first surfaced during the required five year review period of the SMP. 
He explained that at one of the meetings for the review, Jim Leslie with Lake Murray Docks 
discussed the protection of a cove that they had historically used for sailboating.  Tommy noted that 
as the orders started to proceed, SCE&G was ordered by the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) to discuss with DNR and USFWS on designating this cove a Special 
Recreation Area.  Tommy explained that they were not familiar with the name Two Bird Cove, as it 
was stated in the FERC order, as it had always been known as Harmon Cove in the past.  He 
continued to note that originally SCE&G was opposed to the designation, however they were 
required by FERC to reevaluate it and the 2004 order required SCE&G to designate the waters in 
the cove.  Tommy pointed out that the designation only applies to the waters, however, not the land. 
It was further noted that SCE&G does not have any road access to the property.  He explained that 
there have been some concerns by homeowners regarding the designation, however the group could 
not make a decision today, as it was up to the FERC.  One individual asked what the Harmon’s 
(back property owners) wanted to be done when the designation came about.  Ellis Harmon noted 
that they had wanted the cove left as it was, not for use by only one group of recreators.  Alan 
explained, however, that the FERC designation did not prohibit anyone else from using the cove. 
Alan continued to note that he believed that the Windward Point Yacht Club’s (WPYC) intention 
behind the request was to make sure that the property was protected, however the FERC responded
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and protected the water.  It was noted that the question also arose of whether or not the FERC had 
the legal authority to designate the navigable waters of the state of South Carolina.  The concern 
that the back property owners expressed was that the special designation may encourage more use 
and act as a flashing beacon for recreators.  Alan noted that this would be best discussed if 
representatives from each group came to the front to express their opinions on the issue. 


Jim Leslie spoke for the first on behalf of Lake Murray Docks.  Jim L. explained that they were 
concerned about preserving the water and the land of Two Bird Cove.  He noted that this area is 
very important to the sailing community, and added that he does have a direct business interest in 
the designation staying in place as the cove is within a certain sailing distance from his marina.  He 
explained that he would like to see the SCE&G lands of Two Bird Cove and Hurricane Cove taken 
out of future development and placed in some type of land trust.  He also noted that originally the 
most convenient cove for sailboaters was Pine Island, however it has become too developed.  He 
noted that their group wanted the designation to stay as it was, as they felt the designation gave 
more leverage for keeping the fringelands unsold.  Phil Hamby explained that this is why the water 
based designation does have a potential negative affect on the fringeland itself. 


Regis Parsons then presented the group with some of the concerns of the back property owners of 
Two Bird Cove.  Regis explained that they are not opposed to having sailboats come into the cove. 
He continued to note that, as Jim L. had pointed out, all over the lake people have built homes close 
to the shore.  He cautioned that the Yacht club members should understand that some of the back 
property owners own down to the 360’.  Regis noted that there had been a conscious decision by 
their families to keep their lands natural.  He acknowledged that he cannot guarantee that under 
future owners, these properties will remain as they are currently and cautioned that much of the land 
off which the yacht owners anchor is not SCE&G fringeland but is privately owned.  He continued 
to explain that he cannot guarantee that the property will remain as it currently is in the future.  He 
also explained that because Two Bird Cove is now labeled as a Special Recreation Area, it will 
attract more people and thus have an adverse impact on the shoreline and aquatic habitat.  Regis 
further asked the group to look at it from the point of view of other users of the cove.  He explained 
that they when there are too many sailboats rafted up in the cove, it is difficult for other boaters and 
fishermen to use the cove.  Regis explained that he had received a written response from FERC 
(NOV 1, 2006) stating that the cove designation is intended only to confirm the historical use of the 
cove waters for overnight anchoring, and that the designation was not to be interpreted as involving 
any additional provisions. Given that FERC explicitly stated that the designation had no other 
provisions, he argued that the notion that the designation would keep the cove fringelands  protected 
from development was baseless.  Regis ended asking that the TWC support removing the 
designation from the waters of the cove. 


Steve Bell explained that the Lake and Land Management TWC would be discussing the fringeland 
tracts in Two Bird Cove as a part of land rebalancing discussions.  Steve noted that the designation 
will be considered as a part of the decision making during rebalancing.  Alan added that the 
classification will just be one of many factors considered during the rebalancing.  Ron Ahle noted 
that he was personally concerned about the cove because it is a very significant fish spawning area. 
Ron also explained that he personally wished that the designation would go away  because the 
designation has resulted in pitting folks of similar interest at odds with each other.  He continued to 
explain that the location of the designation was unknown to him until after the FERC order. 
Amanda Hill agreed that this would be a cove that the agencies will want to protect.  She then asked 
the group if they would be agreeable to the TWC requesting that the Special Recreation Area 
designation be removed, however the fringelands be protected.  There were differences of opinion 
regarding this.
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It was also pointed out that the Harmon family has provisions in their deed that they have the right 
to farm the fringeland if they so choose.  Tommy further explained that the deed entails that the 
Harmon’s have agricultural and pasture use of the land and allows them to clear to the water’s edge. 
He noted that when the FERC made the decision to make the cove a Special Recreation Area, they 
did not know about this.  Tommy further explained that this was a perpetual deed. 


John Sheffield, a sailboat owner, then began to discuss the issue of the designation with the group. 
He noted that he felt the sailboat owners and the back property owners both had common ground on 
this issue.  He asked the group if the back property owners would work with them in preserving the 
fringelands.  One individual replied that, if all the usage rights are the same, with and without the 
designation, then why not have the designation removed so there is no more misinterpretation.  Phil 
Hamby, a back property owner, pointed out that the decision to designate the cove was done in a 
manner that was not an open process.  The public’s (back property’s) ability to provide input was 
negated since the location of Two Bird Cove was not identified until after the FERC designation 
was made.  He then asked the group if there were any other coves that the group could explore 
switching the designation to.  One individual replied that there were not any coves, other than Two 
Bird Cove that were within a certain distance of sailing from Mr. Leslie’s marina.  Phil replied that 
no studies were conducted outlining options; therefore, he would like to see some other options 
given and consider working towards some sort of compromise.  He continued to note that it would 
work best to designate a location that already has public use occurring (such as the current State 
Park, or at the new proposed State Park) instead of adjacent to private residences/back property 
owners.  Vicki Hamby explained that part of their concern is what the designation may mean for the 
land.  She noted that they, as back property owners, have had to deal with the noise pollution, 
congestion and the loss of privacy.  She also noted that this designation also causes some people to 
view the area as a “party cove”.  Tommy pointed out that FERC made the designation decision 
before they knew of the deed restrictions, so that may shed some light on the situation.  Tommy 
noted that they also had to get some advice from their legal staff on this issue. 


Joy Downs with LMA shared her opinion on the subject with the group.  She explained that she did 
not believe this designation has been made anywhere else and was a little disappointed that the 
FERC only considered one group’s opinion when making this decision.  Joy explained that the Lake 
Murray Association is concerned that there is a designation on the lake that there is no good 
definition or reason for. 


There was more discussion from individuals from each organization and the group agreed that they 
must work together, and not let it get to the point where threats were being made regarding the land. 
Alan asked the individuals who were members of the TWC if any more information was needed 
from the groups to supplement discussions on the land designations.  Ron pointed out that one thing 
that they had discussed in the TWC was if there was another place on the Lake for the designation. 
He continued to explain that he was hearing that there was not, however he asked if the groups 
could come together and look at a map of the lake.  An individual from WPYC noted that it needed 
to be within 5 miles of where they were docked. 


In closing, Alan explained that the TWC will review the lands of Two Bird Cove, but noted the 
issue of the recreation designation may not be resolved in the license.  He noted that the WPYC and 
back property owners needed to come together to come to a resolution with the designation.  Alan 
also noted that the TWC could make the recommendation to the FERC if the WPYC and back 
property owners came together to a resolution.  Various back property representatives noted that it 
was unreasonable to be asked to develop a compromise after the fact.  They expressed that they had 
no position to compromise from since the designation was already in place – they would only lose 
more.  Further, it was clarified that they believed in compromise and communication, and that is
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exactly why they wanted to have that opportunity occur BEFORE the designation was decreed.  It 
was also noted that any recommendations by the TWC in the classifications of fringeland properties 
will be made available to those parties involved.  Tommy explained that action items for SCE&G 
included finding out if the FERC can place a designation on navigable waters and also review the 
deed restrictions on the Harmon property.  The group adjourned and Alan again encouraged the 
WPYC and back property owners to come together and discuss a resolution that can be presented to 
the TWC.







From: Alison Guth
To: "Dee Dee Simmons"; 
cc: "bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net"; 
Subject: RE: Saluda Hydro Relicensing Quarterly Public Meetings
Date: Friday, April 13, 2007 3:17:58 PM

Dee Dee,
 
I did get Steve's email requesting that we make agenda time for a presentation 
from you on lake access and low impact projects to protect shoreline.  I have 
discussed this with SCE&G and we will be placing that item on the agenda for 
the next Lake and Land TWC, however I am still in the process of reviewing the 
land rebalancing data and we have not yet scheduled the next Lake and Land 
meeting, so that is why I have not contacted you yet regarding this.  I do believe 
that we will probably be having that meeting in the next month or so.  This 
particular meeting next week is not a Lake and Land meeting, it is a Quarterly 
Public meeting that we have for everyone and usually has an update for the 
general public regarding the items discussed within the smaller groups.  I believe 
that your presentation would be best delivered straight to the Lake and Land 
TWC.  I apologize for the confusion.  I will let you know as soon as we schedule 
the next lake and land meeting and we can discuss how much time you will need 
for your presentation and what tools you need and such.  Thanks, Alison

-----Original Message----- 
From: Dee Dee Simmons [mailto:dsimmons@thefittscompany.com]  
Sent: Friday, April 13, 2007 3:02 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: RE: Saluda Hydro Relicensing Quarterly Public Meetings 
 
I thought we were supposed to be on the agenda this month with Steve 
Bell.  I don't see it on the agenda but I thought maybe it was just 
grouped in with something else.
Is this correct or are we not on for presenting this month.  If we are not 
on for this meeting, will it be at another time this month or next month?
 
Thanks,  
Dee Dee
 

DEE DEE SIMMONS  |  THE FITTS COMPANY, INC  
DEPARTMENTS OF GRAPHICS AND MARKETING 
441 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE | LEXINGTON, SC 29072  
O: 803-356-5947  |  M: 803-730-8174  |  F: 803-356-5987 

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
mailto:dsimmons@thefittscompany.com
mailto:bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net


-----Original Message----- 
From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 13, 2007 9:25 AM 
To: Dee Dee Simmons 
Subject: RE: Saluda Hydro Relicensing Quarterly Public Meetings 
 
Sure.  they are attached below
 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Dee Dee Simmons [mailto:dsimmons@thefittscompany.
com]  
Sent: Friday, April 13, 2007 8:23 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: RE: Saluda Hydro Relicensing Quarterly Public Meetings 
 
Alison, 
The agendas are not attached or I can not open them.  Could you 
please send me the agendas?
 
Thanks,  
Dee Dee
 

DEE DEE SIMMONS  |  THE FITTS COMPANY, INC  
DEPARTMENTS OF GRAPHICS AND MARKETING 
441 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE | LEXINGTON, SC 29072  
O: 803-356-5947  |  M: 803-730-8174  |  F: 803-356-5987 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 12, 2007 2:56 PM 
To: Winward point Yacht Club ; Aaron Small; Alan Axson; Alan 
Stuart; aharmon@lpagroup.com; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Amy 
Bennett; Andy Miller; Bertina Floyd; Bill Argentieri; Bill Brebner ; 
Bill East; BGreen@smeinc.com; Bill Hulslander; Bill Marshall; Bill 
Mathias; Bob Olsen; bseibels@yahoo.com; Brandon Stutts ; Bret 
Hoffman; Brett Bursey; btrump@scana.com; Bud Badr; Buddy 
Baker ; Charlene Coleman; Charles Floyd; Charlie Compton; 
Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; ccantley@scdah.state.sc.us; Daniel 
Tufford; Dave Anderson; Dave Landis; David Allen; David 
Hancock; David Jones; David Price; Dee Dee Simmons ; Dick 
Christie; Don Tyler; Donald Eng; Ed Diebold; duncane@mrd.dnr.



state.sc.us; Edward Schnepel; aregaf@dnr.sc.gov; George Duke; 
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Gina Kirkland; Guy Jones; Hal 
Beard; Hank McKellar; ipitts@scprt.com; J. Hamilton Hagood; Jeff 
Duncan; Jennifer O'Rourke; Jennifer Price ; Jerry Wise; Jim 
Devereaux; Jim Glover; Jim Goller; Jim Ruane ; JoAnn Butler; Joe 
Logan; Joel Huggins ; John and Rob Altenberg; 
johned44@bellsouth.net; John Frick; Jon Leader; Joy Downs; 
Karen Kustafik; Keith Ganz-Sarto; Ken Styer ; Ken Uschelbec; 
Kenneth Fox; Kim Westbury; Kristina Massey; turnerle@dhec.sc.
gov; Lee Barber; Linda Lester ; Linda Schneider ; Malcolm 
Leaphart; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike Duffy; Mike Sloan; 
msummer@scana.com; Mike Waddell; Miriam Atria; Norm 
Nicholson; Norman Ferris; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; 
Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; Prescott Brownell; Randal Shealy; 
Randy Mahan; Ray Ammarell; Rebekah Dobrasko; rbull@davisfloyd.
com; Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; Richard Mikell; SKEENER@sc.rr.
com; Robert Lavisky; Roger Hovis ; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy 
Parker; Russell Jernigan; ryanity@scana.com; Sandra Reinhardt; 
Sean Norris; Shane Boring; Sheri Armstrong ; Skeet Mills ; 
sjones@imichotels.net; Steve Bell; Steve Summer; Suzanne 
Rhodes; Synithia Williams; Theresa Powers; Theresa Thom; Tim 
Vinson; tbowles@scana.com; Tom Ruple; Tom Stonecypher; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; tylehowe@nc-cherokee.com; Van 
Hoffman; balesw@dnr.sc.gov; Wenonah Haire 
Subject: Saluda Hydro Relicensing Quarterly Public Meetings 
 
When: Thursday, April 19, 2007 10:00 AM-12:00 PM (GMT-05:00) 
Eastern Time (US & Canada).  
Where: Saluda Shoals Park - Environmental Center 

*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 

Hello All, 

Just a reminder that we will be holding the Quarterly Public 
Meetings next Thursday, April 19th at 10AM and 7PM.  The 
meetings will be held at the Saluda Shoals Park Environmental 
Center (first building on your right as you enter the gate).  Agendas 
are attached below.  Thank you, Alison

<<QPM Agenda 4-19-07 AM.doc>> <<QPM Agenda 4-19-07 PM.
doc>> 



From: Alison Guth
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; 

Carl Sundius; David Hancock; Dick Christie; Jennifer O"Rourke; John Frick; 
Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; 
Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; 
Synithia Williams; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; "J. Ryan"; 

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
Date: Monday, August 13, 2007 2:02:17 PM

Hello Folks, 
It has been quite a while since our last Lake and Land Management TWC, therefore we would like to 
reconvene a meeting Tuesday, August 28th at the Lake Murray Training Center.  Although this meeting 
is not slated for rebalancing discussions, we should take a small amount of time to begin to discuss a 
game plan on how this will be accomplished.  There are also several other miscellaneous items that need 
to be discussed, such as mooring on fringeland and such.  A more detailed agenda is to follow.  Please 
let me know if August 28th will work for you by Thursday (our office will be closed Friday).  If we have a 
majority that can attend, I will send out a calendar reminder for this date.  Thanks, Alison 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183  
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From: Alison Guth
To: "Elymay2@aol.com"; 
cc: Alan Stuart; 
Subject: Commercial Marina Presentation
Date: Friday, February 02, 2007 12:34:10 PM

Hey Joy, 
 
I will forward Alan this email in case he may know a little more on this than I do.  No 
problem about missing on the 26th, by the way, that is what meeting notes are 
for :).  I will try to explain a little about what I know on this though.  I believe that the 
presentation that Carl is going through next week is simply for informational 
purposes.  Simply to present the group with the perspectives of the Marina owners.  
In regards to specific issues, I have not heard any specifically yet.  I know that he 
has expressed concern over the discussions on maximum numbers of slips.  But he 
has not presented any issues, to my knowledge, that he feels are particularly 
pressing or urgent in the way that the Two Bird Cove individuals have.   Hope this 
helps, somewhat.  See you Wednesday!  Alison

-----Original Message----- 
From: Elymay2@aol.com [mailto:Elymay2@aol.com]  
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2007 11:58 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Re: Updated: Recreation RCG & Lake and Land Management Joint 
Meeting 
 
Alison I will be there and I am so sorry I missed on the 26th.  I seem to be 
missing something from the organization called CALM.  I heard Carl say why 
they formed but I am missing what their mission is at the RCG's.  Are they 
asking for something immediately or is there presentation in regard to the 
relicensing.  I have heard through the grapevine they have several issues 
they want addressed now.  Much like 2 Bird Cove.  Can you clarify for me 
since I missed the last meeting.  Joy

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
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From: Alison Guth
To: "GRISSOM151@aol.com"; 
Subject: RE: Revised Final Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions
Date: Wednesday, July 18, 2007 10:31:39 AM

Yes, there is a quarterly public meeting at 10 AM and 7 PM on Thursday at the Saluda 
Shoals Park Rivers Conference Center.  These are advertised in the newspapers, I send out 
an email to the RCG members, and are posted on the Calendar page of the website.  Anyone 
is free to attend.  

-----Original Message----- 
From: GRISSOM151@aol.com [mailto:GRISSOM151@aol.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2007 7:55 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Re: Revised Final Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove 
Discussions 
 
Thank you.  I was able to print the minutes.  
 
Is there a meeting on Thursday evening?  How do I get notices of such meetings?
 
Barbara Grissom
 
 
 

Get a sneak peek of the all-new AOL.com.

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
mailto:GRISSOM151@aol.com
http://discover.aol.com/memed/aolcom30tour/?ncid=AOLAOF00020000000982


From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Final meeting notes from 1-22
Date: Tuesday, April 15, 2008 10:43:07 AM
Attachments: 2008-1-22 final Meeting Minutes -  LLM.pdf 

Hello all, 
Attached are the final meeting notes from the Jan 22 Lake and Land meeting.  Thanks for the 
comments.  Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services 
Dick Christie, SCDNR 
John Frick, Landowner 
Jim Cumberland, SCCCL 
 
 


 
 
Bob Perry, SCDNR 
Steve Bell, LW 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT 
Van Hoffman, SCANA 
Carl Sundius, CALM 
Vivianne Vejdani, SCDNR 
Roy Parker, LMA 
Jim Leslie, Lake Murray Docks 
 


 
 


DATE:  January 22, 2008 
 
 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  February 7, 2008 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the LMTC 
 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
The group was welcomed and it was explained that the purpose of the day’s meeting would be to 
review SCE&G’s land rebalancing proposal with the TWC.  The presentation can be found at the 
following address: 
http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/ProposedMgmtPlanFutureDevelopmentProperty4
_000.pdf .  The presentation began with an explanation of baseline conditions and background 
information by Randy Mahan. During discussions on classification definitions there was a question 
on the definition of future development lands.  Randy explained that future development lands 
could be defined as property that was not restricted, and available for sale subject to zoning and 
development restrictions.  He further explained that the fact that a particular piece of land is 
classified as future development does not mean that it is always going to be sold.   
 
Randy continued to explain baseline conditions and noted that since 1984, SCE&G has sold 294.13 
acres of future development property.  He pointed out that they have not sold more than 30.04 acres 
in one year.  The history of the buffer zone and ESA restrictions were also discussed.  Jim Leslie 
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asked how the forest and game management land was designated.  Van Hoffman discussed this 
issue with the group and noted that the entire length of the shoreline was walked during the 
designation process.   
 
After the baseline and background information had been presented, there was discussion on 
rebalancing.  Tommy Boozer explained the plan for rebalancing being proposed by SCE&G, as well 
as the new land classifications and dock restrictions being proposed.  Randy pointed out that there 
may be a case where the difference between an individual’s property line and the 360 is not 75 ft 
and those situations will need to be considered on a case by case basis.  John Frick noted that he 
believed that there should be wording that specified the property around the PBL and 75 ft buffer 
zone needs to be developed low-density.  Randy pointed out that it was not the prerogative of 
SCE&G to make zoning decisions, however the proposal made by SCE&G may indirectly reduce 
density.   
 
Tommy continued to review the proposed new dock criteria with the group.  Dick Christie pointed 
out that the changes were significant, as the old plan allowed for a max of 15 docks on 1500 ft of 
shoreline, but the new plan proposed a maximum of 10 docks on 1500 ft of shoreline.  In a 
discussion on Multi-slip docks, Ron Ahle asked if a developer decided to place a multi-slip dock on 
500 of 1500 ft of shoreline, would that preclude him from placing private docks on the rest of the 
1000 ft.  Tommy noted that it would.  John Frick added that if SCE&G did not permit private docks 
in the future, and only permitted multi-slips, than a lot more property would be protected.     
 
After discussions on proposed dock criteria had concluded, David Hancock began discussions on 
SCE&G’s proposal for future development lands, as well as the proposed dock policy on forest 
management lands.  It was explained that SCE&G reviewed properties behind current forest and 
game management lands and identified 88 private property owners that could be considered for a 
dock if the dock proposal on forest management lands is deemed acceptable.  Tommy explained 
that they would like to work with the TWC and set up criteria and basic guidelines.  David added 
that if the setback was less than 75 ft on these properties than they would like to work with the 
property owner to make it a uniform 75 ft.  Tommy noted that they would write up a straw-man on 
the criteria for the forest management land dock options and present it to the group.   
 
The group concluded its discussions and conferred on the next steps to take.  It was noted that the 
proposal would be presented to the RCG as well.  The group adjourned with the next meeting date 
set for early February. 
 
 







From: Alison Guth
To: "Gerrit Jobsis"; 
Subject: FW: Draft Meeting Notes from 3-26-08
Date: Tuesday, April 29, 2008 11:13:52 AM
Attachments: 2008-3-

26 draft Meeting Minutes -  Annual Saluda Hydro DO Settlement Meeting.doc 

 
 -----Original Message----- 
From:  Alison Guth   
Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2008 11:12 AM 
To: Tom Bowles (tbowles@scana.com);  (HDELK@scana.com); Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 
Amy Bennett; Bill Argentieri; 'bjmcmanus@jonesday.com'; Carlton Wood; Dick Christie 
(dchristie@comporium.net); Gerrit Jobsis (CCL); Gina Kirkland; Hal Beard; Jim Cumberland ; Jim Ruane ; 
John Shelton (jmshelto@usgs.gov); Mark Giffin (giffinma@dhec.sc.gov); Mike Summer 
(msummer@scana.com); Milton Quattlebaum (mquattlebaum@scana.com); Prescott Brownell; Randy 
Mahan; Ray Ammarell; Sarah Ellisor ; Steve Summer 
Subject: Draft Meeting Notes from 3-26-08 
Hello all, 
Attached are the draft meeting notes from the 2008 DO Settlement meeting that was held on March 
26th.  Please have any comments on these back to me by May 13th.  Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
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ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Steve Summer, SCANA Services


Jim Ruane, REMI


Tom Bowles, SCE&G


Jim Cumberland, SCCCL 


Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

Milton Quattlebaum, SCE&G

Mark Giffin, SCDHEC

Vivianne Vejdani, SCDNR


Dick Christie, SCDNR


Randy Mahan, SCANA Services


Gerrit Jobsis, American Rivers

Ray Ammarell, SCE&G


Mike Summer, SCE&G


Brian McManus, Jones Day

Julie Gantenbein, NHI (Conference Call)

Gene Delk, SCE&G


Gina Kirkland, SCDHEC


Carlton Wood, USGS


DATE: 
March 26, 2008



PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 2008 (taken from draft Operations Report)

1. Starting in August and continuing through November, the USGS will check to the calibration of the monitor on a weekly basis.  The frequency of calibration checks during other months of the year will continue as currently performed.

2. Revise the LUTs to reflect the results of 2007 aeration studies and implement application of the LUTs in 2008.

3. Implement revised LUTS to account for the benefits of the hub baffles and repaired head covers, and provide options for the System Dispatchers when one or more units are out of service. 

4. Conduct annual training within SCE&G so that operators are better prepared to minimize DO excursions.


5. Review the SCE&G water management procedure to allow sufficient aeration to meet the DO objectives in the tailrace when the pool level is being lowered for normal seasonal operations.


6. SCE&G will notify organizations desiring special releases from the Saluda Project that might adversely affect the level of DO in the tailwater to schedule their plans during periods of the year when low DO is not normally a concern.

INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and welcomed the group.  After introductions, Alan noted that the meeting would begin with a discussion on the 2007 Operations Report.  The group progressed through the report in order to answer any questions and address any comments.  It was explained that there were four occasions when the DO dropped below the state standard of 4 mg/l.  Alan continued to explain that several of those occasions were in August, August 14, 17 and 21 exactly.  There was an excursion for the aeration studies as well on September 25 through the 27.  Jim Ruane explained that the turbine venting improvements that were made did help in the DO levels.  It was also noted that the knowledge base gained through previous study years helped in shortening the duration of the 2007 studies.  Jim R. also explained that no other turbine venting improvements were recommended.  


As the group continued to review through the report they discussed the moving of the USGS gage.  Carlton Wood explained that he believes moving the gage has helped the readings tremendously.  He continued to explain that in its previous location, the vegetation was smothering the sensor.  He noted that in its new location he only observed the most minor vegetation.  Carlton continued to explain that unlike the previous years where there were significant portions of data deleted from June through November due to bio-fouling, it was not necessary to delete data this past year.  Jim R. noted that another cause for bio-fouling were anoxic products.  He continued to point out that they may want to consider weekly monitoring during the August through November time period for at least one more year.  Bill asked that USGS send SCE&G a proposal for increasing the monitoring frequency from August through November.  The group noted that they would revisit this next year.  Carlton also noted that USGS was also looking at installing optical DO sensors that may eliminate the need for additional testing.  


The group continued to review through the recommendations.  Gerrit Jobsis asked how the revisions to the Look Up Tables (LUT’s) would help.  Jim R. explained that the revisions would help with the unit 1 and 2 flow operations.  Gerrit asked about management procedures and noted that he would like to see a long term plan for lake management.  Bill noted that spreading out the releases over a long period of time took Saluda out of reserve, however when they approached fall they would have a better idea of how to plan.  Mike Summer added that it would be difficult to come up with a definite plan as operations could vary on a day to day basis.  It was noted however that any operational information would be posted on the website.  


Gina Kirkland discussed the recreational releases with the group and asked if the majority of these releases were scheduled for the spring.  She noted her concern that releasing water during certain time periods would cause an impairment.


The group then moved on to discuss the 2007 Turbine Venting Report.  Jim R. explained that one additional item that they were able to accomplish this year was that they were able to obtain more DO uptake data using compressors.  He continued to note that they will incorporate this data into the model in order to determine the oxygen transfer efficiency.  It was asked if compressors were considered as an oxygenation option during high flow years.  Jim R explained that there would be an evaluation of alternatives.  However, compressors were not a very viable option for Saluda, as there was a significant expense on the front end and they were really only viable if they were used very frequently.  He further noted that most projects that used compressors typically used them on a daily basis.  

There was further discussion concerning alternatives and it was explained that the cone valve usually adds 2.6 mg/l to unit 5.  Bill noted that there were other issues with using the cone valve, as they currently need approval from DHEC in order to switch using valves.  Another item for consideration was that in order to have the appropriate temperature dilution there would need to be at least 2500 cfs coming through the powerhouse. Bill added that due to the time involved in coordinating the activation of the cone valve, it would not be appropriate for use with reserve calls, only planned use.


Gerrit noted that as far as aeration studies, he still believed that there was more that could be done.  Gerrit further asked as they transfer from the settlement to the relicensing how this will be accomplished.  Bill noted that they have performed an upgrade study and tentatively have a schedule for addressing all five of the units over the life of the license.  Gerrit asked if these upgrades would enable them to meet the standard 100% of the time.  Bill replied that the initial results that Voith was providing SCE&G indicated that it could be.  Alan noted that one thing they needed to keep in mind was, while the goal was to maintain compliance 100% of the time, there was some “wiggle room”.  Gina followed by noting that while DHEC would like to see compliance 100 % of the time, they understand that in the real world that there will be things that happen.  She continued to note that when there were excursions they would probably say that the impacts were non-existent.  


The group had continued discussion concerning the contact of DHEC prior to the use of the cone valve.  It was noted that they could probably re-open the NPDES permit for McMeekin so that SCE&G could notify DHEC after using the cone valve instead of before.  This would allow for the use of the cone valve during reserve operations.  Gina noted that SCE&G should begin discussion on this matter with the permit writers at DHEC.  There was also brief discussion on the trout growth study.  Gina noted that this study should not be re-preformed until several years after the drought so that the results are not skewed from the drought conditions.  


The group concluded discussions on the turbine venting report and reviewed over action items.  It was noted that weekly monitoring from August through November would be continued this year with USGS.  It was also pointed out that discussion concerning the modification of the NPDES permit for McMeekin station was another action item.  Alan closed the meeting by noting that the plan was to update the model and develop new look up tables. 
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PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 2008 (taken from draft Operations Report)

1. Starting in August and continuing through November, the USGS will check to the calibration of the monitor on a weekly basis.  The frequency of calibration checks during other months of the year will continue as currently performed.

2. Revise the LUTs to reflect the results of 2007 aeration studies and implement application of the LUTs in 2008.

3. Implement revised LUTS to account for the benefits of the hub baffles and repaired head covers, and provide options for the System Dispatchers when one or more units are out of service. 

4. Conduct annual training within SCE&G so that operators are better prepared to minimize DO excursions.
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6. SCE&G will notify organizations desiring special releases from the Saluda Project that might adversely affect the level of DO in the tailwater to schedule their plans during periods of the year when low DO is not normally a concern.
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These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and welcomed the group.  After introductions, Alan noted that the meeting would begin with a discussion on the 2007 Operations Report.  The group progressed through the report in order to answer any questions and address any comments.  It was explained that there were four occasions when the DO dropped below the state standard of 4 mg/l.  Alan continued to explain that several of those occasions were in August, August 14, 17 and 21 exactly.  There was an excursion for the aeration studies as well on September 25 through the 27.  Jim Ruane explained that the turbine venting improvements that were made did help in the DO levels.  It was also noted that the knowledge base gained through previous study years helped in shortening the duration of the 2007 studies.  Jim R. also explained that no other turbine venting improvements were recommended.  


As the group continued to review through the report they discussed the moving of the USGS gage.  Carlton Wood explained that he believes moving the gage has helped the readings tremendously.  He continued to explain that in its previous location, the vegetation was smothering the sensor.  He noted that in its new location he only observed the most minor vegetation.  Carlton continued to explain that unlike the previous years where there were significant portions of data deleted from June through November due to bio-fouling, it was not necessary to delete data this past year.  Jim R. noted that another cause for bio-fouling were anoxic products.  He continued to point out that they may want to consider weekly monitoring during the August through November time period for at least one more year.  Bill asked that USGS send SCE&G a proposal for increasing the monitoring frequency from August through November.  The group noted that they would revisit this next year.  Carlton also noted that USGS was also looking at installing optical DO sensors that may eliminate the need for additional testing.  


The group continued to review through the recommendations.  Gerrit Jobsis asked how the revisions to the Look Up Tables (LUT’s) would help.  Jim R. explained that the revisions would help with the unit 1 and 2 flow operations.  Gerrit asked about management procedures and noted that he would like to see a long term plan for lake management.  Bill noted that spreading out the releases over a long period of time took Saluda out of reserve, however when they approached fall they would have a better idea of how to plan.  Mike Summer added that it would be difficult to come up with a definite plan as operations could vary on a day to day basis.  It was noted however that any operational information would be posted on the website.  


Gina Kirkland discussed the recreational releases with the group and asked if the majority of these releases were scheduled for the spring.  She noted her concern that releasing water during certain time periods would cause an impairment.


The group then moved on to discuss the 2007 Turbine Venting Report.  Jim R. explained that one additional item that they were able to accomplish this year was that they were able to obtain more DO uptake data using compressors.  He continued to note that they will incorporate this data into the model in order to determine the oxygen transfer efficiency.  It was asked if compressors were considered as an oxygenation option during high flow years.  Jim R explained that there would be an evaluation of alternatives.  However, compressors were not a very viable option for Saluda, as there was a significant expense on the front end and they were really only viable if they were used very frequently.  He further noted that most projects that used compressors typically used them on a daily basis.  

There was further discussion concerning alternatives and it was explained that the cone valve usually adds 2.6 mg/l to unit 5.  Bill noted that there were other issues with using the cone valve, as they currently need approval from DHEC in order to switch using valves.  Another item for consideration was that in order to have the appropriate temperature dilution there would need to be at least 2500 cfs coming through the powerhouse. Bill added that due to the time involved in coordinating the activation of the cone valve, it would not be appropriate for use with reserve calls, only planned use.


Gerrit noted that as far as aeration studies, he still believed that there was more that could be done.  Gerrit further asked as they transfer from the settlement to the relicensing how this will be accomplished.  Bill noted that they have performed an upgrade study and tentatively have a schedule for addressing all five of the units over the life of the license.  Gerrit asked if these upgrades would enable them to meet the standard 100% of the time.  Bill replied that the initial results that Voith was providing SCE&G indicated that it could be.  Alan noted that one thing they needed to keep in mind was, while the goal was to maintain compliance 100% of the time, there was some “wiggle room”.  Gina followed by noting that while DHEC would like to see compliance 100 % of the time, they understand that in the real world that there will be things that happen.  She continued to note that when there were excursions they would probably say that the impacts were non-existent.  


The group had continued discussion concerning the contact of DHEC prior to the use of the cone valve.  It was noted that they could probably re-open the NPDES permit for McMeekin so that SCE&G could notify DHEC after using the cone valve instead of before.  This would allow for the use of the cone valve during reserve operations.  Gina noted that SCE&G should begin discussion on this matter with the permit writers at DHEC.  There was also brief discussion on the trout growth study.  Gina noted that this study should not be re-preformed until several years after the drought so that the results are not skewed from the drought conditions.  


The group concluded discussions on the turbine venting report and reviewed over action items.  It was noted that weekly monitoring from August through November would be continued this year with USGS.  It was also pointed out that discussion concerning the modification of the NPDES permit for McMeekin station was another action item.  Alan closed the meeting by noting that the plan was to update the model and develop new look up tables. 
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From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Final meeting notes from 1-22
Date: Tuesday, April 15, 2008 10:43:07 AM
Attachments: 2008-1-22 final Meeting Minutes -  LLM.pdf 

Hello all, 
Attached are the final meeting notes from the Jan 22 Lake and Land meeting.  Thanks for the 
comments.  Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services 
Dick Christie, SCDNR 
John Frick, Landowner 
Jim Cumberland, SCCCL 
 
 


 
 
Bob Perry, SCDNR 
Steve Bell, LW 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT 
Van Hoffman, SCANA 
Carl Sundius, CALM 
Vivianne Vejdani, SCDNR 
Roy Parker, LMA 
Jim Leslie, Lake Murray Docks 
 


 
 


DATE:  January 22, 2008 
 
 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  February 7, 2008 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the LMTC 
 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
The group was welcomed and it was explained that the purpose of the day’s meeting would be to 
review SCE&G’s land rebalancing proposal with the TWC.  The presentation can be found at the 
following address: 
http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/ProposedMgmtPlanFutureDevelopmentProperty4
_000.pdf .  The presentation began with an explanation of baseline conditions and background 
information by Randy Mahan. During discussions on classification definitions there was a question 
on the definition of future development lands.  Randy explained that future development lands 
could be defined as property that was not restricted, and available for sale subject to zoning and 
development restrictions.  He further explained that the fact that a particular piece of land is 
classified as future development does not mean that it is always going to be sold.   
 
Randy continued to explain baseline conditions and noted that since 1984, SCE&G has sold 294.13 
acres of future development property.  He pointed out that they have not sold more than 30.04 acres 
in one year.  The history of the buffer zone and ESA restrictions were also discussed.  Jim Leslie 
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asked how the forest and game management land was designated.  Van Hoffman discussed this 
issue with the group and noted that the entire length of the shoreline was walked during the 
designation process.   
 
After the baseline and background information had been presented, there was discussion on 
rebalancing.  Tommy Boozer explained the plan for rebalancing being proposed by SCE&G, as well 
as the new land classifications and dock restrictions being proposed.  Randy pointed out that there 
may be a case where the difference between an individual’s property line and the 360 is not 75 ft 
and those situations will need to be considered on a case by case basis.  John Frick noted that he 
believed that there should be wording that specified the property around the PBL and 75 ft buffer 
zone needs to be developed low-density.  Randy pointed out that it was not the prerogative of 
SCE&G to make zoning decisions, however the proposal made by SCE&G may indirectly reduce 
density.   
 
Tommy continued to review the proposed new dock criteria with the group.  Dick Christie pointed 
out that the changes were significant, as the old plan allowed for a max of 15 docks on 1500 ft of 
shoreline, but the new plan proposed a maximum of 10 docks on 1500 ft of shoreline.  In a 
discussion on Multi-slip docks, Ron Ahle asked if a developer decided to place a multi-slip dock on 
500 of 1500 ft of shoreline, would that preclude him from placing private docks on the rest of the 
1000 ft.  Tommy noted that it would.  John Frick added that if SCE&G did not permit private docks 
in the future, and only permitted multi-slips, than a lot more property would be protected.     
 
After discussions on proposed dock criteria had concluded, David Hancock began discussions on 
SCE&G’s proposal for future development lands, as well as the proposed dock policy on forest 
management lands.  It was explained that SCE&G reviewed properties behind current forest and 
game management lands and identified 88 private property owners that could be considered for a 
dock if the dock proposal on forest management lands is deemed acceptable.  Tommy explained 
that they would like to work with the TWC and set up criteria and basic guidelines.  David added 
that if the setback was less than 75 ft on these properties than they would like to work with the 
property owner to make it a uniform 75 ft.  Tommy noted that they would write up a straw-man on 
the criteria for the forest management land dock options and present it to the group.   
 
The group concluded its discussions and conferred on the next steps to take.  It was noted that the 
proposal would be presented to the RCG as well.  The group adjourned with the next meeting date 
set for early February. 
 
 







From: Alison Guth
To: Alison Guth; "biser@windstream.net"; "Van Hoffman"; Alan Stuart; 

Alison Guth; "Amanda Hill"; "Bill Argentieri"; "Carl Sundius"; 
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Subject:  October 16, final notes
Date: Tuesday, February 05, 2008 1:55:30 PM
Attachments: 2007-10-16 final Meeting Minutes -  LLM.pdf 

 
Hello all, 
Attached are the final Lake and Land Management TWC notes from October 16th, 2007.  These will also 
be posted to the website.  Thanks for all of your comments.  Alison 
  
 
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
Ron Ahle, SCDNR 
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services 
Dick Christie, SCDNR 
Bertina Floyd, LMHOC 
John Frick, Landowner 
Bob Perry, SCDNR 
Rhett Bickley, Lexington County 
Jim Cumberland, SCCCL 
Suzanne Rhodes, SCWF 
 


 
 
Joy Downs, LMA 
Ellis Harmon, Landowner 
Linda Schneider, Landowner 
Ron Scott, Lexington County 
Steve Bell, LW 
Amanda Hill, USFWS 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Tony Bebber, SCPRT 
Van Hoffman, SCANA 
Carl Sundius, CALM 
Nevin Biser, Landowner 
Jenn Taraskiewicz, SCWF 
Carl Shealy, Landowner 


 
 


DATE:  October 16, 2007 
 
 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING:  November 8, 2007 at 9:30 a.m.    
     Located at the CRP 
 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 
 
Alan Stuart opened the meeting and introductions were made.  Alan explained that the purpose of 
the day’s meeting would be to discuss several issues that had been brought up by stakeholders.  In 
particular there were items that Steve Bell with Lake Watch and Bertina Floyd with the Lake 
Murray Homeowners Coalition had requested time to discuss. 
 
Discussions began with a presentation from Bertina Floyd.  She explained that the LMHOC wanted 
to provide information on their perspective for developing the new land use plan.  She added that 
the members of the LMHOC utilize Lake Murray’s resources much more than the casual visitor and 
feel that their input is valuable as the committee develops the land use plan.  Bertina explained that 
as lake residents, their organization is not against private development, but is interested in the 
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protection of boater safety, water quality, and has congestion concerns.  She also noted that they 
concur with the findings of the Natural Resource committee on the high resource value areas for 
rebalancing.  The entire discussion by LMHOC can be viewed below (in final notes).     
 
Alan then redirected the group to discuss the items that Steve Bell had requested discussion on via 
email.  These items included: 
 


• Dock Policies and Fringeland Purchase Requirements 
• Forest and Game Management Lands for areas that may be suitable for access 
• Review of Newberry and Saluda Shorelines to Determine the Percentage and Location of 


Development 
• Review of Issues Related to Shoreline Uses and Rebalancing 


 
Steve Bell began the discussions.  He addressed Randy Mahan and asked how SCE&G had the legal 
authority to require individuals to buy fringeland in order to obtain a dock.  Mahan replied that on a 
purely legal basis, it is because SCE&G owned the property.  Mahan continued to explain that 
instead of having to manage small strips of property, they would rather the back property owner 
purchase the land.  Bell explained that some property owners had expressed that they didn’t want to 
purchase the fringelands in order to receive a dock.  Tommy Boozer added that there is a financial 
element to the selling of fringelands; when they sell a piece of property SCE&G then uses the 
resources for a 10-31 exchange.  In support of his argument that SCE&G should not be allowed to 
sell any of the property acquired by the Lexington Water Power Company for the Saluda Project, 
 John Frick expressed the opinion that property acquired by a utility for utility purposes through 
eminent domain must always and forevermore be used only for the utility purposes for which it 
originally was acquired.       
 
The next item that the group discussed was in reference to the Forest and Game Management areas.  
Bell inquired as to whether the forest and game maps were available and if there were many areas 
that were shallow and did not provide much in the way of wildlife habitat.  Boozer replied that they 
have reviewed this data and estimated that there are roughly 44 tracts of land where there are back 
property owners behind forest and game management property.  Boozer continued to note that this 
information gave them some idea of how many people they were dealing with if they decided to 
change the policy to allow them some sort of access.  Boozer further clarified that SCE&G was not 
sure if this was something they wanted to do; they simply looked at the areas because it was an 
issue brought up by the TWC.  David Hancock noted that this issue would be best addressed after 
rebalancing had taken place.  Mahan pointed out that the group needs to be sure they include in the 
final program the flexibility to address issues, like this, that arise.   
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The group then reviewed Newberry and Saluda shoreline mileage.  Boozer passed out information 
to the group that listed the shoreline miles and acreage for all four counties (attached below, in final 
notes).  Bell noted that he believed this information would be helpful during land rebalancing.   
 
The next item that the group discussed was the issues matrix.  As the group reviewed each of the 
items identified on the issues matrix, there was some discussion on the item concerning a review of 
federal regulations.  Bell noted that he believed the group had a fairly comprehensive list of these 
regulations and if there was any need to review these regulations than he could email a copy to the 
group.   
 
Another item on the issues matrix that the group addressed dealt with updated shoreline 
classifications.  Boozer noted that they have consolidated the classifications and they are available 
in the draft SMP.  Stuart added that they have been consolidated in a way that the FERC typically 
prefers to see.   
 
With respect to buffer zone restoration, Bell proposed that the group take a field survey of all of 
future development lands to determine if there is a need for restoration.  Boozer noted that SCE&G 
will identify the most severe areas and work with the back property owners in a replanting process.   
 
Ron Ahle reemphasized that as shoreline management is an issue that is ongoing, the group should 
meet periodically after relicensing to further review the program and how it is being implemented.   
Stuart explained that SCE&G is requesting that a 10 year review of the SMP take place with annual 
group meetings to discuss any issues that have arisen.   
 
The issue of Two Bird Cove and Hurricane Hole cove (designated by the FERC as special 
recreation areas) was brought up during discussions.  Carl Shealy, a property owner in Hurricane 
Hole cove explained that he hoped this committee could address the FERC on this matter.  Shealy 
continued to note that as property owners in this area, they have had continued problems with 
boaters trespassing onto their land, etc.  Stuart pointed out that even if the special recreation area 
designation were lifted, it would not change how the boaters are currently using the area.  Hancock 
noted that in both of these areas, there were places where the homeowners owned down to the 360’ 
and areas where there were 75’ setbacks.  He continued to explain that the privately owned lands 
could be posted by the landowners, but they needed to yet discuss the use of the fringelands.  Stuart 
noted that one possibility was to make a recommendation on these areas in the license application.  
Ahle added that the committee could recommend that the designation be lifted, or alternatives, but 
the easiest way to reverse the designation would be to reach a compromise with the sail-boating 
groups. 
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Shealy pointed out that as far as he understood, the FERC designated this area without fully 
understanding the situation.  He continued to note that if the group is unable to remove the 
designation fully, then maybe they could further define the designation.      
 
Dick Christie further reiterated that to simply approach the FERC and ask them to remove the 
designation would be difficult, unless some sort of compromise was made with the sail-boaters.   
Amanda Hill added that if there was some type of resolution that the group could submit to the 
FERC, it may be possible.  She explained that the FERC prefers the agencies and utilities to find 
solutions to their problems themselves.   
 
The group concluded that after land rebalancing was completed, the group would convene a small 
technical committee to work through this issue.  Once options had been discussed the technical 
committee would then bring results to the land-owners and sail-boaters.  The technical committee 
could possibly include individuals such as Jim Leslie, Regis Parsons, representatives from DNR, 
PRT, and SCE&G, among others.   
 
After lunch, Stuart noted that they would like to briefly review the new proposed land use 
classifications.  Stuart noted to please email in any comments on these classifications before the 
group reviewed the SMP (November 9th).      
 
Ahle noted that he had developed a presentation on the results of the rebalancing work done by the 
natural resources committee.  He explained that the presentation includes potential 
recommendations for rebalancing and provides a summary of the work the groups did (economics 
and natural resources).  The group decided to meet on November 8th to view the presentation and 
share ideas.    
 
Group adjourned.
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The following comments were provided prior to the meeting: 
 
From John Frick: 
Received: 1-15-08 
 
There are a couple of key issues discussed during this meeting that should be reflected in the meeting notes. 


First,  The land owned by SCE&G was taken under "Imminent Domain" for the purpose of electric power production. The 
land needed for this purpose is the land at and below the 360 elevation. Land above this  elevation was routinely resold  
to the back property owners because it was not needed.  


The power of "Imminent Domain" was not granted to allow  SCE&G a monopolized pathway into the real estate business. 
It may not be legal, and  certainly does not seem ethical, for SCE&G to require repurchase of land  previously taken (at 
prices determined by SCE&G)in order for the descendents of the original property owners to have boating access to the 
lake.   


Second, SCE&G's position with regard to lands designated as "Game and Wild life Management" does not conform to 
the current Shoreline Management Plan in that NONE of the 44 back property owners have their property in the 
DNR Game Management program. As a result, the fringe land so designated does not provide the wild life habitat , 
Forrest management, hunting opportunities or wilderness protection originally intended. In fact, these lands have no 
more protection from development than any other lake property. The only difference in  property currently designated as 
noted above and other undeveloped property on the lake is that the  back property owners are denied the same boating 
access to the lake that all the other back property owners enjoy. 


It is also interesting to note that much of the property designated by SCE&G as Game and Wildlife Management is NOT 
designated as such by DNR on their maps. Therefore the narrow strips of fringe land are unknown and primarily unused 
by the public even if isolated small sections are suitable for hunting or other outdoor activities. 


It was discussed during this meeting that  to meet the intent of Game and Wildlife Management/ Forrest Management , 
large tracts of land would have to be put into some type of "Conservation Easement" in order for the original intent to be 
fulfilled. The primary reason for "Rebalancing" is to address this flaw in the current Shoreline management plan. 


Response to above comment: 
 
In response to the above last paragraph, the actual “primary reason” for the rebalancing requested in the 
June 6th SMP order by the FERC, was to address future development properties inside the PBL, not Forest 
and Game management lands as it is above implied.   



































From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Lake and Land Final Notes
Date: Monday, April 14, 2008 5:16:21 PM
Attachments: 2008 1- 34  Final Meeting Minutes - LLM.doc 

Hello all, 
Attached are the final meeting notes from Jan 3 and 4.  Thanks for the comments and these notes will 
be posted to the web.  Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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ATTENDEES: Jan. 3 & 4

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Dick Christie, SCDNR


Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Amanda Hill, USFWS


Ron Ahle, SCDNR


Jim Cumberland, CCL

Joy Downs, LMA


Van Hoffman, SCANA Services


Steve Bell, LMHOC

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services

Roy Parker, LMA


Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

John Frick, Landowner

Carl Sundius, Southshore Marina (4th only)

DATE: 
January 3 and 4 2008



INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

January 3rd – SMP Review


The purpose of this Lake and Land TWC meeting was to review the comments on the draft SMP and draft permitting handbook.  The meeting ran for two days in order to finalize all of the comments.  The documents were projected on the viewing screen and the group worked to make changes collectively.  Major discussions are briefly described below.  

On January 3, Alison Guth opened the meeting and the group progressed through the SMP from where they had left off at the December 10th meeting.  The group reviewed through the document and made changes as appropriate.  As the group reviewed through the document, they approached the section on rebalancing and deemed it necessary to revisit this issue after the rebalancing exercise was completed.  


The group discussed alternate definitions for Multi-purpose lands.  It was suggested that multi-purpose be changed to multi-developed.  It was noted that the group would think of another potential definition.  The group also discussed the permitting process.  Ron Ahle noted that they would like to work with SCE&G before the permit application goes to the FERC or DHEC. He added that there have been some dredging projects that they didn’t think were appropriate.    Ron further noted that there should be a statement in the SMP that notes that an applicant must file the permit application with SCE&G before it is submitted to the Corps.  Alan Stuart noted that there would be criteria in the Permitting Handbook that would serve as a guide for potential applicants.  Steve Bell noted that Lake Watch would like to see additional criteria placed in the document for public marinas.  Joy Downs noted that the criteria for commercial marinas should be as specific as possible.    The group discussed the formation of a review committee and Randy Mahan explained that at times, when SCE&G is initially approached by a developer, the information is sensitive and therefore cannot be released.  However, at the point in which the developer decides to move forward with the project, it could be forwarded to DNR or a technical group.  


The group completed discussions on the SMP and it was noted that the following day would be devoted to discussions on the Permitting Handbook


January 4th

On January 4th the group reviewed through the Permitting Handbook, actively making changes to the projected document, much like they did on the day before with the SMP.  The group discussed the dock policy and the allowance of gazebos.  Steve noted that gazebos hurt the scenic values of the shoreline.  Tommy replied that it is something that is frequently requested and it eliminates having it at the end of the dock.  


While discussing docks, Steve noted that one individual had a proposal for a slip dock that took up a smaller footprint and may be applicable for a 100 ft. lot.  The group discussed that they had been trying to encourage more shoreline footage and this dock would endorse the opposite of that, as the slip dock allowed for more boats to be placed around it.   Tommy Boozer reiterated that SCE&G has been permitting slip docks for some time, but the landowner needs to have 200 ft of shoreline.  


The group also discussed the topic public marinas.  Steve Bell and Joy Downs noted their concern with having too many public marinas that are not true commercial marinas that do not provide a wide range of amenities- only slip rentals.  The group discussed how to differentiate between true commercial marinas and “public docking facilities”.  Tony Bebber suggested requiring that they provide restrooms.  Steve noted that Lake Watch generally does not like public docking facilities because they have the potential to become strictly for the use of a development.  Steve further noted that a true commercial marina offers public benefits because of the wide range of services provided.  The group discussed that they would look up how Duke handled public marinas on their reservoirs and discuss this at a later date.  The group also tailored the wording in the Permitting Handbook to reflect this discussion as well.  


The group completed discussion on the Permitting Handbook and it was noted that comments would be incorporated into the final document.  


Group adjourned
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From: Alison Guth
To: "NBK42@isp.com"; Alison Guth; "Wendy0815@sc.rr.com"; "schneider@scetv.

org"; "pavhamby@earthlink.net"; "aharmon@lpagroup.com"; "nbk42@isp.
com"; "paul.hamby@dendrite.com"; 

Subject: draft notes from February 22nd Meeting
Date: Tuesday, April 01, 2008 4:52:23 PM
Attachments: 2008-2-22 draft Meeting Notes -  Two Bird Cove Meeting.DOC 

Good Afternoon,
 
I have attached the meeting notes from the February 22nd meeting with SCE&G 
to discuss the future development land classifications.  I will finalize the meeting 
notes on April 15th, so please have any comments to me before that time.  I did 
not have the email addresses for everyone, so please pass these along, if you 
get the chance, to those other individuals that were at the meeting.  Also, if you 
have come to any decisions on SCE&G's proposal, please let us know and we 
can arrange another meeting.  
 
Thanks,
Alison Guth
 
 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 

 

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


Discussions with back property owners on Two Bird Cove

Kleinschmidt Offices, Lexington, SC

February 22, 2008

Draft ACG 4-1-08



ATTENDEES:

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G


Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates


Randy Mahan, SCANA Services, Inc.

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

George Schneider


Mike Summer, SCE&G


Linda Schneider


Wendy Schneider


Sarah Harmon


Jennifer Richardson


Paul Hamby and Carlisle Harmon via conference call


Ellis Harmon


Bonnie Harmon


Vicki Hamby


Phil Hamby


Emily Hamby


Barbara Ledbetter


Linda Harmon


Clyde Harmon


Alex Harmon




David Hancock, SCE&G

DATE: 
February 22, 2008



DISCUSSION

These notes serve as summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

The meeting was opened and it was noted that the purpose of the meeting would be to discuss several items relating to the lands in Two Bird Cove.  It was explained that as the Lake and Land Management TWC progressed through the rebalancing process, all of SCE&G’s future development lands were being discussed for potential reclassification.  This included those SCE&G owned properties in Two Bird Cove.  Tommy Boozer explained to the group that the Lake and Land TWC saw high value to those SCE&G tracts in Two Bird Cove and would like them to be in a protected classification.  Tommy continued to note that SCE&G would like to propose that these lands be placed in Forest Management with an evaluation of the possibility for a dock without fringeland purchase for those landowners who currently live behind that property.  Tommy also noted that they would be proposing this to the TWC in the upcoming meetings and it would likely be for one dock per property for the current property owners as of January 2007.    


In order to get oriented, the group discussed land classifications and SCE&G explained the restrictions related to each classification.  It was explained that if the SCE&G owned future development properties were reclassified to recreation, then there would not be the opportunity for private docks, as would be the same with the natural area classification.  Tommy explained that like all SCE&G owned lands (excluding those restricted for Project works), forest management lands would be open to the public.  Randy Mahan explained that because forest management is a protective classification, the boaters that made the original request to have Two Bird Cove be protected may be satisfied.  Therefore, they may not oppose the request to have the special recreation area classification removed.  Alan also explained what an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) was to the group.  He noted how SCE&G was unable to place a dock within a continuous ESA, however within an intermittent ESA dock placement may be possible.  


Carlisle Harmon asked if once the land was placed in the forest management classification, if it was possible to ever transfer it out of that classification.  Randy explained that it was not an absolute, and an application can always be filed.  However, Randy continued to note that the likelihood that a tract will be transferred from a more protective classification to a less protective classification was slim.  Phil Hamby asked if SCE&G was having similar conversations with the other back property owners behind areas of future development lands deemed to become forest management lands.  Tommy replied that they have not, and that they were having discussions at this time due specifically to the Two Bird Cove situation.  David Hancock explained that in the reclassification proposal where future development was changed to forest management or conservation areas, most of the time SCE&G was the back property owner.      


Ellis Harmon asked how the family’s deed affected the forest management classification.  Tommy explained that in order for SCE&G to be able to permit docks on this property, the deed would need to be relieved.  Tommy continued to note that it was more likely that the agencies would agree to have docks on forest management lands if there was not the ability for the land to be de-vegetated, as well.  Ellis noted that the deed seemed to state that they could be allowed to clear all of the trees, although it was noted that it was not the family’s desire to do so, but to keep it natural.  Randy replied that the language in the deed seems to state that there is a lot that can be done with the land, although it also states that actions cannot be inconsistent with what is in the license.     


Phil Hamby asked how long the ability to get a dock would be good for.  Tommy noted that once a dock permit has been issued, than they could get it anytime, and if they do not ask for a dock permit, it would be good for the length of the license.  Tommy added that before any agreements were finalized, they would meet with the property owners and design where the docks would go.  Ellis, Linda Schneider, and Emily Hamby expressed that it was not their desire to release the deed because it was part of their family’s heritage.  Tommy noted that the families would have to weigh whether they would rather have a dock or keep the deed.  Phil asked if the decision had already been made not to keep this land in future development.  Tommy replied that the resource agencies were adamant about reclassifying the land to a conservation classification.  It was added that SCE&G has already discussed the desire of SCE&G to allow some docks on forest management property with SCDNR, and they have been on-board with the proposal.  Bonnie Harmon pointed out that all of this was conditional as they did not know what the FERC would decide.  Tommy noted that if the FERC did not agree to the land reclassification and the docks, then the deed would stay as it was.  Alan Stuart pointed out that in some cases individuals will have to give up some land to make a consistent 75’ buffer zone in order to get a dock.  Randy added that every case was going to be different, in some areas it may only be 20 ft from the Project Boundary Line to the 360’, and in those cases the back property owner would need to deed enough land to make the 75’ buffer in order to get a dock.    


Phil asked if the group had researched any other potential coves that the special recreation designation could be moved to.  It was explained that the group was still looking at that and there was one potential area.  


Ellis asked if there were any other alternatives other than giving up the deed that could be used.  Tommy indicated that there were not, and that there were a few other individuals around the lake that had similar deeds.  Tommy reiterated that if the land is changed to the natural classification or the recreation classification, then there would not be the opportunity for docks.  Tommy noted that he did not believe that the agencies would leave it as future development, and that forest management would be the only opportunity to have a dock which would be a financial benefit to the back property owners.  


Carlisle noted that down the road he may decide to split up his property and asked if he could give those individuals the right to use the dock.  Tommy responded that other people could have access to the dock; it would be a standard dock and there could only be 2 or 3 boats there at a time.  Carlisle also asked if the homeowners went through litigation with SCE&G and won, if they would then have the right to a dock.  Tommy replied that litigation would only give the homeowners the right to clear the land.  Randy also added that if SCE&G lost litigation, the FERC may come back and require SCE&G to condemn those rights.   


The group concluded discussions and it was noted that the landowners would take time to take this information and discuss it before coming to a final decision.  Tommy added that if there was an agreement it would be put into writing.  Alan noted that it would be in everyone’s best interest to keep the discussions between those that are at the meeting until a decision has been made on how to proceed.  The property owners noted that after internal discussions they would meet back with SCE&G to discuss their decision.  Group adjourned.   
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From: Amanda_Hill@fws.gov
To: Alison Guth; 
Subject: Lake/Land meeting
Date: Monday, April 07, 2008 5:48:55 PM

 
Alison,  
 
Can you let Alan know I'm not going to be able to attend the Lake/Land 
tomorrow due to the Catawba-Wateree REA coming out today and I have to 
meet with my supervisor, and Regional office via telephone.  Sorry.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Amanda Hill 
Fisheries Biologist 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
176 Croghan Spur Rd., Suite 200 
Charleston, SC 29407 
843-727-4707 ext. 303 
843-727-4218 fax 
amanda_hill@fws.gov 
 
"For all at last returns to the sea - 
to Oceanus, the ocean river, 
like the everflowing stream of time, 
the beginning and the end."              -Rachel Carson 
 

mailto:Amanda_Hill@fws.gov
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alison.Guth


From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Lake and Land Final Notes
Date: Monday, April 14, 2008 5:16:21 PM
Attachments: 2008 1- 34  Final Meeting Minutes - LLM.doc 

Hello all, 
Attached are the final meeting notes from Jan 3 and 4.  Thanks for the comments and these notes will 
be posted to the web.  Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
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mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alan Stuart
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alison.Guth
mailto:amanda_hill@fws.gov
mailto:ben@scwf.org
mailto:bargentieri@scana.com
mailto:csundius@sc.rr.com
mailto:dhancock@scana.com
mailto:dchristie@comporium.net
mailto:jlesliejr@bellsouth.net
mailto:jimc@scccl.org
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mailto:tbebber@scprt.com
mailto:vhoffman@scana.com

MEETING MINUTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TECHNICAL WORKING COMMITTEE


SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center


January 3 and 4, 2008


Final ACG 4-14-08



ATTENDEES: Jan. 3 & 4

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Dick Christie, SCDNR


Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Amanda Hill, USFWS


Ron Ahle, SCDNR


Jim Cumberland, CCL

Joy Downs, LMA


Van Hoffman, SCANA Services


Steve Bell, LMHOC

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services

Roy Parker, LMA


Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

John Frick, Landowner

Carl Sundius, Southshore Marina (4th only)

DATE: 
January 3 and 4 2008



INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

January 3rd – SMP Review


The purpose of this Lake and Land TWC meeting was to review the comments on the draft SMP and draft permitting handbook.  The meeting ran for two days in order to finalize all of the comments.  The documents were projected on the viewing screen and the group worked to make changes collectively.  Major discussions are briefly described below.  

On January 3, Alison Guth opened the meeting and the group progressed through the SMP from where they had left off at the December 10th meeting.  The group reviewed through the document and made changes as appropriate.  As the group reviewed through the document, they approached the section on rebalancing and deemed it necessary to revisit this issue after the rebalancing exercise was completed.  


The group discussed alternate definitions for Multi-purpose lands.  It was suggested that multi-purpose be changed to multi-developed.  It was noted that the group would think of another potential definition.  The group also discussed the permitting process.  Ron Ahle noted that they would like to work with SCE&G before the permit application goes to the FERC or DHEC. He added that there have been some dredging projects that they didn’t think were appropriate.    Ron further noted that there should be a statement in the SMP that notes that an applicant must file the permit application with SCE&G before it is submitted to the Corps.  Alan Stuart noted that there would be criteria in the Permitting Handbook that would serve as a guide for potential applicants.  Steve Bell noted that Lake Watch would like to see additional criteria placed in the document for public marinas.  Joy Downs noted that the criteria for commercial marinas should be as specific as possible.    The group discussed the formation of a review committee and Randy Mahan explained that at times, when SCE&G is initially approached by a developer, the information is sensitive and therefore cannot be released.  However, at the point in which the developer decides to move forward with the project, it could be forwarded to DNR or a technical group.  


The group completed discussions on the SMP and it was noted that the following day would be devoted to discussions on the Permitting Handbook


January 4th

On January 4th the group reviewed through the Permitting Handbook, actively making changes to the projected document, much like they did on the day before with the SMP.  The group discussed the dock policy and the allowance of gazebos.  Steve noted that gazebos hurt the scenic values of the shoreline.  Tommy replied that it is something that is frequently requested and it eliminates having it at the end of the dock.  


While discussing docks, Steve noted that one individual had a proposal for a slip dock that took up a smaller footprint and may be applicable for a 100 ft. lot.  The group discussed that they had been trying to encourage more shoreline footage and this dock would endorse the opposite of that, as the slip dock allowed for more boats to be placed around it.   Tommy Boozer reiterated that SCE&G has been permitting slip docks for some time, but the landowner needs to have 200 ft of shoreline.  


The group also discussed the topic public marinas.  Steve Bell and Joy Downs noted their concern with having too many public marinas that are not true commercial marinas that do not provide a wide range of amenities- only slip rentals.  The group discussed how to differentiate between true commercial marinas and “public docking facilities”.  Tony Bebber suggested requiring that they provide restrooms.  Steve noted that Lake Watch generally does not like public docking facilities because they have the potential to become strictly for the use of a development.  Steve further noted that a true commercial marina offers public benefits because of the wide range of services provided.  The group discussed that they would look up how Duke handled public marinas on their reservoirs and discuss this at a later date.  The group also tailored the wording in the Permitting Handbook to reflect this discussion as well.  


The group completed discussion on the Permitting Handbook and it was noted that comments would be incorporated into the final document.  


Group adjourned
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From: Alison Guth
To: Alison Guth; "Wendy0815@sc.rr.com"; "schneider@scetv.org"; 

"pavhamby@earthlink.net"; "aharmon@lpagroup.com"; "nbk42@isp.com"; 
"paul.hamby@dendrite.com"; "MAHAN, RANDOLPH R"; Alan Stuart; 
"BOOZER, THOMAS C"; "ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R"; 
"SUMMER, MICHAEL C"; 

Subject: Feb 22 Meeting Notes and Summary Letter
Date: Monday, June 02, 2008 4:30:00 PM
Attachments: Harmon Family Harmon Cove Two Bird Cove.pdf 

2008-2-22 final Meeting Notes -  Two Bird Cove Meeting.pdf 

Hello All, 
Since the draft meeting notes from the February 22nd Meeting with Two-bird Cove property owners 
were issued on April 1st, I have not received any comments on the notes or meeting requests.  I am 
thus issuing the final copy of the meeting notes, which are attached to this email.  Also, attached is a 
copy of the letter issued to the Harmon, Hamby, Ledbetter, and Schneider families on April 24th, 
courtesy of Carlisle Harmon.  This letter serves as the final proposal from SCE&G on how SCE&G 
proposes to classify and manage the SCE&G fringeland at Harmon Cove/Two-Bird Cove.  There are no 
future meetings planned or requested to discuss this issue, if you have any questions please contact 
SCE&G at the number noted in the letter.   
Thanks, 
Alison 
   
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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mailto:TBOOZER@scana.com
mailto:BARGENTIERI@scana.com
mailto:MSUMMER@scana.com
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       Thursday, April 24, 2008 
 
 
The Harmon, Ledbetter, Schneider and Hamby Families 
c/o Carlisle Harmon 
1107 Rish Drive 
Leesville, SC 29070 
 
Proposed Management of the SCE&G Fringeland Property identified as  
Harmon Cove/Two Bird Cove 
 
Property ID #86    Relicensing Classification  
Current Classification-  Future Development Property 
Acres inside the PBL   22 acres 
Shoreline Distance   9,145 ft. 
Total Back Property Tracts  Six (6) as identified from Lexington County Tax Maps 
Scored 41 on the Natural Resources and Environmental Committee   
 
Deed Restriction: 
The Harmon Family has a deeded right, free of rent, for agricultural and pasturage 
purposes on the lands not covered by water.  
 
 On February 22, 2008 the SCE&G relicensing staff met with representatives from 
the Harmon Family to discuss the proposed management of the SCE&G fringeland in front 
of the Harmon property on Lake Murray.  On Monday, April 21, 2008, I was contacted by 
Mr. Carlisle Harmon requesting that SCE&G outline in writing how the Company plans to 
manage and classify the SCE&G fringeland and negotiation with the Harmon Family on 
the release of the deeded agricultural and pasturage rights as part of the deed of purchase 
from Mr. Hampton B. Harmon to Lexington Water Power Company. The following is an 
explanation on how SCE&G proposes to classify and manage the SCE&G fringeland at 
Harmon Cove.   
 


1. Re-classsify the SCE&G fringeland from Future Development to the Forest 
Management Classification.  This classification would require the property remain 
undeveloped and the entire tract left in the current wooded and vegetated condition.  
The Forest Management Classification would also allow for limited dock access for 
the designated back property owners.   


 
2. Once classified as Forest Management, it would be very unlikely that the Federal 


Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) would agree to a less protective 
classification.  
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3. In exchange for the release of the agricultural and pasturage rights identified in Mr. 
Hampton D. Harman’s deed, SCE&G would agree to permit one individual, 
residential dock for each of the six (6) identified parcels of land around Harmon 
Cove.  
 


4. Dock location would be determined by site inspection avoiding Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas (ESA) locations and adhering to FERC dock permitting 
requirements.  The length of the dock will be determined during the site visit.  
 


5. Standard dock dimensions:  12’ x 20’ floating section, 4’ x 20’ transition ramp 
attached to a stationary walkway with sitting area adjacent to bank.  
 


6. The Harmon Families would not have to purchase any SCE&G fringelands or give 
up any lands where the Project Boundary Line (PBL) is less than 75 ft. 
 


7. The entire fringeland area would be a non-disturbance area with the exception of a 
10 ft. wide meandering path to the dock.   
 


8. SCE&G would waive any initial permitting fees for the docks around Harmon 
Cove.  
 


9. The option to release the deed restriction in exchange for dock privileges will apply 
for each individual property owner.  
 


10. Once the deed restrictions have been removed from the SCE&G fringe land, 
SCE&G will make a request to the resource agencies and FERC to remove the 
Special Recreation Area designation for the Two Bird Cove.  This may, or may not 
be, accepted.    
 


If you have any questions concerning this proposal, please give me a call at 217-9007 
and I will be glad to assist you.   
 
 
       Sincerely,  
 
   
 
       Tommy Boozer 
       Manager 
       Lake Management Programs  
 
TCB/mrf 
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services, Inc. 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
George Schneider 
Mike Summer, SCE&G 
Linda Schneider 
Wendy Schneider 
Sarah Harmon 
Jennifer Richardson 
 
Paul Hamby and Carlisle Harmon via 
conference call 


 
 
Ellis Harmon 
Bonnie Harmon 
Vicki Hamby 
Phil Hamby 
Emily Hamby 
Barbara Ledbetter 
Linda Harmon 
Clyde Harmon 
Alex Harmon   
David Hancock, SCE&G 


 


 
DATE:  February 22, 2008 
 
 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
These notes serve as summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not 
intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting. 
 
The meeting was opened and it was noted that the purpose of the meeting would be to discuss 
several items relating to the lands in Two Bird Cove.  It was explained that as the Lake and Land 
Management TWC progressed through the rebalancing process, all of SCE&G’s future 
development lands were being discussed for potential reclassification.  This included those SCE&G 
owned properties in Two Bird Cove.  Tommy Boozer explained to the group that the Lake and Land 
TWC saw high value to those SCE&G tracts in Two Bird Cove and would like them to be in a 
protected classification.  Tommy continued to note that SCE&G would like to propose that these 
lands be placed in Forest Management with an evaluation of the possibility for a dock without 
fringeland purchase for those landowners who currently live behind that property.  Tommy also 
noted that they would be proposing this to the TWC in the upcoming meetings and it would likely 
be for one dock per property for the current property owners as of January 2007.     
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In order to get oriented, the group discussed land classifications and SCE&G explained the 
restrictions related to each classification.  It was explained that if the SCE&G owned future 
development properties were reclassified to recreation, then there would not be the opportunity for 
private docks, as would be the same with the natural area classification.  Tommy explained that like 
all SCE&G owned lands (excluding those restricted for Project works), forest management lands 
would be open to the public.  Randy Mahan explained that because forest management is a 
protective classification, the boaters that made the original request to have Two Bird Cove be 
protected may be satisfied.  Therefore, they may not oppose the request to have the special 
recreation area classification removed.  Alan also explained what an Environmentally Sensitive 
Area (ESA) was to the group.  He noted how SCE&G was unable to place a dock within a 
continuous ESA, however within an intermittent ESA dock placement may be possible.   
 
Carlisle Harmon asked if once the land was placed in the forest management classification, if it was 
possible to ever transfer it out of that classification.  Randy explained that it was not an absolute, 
and an application can always be filed.  However, Randy continued to note that the likelihood that a 
tract will be transferred from a more protective classification to a less protective classification was 
slim.  Phil Hamby asked if SCE&G was having similar conversations with the other back property 
owners behind areas of future development lands deemed to become forest management lands.  
Tommy replied that they have not, and that they were having discussions at this time due 
specifically to the Two Bird Cove situation.  David Hancock explained that in the reclassification 
proposal where future development was changed to forest management or conservation areas, most 
of the time SCE&G was the back property owner.       
 
Ellis Harmon asked how the family’s deed affected the forest management classification.  Tommy 
explained that in order for SCE&G to be able to permit docks on this property, the deed would need 
to be relieved.  Tommy continued to note that it was more likely that the agencies would agree to 
have docks on forest management lands if there was not the ability for the land to be de-vegetated, 
as well.  Ellis noted that the deed seemed to state that they could be allowed to clear all of the trees, 
although it was noted that it was not the family’s desire to do so, but to keep it natural.  Randy 
replied that the language in the deed seems to state that there is a lot that can be done with the land, 
although it also states that actions cannot be inconsistent with what is in the license.      
 
Phil Hamby asked how long the ability to get a dock would be good for.  Tommy noted that once a 
dock permit has been issued, than they could get it anytime, and if they do not ask for a dock 
permit, it would be good for the length of the license.  Tommy added that before any agreements 
were finalized, they would meet with the property owners and design where the docks would go.  
Ellis, Linda Schneider, and Emily Hamby expressed that it was not their desire to release the deed 
because it was part of their family’s heritage.  Tommy noted that the families would have to weigh 
whether they would rather have a dock or keep the deed.  Phil asked if the decision had already 
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been made not to keep this land in future development.  Tommy replied that the resource agencies 
were adamant about reclassifying the land to a conservation classification.  It was added that 
SCE&G has already discussed the desire of SCE&G to allow some docks on forest management 
property with SCDNR, and they have been on-board with the proposal.  Bonnie Harmon pointed out 
that all of this was conditional as they did not know what the FERC would decide.  Tommy noted 
that if the FERC did not agree to the land reclassification and the docks, then the deed would stay as 
it was.  Alan Stuart pointed out that in some cases individuals will have to give up some land to 
make a consistent 75’ buffer zone in order to get a dock.  Randy added that every case was going to 
be different, in some areas it may only be 20 ft from the Project Boundary Line to the 360’, and in 
those cases the back property owner would need to deed enough land to make the 75’ buffer in 
order to get a dock.     
 
Phil asked if the group had researched any other potential coves that the special recreation 
designation could be moved to.  It was explained that the group was still looking at that and there 
was one potential area.   
 
Ellis asked if there were any other alternatives other than giving up the deed that could be used.  
Tommy indicated that there were not, and that there were a few other individuals around the lake 
that had similar deeds.  Tommy reiterated that if the land is changed to the natural classification or 
the recreation classification, then there would not be the opportunity for docks.  Tommy noted that 
he did not believe that the agencies would leave it as future development, and that forest 
management would be the only opportunity to have a dock which would be a financial benefit to the 
back property owners.   
 
Carlisle noted that down the road he may decide to split up his property and asked if he could give 
those individuals the right to use the dock.  Tommy responded that other people could have access 
to the dock; it would be a standard dock and there could only be 2 or 3 boats there at a time.  
Carlisle also asked if the homeowners went through litigation with SCE&G and won, if they would 
then have the right to a dock.  Tommy replied that litigation would only give the homeowners the 
right to clear the land.  Randy also added that if SCE&G lost litigation, the FERC may come back 
and require SCE&G to condemn those rights.    
 
The group concluded discussions and it was noted that the landowners would take time to take this 
information and discuss it before coming to a final decision.  Tommy added that if there was an 
agreement it would be put into writing.  Alan noted that it would be in everyone’s best interest to 
keep the discussions between those that are at the meeting until a decision has been made on how to 
proceed.  The property owners noted that after internal discussions they would meet back with 
SCE&G to discuss their decision.  Group adjourned.    
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Located at the CRP

INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and introductions were made.  Alan explained that the purpose of the day’s meeting would be to discuss several issues that had been brought up by stakeholders.  In particular there were items that Steve Bell with Lake Watch and Bertina Floyd with the Lake Murray Homeowners Coalition had requested time to discuss.


Discussions began with a presentation from Bertina Floyd.  She explained that the LMHOC wanted to provide information on their perspective for developing the new land use plan.  She added that the members of the LMHOC utilize Lake Murray’s resources much more than the casual visitor and feel that their input is valuable as the committee develops the land use plan.  Bertina explained that as lake residents, their organization is not against private development, but is interested in the protection of boater safety, water quality, and has congestion concerns.  She also noted that they concur with the findings of the Natural Resource committee on the high resource value areas for rebalancing.  The entire discussion by LMHOC can be viewed below (in final notes).    


Alan then redirected the group to discuss the items that Steve Bell had requested discussion on via email.  These items included:


· Dock Policies and Fringeland Purchase Requirements

· Forest and Game Management Lands for areas that may be suitable for access


· Review of Newberry and Saluda Shorelines to Determine the Percentage and Location of Development


· Review of Issues Related to Shoreline Uses and Rebalancing

Steve Bell began the discussions.  He addressed Randy Mahan and asked how SCE&G had the legal authority to require individuals to buy fringeland in order to obtain a dock.  Mahan replied that on a purely legal basis, it is because SCE&G owned the property.  Mahan continued to explain that instead of having to manage small strips of property, they would rather the back property owner purchase the land.  Bell explained that some property owners had expressed that they didn’t want to purchase the fringelands in order to receive a dock.  Tommy Boozer added that there is a financial element to the selling of fringelands; when they sell a piece of property SCE&G then uses the resources for a 10-31 exchange.      


The next item that the group discussed was in reference to the Forest and Game Management areas.  Bell inquired as to whether the forest and game maps were available and if there were many areas that were shallow and did not provide much in the way of wildlife habitat.  Boozer replied that they have reviewed this data and estimated that there are roughly 44 tracts of land where there are back property owners behind forest and game management property.  Boozer continued to note that this information gave them some idea of how many people they were dealing with if they decided to change the policy to allow them some sort of access.  Boozer further clarified that SCE&G was not sure if this was something they wanted to do; they simply looked at the areas because it was an issue brought up by the TWC.  David Hancock noted that this issue would be best addressed after rebalancing had taken place.  Mahan pointed out that the group needs to be sure they include in the final program the flexibility to address issues, like this, that arise.  


The group then reviewed Newberry and Saluda shoreline mileage.  Boozer passed out information to the group that listed the shoreline miles and acreage for all four counties (attached below, in final notes).  Bell noted that he believed this information would be helpful during land rebalancing.  


The next item that the group discussed was the issues matrix.  As the group reviewed each of the items identified on the issues matrix, there was some discussion on the item concerning a review of federal regulations.  Bell noted that he believed the group had a fairly comprehensive list of these regulations and if there was any need to review these regulations than he could email a copy to the group.  


Another item on the issues matrix that the group addressed dealt with updated shoreline classifications.  Boozer noted that they have consolidated the classifications and they are available in the draft SMP.  Stuart added that they have been consolidated in a way that the FERC typically prefers to see.  


With respect to buffer zone restoration, Bell proposed that the group take a field survey of all of future development lands to determine if there is a need for restoration.  Boozer noted that SCE&G will identify the most severe areas and work with the back property owners in a replanting process.  


Ron Ahle reemphasized that as shoreline management is an issue that is ongoing, the group should meet periodically after relicensing to further review the program and how it is being implemented.   Stuart explained that SCE&G is requesting that a 10 year review of the SMP take place with annual group meetings to discuss any issues that have arisen.  


The issue of Two Bird Cove and Hurricane Hole cove (designated by the FERC as special recreation areas) was brought up during discussions.  Carl Shealy, a property owner in Hurricane Hole cove explained that he hoped this committee could address the FERC on this matter.  Shealy continued to note that as property owners in this area, they have had continued problems with boaters trespassing onto their land, etc.  Stuart pointed out that even if the special recreation area designation were lifted, it would not change how the boaters are currently using the area.  Hancock noted that in both of these areas, there were places where the homeowners owned down to the 360’ and areas where there were 75’ setbacks.  He continued to explain that the privately owned lands could be posted by the landowners, but they needed to yet discuss the use of the fringelands.  Stuart noted that one possibility was to make a recommendation on these areas in the license application.  Ahle added that the committee could recommend that the designation be lifted, or alternatives, but the easiest way to reverse the designation would be to reach a compromise with the sail-boating groups.


Shealy pointed out that as far as he understood, the FERC designated this area without fully understanding the situation.  He continued to note that if the group is unable to remove the designation fully, then maybe they could further define the designation.     


Dick Christie further reiterated that to simply approach the FERC and ask them to remove the designation would be difficult, unless some sort of compromise was made with the sail-boaters.   Amanda Hill added that if there was some type of resolution that the group could submit to the FERC, it may be possible.  She explained that the FERC prefers the agencies and utilities to find solutions to their problems themselves.  


The group concluded that after land rebalancing was completed, the group would convene a small technical committee to work through this issue.  Once options had been discussed the technical committee would then bring results to the land-owners and sail-boaters.  The technical committee could possibly include individuals such as Jim Leslie, Regis Parsons, representatives from DNR, PRT, and SCE&G, among others.  


After lunch, Stuart noted that they would like to briefly review the new proposed land use classifications.  Stuart noted to please email in any comments on these classifications before the group reviewed the SMP (November 9th).     


Ahle noted that he had developed a presentation on the results of the rebalancing work done by the natural resources committee.  He explained that the presentation includes potential recommendations for rebalancing and provides a summary of the work the groups did (economics and natural resources).  The group decided to meet on November 8th to view the presentation and share ideas.   


Group adjourned.
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INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan opened the meeting and noted that the purpose of the meeting would be to discuss the proposed dock policy on Forest and Game Management Land.  It was explained that Tommy Boozer and Randy Mahan added discussion in the document that potentially addresses property owners that would donate property.  Tommy explained that the Forest Management Property is traditionally a protected classification, however they wanted to propose something that is fair to the property owners.  Tommy continued to explain that if the property had less than a 75 ft. buffer, then the property owner would deed the additional acreage in order to make a uniform buffer.  Tommy also noted that if the property owner would like additional slips (up to 6) they would have to deed SCE&G an acre per slip contiguous with SCE&G property.  Tony Bebber asked what the minimum shoreline frontage would be.  Tommy replied that it was 500 feet.  


Ron Ahle pointed out that the Clouds Creek area has forest and game lands on either side of it.  Ron explained that the long continuous length of forest management land along Clouds Creek was valuable to DNR and they would not like to see this eligible for docks.  Dick Christie noted that existing WMA areas may loose some of their historical uses if paths to docks are placed through the property.  Dick suggested looking at the maps to discuss this issue.  Ron agreed and noted that it may be necessary to assign that certain tracks are not eligible for docks, and the others will be done on a case by case basis.  Tommy replied that he did not believe that they should pick and choose lands, that they should develop certain criteria and base choices on that.  John Frick noted that he believed that if this was a good plan than it should be done with all undeveloped property on the lake.  Randy Mahan replied that it was a good plan for certain properties on the lake.  Ron noted his concern for placing development in traditionally protected lands.  Tommy explained that there had been mixed feelings on both sides regarding this.  Steve Bell noted that he would like to see the agencies look at these areas to decide what would best be in natural areas versus forest management.  Steve continued to explain noted that he had a discussion with the USACOE, who noted that they had areas that are protected from docks, and they have had individuals tying boats along the shoreline.  John Frick stated that although he does not prefer individual docks, he believes a multi-slip and a boat ramp are appropriate.  Ron responded that he did not want to see more boat ramps on individual properties. There was also disagreement among the group as to whether forest and game areas were “protected” areas.  John noted that he did not believe they were protected.  


There was continued extended discussion on this issue.  Tommy noted that since there was such disagreement on this issue then they may leave the forest and game property as it currently was with no docks.  Alan addressed Ron and asked if there were particular areas that DNR felt needed more protection and if they contained ESA’s.  Ron noted that he was not sure without viewing the maps, however he is concerned about what happens below the 360 as well.  Ron also pointed out that the terrestrial environment and recreational opportunities of the shoreline were important.  Tommy expressed that there would be around 50 properties that would have the potential for a dock under this policy.  Tommy explained that they would distribute maps to representatives to look over.  The individuals that would receive the maps were as follows: Steve Bell (to share with Jim Cumberland), Ron Ahle, Jim Leslie, Joy Downs, and John Frick.  After some discussion it was apparent that item number 7 on the proposal, with regards to obtaining additional slips with a land donation, was not favorable to the majority of individuals in the TWC.  Tommy noted that item 7 would be omitted from the proposal and the proposal would be sent to the group for comments.  


The next item for discussion was on rebalancing.  Alan explained that there had been several proposals, one being SCE&G’s proposal, one being John Frick’s proposal, the natural groups proposal, and the recreation focus group’s proposal.  Ron noted that the focus group had reviewed SCE&G’s proposal and had developed a counter proposal to SCE&G’s proposal ( http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/CounterProposal.ppt ).  Ron explained that they would ideally prefer no future land sales, however, they have chosen the lands that were most important to them.  Tommy explained that their proposal contained many levels of protection that included a non-disturbance setback, larger lots and more restrictions.  Ron noted that he would like to explore other ways of SCE&G receiving the dollar value of lands that would potentially be sold.  Randy Mahan noted that due to 10-31 tax exchanges, they could receive dollar for dollar value for the property, which made the land particularly valuable to the company.  Randy continued to explain that what SCE&G proposed was something that they have had to work very hard at to get approval from senior management.  Therefore, it may be difficult to receive approval on a new proposal. 


During lunch SCE&G reviewed and discussed the proposal submitted by the focus group.  When the group re-met, Randy noted that he believed the proposal needed more consideration and that SCE&G would get back with the focus group on this issue.  Randy continued to explain that what they returned with would most likely be the final recommendation from upper management.  Bill Argentieri asked if one representative from the group could be available for questions on the proposal and the focus group agreed that Ron could act as a representative.  SCE&G noted that they would arrange a meeting date when a decision had been reached.  The group adjourned and Alan noted at the next meeting they would be concluding discussions on the Forest and Game management land dock proposal and would review the issues matrix.    


SCE&G FOREST MANAGEMENT PROPERTY


DOCK POLICY



The SCE&G Forest Management Classification identifies SCE&G timberlands located within the (PBL) Project Boundary line of the Lake Murray Saluda Hydro Project.  The Forest Management Classification property will not be available for sale and is protected from shoreline (dock/ramp) development.  The timber is managed under the S. C. Forestry Commission (BMP) Best Management Practices with restriction of any timber harvesting within 100 feet of the high water mark (360 contour). 



SCE&G has approximately 100 miles of shoreline and 3,570 acres classified as Forest Management property around Lake Murray.  The majority of the Forest Management property is located in the upper western end of the project along the Big and Little Saluda Rivers. 



The Forest Management Classification has been in effect since 1975 when SCE&G was ordered by the (FERC) Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to establish a Land Use Shoreline Management Plan for the Saluda Hydro Electric Project.  


The land being identified as Forest Management Property was protected from shoreline development by restricting the sale of any available lands within the PBL that were identified under the Forest Management Classification.  



Over the years many property owners with land adjoining the SCE&G shoreline property identified as Forest Management, have expressed concerns of the restriction of no docks within the Forest Management Classification.  Many of the current property owners are family members of the original property owners from whom SCE&G purchased their land for the development of the Lake.  The majority of the Forest Management Properties were originally timber, pasture, and farm lands and have not changed very much over the years.  This policy would address the possibility of permitting some type of limited dock access within the Forest Management Classification to existing back property owners who could meet the established criteria for dock approval. 


Requirements: 



Individual Residential Dock

1. Eligibility for dock consideration restricted to property owners of record as of January 1, 2007.  SCE&G has County documentation for property ownership for Newberry, Saluda, Lexington, and Richland Counties.  


2. Only one residential dock will be permitted for each identified tract of land. 


3. To be eligible for a dock, the property must first have a minimum of 500 feet on the Project Boundary Line (PBL). 


4. No dock will be permitted in narrow coves or shall water areas or areas identified as Environmental Sensitive Area (ESA). 


5. A minimum width of 100 feet from the 360 contour must be established prior to dock approval. If the PBL is less than100 feet the property owner would be required to deed SCE&G  enough of their property to create a minimum 100 foot Buffer Zone to qualify for a dock. 


6. Dock site selection will typically be located in close proximity to the narrowest distance from the 360 contour and being a minimum of 100 feet.  


7. Options for Additional Boat Slips


If a back property owners is willing to deed non-project property to SCE&G as an incentive for additional boat slips, the following requirements will apply: 


a. A maximum number of six (6) slips will be approved for each tract.


b. The back property owner will be required to deed SCE&G one (1) acre for each slip requested. 


c. Property disbursement will be determined and evaluated on a case by case basis.  Acreage could all be in one location or distributed equally along the PBL , whichever one has the greatest benefit to the project. 


d. Additional slips would be added to the original dock in one location.  Slips would not be permitted to be located in different areas along the shoreline.


e. Acreage deeded for dock incentives would be re-classified as project property and located inside the PBL.  


8. A single residential access path, approximately 10 feet wide, may be cleared for access to a permitted dock from the adjacent back property owner’s land.  The access path must follow a meandering route to prevent erosion and to protect the aesthetics of the shoreline.  No trees larger than 10 inches at breast height can be removed within the 10 foot access path.  No removal or clearing of trees or vegetation cover within the Forest Management Property will be permitted, with the exception being within the permitted access path.  


9. Be advised that any unauthorized removal of trees or vegetation on SCE&G property will result in the immediate cancellation of the dock.  


10. Each permit will be evaluated on a case- by-case basis with final approval at the sole discretion of the SCE&G Lake Management Department.  


11. No docks will be permitted on the SCE&G Forest management Land located on the Big Saluda River above Kempson Bridge on Hwy 395.  This area, identified as the headwater of Lake Murray, has significant environmental, ecological, and aesthetic values that warrant protection. 

�Potentially to be deleted
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INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

The meeting opened and the group was welcomed.  The first item on the agenda was for property owner John Frick to present the group with a proposal for the framework of shoreline rebalancing.  As John presented, he noted that he wanted to discuss rebalancing for Saluda and Newberry counties in a little more detail, as well.  John described what he believed should be essentials for rebalancing.  John’s presentation in its entirety can be viewed at the following address: http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/rebalancingpresentationfrick2-7.ppt .  

John also discussed his straw-man for how the new Shoreline Management Plan should be structured.  He noted that he believed all of the undeveloped shoreline along the lake should be protected and that a uniform 75 ft buffer should be established.  He continued to explain that in many cases the buffer consisted of a small strip of land and it would be ideal to have the back property owners widen the strip.  Steve Bell noted that he believed the 75 ft buffer should be up for discussion, as some stakeholders did not believe this was a wide enough strip of land.  John responded that he believed it could be discussed, however there could be a dozen studies done on this issue that come up with many different answers.  He continued to note that he believed that a uniform 75 ft would be a good option because it would shield the lake from the back property owners.   


John continued through the proposal presentation and explained that he believed private docks should be eliminated in the future.  He explained that private property owners that own property next to the PBL should receive boating access, however through multi-slip docks and a boat ramp.  John also explained in his presentation how the proposed plan could be implemented.  He noted that there should be a deeded land exchange between the back property owners and SCE&G to create a uniform 75 ft. buffer.  He also explained that following the land exchange, land may be sold to the back property owner where it is larger than the 75 ft buffer.  John added that he believed that it should not be mandatory to purchase fringeland in order to have multi-slip docks.  John also explained that he believed for every acre that a back property owner purchases from SCE&G, they need to set aside that same amount of acreage in some sort of conservation easement to have no net loss of land.  John explained that he believed the land should be developed low-density.  


John also presented the group with positive impacts to the counties of Newberry and Saluda.  He noted that his proposal would bring a large amount of revenue to the counties.  Tommy Boozer asked if the value of the services that the counties would have to provide to the new homes was considered.  John replied that the biggest cost to the counties would be the sheriff’s protection and the schools; however there still would be a net gain.  


Ron Ahle brought up the issue of the conservation easement mitigation with the landowners.  He noted that it does not always work out where the conservation easement is where it is needed, simply where the landowner is willing to provide it.  Ron added that if there was mitigation, one would need to have the areas specified ahead of time before any property is sold.  Ron also noted he had concerns on selling the Forest and Game management lands, as many of the last vestiges of the DNR WMA program lands are above the Black’s Bridge area.  


John continued to review his presentation and noted that there were positive benefits to the back property owners as well.  He noted that his plan allowed for the stabilization of property values at mean levels, there were preservation options available, there are penalties for non-compliance and the plan encouraged low density development.  


John completed his presentation and the group continued to discuss the ideas that were raised.  Ron pointed out that he liked several aspect of the presentation, however when the lake was considered on the whole, there was not a large amount of undeveloped land left, and forest and game was only 16 percent of this.  Ron continued to explain that he believed the best foundation for the preservation of lands on the lake was through the forest and game management lands and the rebalancing process.  He added that he did not believe that the forest and game management lands should be sold, but should stay in the Project and had more ecological benefits than a uniform 75ft setback.  John pointed out that most of the property around the lake was held by private citizens and in order to protect the land, SCE&G would need to work with those private property owners to set it aside.  


Joy Downs noted that she would be concerned that a developer would come in and develop high density with a multi-slip and potentially contribute to a lot of runoff.  The group also discussed the parking of boats along the shoreline; John David Dawfins noted that subdivision covenants could state that boats cannot be pulled up onto the shoreline.  


The group then began to discuss the straw-man developed on the Public Marina Application Procedure.  Tommy discussed some of the definitions with the group and explained that the terms “Commercial” and “Public” was the same thing.  He explained that what was being proposed in the straw-man would not apply to private sail clubs or condominium marinas, only true public marinas.  Jim Leslie asked if a current public marina was destroyed in a storm, if the new criteria would prohibit rebuilding under their original permit.  Tommy noted that this criteria did not apply to existing permitted marinas; however expansions to existing marinas should be evaluated on a case by case basis by a committee.  Randy Mahan clarified, regarding the damage to an existing marina from a weather event, that the county may have non-conforming use regulations.  He continued to note that, however SCE&G does not have non-conforming use regulations and marina owners can build back under the existing permit.  


The group reviewed the document interactively while it was projected on the overhead screen.   It was explained that SCE&G was proposing the development of a committee primarily made up of agencies to review marina applications.  It was also explained that if a public marina applicant came to SCE&G there would be a set of guidelines that the applicant could review.  It was also noted that the applicant would then make a presentation on his plans to the agency committee before he started the permitting process.    


As the group discussed the formation of an agency committee, Ron noted that the agencies already met on a regular basis to discuss proposals.  After much discussion the group decided that the committee meeting would occur first with the applicant, and then with the inter-agency meeting.    


The group continued to review through the document.  Tommy explained that SCE&G was looking into charging a fee for a public marina application filing due to the extensive costs related to it.  Tommy also explained that they tried to address the lake organizations’ concerns regarding large private marinas through specifically defining “public marina” in the definitions.  There was concern expressed that it would be difficult to enforce marinas to stay truly public.  Carl Sundius asked if a developer were to build a subdivision across the street from a marina, and the developer wanted to wrap up a lease at a dock into the sale of a house, if that would be conflicting with the public marina status.  Tommy replied that he did not believe that they could legally prohibit people from doing this, but that they simply wanted to make sure that the public has access to these facilities.    


The group discussed whether to implement any conditions that a marina had to meet to be considered a true public marina.  Ideas discussed included item such as the marina had to be on a public road, it must be manned 5-7 days per week, or that it must provide restrooms.  Steve noted that he believed that there was not a need for more slips on the lake and he did not want to promote boat parking lots.  Carl explained that a marina could not reasonably operate without providing slips.  David Hancock reiterated that the committee would be looking at the plans for future marinas, which would provide for a review process on what would happen in the future.    


After lunch, the group continued discussions and Suzanne Rhodes asked is there would be water quality monitoring at the marinas that had 10 or less slips.  Tommy noted that the reason why they did not include water quality monitoring at the small marinas was that it was expensive and they did not have a big impact to water quality.  


The group reviewed maps and diagrams on scenarios for new marinas with proposed restrictions.  Tommy explained that they choose the orientation of the marina based on where it has the least impact.  However, it was noted that there could be a possibility of a variance for existing marina expansions if there were no adjoining property owners or individuals being impacted.  Carl noted that not having “no-wake zones”, could affect how things were oriented, especially with fueling operations.  


There were some discussions on Dreher Island State Park and the marina operations there.  Carl asked if SCPRT could raise the rates on their boat slips so that they were not competing with the commercial marinas.  Archie Trawick added that the SCPRT had the resources to afford to put in infrastructure that the commercial marina operators could not compete with.  Randy noted that they understand the difficulty in competing; however there was nothing that SCE&G could do regarding the SCPRT.  Randy continued to point out that with regards to SCE&G, it is their obligation to provide facilities, however SCE&G does its best to make sure the private sector is able to operate.  


The group re-capped the presentations.  It was noted that everyone should review the straw-man on Public Marina Criteria and send back comments within a week.  It was noted that SCE&G would update the straw-man with some of the information discussed at the meeting, such as a clause for the variance of existing facilities and a revision of the minimum distances for the 11 to 100 slips.  Ron noted that he had some recommendations that he had written up and would forward to SCE&G so that it could be brought back to the group with the Public Marina “straw-man”.  The group closed and noted that the next meeting was scheduled for March 13th.  


Group Adjourned.   
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From: Alison Guth
To: "NBK42@isp.com"; Alison Guth; "Wendy0815@sc.rr.com"; "schneider@scetv.

org"; "pavhamby@earthlink.net"; "aharmon@lpagroup.com"; "nbk42@isp.
com"; "paul.hamby@dendrite.com"; 

Subject: draft notes from February 22nd Meeting
Date: Tuesday, April 01, 2008 4:52:23 PM
Attachments: 2008-2-22 draft Meeting Notes -  Two Bird Cove Meeting.DOC 

Good Afternoon,
 
I have attached the meeting notes from the February 22nd meeting with SCE&G 
to discuss the future development land classifications.  I will finalize the meeting 
notes on April 15th, so please have any comments to me before that time.  I did 
not have the email addresses for everyone, so please pass these along, if you 
get the chance, to those other individuals that were at the meeting.  Also, if you 
have come to any decisions on SCE&G's proposal, please let us know and we 
can arrange another meeting.  
 
Thanks,
Alison Guth
 
 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 
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DISCUSSION

These notes serve as summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

The meeting was opened and it was noted that the purpose of the meeting would be to discuss several items relating to the lands in Two Bird Cove.  It was explained that as the Lake and Land Management TWC progressed through the rebalancing process, all of SCE&G’s future development lands were being discussed for potential reclassification.  This included those SCE&G owned properties in Two Bird Cove.  Tommy Boozer explained to the group that the Lake and Land TWC saw high value to those SCE&G tracts in Two Bird Cove and would like them to be in a protected classification.  Tommy continued to note that SCE&G would like to propose that these lands be placed in Forest Management with an evaluation of the possibility for a dock without fringeland purchase for those landowners who currently live behind that property.  Tommy also noted that they would be proposing this to the TWC in the upcoming meetings and it would likely be for one dock per property for the current property owners as of January 2007.    


In order to get oriented, the group discussed land classifications and SCE&G explained the restrictions related to each classification.  It was explained that if the SCE&G owned future development properties were reclassified to recreation, then there would not be the opportunity for private docks, as would be the same with the natural area classification.  Tommy explained that like all SCE&G owned lands (excluding those restricted for Project works), forest management lands would be open to the public.  Randy Mahan explained that because forest management is a protective classification, the boaters that made the original request to have Two Bird Cove be protected may be satisfied.  Therefore, they may not oppose the request to have the special recreation area classification removed.  Alan also explained what an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) was to the group.  He noted how SCE&G was unable to place a dock within a continuous ESA, however within an intermittent ESA dock placement may be possible.  


Carlisle Harmon asked if once the land was placed in the forest management classification, if it was possible to ever transfer it out of that classification.  Randy explained that it was not an absolute, and an application can always be filed.  However, Randy continued to note that the likelihood that a tract will be transferred from a more protective classification to a less protective classification was slim.  Phil Hamby asked if SCE&G was having similar conversations with the other back property owners behind areas of future development lands deemed to become forest management lands.  Tommy replied that they have not, and that they were having discussions at this time due specifically to the Two Bird Cove situation.  David Hancock explained that in the reclassification proposal where future development was changed to forest management or conservation areas, most of the time SCE&G was the back property owner.      


Ellis Harmon asked how the family’s deed affected the forest management classification.  Tommy explained that in order for SCE&G to be able to permit docks on this property, the deed would need to be relieved.  Tommy continued to note that it was more likely that the agencies would agree to have docks on forest management lands if there was not the ability for the land to be de-vegetated, as well.  Ellis noted that the deed seemed to state that they could be allowed to clear all of the trees, although it was noted that it was not the family’s desire to do so, but to keep it natural.  Randy replied that the language in the deed seems to state that there is a lot that can be done with the land, although it also states that actions cannot be inconsistent with what is in the license.     


Phil Hamby asked how long the ability to get a dock would be good for.  Tommy noted that once a dock permit has been issued, than they could get it anytime, and if they do not ask for a dock permit, it would be good for the length of the license.  Tommy added that before any agreements were finalized, they would meet with the property owners and design where the docks would go.  Ellis, Linda Schneider, and Emily Hamby expressed that it was not their desire to release the deed because it was part of their family’s heritage.  Tommy noted that the families would have to weigh whether they would rather have a dock or keep the deed.  Phil asked if the decision had already been made not to keep this land in future development.  Tommy replied that the resource agencies were adamant about reclassifying the land to a conservation classification.  It was added that SCE&G has already discussed the desire of SCE&G to allow some docks on forest management property with SCDNR, and they have been on-board with the proposal.  Bonnie Harmon pointed out that all of this was conditional as they did not know what the FERC would decide.  Tommy noted that if the FERC did not agree to the land reclassification and the docks, then the deed would stay as it was.  Alan Stuart pointed out that in some cases individuals will have to give up some land to make a consistent 75’ buffer zone in order to get a dock.  Randy added that every case was going to be different, in some areas it may only be 20 ft from the Project Boundary Line to the 360’, and in those cases the back property owner would need to deed enough land to make the 75’ buffer in order to get a dock.    


Phil asked if the group had researched any other potential coves that the special recreation designation could be moved to.  It was explained that the group was still looking at that and there was one potential area.  


Ellis asked if there were any other alternatives other than giving up the deed that could be used.  Tommy indicated that there were not, and that there were a few other individuals around the lake that had similar deeds.  Tommy reiterated that if the land is changed to the natural classification or the recreation classification, then there would not be the opportunity for docks.  Tommy noted that he did not believe that the agencies would leave it as future development, and that forest management would be the only opportunity to have a dock which would be a financial benefit to the back property owners.  


Carlisle noted that down the road he may decide to split up his property and asked if he could give those individuals the right to use the dock.  Tommy responded that other people could have access to the dock; it would be a standard dock and there could only be 2 or 3 boats there at a time.  Carlisle also asked if the homeowners went through litigation with SCE&G and won, if they would then have the right to a dock.  Tommy replied that litigation would only give the homeowners the right to clear the land.  Randy also added that if SCE&G lost litigation, the FERC may come back and require SCE&G to condemn those rights.   


The group concluded discussions and it was noted that the landowners would take time to take this information and discuss it before coming to a final decision.  Tommy added that if there was an agreement it would be put into writing.  Alan noted that it would be in everyone’s best interest to keep the discussions between those that are at the meeting until a decision has been made on how to proceed.  The property owners noted that after internal discussions they would meet back with SCE&G to discuss their decision.  Group adjourned.   
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Good Afternoon,
 
I have attached the meeting notes from the February 22nd meeting with SCE&G 
to discuss the future development land classifications.  I will finalize the meeting 
notes on April 15th, so please have any comments to me before that time.  I did 
not have the email addresses for everyone, so please pass these along, if you 
get the chance, to those other individuals that were at the meeting.  Also, if you 
have come to any decisions on SCE&G's proposal, please let us know and we 
can arrange another meeting.  
 
Thanks,
Alison Guth
 
 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 
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DISCUSSION

These notes serve as summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

The meeting was opened and it was noted that the purpose of the meeting would be to discuss several items relating to the lands in Two Bird Cove.  It was explained that as the Lake and Land Management TWC progressed through the rebalancing process, all of SCE&G’s future development lands were being discussed for potential reclassification.  This included those SCE&G owned properties in Two Bird Cove.  Tommy Boozer explained to the group that the Lake and Land TWC saw high value to those SCE&G tracts in Two Bird Cove and would like them to be in a protected classification.  Tommy continued to note that SCE&G would like to propose that these lands be placed in Forest Management with an evaluation of the possibility for a dock without fringeland purchase for those landowners who currently live behind that property.  Tommy also noted that they would be proposing this to the TWC in the upcoming meetings and it would likely be for one dock per property for the current property owners as of January 2007.    


In order to get oriented, the group discussed land classifications and SCE&G explained the restrictions related to each classification.  It was explained that if the SCE&G owned future development properties were reclassified to recreation, then there would not be the opportunity for private docks, as would be the same with the natural area classification.  Tommy explained that like all SCE&G owned lands (excluding those restricted for Project works), forest management lands would be open to the public.  Randy Mahan explained that because forest management is a protective classification, the boaters that made the original request to have Two Bird Cove be protected may be satisfied.  Therefore, they may not oppose the request to have the special recreation area classification removed.  Alan also explained what an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) was to the group.  He noted how SCE&G was unable to place a dock within a continuous ESA, however within an intermittent ESA dock placement may be possible.  


Carlisle Harmon asked if once the land was placed in the forest management classification, if it was possible to ever transfer it out of that classification.  Randy explained that it was not an absolute, and an application can always be filed.  However, Randy continued to note that the likelihood that a tract will be transferred from a more protective classification to a less protective classification was slim.  Phil Hamby asked if SCE&G was having similar conversations with the other back property owners behind areas of future development lands deemed to become forest management lands.  Tommy replied that they have not, and that they were having discussions at this time due specifically to the Two Bird Cove situation.  David Hancock explained that in the reclassification proposal where future development was changed to forest management or conservation areas, most of the time SCE&G was the back property owner.      


Ellis Harmon asked how the family’s deed affected the forest management classification.  Tommy explained that in order for SCE&G to be able to permit docks on this property, the deed would need to be relieved.  Tommy continued to note that it was more likely that the agencies would agree to have docks on forest management lands if there was not the ability for the land to be de-vegetated, as well.  Ellis noted that the deed seemed to state that they could be allowed to clear all of the trees, although it was noted that it was not the family’s desire to do so, but to keep it natural.  Randy replied that the language in the deed seems to state that there is a lot that can be done with the land, although it also states that actions cannot be inconsistent with what is in the license.     


Phil Hamby asked how long the ability to get a dock would be good for.  Tommy noted that once a dock permit has been issued, than they could get it anytime, and if they do not ask for a dock permit, it would be good for the length of the license.  Tommy added that before any agreements were finalized, they would meet with the property owners and design where the docks would go.  Ellis, Linda Schneider, and Emily Hamby expressed that it was not their desire to release the deed because it was part of their family’s heritage.  Tommy noted that the families would have to weigh whether they would rather have a dock or keep the deed.  Phil asked if the decision had already been made not to keep this land in future development.  Tommy replied that the resource agencies were adamant about reclassifying the land to a conservation classification.  It was added that SCE&G has already discussed the desire of SCE&G to allow some docks on forest management property with SCDNR, and they have been on-board with the proposal.  Bonnie Harmon pointed out that all of this was conditional as they did not know what the FERC would decide.  Tommy noted that if the FERC did not agree to the land reclassification and the docks, then the deed would stay as it was.  Alan Stuart pointed out that in some cases individuals will have to give up some land to make a consistent 75’ buffer zone in order to get a dock.  Randy added that every case was going to be different, in some areas it may only be 20 ft from the Project Boundary Line to the 360’, and in those cases the back property owner would need to deed enough land to make the 75’ buffer in order to get a dock.    


Phil asked if the group had researched any other potential coves that the special recreation designation could be moved to.  It was explained that the group was still looking at that and there was one potential area.  


Ellis asked if there were any other alternatives other than giving up the deed that could be used.  Tommy indicated that there were not, and that there were a few other individuals around the lake that had similar deeds.  Tommy reiterated that if the land is changed to the natural classification or the recreation classification, then there would not be the opportunity for docks.  Tommy noted that he did not believe that the agencies would leave it as future development, and that forest management would be the only opportunity to have a dock which would be a financial benefit to the back property owners.  


Carlisle noted that down the road he may decide to split up his property and asked if he could give those individuals the right to use the dock.  Tommy responded that other people could have access to the dock; it would be a standard dock and there could only be 2 or 3 boats there at a time.  Carlisle also asked if the homeowners went through litigation with SCE&G and won, if they would then have the right to a dock.  Tommy replied that litigation would only give the homeowners the right to clear the land.  Randy also added that if SCE&G lost litigation, the FERC may come back and require SCE&G to condemn those rights.   


The group concluded discussions and it was noted that the landowners would take time to take this information and discuss it before coming to a final decision.  Tommy added that if there was an agreement it would be put into writing.  Alan noted that it would be in everyone’s best interest to keep the discussions between those that are at the meeting until a decision has been made on how to proceed.  The property owners noted that after internal discussions they would meet back with SCE&G to discuss their decision.  Group adjourned.   
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From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Bill Argentieri; Bill Marshall; Dave Anderson; 

David Hancock; Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); George Duke; 
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Subject: Draft meeting notes 2-20-08
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Attachments: 2008-2-20 draft Meeting Minutes - Recreation Management TWC.doc 

Hello all, 
Attached are the draft meeting notes from the February 20, 2008 Recreation Management TWC 
Meeting.  Please have any comments back to me by April 14.  Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


RECREATION MANAGEMENT TWC

SCE&G Training Center


February 20, 2008
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ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates
Dave Anderson, Kleinschmidt Associates

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services, Inc.
Dave Landis, LMA

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G


Steve Bell, Lake Watch




Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Dick Christie, DNR

Joy Downs, LMA



Tony Bebber, SCPRT



Jim Cumberland, CCL




MEETING NOTES:

Dave opened the meeting and noted the first item on the agenda would be to review the memo from the Recreation Focus Group.  Jim Cumberland led the discussions from the Recreation Focus Group.  Jim presented the group with a PowerPoint of the proposal from the Recreation Focus Group.  He explained that they were putting this out for the Recreation Management TWC’s consideration and requested that the Recreation Management TWC forward the recommendations in the memo to the Lake and Land TWC for consideration in rebalancing.    


Jim began the presentation and discussed background information with the group.   Jim noted the importance of passive recreational values, such as hiking, walking, and nature watching.  He explained that as the Recreation Management TWC reviewed through issues, they began with the natural resource subcommittee’s review of future development lands.  He pointed out that there was a need to educate property owners on the public’s right to access fringelands.  Jim also noted that they wanted to see priority given to one multi-slip docking facility for a community over multiple individual docks.  Jim explained that they were also looking at enhancing the scenic values of the shoreline by implementing vegetation restoration.    


On future development lands, Jim explained, that they would like a plan developed to establish nature trails, informal picnic areas, etc.  Jim noted that the tracts that scored 3 or higher in the shoreline survey should be reclassified as recreation lands and included in the recreation plan.  He explained that lands that scored a 1 should be protected for their scenic values by reclassifying them to natural areas.  Jim continued to note that under their proposal, the lands that did not receive a score would be okay to sell.  


For forest and game management lands, Jim noted that they would like to encourage recreational use, and on parcels adjacent to public roads, provide informal parking areas with paths leading to the shoreline.  Jim also explained that one thing that was important for the CCL and American Rivers was the lands along the lower Saluda River.  He continued to note that they would like all SCE&G owned lands along the river that are not required for power production to be classified as natural/recreation lands.  


Jim concluded the presentation and the TWC began to discuss the topic.  Steve noted that he would like to see the Recreation TWC make a recommendation to the Lake and Land TWC on shoreline protection.  Dave asked what the recreation focus group hoped to gain by sending this from the Recreation TWC to the Lake and Land Management TWC, instead of simply issuing it from the focus group.  Jim responded that they hoped that if it was sent from the Recreation TWC it would have a greater weight with the Lake and Land Management TWC.    


Tommy Boozer pointed out that there were many things in the presentation that were similar to what has already been recommended, however, it eliminates SCE&G’s ability to make revenue off of land sales.  Dave noted that he was concerned that sending the proposal from the TWC would imply that it has SCE&G support.  Randy Mahan pointed out the he did not see a problem with the Recreation Management TWC sending this on to the Lake and Land group, however recommending it for adoption would not be something the whole group could agree to.  Jim replied that they were not looking for the group to endorse this proposal in its entirety; it would be more of a procedural motion than a substantive motion.   


Dick Christie asked if the Recreation Management TWC could add caveats to the proposal for clarification.  Dick also noted that during the scoring process in the natural resources subcommittee, the tracts were often scored 1-5 based on their proximity to a road and not necessarily if they were adequate for hiking, birding, and fishing.  Dick further suggested that it be clarified that these tracts may have recreation potential, possibly unevaluated potential.  


Jim clarified that he believed as long as the potential was there it was important to conserve the lands.  He noted that the lake was a great public resource and he was concerned that it was becoming a closed, private lake.  Steve Bell noted that at some point there are going to be no more places to build on the lake, so why not stop at this point.  


Tommy presented information on SCE&G’s proposal to the group (presentation is attached to the December 14, 2007 and January 22, 2008 meeting notes).  There was discussion on docks and Randy noted that SCE&G would prefer to allow individuals to choose whether they would prefer a common dock, multi-slip or individual dock.  The group also discussed the proposed dock policy on forest management lands.  


After lunch the group went through the Recreation Focus group’s proposal.  Dave noted that it was up to the focus group as to whether they wanted to send this to the Lake and Land Management TWC as is, or try to find some common ground with the Recreation Management TWC.  The group discussed making multi-slips mandatory over individual docks.  Tommy pointed out that there are incentives in SCE&G’s proposal that would encourage a developer to put in multi-slips.  


The group continued discussions on the Recreation Focus Group proposal and discussed the identification of recreation areas.  Dave noted that they had discussed a map that identifies recreation areas.  Tommy explained that they currently have signage from the property owner’s side identifying fringelands, but not from the lake side.  The group discussed the best ways to identify recreation lands.  Joy Downs noted her concern with publishing and encouraging the use of fringelands in front of back property owners.  Dave Landis suggested accentuating the lands that should be encouraged for public use.  Dave Anderson noted that the compromise would be to not publicize the fringelands, or place them on a map, but to let the public know they are available for use.  Steve Bell suggested marking the trees.  Tommy noted that putting signage up was a maintenance issue.    


Collectively the group edited the memo proposal from the Recreation Focus Group.  With some minor modifications the group could send it to the Lake and Land Management TWC with neither endorsement nor objection, noting that the Recreation Management TWC has addressed it, and edited it as a group.  Randy added that an official recommendation from the TWC implies consensus.  SCE&G, being a member of the TWC, does not believe that this recommendation is best, and that stopping all land sales goes too far.  Dave noted he would draft up a memo that included the Recreation Focus Group’s proposal.    


The group also discussed lake level recommendations.  Dave addressed Steve Bell and asked if a compromise had been reached on lake levels.  Steve noted that the recommendation as provided by Lake Watch would be to have an optimum of 356 to 354.  


The group discussed and modified the TWC recommendation.  Joy Downs noted that there was specific wording in the LMA recommendation that could be used.  The group worked to incorporate the wording from LMA into the recommendation.  It was also suggested that the LMA lake user survey be referenced in the recommendation.  Dave noted that he would make the recommended changes and send it back out to the group.


The group briefly touched on the coldwater trout fishery.  Dave noted that the recommendation was not very extensive.  After discussion, the group decided to leave the document fairly unchanged, with a few edits to the title and to the specific wading flows.  


The group wrapped up discussions and Dave pointed out that the next meeting would be on March 3.  










From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 
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MEETING MINUTES
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ATTENDEES: Jan. 3 & 4

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Dick Christie, SCDNR


Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Amanda Hill, USFWS


Ron Ahle, SCDNR


Jim Cumberland, CCL

Joy Downs, LMA


Van Hoffman, SCANA Services


Steve Bell, LMHOC

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services

Roy Parker, LMA


Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

John Frick, Landowner

Carl Sundius, Southshore Marina (4th only)

DATE: 
January 3 and 4 2008



INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

January 3rd – SMP Review


The purpose of this Lake and Land TWC meeting was to review the comments on the draft SMP and draft permitting handbook.  The meeting ran for two days in order to finalize all of the comments.  The documents were projected on the viewing screen and the group worked to make changes collectively.  Major discussions are briefly described below.  

On January 3, Alison Guth opened the meeting and the group progressed through the SMP from where they had left off at the December 10th meeting.  The group reviewed through the document and made changes as appropriate.  As the group reviewed through the document, they approached the section on rebalancing and deemed it necessary to revisit this issue after the rebalancing exercise was completed.  


The group discussed alternate definitions for Multi-purpose lands.  It was suggested that multi-purpose be changed to multi-developed.  It was noted that the group would think of another potential definition.  The group also discussed the permitting process.  Ron Ahle noted that they would like to work with SCE&G before the permit application goes to the FERC or DHEC. He added that there have been some dredging projects that they didn’t think were appropriate.    Ron further noted that there should be a statement in the SMP that notes that an applicant must file the permit application with SCE&G before it is submitted to the Corps.  Alan Stuart noted that there would be criteria in the Permitting Handbook that would serve as a guide for potential applicants.  Steve Bell noted that Lake Watch would like to see additional criteria placed in the document for public marinas.  Joy Downs noted that the criteria for commercial marinas should be as specific as possible.    The group discussed the formation of a review committee and Randy Mahan explained that at times, when SCE&G is initially approached by a developer, the information is sensitive and therefore cannot be released.  However, at the point in which the developer decides to move forward with the project, it could be forwarded to DNR or a technical group.  


The group completed discussions on the SMP and it was noted that the following day would be devoted to discussions on the Permitting Handbook


January 4th

On January 4th the group reviewed through the Permitting Handbook, actively making changes to the projected document, much like they did on the day before with the SMP.  The group discussed the dock policy and the allowance of gazebos.  Steve noted that gazebos hurt the scenic values of the shoreline.  Tommy replied that it is something that is frequently requested and it eliminates having it at the end of the dock.  


While discussing docks, Steve noted that one individual had a proposal for a slip dock that took up a smaller footprint and may be applicable for a 100 ft. lot.  The group discussed that they had been trying to encourage more shoreline footage and this dock would endorse the opposite of that, as the slip dock allowed for more boats to be placed around it.   Tommy Boozer reiterated that SCE&G has been permitting slip docks for some time, but the landowner needs to have 200 ft of shoreline.  


The group also discussed the topic of private and public marinas.  Steve Bell and Joy Downs noted their concern with having too many private marinas, such as sailing clubs, on the lake.  The group discussed how to differentiate between public commercial marinas and private marinas.  Tony Bebber suggested requiring that they provide restrooms.  Steve noted that Lake Watch generally does not like private marinas and that they have the potential to become strictly for the use of a development.  Steve further noted that a true commercial marina offers public benefits.  The group discussed that they would look up how Duke handled public marinas on their reservoirs and discuss this at a later date.  The group also tailored the wording in the Permitting Handbook to reflect this discussion as well.  


The group completed discussion on the Permitting Handbook and it was noted that comments would be incorporated into the final document.  


Group adjourned
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MEETING MINUTES
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Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Bob Perry, SCDNR


Dick Christie, SCDNR


Tony Bebber, SCPRT
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Joy Downs, LMA
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Carl Sundius, Southshore Marina


DATE: 
November 8, 2007



INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

The group opened the meeting and began with a brief discussion on the SMP comments that were received thus far.  These comments included those submitted by SCPRT and DNR.  It was noted that more formal discussions on the SMP and Permitting Handbook comments would occur at a later date.  


The next item on the agenda was allotted for a presentation by an independent recreation committee and their proposals on the recreational value of the Future Development Lands.  Jim Cumberland presented for the group and noted that they first convened in mid October (plan will be attached to final notes).  He explained that this proposal is another option to be considered by the TWCs.  As he reviewed through his presentation, he explained that general development has been intense and there are still some informal recreation qualities that are needed, such as public access by land or water, diverse flora and fauna, etc.   


Cumberland also reviewed through a breakdown of the shoreline classifications, as well as recreation opportunities on the LSR such as Saluda Shoals Park.  He noted that there was some discussion on how the sale of Project lands and federal law intersected, however he was still doing some research on this issue.  Cumberland also explained that there was the need for increased public awareness of recreational opportunities around the reservoir. Tommy Boozer asked if the islands were included in public recreation in the breakdown of shoreline classifications.  Cumberland noted that they were not but could be added into the total.  


In conclusion, it was noted that the group proposed that all lands that were rated a 3 or 5 in recreation be protected for public recreation.  Tommy Boozer asked Tony Bebber of SCPRT if SCPRT could support this recommendation.  Tony noted that he believed that they probably could, although they have not looked at all of the specifications behind it.  Steve Bell pointed out that this was primarily regarding passive recreation.    


The next agenda item was to review the presentation put together by the Natural Resource Committee.  Ron Ahle presented the information to the group.  He noted that the purpose of the presentation was essentially to review the results of the rebalancing exercise and what implications it has on future development lands.  The presentation can be viewed on the website at http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/lake_land.htm .  In the presentation Ahle showed a breakdown of lands scored by both the economic and the natural resource groups.  It was pointed out that the economics group evaluated a greater number of land tracts.  Dick Christie noted that the group may want to re-evaluate those tracts of land that were classified as unique or rare, as there are very few of them and they may also have adjacent natural or recreation lands and/or provide waterfowl areas. 


Ahle then reviewed the recommendations of the natural resource committee.  He explained that a portion of the tracts with high natural resource value should be declared ESA and left undisturbed for the life of the license.  He noted that all remaining tracts that were scored for natural resources should remain natural and in the Project, with the possible exception of public recreation and very limited private lake access.  He noted that all the tracts that were not scored could remain in the future development classification.  David Hancock pointed out that many of the tracts that were not scored were located in Lake Murray Estates, where SCE&G may not be in the position to sell these lands.  There was some discussion on this issue and Ahle noted that through the rebalancing there may be room to change some of the longstanding rules.  


During lunch the economic committee met to discuss a proposal on rebalancing that SCE&G would like to give to the group.  Alan Stuart explained that they would present first at the Economic group level and then at the TWC level once the economic group had made their recommendations.   


In closing the group set a date for the meeting of the Economic committee and the next TWC where they would discuss the SMP and Permitting Handbook.     
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Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Ron Ahle, SCDNR

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services

Dick Christie, SCDNR


John Frick, Landowner


Jim Cumberland, SCCCL


Bob Perry, SCDNR

Steve Bell, LW

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

Tony Bebber, SCPRT
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Carl Sundius, CALM


Vivianne Vejdani, SCDNR


Roy Parker, LMA


Jim Leslie, Lake Murray Docks


DATE: 
January 22, 2008



DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
February 7, 2008 at 9:30 a.m.   







Located at the LMTC

INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

The group was welcomed and it was explained that the purpose of the day’s meeting would be to review SCE&G’s land rebalancing proposal with the TWC.  The presentation can be found at the following address: http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/ProposedMgmtPlanFutureDevelopmentProperty4_000.pdf .  The presentation began with an explanation of baseline conditions and background information by Randy Mahan. During discussions on classification definitions there was a question on the definition of future development lands.  Randy explained that future development lands could be defined as property that was not restricted, and available for sale subject to zoning and development restrictions.  He further explained that the fact that a particular piece of land is classified as future development does not mean that it is always going to be sold.  


Randy continued to explain baseline conditions and noted that since 1984, SCE&G has sold 294.13 acres of future development property.  He pointed out that they have not sold more than 30.04 acres in one year.  The history of the buffer zone and ESA restrictions were also discussed.  


After the baseline and background information had been presented, there was discussion on rebalancing.  Tommy Boozer explained the plan for rebalancing being proposed by SCE&G, as well as the new land classifications and dock restrictions being proposed.  Randy pointed out that there may be a case where the difference between an individual’s property line and the 360 is not 75 ft and those situations will need to be considered on a case by case basis.  John Frick noted that he believed that there should be wording that specified the property around the PBL and 75 ft buffer zone needs to be developed low-density.  Randy pointed out that it was not the prerogative of SCE&G to make zoning decisions, however the proposal made by SCE&G may indirectly reduce density.  


Tommy continued to review the proposed new dock criteria with the group.  Dick Christie pointed out that the changes were significant, as the old plan allowed for a max of 15 docks on 1500 ft of shoreline, but the new plan proposed a maximum of 10 docks on 1500 ft of shoreline.  In a discussion on Multi-slip docks, Ron Ahle asked if a developer decided to place a multi-slip dock on 500 of 1500 ft of shoreline, would that preclude him from placing private docks on the rest of the 1000 ft.  Tommy noted that it would.  John Frick added that if SCE&G did not permit private docks in the future, and only permitted multi-slips, than a lot more property would be protected.    


After discussions on proposed dock criteria had concluded, David Hancock began discussions on SCE&G’s proposal for future development lands, as well as the proposed dock policy on forest management lands.  It was explained that SCE&G reviewed properties behind current forest and game management lands and identified 88 private property owners that could be considered for a dock if the dock proposal on forest management lands is deemed acceptable.  Tommy explained that they would like to work with the TWC and set up criteria and basic guidelines.  David added that if the setback was less than 75 ft on these properties than they would like to work with the property owner to make it a uniform 75 ft.  Tommy noted that they would write up a straw-man on the criteria for the forest management land dock options and present it to the group.  


The group concluded its discussions and conferred on the next steps to take.  It was noted that the proposal would be presented to the RCG as well.  The group adjourned with the next meeting date set for early February.
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC

SCE&G Training Center


January 22, 2008

draft ACG 3-25-08



ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Ron Ahle, SCDNR

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services

Dick Christie, SCDNR


John Frick, Landowner


Jim Cumberland, SCCCL


Bob Perry, SCDNR

Steve Bell, LW

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Van Hoffman, SCANA

Carl Sundius, CALM


Vivianne Vejdani, SCDNR


Roy Parker, LMA


Jim Leslie, Lake Murray Docks


DATE: 
January 22, 2008



DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
February 7, 2008 at 9:30 a.m.   







Located at the LMTC

INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

The group was welcomed and it was explained that the purpose of the day’s meeting would be to review SCE&G’s land rebalancing proposal with the TWC.  The presentation can be found at the following address: http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/ProposedMgmtPlanFutureDevelopmentProperty4_000.pdf .  The presentation began with an explanation of baseline conditions and background information by Randy Mahan. During discussions on classification definitions there was a question on the definition of future development lands.  Randy explained that future development lands could be defined as property that was not restricted, and available for sale subject to zoning and development restrictions.  He further explained that the fact that a particular piece of land is classified as future development does not mean that it is always going to be sold.  


Randy continued to explain baseline conditions and noted that since 1984, SCE&G has sold 294.13 acres of future development property.  He pointed out that they have not sold more than 30.04 acres in one year.  The history of the buffer zone and ESA restrictions were also discussed.  


After the baseline and background information had been presented, there was discussion on rebalancing.  Tommy Boozer explained the plan for rebalancing being proposed by SCE&G, as well as the new land classifications and dock restrictions being proposed.  Randy pointed out that there may be a case where the difference between an individual’s property line and the 360 is not 75 ft and those situations will need to be considered on a case by case basis.  John Frick noted that he believed that there should be wording that specified the property around the PBL and 75 ft buffer zone needs to be developed low-density.  Randy pointed out that it was not the prerogative of SCE&G to make zoning decisions, however the proposal made by SCE&G may indirectly reduce density.  


Tommy continued to review the proposed new dock criteria with the group.  Dick Christie pointed out that the changes were significant, as the old plan allowed for a max of 15 docks on 1500 ft of shoreline, but the new plan proposed a maximum of 10 docks on 1500 ft of shoreline.  In a discussion on Multi-slip docks, Ron Ahle asked if a developer decided to place a multi-slip dock on 500 of 1500 ft of shoreline, would that preclude him from placing private docks on the rest of the 1000 ft.  Tommy noted that it would.  John Frick added that if SCE&G did not permit private docks in the future, and only permitted multi-slips, than a lot more property would be protected.    


After discussions on proposed dock criteria had concluded, David Hancock began discussions on SCE&G’s proposal for future development lands, as well as the proposed dock policy on forest management lands.  It was explained that SCE&G reviewed properties behind current forest and game management lands and identified 88 private property owners that could be considered for a dock if the dock proposal on forest management lands is deemed acceptable.  Tommy explained that they would like to work with the TWC and set up criteria and basic guidelines.  David added that if the setback was less than 75 ft on these properties than they would like to work with the property owner to make it a uniform 75 ft.  Tommy noted that they would write up a straw-man on the criteria for the forest management land dock options and present it to the group.  


The group concluded its discussions and conferred on the next steps to take.  It was noted that the proposal would be presented to the RCG as well.  The group adjourned with the next meeting date set for early February.
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From: Jim Cumberland
To: Dave Anderson; 
cc: Steve Bell; RMAHAN@scana.com; Tommy Boozer; Bill Marshall; 

Tony Bebber; MalcolmL@gwm.sc.edu; 
Subject: clarification?
Date: Friday, March 21, 2008 10:53:17 AM

Hi Dave,
 
Things got a little crazy @ the end of the meeting yesterday – thanks for helping to 
smooth out the end.  Just so I’m clear on two points (there was a lot of back-&-forth 
going on, but I think these were the decisions we made):  
 

1)       am I correct that the group agreed that the SCE&G lands along the LSR 
would be put into the recreation category and included in both the SMP & the 
Rec Plan, thus extending the SMP down the LSR, 

a.       with the result that SCE&G would get credit for putting those lands 
into the recreation category? and

2)       am I correct that we agreed that we (“we” being undefined group of 
stakeholders, presumably from that committee) would work to get these 
lands put into some type of (scenic?) conservation easement/designation 
(the exact type to be determined a bit later)?

 
I’m in support of both of the above actions:  I just want to make sure that we agreed 
to what I think we agreed to.
 
Regards,
 
Jim
 
Jim Cumberland
Project Manager
Coastal Conservation League
2231 Devine Street, Suite 202
Columbia, SC  29205
803.771.7750 (telephone)
803.771.7580 (facsimile)
jimc@scccl.org
www.coastalconservationleague.org 
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From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell (lakewatchman@yahoo.com); 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

cc: Alan Stuart; "MAHAN, RANDOLPH R"; "HANCOCK, DAVID E"; 
"Jim Cumberland"; "HOFFMAN, VAN B"; "Tony Bebber"; "Vivianne Vejdani"; 
"ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R"; "BOOZER, THOMAS C"; 

Subject: Canceled: Lake and Land Management TWC
Start: Wednesday, May 28, 2008 9:30:00 AM
End: Wednesday, May 28, 2008 3:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center - Room 103A

Hello All, 
Unfortunately, our meeting for the 28th is cancelled. However, I will be sending out another email 
momentarily on a new proposed meeting date.  Stay tuned…  Alison     
Previous Message: 
Hello All, 
As discussed in our meeting Tuesday, our next meeting will be on May 28th at the Lake Murray Training 
Center.  The meeting will begin at 9:30 and we will be discussing the SCE&G counter proposal.  Please 
let me know if you plan on attending by next Friday so that I can order the appropriate number of 
lunches.  Thanks, Alison  
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Carl Bussells

Subject: Updated: Lake and Land Management TWC
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Thu 3/13/2008 9:30 AM
End: Thu 3/13/2008 3:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Lake & Land Mgt TWC; 'Jim Cumberland'; 'ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R'; 'HOFFMAN, VAN B'; 
Alan Stuart; 'Tony Bebber'; 'MAHAN, RANDOLPH R'; 'Vivianne Vejdani'; 'BOOZER, THOMAS 
C'; HANCOCK, DAVID E; Alison Guth

Hello All,

Just a reminder, we will be having a Lake and Land Management TWC meeting on Thursday, March 13th at 9:30 in the 
Lake Murray Training Center.  We will be discussing the Public Marina Dock Application Procedure in the morning, and 
the Forest and Game Management Land Policies in the afternoon.  I have attached the strawman for the Dock Application 
Procedure below with comments included.  

So far I have received comments from CCL/AR, CALM, Bill Argentieri and Randy Mahan.  Comments from CALM are in a 
separate document because their comments were provided on the original version, and merging the two looses some of 
the comments.  I have done my best to incorporate CALM's comments into the merged document.  

Jim Leslie/Lake Murray Docks also provides comments in a separate letter that is attached.  If there are any additional 
comments please get them to me before close of buisness tomorrow, as I will be out of town the rest of next week.  
Thanks, Alison

   

COMMENTS ON 
AKE MURRAY LICENS

CALM Comments  - 
PublicMarinaD...

Public Marina Dock 
Application...
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Carl Bussells

Subject: Updated: Lake and Land Management TWC
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Thu 3/13/2008 9:30 AM
End: Thu 3/13/2008 3:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Required Attendees: Lake & Land Mgt TWC; 'Jim Cumberland'; 'ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R'; 'HOFFMAN, VAN B'; 
Alan Stuart; 'Tony Bebber'; 'MAHAN, RANDOLPH R'; 'Vivianne Vejdani'; 'BOOZER, THOMAS 
C'; HANCOCK, DAVID E; Alison Guth

Hello All,

Just a reminder, we will be having a Lake and Land Management TWC meeting on Thursday, March 13th at 9:30 in the 
Lake Murray Training Center.  We will be discussing the Public Marina Dock Application Procedure in the morning, and 
the Forest and Game Management Land Policies in the afternoon.  I have attached the strawman for the Dock Application 
Procedure below with comments included.  

So far I have received comments from CCL/AR, CALM, Bill Argentieri and Randy Mahan.  Comments from CALM are in a 
separate document because their comments were provided on the original version, and merging the two looses some of 
the comments.  I have done my best to incorporate CALM's comments into the merged document.  

Jim Leslie/Lake Murray Docks also provides comments in a separate letter that is attached.  If there are any additional 
comments please get them to me before close of buisness tomorrow, as I will be out of town the rest of next week.  
Thanks, Alison

   

COMMENTS ON 
AKE MURRAY LICENS

CALM Comments  - 
PublicMarinaD...

Public Marina Dock 
Application...



From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
Start: Thursday, March 13, 2008 9:30:00 AM
End: Thursday, March 13, 2008 3:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Hello All, 
As discussed yesterday, the date of the next Lake and Land Meeting is March 13th at the Lake Murray 
Training Center.  I know that a lot of people had left before the date was chosen, so please let me know 
if this works with your schedules.  We will be discussing the Forest and Game Management Land 
Policies.  Thanks, Alison
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Carl Bussells

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Tue 1/22/2008 9:30 AM
End: Tue 1/22/2008 3:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Hello Lake and Land Mgt TWC,

Just a reminder that we have a Lake and Land Managment TWC Meeting scheduled for next tuesday, January 22 at 9:30. 
We will be meeting at the Lake Murray Training Center and lunch will be provided.  Please RSVP by close of buisness 
Thursday.  This meeting will encompass a presentation by SCE&G on the Proposed Management Plan for SCE&G 
Future Development Property, as well as continued discussions on a few final items in the Permitting Handbook.  An 

agenda is attached to this meeting request.  Thanks, Alison

Lake and Land TWC 
Agenda 1-22-...
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Carl Bussells

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Start: Tue 1/22/2008 9:30 AM
End: Tue 1/22/2008 3:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Hello Lake and Land Mgt TWC,

Just a reminder that we have a Lake and Land Managment TWC Meeting scheduled for next tuesday, January 22 at 9:30. 
We will be meeting at the Lake Murray Training Center and lunch will be provided.  Please RSVP by close of buisness 
Thursday.  This meeting will encompass a presentation by SCE&G on the Proposed Management Plan for SCE&G 
Future Development Property, as well as continued discussions on a few final items in the Permitting Handbook.  An 

agenda is attached to this meeting request.  Thanks, Alison

Lake and Land TWC 
Agenda 1-22-...



From: Alison Guth
To: Alison Guth; Alan Stuart; "tboozer@scana.com"; "dhancock@scana.com"; 

RMAHAN@scana.com; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; "Carl Sundius"; 
"John Frick"; "Roy Parker"; 

Subject: RE: Lake and Land Management TWC Notes
Date: Tuesday, February 05, 2008 4:04:00 PM
Attachments: 2007 12 14 final Meeting Minutes -  LLM.pdf 

 
Hello Economics TWC 
Attached are the final meeting notes from December 14th.  They will also be posted to the website.  
Thanks!  Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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MEETING MINUTES 
 


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY 
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
 
 


 
 
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services 
Roy Parker, LMA 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
John Frick, Landowner 
Carl Sundius, Southshore Marina 


 
 


DATE:  December 8, 2005 
 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 


 
The meeting opened and it was noted that the purpose of this meeting would be to review SCE&G’s 
proposal on land rebalancing as an economic TWC.  The presentation consisted of three specific 
sections which included a discussion of the baseline of Shoreline Management Plan, and 
classifications that were expanded upon in the 1984 license application.  Randy Mahan briefly 
explained the baseline of the SMP, as well as each of the classifications and the restrictions or uses 
associated with each classification.  Tommy Boozer and David Hancock also presented on the 
available lands, what was accomplished during relicensing and SCE&G’s rebalancing proposal.   
 
There was some brief discussion regarding ESAs, and John Frick noted that he believed that the 
ESA classification was one that changed over time, and that there should be a way to reevaluate 
these areas.  It was explained that although the plant species associated with ESAs may disappear 
over time, the habitat was still there.  Randy noted that re-evaluations would leave the potential 
open for individuals to destroy ESA’s.   
 
The group reviewed some potential questions that may arise on the presentation and where the 
presentation may need clarification.  It was noted that maps may need to be available to show where 
certain land parcels identified in the presentation were located on the lake.  It was also noted that 
some of the pie charts needed more visibility.  The presentation will be updated and presented to the 
Lake and Land group in the January timeframe.  
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Carl Bussells

From: LEAPHART,JR., MALCOLML [MALCOLML@mailbox.sc.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2008 9:41 AM
To: Dave Anderson
Cc: mwaddell@esri.sc.edu; marshallb@dnr.sc.gov; christied@dnr.sc.gov; tbebber@scprt.com; 

mrice@americanrivers.org; ahler@dnr.sc.gov; beardh@dnr.sc.gov; selfr@dnr.sc.gov
Subject: RE: Meeting Dates and Documents to Review

Are the trout fisheries recommendations in your 2/6/2008 email intended fas input to the Fish & Wildlife RCG for further 
refinement? Or, do you intend to publish them as drafted from the Recreation Management TWC?  TU considers 
the recommendations to be weak as written now, but we are not sure to which group to offer our comments for improving 
them... The Fish and Wildlife RCG seems more appropriate as the recommendations should reflect not only the 
recreational point of view, but the concerns and needs for a healthy fishery which is of course the driver for angling as 
a recreation. Look forward to your clarification.     

  _____  

From: Dave Anderson [mailto:Dave.Anderson@KleinschmidtUSA.com]
Sent: Wed 2/6/2008 4:28 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Bill Argentieri; Bill Marshall; Dave Anderson; David Hancock; dchristie@comporium.net; George Duke; 
Jennifer Summerlin; Jim Cumberland ; Joy Downs; Lee Barber; LEAPHART,JR., MALCOLML; Randy Mahan; Steve Bell; 
Tim Vinson; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Alison Guth; Alan Stuart
Subject: Meeting Dates and Documents to Review

Recreation Management TWC Members, 

I know things have been a little quiet in our group lately, but things are getting ready to pick up substantially.  I have 
attached several draft "issue recommendations" for you to begin to review that will ultimately become part of the 
Recreation Plan.  The issues come from our "Identified Issues" that are not covered under the Recreation Plan itself 
(facilities).

The first of these is the issue recommendation for "conservation of lands".  We will be having a meeting on February 20th 
at 10 am at the Lake Murray Training Center to discuss this issue in light of the "focus group proposal" that Jim 
Cumberland sent around a couple of weeks ago.

<<Natural~Undeveloped Lands Issue Recommendation (2008-02-05;DRAFT).doc>> 

The other two issue recommendations that I would like to introduce are for "protecting the coldwater fishery on the LSR" 
and "impacts of lake level".

<<Coldwater Fishery Issue Recommendation (2008-02-05;DRAFT).doc>> <<Lake Level Issue Recommendation (2008-
02-05;DRAFT).doc>> 

We can discuss these on the 20th, but I want to make sure we cover the focus group proposal first.  If we don't get to 
them on the 20th, we have other meetings scheduled where we can discuss them.

Finally, we will be having meetings on March 3 and March 4.  Right now, the Lake Murray Training Center is only 
available on March 3, but may be available on March 4.  I will let everyone know the specifics of this meeting as it 
approaches.  I will be sending out the draft Recreation Plan soon and we will use these two dates to present the Plan, 
hear any other recommendations from stakeholders (DNR, PRT, etc.), and answer any questions you may have on the 
Plan.

As always, let me know if you have any questions. 
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Dave 
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Carl Bussells

From: Dave Anderson
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2008 4:29 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Bill Argentieri; Bill Marshall; Dave Anderson; David Hancock; Dick Christie 

(dchristie@comporium.net); George Duke; Jennifer Hand; Jim Cumberland ; Joy Downs; Lee 
Barber; Malcolm Leaphart; Randy Mahan; Steve Bell; Tim Vinson; Tommy Boozer; Tony 
Bebber; Alison Guth; Alan Stuart

Subject: Meeting Dates and Documents to Review

Recreation Management TWC Members,

I know things have been a little quiet in our group lately, but things are getting ready to pick up substantially.  I have 
attached several draft "issue recommendations" for you to begin to review that will ultimately become part of the 
Recreation Plan.  The issues come from our "Identified Issues" that are not covered under the Recreation Plan itself 
(facilities).

The first of these is the issue recommendation for "conservation of lands".  We will be having a meeting on February 20th 
at 10 am at the Lake Murray Training Center to discuss this issue in light of the "focus group proposal" that Jim 
Cumberland sent around a couple of weeks ago.

Natural~Undevelop
ed Lands Issu...

The other two issue recommendations that I would like to introduce are for "protecting the coldwater fishery on the LSR" 
and "impacts of lake level".

Coldwater Fishery 
Issue Recomm...

Lake Level Issue 
Recommendatio...

We can discuss these on the 20th, but I want to make sure we cover the focus group proposal first.  If we don't get to 
them on the 20th, we have other meetings scheduled where we can discuss them.

Finally, we will be having meetings on March 3 and March 4.  Right now, the Lake Murray Training Center is only 
available on March 3, but may be available on March 4.  I will let everyone know the specifics of this meeting as it 
approaches.  I will be sending out the draft Recreation Plan soon and we will use these two dates to present the Plan, 
hear any other recommendations from stakeholders (DNR, PRT, etc.), and answer any questions you may have on the 
Plan.

As always, let me know if you have any questions.

Dave
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Carl Bussells

From: Dave Anderson
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2008 4:29 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Bill Argentieri; Bill Marshall; Dave Anderson; David Hancock; Dick Christie 

(dchristie@comporium.net); George Duke; Jennifer Hand; Jim Cumberland ; Joy Downs; Lee 
Barber; Malcolm Leaphart; Randy Mahan; Steve Bell; Tim Vinson; Tommy Boozer; Tony 
Bebber; Alison Guth; Alan Stuart

Subject: Meeting Dates and Documents to Review

Recreation Management TWC Members,

I know things have been a little quiet in our group lately, but things are getting ready to pick up substantially.  I have 
attached several draft "issue recommendations" for you to begin to review that will ultimately become part of the 
Recreation Plan.  The issues come from our "Identified Issues" that are not covered under the Recreation Plan itself 
(facilities).

The first of these is the issue recommendation for "conservation of lands".  We will be having a meeting on February 20th 
at 10 am at the Lake Murray Training Center to discuss this issue in light of the "focus group proposal" that Jim 
Cumberland sent around a couple of weeks ago.

Natural~Undevelop
ed Lands Issu...

The other two issue recommendations that I would like to introduce are for "protecting the coldwater fishery on the LSR" 
and "impacts of lake level".

Coldwater Fishery 
Issue Recomm...

Lake Level Issue 
Recommendatio...

We can discuss these on the 20th, but I want to make sure we cover the focus group proposal first.  If we don't get to 
them on the 20th, we have other meetings scheduled where we can discuss them.

Finally, we will be having meetings on March 3 and March 4.  Right now, the Lake Murray Training Center is only 
available on March 3, but may be available on March 4.  I will let everyone know the specifics of this meeting as it 
approaches.  I will be sending out the draft Recreation Plan soon and we will use these two dates to present the Plan, 
hear any other recommendations from stakeholders (DNR, PRT, etc.), and answer any questions you may have on the 
Plan.

As always, let me know if you have any questions.

Dave
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Carl Bussells

From: Dave Anderson
Sent: Wednesday, February 13, 2008 6:58 PM
To: Van Hoffman; Bill Argentieri; Bill Marshall; Dave Anderson; David Hancock; Dick Christie 

(dchristie@comporium.net); George Duke; Jennifer Hand; Jim Cumberland ; Joy Downs; Lee 
Barber; Malcolm Leaphart; Randy Mahan; Steve Bell; Tim Vinson; Tommy Boozer; Tony 
Bebber; Alison Guth; Alan Stuart

Subject: Feb. 20 Meeting Agenda

Recreation Management TWC Members,

Attached is the agenda for the meeting on February 20, 2008 at 10 am at the Lake Murray Training Center.  I have also 
attached the spreadsheets that contain the draft "scores" assigned to undeveloped parcels by the Lake and Land 
Management TWC.  These spreadsheets are still up for discussion in the L&LM TWC.  In case you are not familiar with 
the spreadsheets, they are simply the ratings that a group gave each parcel and are still up for discussion in the L&LM 
TWC.  No hard and fast decisions on what parcels shall be set aside have been made at the L&LM TWC level yet.

I also encourage you (in case you haven't seen it), to review the presentation made by SCE&G in the L&LM TWC 
regarding land reclassification.  Tommy Boozer will provide us with a condensed version of this presentation on the 20th.  
Here is the link:

http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/ProposedMgmtPlanFutureDevelopmentProperty4_000.pdf

Let me know if you need another copy of the "focus group proposal" that was sent around previously.

Please reply back to Alison if you are planning on attending so we can get a count for lunch.

Dave

Land Rebalancing 
comparison ch...

2008-02-20 
ecreation Manageme
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From: Alison Guth
To: "pavhamby@earthlink.net"; 
Subject: meeting
Date: Tuesday, January 29, 2008 10:57:18 AM

Hello Phil, 
I just got off the phone with Linda Schneider and I hope that your mother is recovering well.  The 
reason I am emailing is because SCE&G would like to set up a meeting with you guys, the Harmons and 
the Schneiders regarding the designation of the future development lands in the cove.  They were 
looking to set it up at our Lexington offices at 2:00 either next Tuesday (5th) or next Thursday (7th).  
Linda let me know that the 7th was best for them.  I know that you guys have your mother to think 
about, so let me know what your schedule would be like for next week.  And our thoughts are with your 
mother for a speedy recovery.   
Take Care, 
Alison   
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
mailto:pavhamby@earthlink.net


From: Alison Guth
To: Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; amanda_hill@fws.gov; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; 

csundius@sc.rr.com; dchristie@comporium.net; jenno@scwf.org; 
jimc@scccl.org; jsfrick@mindspring.com; Elymay2@aol.com; 
RMAHAN@scana.com; rbickley@lex-co.com; ahler@dnr.sc.gov; rscott@lex-
co.com; royparker38@earthlink.net; bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net; 
suzrhodes@juno.com; truple@sc.rr.com; tboozer@scana.com; 
Tbebber@SCPRT.com; vhoffman@scana.com; dhancock@scana.com; 

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
Start: Tuesday, January 22, 2008 9:30:00 AM
End: Tuesday, January 22, 2008 3:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center
Attachments: Lake and Land TWC Agenda 1-22-2008.doc 

Hello Lake and Land Mgt TWC, 
Just a reminder that we have a Lake and Land Managment TWC Meeting scheduled for next tuesday, 
January 22 at 9:30.  We will be meeting at the Lake Murray Training Center and lunch will be provided.  
Please RSVP by close of buisness Thursday.  This meeting will encompass a presentation by SCE&G on 
the Proposed Management Plan for SCE&G Future Development Property, as well as continued 
discussions on a few final items in the Permitting Handbook.  An agenda is attached to this meeting 
request.  Thanks, Alison
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing

Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee

Meeting Agenda


January 22, 2008

9:30 AM

Lake Murray Training Center

· 9:30 to 9:45 
Introductions and Announcements


· 9:45 to 12:00
Proposed Management Plan for SCE&G Future Development Property– Tommy Boozer, Randy Mahan, David Hancock

· 12:00 to 1:00 
Lunch

· 1:00 to 3:00
Continued Review of Permitting Handbook Criteria – Public Marina Permitting


Adjourn
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From: Alison Guth
To: jimc@scccl.org; 
Subject: FW: Issues Matrix
Date: Tuesday, May 06, 2008 1:32:35 PM
Attachments: Saluda Hydro RCG Issues Matrix 4-31-08.xls 

 
 

From: Alison Guth 
Sent: Mon 5/5/2008 3:57 PM 
To: Alan Stuart; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Tommy Boozer 
Subject: Issues Matrix 
 
Hey fella's, 

Attached is the most recent version of the lake and land issues matrix that we will 
be reviewing for tomorrow.  I though you would like a copy for your records.  
Have a good afternoon.

Alison 

<<Saluda Hydro RCG Issues Matrix 4-31-08.xls>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 

 

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
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Lake and Land Management RCG

		Issue/Request		Requested by:		TWC Assignment/ Category Assignment*		Description		Status/Date Discussed		Current Action Items		Resolutions

		Map of Intermittent and Perennial Streams and showing ESA's for Easement Properties		DNR		Buffer Zone Restoration and Management		Parts of the SMP that have not been resolved include a map identifying intermittent and perennial streams and their associated 75' buffer and a map showing ESA's in front of all easement properties		SCE&G still needs to place all ESA locations in one viewing tool  -TWC ground-truth verification of ESA Map		Include maps in SMP		Tentatively Complete to the Satisfaction of the TWC (August 2005??)

		Existing Studies		USFWS, Newberry County		Information Needs/Study Requests								Tentatively Complete to the Satisfaction of the TWC

		Federal and State Regulations Technical Committee		Lake Watch		Information Needs/Study Requests		A technical committee should be formed to determine and review all Federal and State regulations that relate to or have impact on the management of the reservoir, the lower Saluda and lands within the project boundaries.  The committee should also meet with FERC and discuss and clarify all FERC regulations/ requirements.		April 20, 2006 - Allan Creamer (FERC Rep for the Saluda Project) attended a question and answer session at the Quarterly Public Meeting to answer the groups relicensing questions.  October 16, 2007 - Steve Bell noted that he has a fairly comprehensive list of these regulations and if there is any need to review any of these regulations he could provide the list to the group.		Continue to review regulations as issues are identified/addressed		Tentatively Complete to the Satisfaction of the TWC

		Updated Shoreline Classification		USFWS, DNR, Newberry County		Shoreline Classification		Updated classification that describes the existing use of the property, acreage and mileage of shoreline for Lake Murray and Lower Saluda River. Including information on how many acres, within the PBL are associated with environmental, forest and game and vegetated land classifications, as well as wetlands		March 28, 2006 - Tommy presented this information to the TWC.  Maps are also currently being updated to include all information		Include in SMP		Tentatively Complete to the Satisfaction of the TWC

		LUSMP Technical Committee		Lake Watch		Shoreline Permitting sub-committee (General Shoreline Management)		The technical committee would review the existing LUSMP and make changes after discussion with the larger group.  One outcome would be to put together in one document the entire LUSMP						Tentatively Complete to the Satisfaction of the TWC - This is being accomplished through the Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee

		Buffer Zone Restoration Technical Committee		Lake Watch		Buffer Zone Restoration and Management		A technical committee should be formed to assess all buffer zones on the lake for compliance with current and past guidelines and restriction.  Cause of excessive clearing should be determined, restoration plan should be re-evaluated and updated if necessary		March 16, 2006 - TWC discussed the Buffer Zone Management Plan and agreed on a monitoring and compliance section that would include the submittal of a revegetation plan by the land owner and that the landowner provide photo documentation of replanted area for a period of 5 years		TWC discussed these issues and arrived at consensus regarding the Monitoring and Compliance section of the Plan.  It would include items such as the submittal of a revegetation plan by the land owner and that the landowner must provide photo documentation of replanted area for a period of 5 years		Tentatively Complete to the Satisfaction of the TWC

		Excavation Policy		Newberry County, USFWS		Shoreline Permitting sub-committee (Excavation)		review the current excavation policy		June 15, 2006 - TWC reviewed and made group consensus changes to Excavation Policy.  SCE&G to incorporate changes		To be reviewed by RCG		1st Draft Complete to the Satisfaction of the TWC

		Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan		DNR		Erosion and Sedimentation		Parts of the plan (SMP) that have not been resolved include: an erosion and sedimentation control plan		May 8, 2006 - TWC reviewed DNR drafted  shoreline stabilization plan that details the criteria for shoreline stabilization permits and consequences for violators.  May 26, 2006 - TWC continued to review strawman shoreline stabilization criteria developed by SCDNR.  Incorporated group consensus changes.  August 28, 2007 - group discussed breakwater protection and noted that in general SCE&G had concerns with restricting navigable waters.  It was decided that this would be dealt with on case by case basis.		Submitted to the FERC		Complete

		Posting of Drawdown Dates/
Periodic Drawdowns		Newberry County				Newberry County requests the posting of draw-down dates due to safety concerns for lake users.				Ron Ahle will prepare a presentation on the WQ and F&W benefits of periodic drawdowns.		Complete: SCE&G has developed Web-based information system that includes information on planned releases

		Limited Brushing Criteria		DNR		Shoreline Permitting		It was requested that a limited brushing permit be implemented to cut back growth of invasive plants and to educate the landowner.		April 25, 2006 - TWC agreed on limited brushing guidelines and created a document that details, among other items, species that can and cannot be cleared.		Incorporated into permitting handbook		Complete

		Woody Debris and Stump Management Plan		DNR		ESA Identification and Management		Parts of the SMP that have not been resolved include a woody debris and stump management plan		March 28, 2006 - The TWC agreed to make the Woody Debris Management Plan a component of the SMP. TWC reviewed plan and comments were incorporated		Approved by FERC 12/6/06		Complete

		Review of TVA and USACE Shoreline Management Policies		Lake Watch		Shoreline Permitting		It is recommended that studies on Shoreline Development Impacts on TVA Rivers and Lakes and US Army Corps studies associated with shoreline management updates be used as part of the information available to address issues in this committee		May 8, 2006 - TWC reviewed TVA and Corps guidelines for bank stabilization while discussing what guidelines on Lake Murray should entail.				Complete

		Restriction Guidelines in Buffer Surrounding ESA's		DNR		ESA Identification and Management		Parts of the SMP that have not been resolved include guidelines for restrictions within the 50' buffer surrounding the ESA's		March 28, 2006 - TWC discussed the implementation of a 15ft buffer around continuous ESA's.   September 5, 2006 - Buffer between ESA's and commercial marinas also under consideration by SCE&G		SCE&G to consider implementation of 15ft buffer on either side adjacent to continuous ESA on easement and future development property.  DNR noted that this would be acceptable		Proposal under consideration by SCE&G

		Tree Management		SCE&G				Discussion on policy regarding dealing with danger trees in the setback property		August 28, 2007 - The TWC discussed this issue and several options were considered.  It was noted that the responsibility for dealing with danger trees in the setback could be placed on the dock permit holder, or a flat fee could be charged to all dock permit holders.		SCE&G to look at total cost of administering SMP and make a decision on this at that point		Discussions tentatively completed on TWC level

		Communications/ Procedural Technical Committee		Lake Watch		Other		A technical committee should be formed to study how SCE&G and stakeholders can better communicate and work together to achieve the goals and objectives implemented in the new license plan		November 1, 2005 - Group discussed this issue and it was concluded that if increased communication between group was needed then joint group meetings would be held		Steve Bell to develop recommendations		Complete

		FERC Lake Murray Shoreline Management Plan Update		Newberry County/LMA/Lake Watch		Shoreline Permitting sub-committee (General Shoreline Management)		General Outline to be developed by SCE&G		April 26, 2005 - RCG reviewed and made changes to the new SMP general outline.  Group consensus changes to be incorporated.  October 16, 2007 - Lake Watch and the LMHOC gave input into the development of a new SMP.  December 10, 2007 - TWC reviewed SMP and Permitting Handbook and were given the opportunity to submit comments on the documents.  January 3 & 4, 2008 - Group extensively reviewed SMP and Permitting Handbook.  There is still the need to discuss Commercial Marina requirements and the Forest Management Land Dock Policy				Ongoing

		ESA Management Policy		DNR, USFWS, Newberry County		ESA Identification and Management		Development and incorporation of specific management restrictions into the SMP to control encroachments into ESA's, conservation areas, and other areas		March 28, 2006 - TWC discussed the permitting of docks in ESA's on easement property and the establishment of a buffer around continuous ESA's.		SCE&G tasked with developing general criteria regarding the permitting of docks on ESAs on easement property		Ongoing

		Water Level Management Strategies for the Reservoir		SCDNR		Lake and Land Management RCG		Water Level Management Strategies for the reservoir		Water Quality TWC has been having discussions regarding drawdown to benefit water quality.  TWC discussed this issue on August 28, 2007.  It was also discussed in the January 2008, QPM.  DNR has also requested the development of a Low Inflow Protocol.				Ongoing

		Reservoir Level Study		CCL/American Rivers, City of Columbia PRT, LSSRAC, LMA				Lake level fluctuation as it pertains to aquatic habitat, downstream flows, and recreation.  More specifically the effects of drawdown on recreational boating, the ability to release downstream flows using a hydrologic/operations a model including effects of inundation patterns on the Congaree.  A look at the effects of yearly lake level fluctuations on the Saluda and Congaree as well as the Congaree National Park.  Also, to evaluate potential seasonal target elevations for Lake Murray that attempt to balance all related interest, including lakeside homeowners, municipal water users, environmental interests, power production capabilities, and downstream river users		There has been discussion on preferred lake levels among the other TWC's and a general goal has been defined as between 354 and 358 for specific times during the year.  The ESWM model was presented during the April QPM and has yet to define specific flow requests for SCE&G consideration.  Lake level request to be evaluated using the operations model.				Ongoing: Operations TWC is in the process of developing a Hydraulic Operations Model that will answer many of these questions.

		Total Build-Out Study		SCPRT, Newberry County, USFWS, LMHC		Land Reclassification		A "build-out" scenario should be used to identify areas to avoid or target for new recreational access and identify areas in SMP that need to be amended		July 12, 2006 - TWC discussed this item, SCE&G to estimate the maximum number of docks possible on the lake at the request of Lake Watch   July 19, 2006 - Recreation Management TWC in process of developing Boat Density Study Plan which will provide information on what areas of the lake are most used and where areas for improvement would be		SCE&G to provide number for maximum number of docks possible. - completed on 8/24/06                     Rec Management TWC to finalize and provide data from Boat Density Study - complete		Ongoing

		Residential, Commercial, and Common Docks		USFWS, Newberry County, Lake Watch		Shoreline Permitting sub-committee (Residential, Commercial, Public, Private, and Multi-Slip Dock Permitting)		It was requested that the group review the Residential, Commercial, Public, Private and Multi-Slip dock policies		June 15, 2006 - Group reviewed and made changes to General requirements for Private Docks and Common Docks.  Lake Watch noted that they needed until the July 12, 2006 meeting to review the General Requirements document.  July 12, 2006 Lake Watch noted that in order to agree with criteria on Private and Common docks they would need information on the maximum number of docks possible on Lake Murray.  SCE&G to calculate number - completed, discussion to follow.  August 24, 2006 - Group discussed common access areas, draft critera was developed.  September 5, 2006 -  Commercial Marinas were discussed and draft criteria was developed, SCE&G to view on radius map  September 19, 2006 -Private Marinas discussed, draft critera developed.  October 10, 2006- Residential multi-slips on easement property discussed, TWC agreed to criteria attached to 10-10-06 notes.  August 28, 2007 - There was group discussion regarding the control of boats being pulled onto shoreline.  Group input on this issue is contained in the subsequent meeting notes. December 10, 2007 - Representative for the commercial marina owners updated the group to thier views, concerns, and requests for the SMP with respect to commercial marinas. January 3, 2008 - Lake Watch and LMA requested that wording be placed in the SMP that defines the difference between a true public marina and private marinas.  The issue of true public marina vs. private marina was further discussed on February 7, 2008 when SCE&G presented a strawman on this subject and further reviewed on March 13, 2008.		SCE&G to calculate maximum possible number of docks on Lake Murray  - completed		Ongoing

		Rebalancing of Shoreline Classifications		DNR, SCPRT		Land Reclassification		Rebalancing of shoreline classifications in order to provide sufficient recreation and nature-based tourism opportunities for the growing regional population throughout the license period.  Acreage should be added to all small recreation sites to allow for future expansion as recreational needs change and to provide options for shore based recreation.		October 31, 2006 - Group was provided with DNR presentation on rebalancing shoreline.  Developed initial evaluation criteria.  Group split into two groups, Economics and Natural resource who developed their criteria separately on December 12th and 20th, 2006 and presented it to each other on January 17th, 2007 and Jan. 26th, 2007.  Once the scoring criteria had been approved, the groups met separately with Orbis to score data.  Scoring sheets were completed and issued to the entire TWC on April 27, 2007.  October 16, 2007 - Tommy issued updated shoreline mileages for each county to the TWC.  November 8, 2007 - Ron Ahle presented the Natural committee's results and conclusions on land rebalancing. On January 22, 2008, SCE&G reviewed their land rebalancing proposal with the group.  February 7, 2007 - John Frick presented the group with his proposal for future development lands		Develop Goals for Rebalancing - 11/21      Discuss scoring criteria - 11/21                       Summarize evaluation criteria - 11/21 - all complete                 Discussion on rebalancing in upcoming months		Ongoing

		Future Fringeland Sale Policy		USFWS, Newberry County		Land Reclassification		Review the current policies on the sale of fringeland		October 31, 2006 - Group was provided with Fringelands presentation with various examples.  Fringelands shown with 75' and 100' setbacks and their effects on available Fringelands.  Map depicting widths of Fringeland requested. January 26, 2007, Tommy presented the group with his proposal for Fringeland classifications.  November 8, 2007 - Independent Recreation Focus Group presented their proposal for how to deal with future development lands during rebalancing.  Request to place high recreation scoring tracts of land into passive recreation classifications.  Proposal being considered by SCE&G.		Develop maps depicting widths of Fringeland - SCE&G		Ongoing

		Obtain dock without purchase of fringeland/Access on Forest and Game Management Areas								October 16, 2007 - this issue was first formally discussed.  Lake Watch asked for the legal explanation of why a property owner was required to by the fringeland in order to obtain a dock.  It was noted that the group would look into providing some sort access on applicable Forest Management Lands.  January 22, 2008 - SCE&G presented the group with their proposal for the possibility of docks on Forest and Game management land.  This issue was further discussed on April 8, 2007 where the group reviewed the strawman developed by SCE&G on this issue.  Group to review and provide comments		SCE&G to provide maps to specified individuals for review of Forest and Game Management lands.		Ongoing

		Two-Bird Cove
Hurricane Hole Cove		Landowners		Land Reclassification		Would like the de-designation of Two Bird Cove as a special recreation area		May 24, 2007 - Group convened a meeting with Two-bird cove back property owners and WPYC individuals.  Two-bird cove individuals and WPYC individuals will need to convene separately to resolve issue.  If they can resolve issue, the TWC will make that recommendation.  Otherwise the TWC will continue with fringeland rebalancing as the see appropriate.		Explore alternatives to recreation in the Two Bird Cove area and remove "Special Recreation" designation.		Ongoing

		Activities in the Fringeland												TBD



&CLake and Land Management RCG
Issues Matrix

&L* The Lake and Land Management TWC organizes issues by Category



Fish and Wildlife RCG

		Issue/Request		Requested by:		TWC Assignment/ Category Assignment*		Description		Status/Date Discussed		Current Action Items		Resolutions

		Additional Diadromous Fish Monitoring		NOAA		DLA Comments		Noted that future monitoring of diadromous species may be necessary, especially shortnose sturgeon

		Winter Waterfowl lake levels		DNR		DLA Comments		DNR notes that maintaining full pool during the fall and winter months may be beneficial to annually migrating and wintering waterfowl and that PM&E measures be identified and implemented to address loss of historic wintering and migrating waterfowl populations and hunting opportunities

		Macroinvertebrate Mitigation		DNR		DLA Comments		DNR notes that while the implementation of instream flows may enhance invertebrate populations, mitigation may be necessary

		RT&E management plans - bald eagle		DNR		DLA Comments		DNR notes that management plans for RT&E species should be developed which include the bald eagle

		Rocky Shoals Spider Lily studies		American Rivers/CCL		DLA Comments		AR/CCL noted that SCE&G should conduct periodic studies on the Lower Saluda River to identify the presence of any populations of the Rocky Shoals Spider Lily along the river, and if found the plants should be protected.

		RT&E management plans - rocky shoals spider lily		DNR		DLA Comments		DNR notes that management plans for RT&E species should be developed and include the rocky shoals spider lily

		RT&E management plans - wood stork		DNR		DLA Comments		DNR notes that management plans for RT&E species should be developed which include the wood stork

		Purple Martin habitat protection		DNR		DLA Comments		DNR recommends that a management strategy and protection mechanism for the purple martin island roosting site be developed

		MOU on aquatic plants		DNR		DLA Comments		DNR recommends that a memorandum of understanding for aquatic plant management be developed and included with the final license application

		Parasitic copepod		individual		DLA Comments		Requested to investigate the occurrence of a parasitic copepod  on the striped bass populations in Lake Murray

		Mussel Mitigation		DNR		DLA Comments		DNR notes that while the reasons for the absence of mussles in the LSR are not known, this provides an opportunity for restoration or mitigation

		Mussel Surveys		CCL/American Rivers, SCDNR, LSSRAC, USFWS		Mussels/Benthic Macroinverts TWC		The present status of mussels in the project area should be evaluated, their habitat needs assessed, and any project impacts on habitat be identified.  CCL requests an evaluation of the cumulative impact analysis that the Project has on mussel stocks in the Santee Basin		March 8, 2006 - discussion on this topic in the TWC. Mussel surveys were performed in July/August. A study report has been issued				Complete

		Environmental Studies Information Request		USFWS				Please provide copies of the existing environmental studies conducted at the Saluda Hydroelectric Project by SCE&G contractors and the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources that are refernced in the literature cited section of the ICD.						Complete

		Waterfowl Hunting		SCPRT, USFWS, Newberry County, DNR				Parts of the SMP that have not been resolved include the designation of new waterfowl hunting areas to compensate for those lost to land sales and development		SCE&G, FWS, and DNR in discussions concerning this issue				Ongoing

		Instream Flow Studies		CCL/American Rivers, City of Columbia Parks and Recreatioin, SCDNR, LSSRAC, NMFS, TU, USFWS		Instream Flows/Aquatic Habitat TWC		Requested for the Saluda River and the Confluence area.  An assessment on how Project operations affect stream flows, and which flow regimens would best meeting biota needs. IFIM requested by SCDNR in lieu of implementing an instantaneous flow of at least 470 cfs for navigation, 590 July -Nov, 1170 Jan-April, and 880 May, June and Dec.		May 3, 2006 - information on this topic distributed to group, after review was furter discussed on September 7, 2006 - more to come				Ongoing

		Diadromous Fish Studies		CCL/American Rivers, SCDNR, LSSRAC, National Marine Fisheries Service, USFWS		Diadromous Fish TWC		Study requests from the CCL/American Rivers focused on a more in depth analysis of habitat conditions, feasibility of hatchery operations for diadromous fish, impacts analysis of the Project on diad. fish stocks of the Santee-Cooper Basin, the feasibility and costs of fish passage at the Project.  SCDNR requests that spawning and nursery habitat for diadromous fish species in the river and lake should be identified and quantified		February 22, 2006 - studies completed for 2005 and 2006.  Discussions centered around the construction of an eel ramp in lieu of 2007 trapping.  Spillway eel ramp location installed July '06.  Tailrace location installed October '06.				Ongoing

		Benthic Macroinvertebrate Study		SCDNR, LSSRAC, NMFS, TU, USFWS		Mussels/Benthic Macroinverts TWC		To determine if invertebrate fauna have increased in either number or species diversity as a result of turbine venting.  As well as how far downstream they are impacted.		March 8, 2006 - was requested by agencies…more to come				Ongoing

		Fish Community Surveys		USFWS				It was requested that these surveys be performed and include small non-game species in the Saluda River above and below the reservoir as well as in Lake Murray, to supplement existing fish community data and/or replace dated information.  Specific sampling focused on determining presence or absence of the rare robust redhorse sucker, Carolina sucker, and the highfin carpsucker should be conducted in the lower Saluda River		February 22, 2006 - it was discussed that many studies already exist, available studies to be compiled to determine if there are any further studies needed.				Ongoing

		Migratory Bird Survey		USFWS		Terrestrial Resources TWC		This Survey would evaluate the effects of the Project on migratory bird use at Lake Murray and the Saluda River and riparian ecosystems.  Surveys of migratory birds and their habitats to provide baseline information on populations.  Aerial surveys for potential roosting, nesting, and foraging sites for the federally endangered woodsotrk should also continue		February 22, 2006 - Group had brief discussion on this issue  March 8, 2006 - Group discussed data needs.  On July 26, 2006 - existing species data that was compiled was distributed to the group at this time. Group agreed that this provided a substantial species list.  Group also discussed Winter Waterfowl Survey study plan and agreed that the scope would be 3 years with a report after 2.  Woodstork surveys are continuing in 2006				Species Data List - Completed                      Winter Waterfowl Surveys - Ongoing              Woodstork Surveys - Ongoing

		Comprehensive Habitat Assessment		NMFS, USFWS, SCDNR		Instream Flows/Aquatic Habitat TWC		To provide quantitative and qualitative data in GIS format of available and potential spawning, rearing, and foraging habitats (i.e., riffles, shoals, open water, shallow coves, littoral zones) for diadromous and resident fishes in Lake Murray, the Saluda River and its major tributaries, and the Lower Saluda River below the Project.  SCDNR requests a summary of water level fluctuations for the months of March, April and May to assess the possible enhancement of spawning habitat		May 3, 2006 - It was discussed that current aerial photography and video flyover may provide data needs when combined with GIS maps.  DNR & USFWS to give further consideration to available data and its suitability to meet request.  B. Argentieri to coordinate with Tommy to determine suitability of shoreline maps to address this issue.		DNR & USFWS to give further consideration to available data and its suitability to meet request.                                                                                                                                                                 B. Argentieri to coordinate with Tommy to determine suitability of shoreline maps to address this issue.		Ongoing

		Fish Entrainment Desktop Study		SCDNR, NMFS, USFWS		Fish Entrainment TWC		This study would include conducting a desktop study of potential entrainment using previous studies conducted at other similar facilities. The objectives of the study should be to (1) quantify the numbers and sizes of fish entrained, by species, (2) estimate mortality rates associated by species, and (3) provide recommendations for project design and operation that can reasonably be made to prevent or minimize fish entrainment and associated injury/mortality		February 22, 2006 - Group discussed this issue briefly and assigned it to a TWC.  TWC will meet after draft study is circulated.		KA currently performing study - due in Oct/Nov 2006 timeframe.		Ongoing

		Self Sustaining Trout Fishery Study		TU		Instream Flows/Aquatic Habitat TWC		The purpose of this study should be to determine the factors needed for a self sustaining trout fishery that can reproduce and thrive year round, and how the operation can be modified to meet the habitat needs.  Dissolved oxygen, flows, spawning and rearing habitat, the aquatic food base, especially in the shallow, rocky foraging areas, and actual water chemistry should be key items in such an assessment		May 3, 2006 - it was discussed by agencies that a reproducing trout population was not within agency management objectives.  However, stakeholders who requested the study are due fair evaluation of proposal.  Ka to develop framework for whitepaper.		KA to complete initial framework of whitepaper		Ongoing

		Rare Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat Studies		CCL/American Rivers, SCDNR, LSSRAC, NMFS, USFWS		RT&E Species/Habitat Studies TWC		A study was requested to assess the condition of rare threatened and endangered species in the Project area, as well as how Project operations are affecting these species and how Project operations can be used to protect, restore, or enhance populations.  Management plans be developed for species existing in the project area or under the influence of the project.  Suggestions include Wood Stork and RSSL Surveys as well as SNS and American eel sampling		March 8, 2006 - Group Discussed what information was needed and in particular the RSSL, Saluda Crayfish, Saluda Darter, Bald Eagle and SNS		Ka to develop RT&E traking sheet       Shortnose Sturgeon research permit received, studies to begin in '07.          Dr. Arnie Eversole constructing whitepaper on Saluda Crayfish		Ongoing

		Striped Bass Evaluations		USFWS		Water Qualilty TWC		This study would involve an evaluation of project operations on the reservoir striped bass population, particularly regarding: (1) the effectiveness of current turbine operations, (2) potential additional enhancements in association with the summer thermocline near the powerhouse; and (3) determine if striped bass migrate upstream of the project within the Saluda River during the spring spawning season, and if and where spawning activities occur.				Reed Bull to distribute anecdotal data to group		TBD

		Aquatic Plant Management Program		Newberry County, USFWS, DNR				Information such as species composition, location, and acreage of aquatic plants in the project is needed to develop an aquatic plant management plan.  As well as information on aquatic weed control measures dispersed to lake users by SCE&G						TBD

		Sediment Regimen and Sediment Transport Studies		CCL/American Rivers, USFWS		Moved to Instream Flow/Aquatic Habitat group in Fish and Wildlife Group		A request has been made that a study be performed on the sediment regimen in the Project area as well as the Project effects on the sediment regimen of the lower Saluda River.  Should include such things as sediment composition, bedload movement, gravel deposition, sediment storage behind dams, and bedload changes below the dam; and project effects on downstream geomorphometry, sediment availability and streambank erosion, and the possible addition of gravel to mitigate for project impacts.  Also, the effects of the Project operations on habitat requirements for spawning fishes.		February 21, 2006 - group decided that this issue be moved to Fish and Wildlife Committee				TBD in Fish and Wildlife

		Floodplain vegitation assessment		CCL/Am Rivers, LSSRAC,



&CFish and Wildlife RCG
Issues Matrix



Recreation RCG

		Issue/Request		Requested by:		TWC Assignment/ Category Assignment*		Description		Status/Date Discussed		Current Action Items		Resolutions

		ADA compliant recreation sites		DNR		DLA Comments		DNR recommends that a recreation plan should prioritize the upgrade of the recreation sites to ADA compliance where applicable.

		Upper Reservoir Paddling area		DNR		DLA Comments		DNR recommends that the riverine area in the upper end of the reservoir should be designated as a canoe/kayak area with restrictions to docks.

		Recreation Plan Schedule		DNR/SCPRT		DLA Comments		DNR recommends a schedule be developed for recreational enhancements and the reconvening of stakeholder meetings

		Prioritization of fishing opportunities		DNR		DLA Comments		DNR recommends that the recreation plan prioritize facilities providing additional fishing opportunity and specifically for bank and pier based angling

		Greenway trails		DNR		DLA Comments		DNR recommends SCE&G consider methods to support the development of the proposed greenway trails along the lower Saluda to provide additional public access to the river as suggested above

		Complaint Evaluation		Lake Watch		DLA Comments		Lake Watch notes that they believe that a protocol should be established to ensure that complaints be propertly evaluated and document.

		LSR access		DNR		DLA Comments		DNR recommends that shoreline access to the LSR be provided to recreational users and to also provide safe ingress and egress from the river.

		Optimal Recreational Flows		DNR				In the LSR, flows are needed to support wade fishing and paddling.  Information is needed regarding the flows that provide optimal recreational opportunity and when they should be provided.

		Multi-Lane Boating Event Site		DNR		Access Points		The location and property for a large, multi-lane boating event site should be explored.

		Capacity and Handicapped Accessibility in ICD		DNR		Access Points		A description of public recreation sites is provided in the ICD, but there is no indication of capacity or handicapped accessibility.  It is requested that this information is included.

		Boat Carrying Capacity Study		SCPRT		Total Build-Out Scenarios		A boat carrying capacity study should be done for Lake Murray, including an inventory of current and future residential docks, public and private marinas, dry storage, and other boat access opportunities.  This will identify areas to target or avoid for new boating facilities.

		Recreational Use and Needs		CCL/American Rivers, City of Columbia PRT, SCDNR, LMA, Lake Watch, LSSRAC, SCPRT, TU				Requested in order to evaluate present recreation in the project area, as well as future recreational uses.  This study request also involves the evaluation of the best locations for future acess points and what type of access is necessary.  SCDNR recommends that future plans should include the development of shore based recreational access and the location and property for a large, multi-lane boating event site.  SCPRT suggests a build out scenario should be used to identify the volume of use based on future development proposed in the SMP and provide information on how the build out will affect boat carrying capacity, water quality, and fish and wildlife habitat.

		Permanent Protection for Dreher Island State Recreation Area		SCPRT

		New and Existing Recreational Resources on Lake Murray		SCPRT				Continuation of existing recreational resources on Lake Murray and new/expanded resources where possible and appropriate

		Implementation of the LSR Corridor Plan & Update		SCPRT				Continued implementation of the LSR Corridor Plan & Update, including additional recreational access at "Sandy Beach", I-20, I-26, take out above Mill Race Rapids, and development of the Saluda River greenway and Three Rivers Greenway

		Existing Recreational Resources		SCPRT				Continuation of existing recreational resources on the Saluda River

		Maintenance/ Enhancement of Lake Murray and Saluda River		SCPRT		Land Use and Aesthetics		Maintenance/ Enhancement of the scenic integrity of Lake Murray and the Saluda River

		Paddling Opportunities		SCPRT				Identification and enhancement of paddling opportunities in the tributaries and tributary arms of the lake

		Available Lands Inventory		LSSRAC		Land Use and Aesthetics - rebalancing		Requested inventory of land ownership around the project boundary to determine feasibility of aggregating desireable parcels for parks, open space, other recreation, habitat preservation and viewshed protection.  Such an inventory could also provide valuable information about the current and proposed rate of development, thereby determining the urbgency of assembling valuable parcels for the public benefit

		Recreational Flow Study		CCL/American rivers, city of Columbia PRT, SCDNR, LSSRAC, SCPRT				Requested to study the effects that Project operations have on instream flow and the recreation that occurs on the Saluda and at the confluence area.  This study requests that flow levels that best benefit anglers, paddlers and swimmers be evaluated as well as safety during recreational activity.  Also to determine flows needed to support boat passage (canoe, kayak, and small motor boat) on the lower Saluda and into the Conbgaree River

		Spillway Releases for Recreational Purposes		American Whitewater				Requested to study the value of the spillway as a whitewater recreation resource following peer reviewed methods.  These methods should include at a minimum an on-water single flow whitewater boating feasibility study, possibly followed by a controlled whitewater flow study.

		Existing Recreational Resources		American Whitewater				Upgrading and repairing of all existing access points

		Creation of a take out above Mill Race Rapid		American Whitewater		Mitigation Request		Creation of a take out above Mill Race Rapid (class IV ) to provide a safe and legal area above a known river hazard for float trips

		Special Flow releases		American Whitewater		Mitigation Request		Scheduled flow releases for recreational events and at desired times of the year when flows can support optimal conditions for recreational uses, such as whitewater boating, special events, and rescue training should be studied and provided

		Expansion of existing recreational sites		SCPRT		Mitigation Request		Acreage be added to all small recreation access sites to the extent possible to allow for future expansion as recreational needs change and to provide options for shore based recreation

		Mapping of existing waterfowl hunting areas		SCPRT		Mitigation Request		Mapping of estimated remaining legal waterfowl hunting areas for consideration of designated waterfowl hunting areas

		Protection for Islands		SCPRT				A plan should be developed to protect islands in the Lake and River while allowing recreational use.  Population growth and increasing boat use may severely affect these recreational resources over the term of the license		Dec 8, 2006 - Tommy noted that SCE&G owns 70 to 71 of the islands and that they are open for recreation

		Protection and Enhancement of Recreational Facilities		SCPRT		Land Reclassification		Ensure that recreational facilities and opportunities are protected and enhanced for current and future users, on and near the lake and river						This is a Recreation RCG Issue

		Safe and Enjoyable Recreation Experiences		SCPRT		Land Reclassification		Provide safe and enjoyable recreation experiences for the boating and non-boating public including state residents and visitors						Covered under the Rec RCG

		Inclusion of Land for Recreation		SCPRT		Land Reclassification (Recreation RCG)		Include enough land in the project boundary to assure optimum development of recreational resources afforded by the project						Information from the Rec RCG will be useful to the L&LM RCG for placement and quantity

		New State Park Property		SCPRT		Land Reclassification		Permanent protection of a new state park property with significant shoreline on the Lexington/Saluda side of the lake





Safety RCG

		Issue/Request		Requested by:		TWC Assignment/ Category Assignment*		Description		Status/Date Discussed		Current Action Items		Resolutions

		Warning sirens and water rise		DNR		DLA Comments		DNR notes that additional warning devices are needed and the start-up of hydroelectric units also should be phased to ensure the rate of rising water does not exceed 0.02 feet per minute

		Listing of Project Related Accidents		DNR		Safety RCG		All project related accidents that occurred during the existing license period and any accommodations in project operations or facilities by the licensee to address these accidents should be listed.		Information on Fatalities on the LSR was distributed to the group on May 23, 2006 by email.  Accident logs also handed out on the February 14, 2006 Meeting				Complete

		Safety and Warning System Studies/ Siren/Flashing Light System inclusions		CCL/American Rivers, lake Watch, LSSRAC, S.C. Parks Rec and Tourism, TU, American Whitewater				Request of studies to improve the water level rise safety warning systems on the LSR, as well as implementing additional measures to improve safety. It is requested that SCE&G “should examine various types of warning systems at all sites used by the public for recreation” and “should include the amount of time required for various volumes of release to reach the recreation sites to give an idea of exactly how much time river users have to react.  The study should also examine signs, lights and other visual warnings as well as horns or sirens to meet the needs of river users of all abilities.”  nclusion of all high and seasonally high use areas in the siren and flashing light system, to warn users of rapidly rising water and dangerous conditions. That includes Tail Race, Saluda Shoals, Hopes Ferry, Mill Race, Shandon Rapid, Oh Brother and Ocean Boulevard Rapids		Initial discussions on warning siren system occurred on January 10, 2006.  Discussions included an explaination of how sirens function as well as their locations.  April 18, 2006 - group identified high use areas for possible locations for warning sirens.  Group in process of developing map of locations.		Stakeholder request for additional discussion on warning sirens at upcomming meeting _10/16/06		Ongoing

		Ramping Study		American Whitewater, City of Columbia Parks and Recreation, LSSRAC		Downstream Flows TWC		It was requested that the ramping of Project releases should be studied and potentially implemented, particularly during periods of high recreation use of the river.		February 14, 2006 - The group had initial discussion on the subject of ramping. The group agreed that ramping will be an alternative that is analyzed in the environmental assessment, but hopefully a group decision will be made so that the relicensing team can present one preferred alternative to FERC.  April 18, 2006 - The group discussed ramping at other FERC projects. Charlene C. provided a list of projects that are related to ramping and briefly discussed each.  Downstream Flows TWC discussing a study examining the rate of change of the river for various flows at various river reaches and an analysis of different flows for various user groups and skill
levels that provide the safest conditions.				Ongoing

		Public Information System Study		CCL/American Rivers, City of Columbia Parks and Recreation, Lake Watch, River Runner Outdoor Center, American Whitewater		Safety TWC/Lake and Land Management RCG		Request of studies in order to explore and decide the best way to disseminate Project operations information to river users as well as decide what information to release.  The study is suggested to explore which mode of communication would benefit the largest amount of people whether it be through the use of toll free telephone lines, kiosks, brochures or the internet.  CCL/Am. Rivers suggests that the public information system should include “an annual schedule of minimum flow requirements, recent rainfall, weekly forecasts of expected operations, real-time operations and flow information, and other useful information.  The information should include what rapids require what levels of paddling expertise at different water levels and include warnings about dangers present in varying flow scenarios.  The study should examine in what languages other than English the information should be published, such as Spanish.”		Lake and Land Management RCG had significant discussion on Public Outreach Programs on August 22, 2006.  Several options for public outreach were favored including a newsletter.  SCE&G in the process of testing a email/phone call system for water level rise				Ongoing

		Boat Traffic		Safety RCG		Safety RCG/Lake and Land Management TWC		Boat traffic and congestion in cove areas related to nearby shoreline development was expressed as a concern		Lake and Land Management TWC is in the process of revising critera intended to lessen congestion issues related to multi-slip facilites				Ongoing

		Ingress/egress Areas		Safety RCG		Safety RCG		ingress/egress to potentially hazardous areas and its effect on rescue resources (e.g. Mill Race )		April 18th, 2006 - Fire Department is currently identifing an area where access is needed				Ongoing

		Placement and Maintenance of shoal markers		Safety RCG		Safety RCG		Group expressed concern as to the placement and maintenance of shoal markers		February 14, 2006 - concern was raised about unmarked shoals on Lake Murray.  Item placed in parking lot until Steve Bell can gather information on specific potential hazardous shoals below 354’ msl.  Tom Eppink to review DNR authority concerning shoal markers on Lake Murray		Steve Bell to gather information on specific potential hazardous shoals below 354’ msl.                                  Tom Eppink to review DNR authority concerning shoal markers on Lake Murray		Ongoing

		Drawdown Impacts Study		LMHC, Lake Watch				Requested in order to determine the impacts that lake drawdowns pose on public safety, economics, recreation, erosion, sedimentation and other resources						TBD

		Amphibious aircraft on lake murray and Power lines that pose a danger to sailboats		Safety RCG		Safety RCG		Group expressed concern  as to the use of the lake by amphibious aircraft and the possible safety issues that could result. As well as the dangers that powerlines pose to sailboat navigation						TBD - On October 24th



&CSafety RCG 
Issues Matrix



Water Quality

		Issue/Request		Requested by:		TWC Assignment/ Category Assignment*		Description		Status/Date Discussed		Current Action Items		Resolutions

		Additional Water Quality Studies		Midlands Striper Club		DLA Comments		Additional Water Quality studies to be conducted to identify sources of pollution from tributaries to Lake murray and to develop recommendations for reducing or eliminating these sources of pollution.

		Low Inflow Protocol		SCDNR/Lake Watch		DLA Comments		A low inflow protocol should be developed  and implemented

		Oxygentation studies		American Rivers/CCL		DLA Comments		AR/CCL requests studies to evaluate the effectiveness of newly implemented oxygenation measures at the Project

		forebay water quality		American Rivers/CCL		DLA Comments		AR/CCL requests studies to assess the water quality in the Project's forebay area to establish the cause of periodic fish kills in the area

		Assimilative Capacity Study		Lake Watch		DLA Comments		Lake Watch requests that SCE&G perform an assimilative capacity study

		Cove Water Quality		Lake Watch		DLA Comments		Lake Watch requests that SCE&G conduct additional testing in the coves that are likely impacted by stormwater runoff.

		Sedimentation Study		American Rivers/CCL		DLA Comments		AR/CCL requests that a peer-reviewed study on the effects of sedimentation on the water quality in the LSR		Outside the area of project area, SCE&G owns 100 ft vegetated buffer.  Sedimentation from development outside Project boundary

		Hub Baffle Effectiveness Studies		SCCCL/American Rivers, USFWS				suggested studies inlcude those to determine the effectiveness of newly installed hub baffles		Studies performed in 2005 and 2006				Complete

		Power Boat and Jet Ski Impacts		League of Women Voters		Water Quality RCG		that a water quality studies also include a facet on the impacts of power boats and jet skis on drinking water quality		February 21, 2006 - It was noted that SCE&G does not permit individual water withdrawals as part of its current lake use permitting process, nor does SCE&G have the regulatory authority to regulate watercraft usage on the lake.  Group noted any further discussion on this topic will occur in TWC				Tentatively complete

		TMDL's on Lake Murray		USC		Water Quality TWC - TMDL Focus Group		TMDL's on Lake Murray		February 21, 2006 - group discussed this issue and it was sent to the TWC for further discussion.                    May 3, 2006 - A few individuals from the TWC met to discuss this issue.  Several action items came out of the meeting in order for further discussion to continue: D. Tufford would meet with the individuals he is representing to further define what thier objectives are for water quality in relation to relicensing.  J. Ruane will distribute model information when complete.  A. Miller indicated SCDHEC was not prepared to perform a TMDL on Lake Murray at this time.				Tentatively Complete

		Temperature Analysis - Downstream Effects		USFWS		Water Quality TWC		an analysis of the effects of the temperature of discharges from the Saluda Dam on downstream habitats including: (1) An analysis that determines the travel distance downstream to effectuate completion of temperature mixing in the Congaree River; (2) an evaluation of the affects to species and habitats within the downstream Congaree National Park; (3) an evaluation of the affects to upstream migrating diadromous fish		February 21, 2006 - group initially discussed this issue and decided that it would be appropriately discussed further in the TWC.  March 6, 2006 - Temperature Study Plan reviewed and approved by committee.  Study begin in April 2006.		Temperature Study underway, ending in fall '07		Ongoing

		Aquatic Habitat Decline Model/Striped Bass Habitat		SCDNR		Water Quality TWC		In order to understand the reasons and contributing factors of seasonal habitat decline associated with the combination of increasing water temperature and decreasing dissolved oxygen.  Thus resulting in a decrease in available cool-water habitat for some species.  This model would be developed to better understand the causative factors that result in habitat declines, and to evaluate scenarios that could reduce or eliminate this problem		Discussed February 21, 2006 - group discussed that this issue was relevant and should be further discussed in TWC.  May 23, 2006 - group noted that W2 can be used to analize fish kill years.  explained that several
variables should be examined, such as operation, dissolved oxygen, temperature, and instream flow
data for each year of fish kills, as well as each year before and after a fish kill. Group still to decide parameters or need for this study.  Reed Bull to distribute fish kill data that he has compiled		Reed Bull to come up with parameters that Midlands Striper Club would like to see		Ongoing

		Water Temp and Fish Habitat		SCCCL/American Rivers		Water Quality TWC		the effects of operations on water temperature as affecting the spawning and recruitment of diadromous and riverine fish in the Saluda and Congaree Rivers		February 21, 2006 - issue was first discussed at this meeting, and sent to TWC.  Further discussion will continue with results of Temperature Study				Ongoing

		Cove Water Quality		Lake Murray Association, Lake Murray Homeowners Coalition		Lake Murray Association		Information be collected on cove water quality		August 23, 2006 - LMA presented the initial findings from the water quality sampling to the TWC				Ongoing by LMA

		Marina Water Quality Studies		LMHC		Lake Murray Association		Marina water quality monitoring records are requested in order to understand the degree of water quality impacts relating to large multi-slip docking facilities		August 23, 2006 - LMA presented the initial findings from the water quality sampling to the TWC				Ongoing by LMA

		Point and Non-point		SCDNR		Water Quality TWC		Recommends that water quality models be developed to identify any relationships between point and non-point pollutants and operations.						TBD

		Analysis of Water Quality Trend Data		SCDNR		Water Quality TWC		trends in water quality data associated with Lake Murray and the Lower Saluda River be reviewed and summarized. Special attention should be given to the stations and parameters that did not meet State standards or are declining		February 21, 2006 - will be further discussed in TWC.  W2 report will be reviewed when it is available to help answer some of these data needs.				TBD

		Temperature Profile Data		SCDNR		Water Quality TWC		Request temperature profiles, on a monthly basis, at the unit intakes in the reservoir, specifically June-Sept, to have a better understanding of the relationship between project operations and water temperature and dissolved oxygen as they pertain to SCDNR managment programs		February 21, 2006 - Group defined the need and it will be discussed at a later date in a TWC				TBD

		Sediment Regimen and Sediment Transport Studies		CCL/American Rivers, USFWS		Moved to Instream Flow/Aquatic Habitat group in Fish and Wildlife Group		A request has been made that a study be performed on the sediment regimen in the Project area as well as the Project effects on the sediment regimen of the lower Saluda River.  Should include such things as sediment composition, bedload movement, gravel deposition, sediment storage behind dams, and bedload changes below the dam; and project effects on downstream geomorphometry, sediment availability and streambank erosion, and the possible addition of gravel to mitigate for project impacts.  Also, the effects of the Project operations on habitat requirements for spawning fishes.		February 21, 2006 - group decided that this issue be moved to Fish and Wildlife Committee				TBD in Fish and Wildlife





Operations

		Issue/Request		Requested by:		TWC Assignment/ Category Assignment*		Description		Status/Date Discussed		Current Action Items		Resolutions

		Ecologically Sustainable Water Management (ESWM)		NPS				Described by the National Park Service as a “inclusive, collaborative, and consensus-based process to determine a scientifically based set of river flow prescriptions in order to protect downstream resources while balancing upstream benefits.” NPS seeks partnership with SCE&G in this.		Discussed internally by SCE&G				Complete - SCE&G has responded directly to the NPS on this issue.

		Hydrologic/Hydraulic Operations Model		LSSRAC, SCDNR, RCG groups upon agreement		Operations TWC		Requested development of a computer simulation model that incorporates the operating characteristics of the Saluda Hydro Project. The model would be capable of simulating the Project’s operations using specific hydraulic relationships based on inflows from all drainages to Lake Murray ending downstream in the Congaree River floodplain. The model would also include water flows in the Broad River above its confluence with the Saluda to accurately model combined flow conditions at the confluence and in the Congaree River.		December 6, 2006 - RCG group first discussed inputs/outputs that they would like to see come out of a model.  January 26, 2006 - group reviewed available models and discussed which would best suit their needs.  KA suggested HEC-ResSim and the group agreed.  May 3, 2006 - group discussed model inputs and outputs and the progress of development of the base model.  August 23, 2006 - the base model was finalized and reviewed.  Model will be reviewed by RCG groups October 12, 2006.		RCG's to review base model October 12, 2006		Ongoing

		Project influence on CNP		National Park Service		DLA Comments		Requested that the ecological impacts of Project operations be evaluated within Final License App

		Alternative Reservoir levels		American Rivers/CCL		DLA Comments		Requested that the effects that  current and alternative reservoir levels have on recreational boating, aquatic habitat, downstream flows

		Lake Level Elevations/Streamflow Interests		SCDNR		Operations TWC		Critical lake level elevations and streamflow requirements for all water use interests (water supply, navigation, fish and wildlife, aquatic plants, hydropower, flood control, drought, boating access, recreation, etc		The balancing of a variety of interests will be performed using the Model and different scenarios.		waiting for model completion		Ongoing

		Maintenance/ Emergency Protocol Study		SCCCL/American Rivers		Operations RCG		Requested in order to “develop a protocol for handling standard maintenance and emergencies on the project site that will meet the needs of SCE&G and protect public values to maximum extent possible.  The study should explore how to minimize impacts to water quality and recreation when performing routine maintenance and dealing with emergency conditions such as floods or inclement weather.”		Dissolved Oxygen studies are being performed to help determine operational parameters, include order of unit operation.  Model will help address flood conditions/hydrology aspect of study request				Ongoing

		Floodplain Flow Evaluation		CCL.American Rivers (requested floodplain inundation study as well as floodplain vegetation component, LSSRAC (requested floodplain vegetation component only, NPS		Fish and Wildlife RCG/Operations RCG		A study was requested in order to evaluate the flows necessary for incremental levels of floodplain inundation for the Congaree River/Congaree National Park.  It is requested that it include an inventory of floodplain vegetation as well, in order to classify and characterize the vegetative species composition and structure of the floodplain areas within the zone of operational influence of the river reaches.						Floodplain vegetation component - TBD in Fish and Wildlife                      Inundation Component - TBD in Operations

		Low Inflow Protocol Study		CCL/American Rivers, City of Columbia Parks and Recreation, LSSRAC		Fish and Wildlife TWC - Aquatic Habitat/Instream Flows/ Operations RCG		Requested study to evaluate the effects of periods of low flow on elements such as reservoir levels, water availability, river flora and fauna habitat, etc.  Study leading to the development of a low flow operations plan for the Project.  According to the City of Columbia Parks and Recreation, this study should include the development of a “Hydrologic/Hydraulic Operations Model”						TBD

		INFORMATION REQUESTS

		Issue/Request		Requested by:		TWC Assignment/ Category Assignment*		Description		Status/Date Discussed		Current Action Items		Resolutions

		Evaporation Rates		Lake Watch				Information or a study to determine reservoir evaporation rates and its affect on operations and lake levels.		August 23, 2006  - How evaporation rates affect Lake/project operations are discussed briefly at this meeting as well as in the Technical Memo Sent out October 5 2006.				Complete

		Other Operations Questions				Saluda Generation Review TWC		A detailed description of current and past project operations pursuant to existing license conditions.  This analysis should include the frequency, magnitude, and duration of turbine discharges, spills, and reservoir drawdowns		July 11, 2006 - How the project operates was explained during this meeting.  What record information was available was provided to the TWC				Complete

		Information Request:  SCE&G Facilities		Lake Watch		Saluda Generation Review TWC		Information on other SCE&G owned hydroelectric generating resources and how these facilities interact with Saluda Hydro operations		July 11, 2006 - Information on how FFPS operates as well as other plants was distributed to the group				Complete

		Hydroelectric Generation Protocol		SCDNR, Lake Murray Homeowners Coalition		Saluda Generation Review TWC		Hydroelectric Generation Protocol		July 11, 2006 - B. Argentieri provided the TWC with an explanation as to economic dispatch of the plants in SCE&G's portfolio as well as how Saluda is dispatched.  Lee Xanthakos also gave a detailed presentation on how Saluda is used in the November 1, 2006 meeting.				Complete

		Information Request: License Articles		Lake Watch				An assessment and explanation of SCE&G's responsibilities as stated in the standard license articles		April 20, 2006 - The FERC representative for the Saluda Project attended a QPM in order to answer relicensing questions.				Complete

		Project Inflows		SCDNR				Project Inflows						No comprehensive gaged inflow data for Lake Murray exists, as only 3 of the inflow sources are gaged.  Gaged data can be obtained through the USGS website.

		Stage/Storage Relationships for the Reservoir		SCDNR		Operations RCG		Stage/Storage Relationships for the Reservoir		Information regarding this request will be provided by the Operations Model		waiting for model completion		Ongoing

		Runoff/Storage Relationships		SCDNR		Operations RCG		Runoff/Storage Relationships		Watershed contributions will be a basic component of the Operations Model		waiting for model completion		Ongoing

		Hydrologic Record Information Request		SCDNR, American Rivers				SCDNR and American Rivers requests that the hydrologic record associated with the operation of the project be compared to the unregulated hydrology that would have occurred under a natural flow regime over the life of the project.  Including an estimate of the timing, duration and magnitude of flood events that occurred and that would have occurred in absence of the project						TBD

		A Definition of Dry, Normal, and Wet water years		SCDNR		Operations RCG		A Definition of Dry, Normal and Wet Water years						TBD

		Spillway Operation Procedures		SCDNR, Lake Watch				Spillway Operation Procedures and information regarding FERC requirements and or restrictions relating to the use of flood gates and the impacts of using them.						TBD

		Other Project Information Requests		SCDNR				Other project related information, such as sediment control/flushing plans or facilities maintenance plans, should be provided if they result in significant water level manipulation or impacts to aquatic resources.						TBD

		Weather Modeling and Project Operations		Lake Watch		Saluda Generation Review TWC		Information that explains in detail SCE&G’s weather modeling and how the company uses weather predictions in managing lake levels. As well as information on Probably Maximum Flood Occurrences						TBD

		Information on Minimum Flow Requirements for Downstream Industries		Lake Watch				Information on Minimum Flow Requirements for Downstream Industries						TBD

		Information Request		Lake Watch				A report on revenues paid to the FERC for administrative services						TBD



&COperations RCG
Issues Matrix



Cultural RCG

		Issue/Request		Requested by:		TWC Assignment/ Category Assignment*		Description		Status/Date Discussed		Current Action Items		Resolutions

		Cultural Resource Plan		SCPRT, SCDNR, LSSRAC		Cultural Resources RCG		A plan should be developed in coordination with appropriate resource agencies to identify and protect the many known and unknown cultural resources located within the project boundaries.		October 14, 2005 - Group discussed Stage 1 survey activities as well as reviewed what will take place during Stage 2 intensive surveys.  September 8, 2006 - group reviewed progress of Stage 2 surveys.  Survey work ongoing.    March 2, 2007- group reviewed initial findings of stage 2 surveys.  Draft Stage 2 report has been submitted to SCE&G, SHPO and other consulting agencies.  Developing a plan for resolving adverse effects occurring at the site 38LX531.		Develop a plan for resolving adverse effects occurring at the site 38LX531.
• Create a list of categorical exclusions in conjunction with the Operations and Lake and Land
Management RCGs.
• Develop general recommendations for inclusion in the HPMP.		Ongoing



&CCultural Resources RCG
Issues Matrix





From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Lake and Land Final Notes
Date: Monday, April 14, 2008 5:16:21 PM
Attachments: 2008 1- 34  Final Meeting Minutes - LLM.doc 

Hello all, 
Attached are the final meeting notes from Jan 3 and 4.  Thanks for the comments and these notes will 
be posted to the web.  Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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MEETING MINUTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TECHNICAL WORKING COMMITTEE


SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center


January 3 and 4, 2008


Final ACG 4-14-08



ATTENDEES: Jan. 3 & 4

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Dick Christie, SCDNR


Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Amanda Hill, USFWS


Ron Ahle, SCDNR


Jim Cumberland, CCL

Joy Downs, LMA


Van Hoffman, SCANA Services


Steve Bell, LMHOC

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services

Roy Parker, LMA


Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

John Frick, Landowner

Carl Sundius, Southshore Marina (4th only)

DATE: 
January 3 and 4 2008



INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

January 3rd – SMP Review


The purpose of this Lake and Land TWC meeting was to review the comments on the draft SMP and draft permitting handbook.  The meeting ran for two days in order to finalize all of the comments.  The documents were projected on the viewing screen and the group worked to make changes collectively.  Major discussions are briefly described below.  

On January 3, Alison Guth opened the meeting and the group progressed through the SMP from where they had left off at the December 10th meeting.  The group reviewed through the document and made changes as appropriate.  As the group reviewed through the document, they approached the section on rebalancing and deemed it necessary to revisit this issue after the rebalancing exercise was completed.  


The group discussed alternate definitions for Multi-purpose lands.  It was suggested that multi-purpose be changed to multi-developed.  It was noted that the group would think of another potential definition.  The group also discussed the permitting process.  Ron Ahle noted that they would like to work with SCE&G before the permit application goes to the FERC or DHEC. He added that there have been some dredging projects that they didn’t think were appropriate.    Ron further noted that there should be a statement in the SMP that notes that an applicant must file the permit application with SCE&G before it is submitted to the Corps.  Alan Stuart noted that there would be criteria in the Permitting Handbook that would serve as a guide for potential applicants.  Steve Bell noted that Lake Watch would like to see additional criteria placed in the document for public marinas.  Joy Downs noted that the criteria for commercial marinas should be as specific as possible.    The group discussed the formation of a review committee and Randy Mahan explained that at times, when SCE&G is initially approached by a developer, the information is sensitive and therefore cannot be released.  However, at the point in which the developer decides to move forward with the project, it could be forwarded to DNR or a technical group.  


The group completed discussions on the SMP and it was noted that the following day would be devoted to discussions on the Permitting Handbook


January 4th

On January 4th the group reviewed through the Permitting Handbook, actively making changes to the projected document, much like they did on the day before with the SMP.  The group discussed the dock policy and the allowance of gazebos.  Steve noted that gazebos hurt the scenic values of the shoreline.  Tommy replied that it is something that is frequently requested and it eliminates having it at the end of the dock.  


While discussing docks, Steve noted that one individual had a proposal for a slip dock that took up a smaller footprint and may be applicable for a 100 ft. lot.  The group discussed that they had been trying to encourage more shoreline footage and this dock would endorse the opposite of that, as the slip dock allowed for more boats to be placed around it.   Tommy Boozer reiterated that SCE&G has been permitting slip docks for some time, but the landowner needs to have 200 ft of shoreline.  


The group also discussed the topic public marinas.  Steve Bell and Joy Downs noted their concern with having too many public marinas that are not true commercial marinas that do not provide a wide range of amenities- only slip rentals.  The group discussed how to differentiate between true commercial marinas and “public docking facilities”.  Tony Bebber suggested requiring that they provide restrooms.  Steve noted that Lake Watch generally does not like public docking facilities because they have the potential to become strictly for the use of a development.  Steve further noted that a true commercial marina offers public benefits because of the wide range of services provided.  The group discussed that they would look up how Duke handled public marinas on their reservoirs and discuss this at a later date.  The group also tailored the wording in the Permitting Handbook to reflect this discussion as well.  


The group completed discussion on the Permitting Handbook and it was noted that comments would be incorporated into the final document.  


Group adjourned
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From: Dave Anderson
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Amy Bennett; 

Bill Argentieri; Bill Hulslander; Bill Marshall; Bud Badr; Charlene Coleman; 
Dave Landis; Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); 
Feleke Arega (aregaf@dnr.sc.gov); George Duke; 
Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Gina Kirkland; Hank McKellar; Jeff Duncan; 
Jennifer O"Rourke; Jim Cumberland ; Joy Downs; Kristina Massey; 
Larry Turner (turnerle@dhec.sc.gov); Mark Leao; 
Mike Summer (msummer@scana.com); Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; 
Randal Shealy; Randy Mahan; Ray Ammarell; Russell Jernigan; Steve Bell; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Theresa Thom; Tom Ruple; Tom Stonecypher; 
Tony Bebber; Jon Quebbeman; Bret Hoffman; Bob Olsen; Bret Hoffman; 
Mike Schimpff; 

cc: Dave Anderson; David Hancock; Jennifer Hand; Lee Barber; 
Malcolm Leaphart; Mark Davis (mdavis@scprt.com); Tim Vinson; 
Tommy Boozer; Van Hoffman; Alison Guth; Alan Stuart; 

Subject: Lake Level Recommendation
Date: Tuesday, March 25, 2008 1:32:59 PM
Attachments: Lake Level Issue Recommendation (2008-03-24;FINAL).pdf 

Operations RCG and Operations TWC Members: 
The Recreation RCG identified "impacts of lake levels on recreational use of the lake" as an issue we 
would provide recommendations on during the relicensing process.  The Recreation Management TWC 
has finalized our "issue recommendation" and request that the associated lake level alternatives be 
modeled in conjunction with other constraints to determine the feasibility of our recommended scenarios. 
We look forward to reviewing the results of the model.  If there are any questions about our issue 
recommendation, please let us know. 
Dave Anderson 
Recreation RCG Facilitator 
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Recreation Resource Conservation Group 
 


Issue Recommendation 
Minimum Lake Levels for Lake Murray 


 
FINAL March 24, 2008 
 


South Carolina Electric & Gas 
Saluda Relicensing 
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Issue: 
 
The Saluda Project License sets a minimum reservoir elevation of 345 ft. Saluda Plant 
Datum (SPD) and a maximum reservoir elevation of 360 ft. SPD.  In the past, SCE&G 
normally has operated the reservoir in the range of 350 ft. SPD to 358 ft. SPD.  
Occasionally, the reservoir has been drawn down to near 345 ft. SPD for vegetation 
control and project maintenance work.  Referencing a guide curve, SCE&G sets target 
reservoir elevations for each month of the year to account for historic, expected seasonal 
inflow variations.  Target elevations may vary from year to year, depending on inflow 
projected and/or available, planned and emergency maintenance activities, unit 
availability, etc. 
 
The lake typically reaches 358 ft. SPD at the beginning of June.  Beginning in September, 
water is released, via generation, to achieve 350 ft. SPD by December 31.  Rising lake 
levels begin again around January 1 with the objective to continue to allow the rise so as 
to reach approximately 358 ft. SPD by June 1. 
 
The Lake Murray Association (LMA), Lake Murray Homeowners Coalition (LMHOC), 
and Lake Murray Watch (LMW) have expressed concerns that elevations less than 354 ft. 
SPD at Lake Murray impede recreational use of the reservoir.  According to a 2005 
survey of Lake Murray users conducted by LMA, over half (51%) of lake users who 
responded, responded that 354 ft. SPD was the minimum lake level needed for “year 
around safe lake use” at their “normal site or dock”; 98% of respondents indicated 356 ft. 
SPD. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
The Recreation RCG recommends that: 
 


1. A normal operating range of Lake Murray for recreational purposes should be 
modeled as between 354 ft. SPD to 358 ft. SPD, with a target elevation of 358 ft. 
SPD being reached by April 1 of each year and being maintained through the first 
Monday of September (to coincide with Labor Day) of each year. 


2. A normal operating range of Lake Murray for recreational purposes should be 
modeled as between 356 ft. SPD to 358 ft. SPD, with a target elevation of 358 ft. 
SPD being reached by April 1 of each year and being maintained through the first 
Monday of September (to coincide with Labor Day) of each year. 







From: Alison Guth
To: "Joy Downs"; 
Subject: LMA comments
Date: Friday, May 09, 2008 1:31:13 PM
Attachments: LMA - Lake drawdown3.doc 

Hey Joy, 
I am working on incorporating the stakeholder comments into the license application for Saluda, and 
was wondering if I had the correct comments from LMA.  Attached are the only comments that I can 
find from LMA.  Is this correct?  Thanks!  Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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There are a number of reasons The Lake Murray Association is opposed to any proposed operational policy for Lake Murray that calls for a periodic draw down to the 350 msl level for the purpose of sediment scouring.  


· Coves that have no stream inflows would not benefit from scouring, especially where the inflow terrain is fairly flat and the velocity of water movement would be insufficient for sediment scouring.  


· Unless there is torrential, high volume rainfall, any scouring will be confined to narrow stream beds and will be of insignificant benefit.


· Scouring benefits occur at the interface of stream entry to the lake.  This dynamic occurs whether the lake level is at 350 msl or at 354 msl.  There is no available data that supports a greater benefit of scouring when lake levels are 350 msl versus when lake levels are at 354 msl.


· There has been no data presented that show that the recent multi-year draw down associated with dam remediation provided any benefit that reduced the chances for fish kills.  In fact, despite the recent extended drawdown, there was a fish kill in 2007.




From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Lake and Land TWC
Start: Tuesday, May 06, 2008 9:30:00 AM
End: Tuesday, May 06, 2008 3:00:00 PM
Location: Kleinschmidt Offices

Hello all, 
This is a reminder that we will be having a Lake and Land TWC meeting on May 6th, beginning at 9:30 
at the Kleinschmidt Offices in Lexington (directions below).  At this meeting we will be finalizing the 
Forest and Game Management Land proposal as well as discussing the issues matrix.  If you have any 
comments on the Forest and Game Management Land Proposal (sent out April 8th), please have them in 
prior to the meeting.  Also, please RSVP for lunch by Thursday.  Thanks, Alison 
Directions: (If you mapquest our office it will bring up the wrong location, if you need further directions 
give me a call) 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Our offices are located off of 378, behind Lowes in Lexington, on Caughman Farm Ln (runs in-between 
Lowes and Kohls). There will be a Cherokee Bend office complex sign on 378. Once on Caughman Farm 
Ln., you will pass in-between Lowes and Kohls and will see two brick buildings on your right. Our offices 
are located on the third floor of the second building (building 204).  

mailto:vejdaniv@dnr.sc.gov
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alan Stuart
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alison.Guth
mailto:amanda_hill@fws.gov
mailto:ben@scwf.org
mailto:bargentieri@scana.com
mailto:csundius@sc.rr.com
mailto:dhancock@scana.com
mailto:dchristie@comporium.net
mailto:jlesliejr@bellsouth.net
mailto:jimc@scccl.org
mailto:jsfrick@mindspring.com
mailto:elymay2@aol.com
mailto:rmahan@scana.com
mailto:rbickley@lex-co.com
mailto:ahler@dnr.sc.gov
mailto:rscott@lex-co.com
mailto:royparker38@earthlink.net
mailto:bellsteve9339@bellsouth.net
mailto:suzrhodes@juno.com
mailto:truple@sc.rr.com
mailto:tboozer@scana.com
mailto:tbebber@scprt.com
mailto:vhoffman@scana.com


From: James L. Leslie, Jr.
To: Jim Cumberland; John S. Frick; Alison Guth; Vivianne Vejdani; Alan Stuart; 

Amanda Hill; ben@scwf.org; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Carl Sundius; 
David Hancock; dchristie@comporium.net; Joy Downs; RMAHAN@scana.
com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

cc: Connie Frick; Gerrit Jobsis; 
Subject: Re: Lake and Land TWC
Date: Monday, May 05, 2008 12:04:21 PM

FM JAMES LESLIE:
 
I have a conflict and will not be able to make the May 6, 2008 meeting.  I 
am opposed to the sale of land within the Project Boundary.  Sheets 1 of 4 
and 2 of 4 of the "Forest and Game Management" maps are of the most 
concern.  I represent the interest of sailors on Lake Murray.  These are 
the principal area of the Lake that are  available to sail boats.  It appears 
that about  80 to 90% of Project Lands on these sheets have been sold.
 
The use of Lake Murray will increase by over 300% during this license 
renewal. Remaining project lands should be protected for future use.
 
I am opposed to the classification of the land surrounding "Hurricane 
Hole".  This land should be preserved for public access.
 
I believe that SCE&G should receive some compensation for their interest 
in Project Lands.  Their interest is subject to public use and is not 
exclusive.  The compensation should be within a range from acquisition 
cost and present fair market value.  An additional reason for reduction in 
compensation to SCE&G is the unique county tax arrangements that has 
exempted SCE&G from much of the normal "holding cost" of Project 
Lands.  
 
The FERC will be in a position to compensate SCE&G in conjunction with 
the construction of the proposed new nuclear plants.
 
I believe that this committee should petition FERC to prohibit future sales 
of project lands and to compensate SCE&G.
 
James L. Leslie, Jr.  
Lake Murray Docks, Inc./Windward Point Yacht Club
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----- Original Message ----- 
From: Jim Cumberland 
To: John S. Frick ; Alison Guth ; Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart ; Amanda Hill ; 
ben@scwf.org ; Bill Argentieri ; Carl Sundius ; David Hancock ; 
dchristie@comporium.net ; James Leslie ; Joy Downs ; Randy Mahan ; Rhett 
Bickley ; Ron Ahle ; Ronald Scott ; Roy Parker ; Steve Bell ; Suzanne Rhodes ; 
Tom Ruple ; Tommy Boozer ; Tony Bebber ; Van Hoffman 
Cc: Connie Frick ; Gerrit Jobsis 
Sent: Monday, May 05, 2008 9:25 AM
Subject: RE: Lake and Land TWC
 
John,
 
Thanks for sending this – I will look @ ASAP & provide comments.
 
My son is sick today, and because of rules at his school (related to fever) he will 
not be able to go to school tomorrow.  Kim is out of town, and @ this point I have 
no sitter options, so I will not be at the L&LM meeting tomorrow.  I apologize for 
the inconvenience – it is unavoidable.  Because I will be unable to be at the L&LM 
meeting, I ask for a chance to review the minutes from the meeting, any 
proposals, etc., relating to the subject matter discussed at the  meeting, and to 
provide comments from CCL & AR thereon, before the TWC gives final approval 
to any proposal.  Both CCL & AR consider the issues affecting shoreline 
management and the granting of water access for back property owners to be of 
very high importance – if it were otherwise I would not make this request.  
 
Also, please note that I’m not asking for any veto power (thought I’d better state 
that clearly).  I realize that my request possibly will delay the TWC’s decision on 
this matter, which is something that I know all of us want to avoid as we try to 
wrap up as many loose ends as possible in preparation for the filing of the final 
license application.  I will get comments to you ASAP after receiving the draft 
minutes & any other documents relating to the TWC’s work on these issues.
 
If I can find someone to watch Simon tomorrow I will be @ the TWC meeting.
 
Thanks in advance for your consideration of my request.  Please advise if anyone 
has any objections.
 
Regards,
 
Jim
 
Jim Cumberland
Project Manager
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Coastal Conservation League
2231 Devine Street, Suite 202
Columbia, SC  29205
803.771.7750 (telephone)
803.771.7580 (facsimile)
jimc@scccl.org
www.coastalconservationleague.org 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: John S. Frick [mailto:jsfrick@mindspring.com]  
Sent: Sunday, May 04, 2008 9:56 PM 
To: Alison Guth; Vivianne Vejdani; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 
ben@scwf.org; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
dchristie@comporium.net; James Leslie; Jim Cumberland; Joy Downs; 
Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve 
Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van 
Hoffman 
Cc: Connie Frick 
Subject: Re: Lake and Land TWC
 
The following policy is a proposal that meets the consensus 
objectives discussed in previous meetings of all the key stakeholders 
on the team. We would like SCE&G to incorporate this proposal in the 
application as a fair and equitable plan which is simple for all to 
understand and will result in enhanced public compliance.

-----Original Message-----  
From: Alison Guth  
Sent: Apr 29, 2008 11:36 AM  
To: Vivianne Vejdani , Alan Stuart , Alison Guth , Amanda Hill , 
ben@scwf.org, Bill Argentieri , Carl Sundius , David Hancock , 
dchristie@comporium.net, James Leslie , Jim Cumberland , John Frick , 
Joy Downs , Randy Mahan , Rhett Bickley , Ron Ahle , Ronald Scott , 
Roy Parker , Steve Bell , Suzanne Rhodes , Tom Ruple , Tommy 
Boozer , Tony Bebber , Van Hoffman  
Subject: Lake and Land TWC  
 
 
When: Tuesday, May 06, 2008 9:30 AM-3:00 PM (GMT-05:00) 
Eastern Time (US & Canada).  
Where: Kleinschmidt Offices 

*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*

Office - 803.345.9321

mailto:jimc@scccl.org
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Cell -    803.917.8966



From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC Meeting
Start: Tuesday, April 08, 2008 9:30:00 AM
End: Tuesday, April 08, 2008 3:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center

Hello All, 
Just a reminder that we will be having a Lake and Land Management TWC Meeting on April 8th at the 
Lake Murray Training Center, beginning at 9:30.  We will be discussing the stakeholder counterproposal 
on the proposed forest and game management land dock policy in order to finalize that policy.  We will 
also be discussing land rebalancing in order to move forward with that process.  Please RSVP by 
Thursday for lunch.  Thanks, Alison
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From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; 
Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; 
Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC - New Date!
Start: Thursday, February 07, 2008 9:30:00 AM
End: Thursday, February 07, 2008 4:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center Room 100

Hello all, 
For the most part we had a positive response for the request to move next weeks meeting date, so it is 
official.  We will be having our Lake and Land TWC meeting on Thursday, February 7th at 9:30.  We will 
be discussing commercial marina criteria from the permitting handbook and John Frick will be giving a 
presentation to the group. 
Thanks,  
Alison
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From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell (lakewatchman@yahoo.com); 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
Start: Tuesday, June 10, 2008 9:30:00 AM
End: Tuesday, June 10, 2008 3:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center - 103 A

Hello All, 
After the cancellation of the lake and land meeting for May 28th, the proposed new meeting date is June 
10th.  The meeting will begin at 9:30 and we will be discussing the SCE&G counter proposal.  Please let 
me know if you plan on attending by next Friday so that I can order the appropriate number of lunches.  
Thanks, Alison   
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From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Lake and Land Final Notes
Date: Monday, April 14, 2008 5:16:21 PM
Attachments: 2008 1- 34  Final Meeting Minutes - LLM.doc 

Hello all, 
Attached are the final meeting notes from Jan 3 and 4.  Thanks for the comments and these notes will 
be posted to the web.  Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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MEETING MINUTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TECHNICAL WORKING COMMITTEE


SCE&G Lake Murray Training Center


January 3 and 4, 2008


Final ACG 4-14-08



ATTENDEES: Jan. 3 & 4

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Dick Christie, SCDNR


Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Amanda Hill, USFWS


Ron Ahle, SCDNR


Jim Cumberland, CCL

Joy Downs, LMA


Van Hoffman, SCANA Services


Steve Bell, LMHOC

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services

Roy Parker, LMA


Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

John Frick, Landowner

Carl Sundius, Southshore Marina (4th only)

DATE: 
January 3 and 4 2008



INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

January 3rd – SMP Review


The purpose of this Lake and Land TWC meeting was to review the comments on the draft SMP and draft permitting handbook.  The meeting ran for two days in order to finalize all of the comments.  The documents were projected on the viewing screen and the group worked to make changes collectively.  Major discussions are briefly described below.  

On January 3, Alison Guth opened the meeting and the group progressed through the SMP from where they had left off at the December 10th meeting.  The group reviewed through the document and made changes as appropriate.  As the group reviewed through the document, they approached the section on rebalancing and deemed it necessary to revisit this issue after the rebalancing exercise was completed.  


The group discussed alternate definitions for Multi-purpose lands.  It was suggested that multi-purpose be changed to multi-developed.  It was noted that the group would think of another potential definition.  The group also discussed the permitting process.  Ron Ahle noted that they would like to work with SCE&G before the permit application goes to the FERC or DHEC. He added that there have been some dredging projects that they didn’t think were appropriate.    Ron further noted that there should be a statement in the SMP that notes that an applicant must file the permit application with SCE&G before it is submitted to the Corps.  Alan Stuart noted that there would be criteria in the Permitting Handbook that would serve as a guide for potential applicants.  Steve Bell noted that Lake Watch would like to see additional criteria placed in the document for public marinas.  Joy Downs noted that the criteria for commercial marinas should be as specific as possible.    The group discussed the formation of a review committee and Randy Mahan explained that at times, when SCE&G is initially approached by a developer, the information is sensitive and therefore cannot be released.  However, at the point in which the developer decides to move forward with the project, it could be forwarded to DNR or a technical group.  


The group completed discussions on the SMP and it was noted that the following day would be devoted to discussions on the Permitting Handbook


January 4th

On January 4th the group reviewed through the Permitting Handbook, actively making changes to the projected document, much like they did on the day before with the SMP.  The group discussed the dock policy and the allowance of gazebos.  Steve noted that gazebos hurt the scenic values of the shoreline.  Tommy replied that it is something that is frequently requested and it eliminates having it at the end of the dock.  


While discussing docks, Steve noted that one individual had a proposal for a slip dock that took up a smaller footprint and may be applicable for a 100 ft. lot.  The group discussed that they had been trying to encourage more shoreline footage and this dock would endorse the opposite of that, as the slip dock allowed for more boats to be placed around it.   Tommy Boozer reiterated that SCE&G has been permitting slip docks for some time, but the landowner needs to have 200 ft of shoreline.  


The group also discussed the topic public marinas.  Steve Bell and Joy Downs noted their concern with having too many public marinas that are not true commercial marinas that do not provide a wide range of amenities- only slip rentals.  The group discussed how to differentiate between true commercial marinas and “public docking facilities”.  Tony Bebber suggested requiring that they provide restrooms.  Steve noted that Lake Watch generally does not like public docking facilities because they have the potential to become strictly for the use of a development.  Steve further noted that a true commercial marina offers public benefits because of the wide range of services provided.  The group discussed that they would look up how Duke handled public marinas on their reservoirs and discuss this at a later date.  The group also tailored the wording in the Permitting Handbook to reflect this discussion as well.  


The group completed discussion on the Permitting Handbook and it was noted that comments would be incorporated into the final document.  


Group adjourned
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From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell (lakewatchman@yahoo.com); 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
Start: Wednesday, May 28, 2008 9:30:00 AM
End: Wednesday, May 28, 2008 3:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center - Room 103A

Hello All, 
As discussed in our meeting Tuesday, our next meeting will be on May 28th at the Lake Murray Training 
Center.  The meeting will begin at 9:30 and we will be discussing the SCE&G counter proposal.  Please 
let me know if you plan on attending by next Friday so that I can order the appropriate number of 
lunches.  Thanks, Alison  
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From: Alison Guth
To: "Jim Cumberland"; 
Subject: RE: may 6 meeting?
Date: Tuesday, April 29, 2008 11:44:51 AM

yes, and the issues matrix

-----Original Message----- 
From: Jim Cumberland [mailto:jimc@scccl.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2008 11:34 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: may 6 meeting? 
 
Alison,
 
The May 6 meeting is just about the forest land dock discussion, right?
 
Thanks,
 
Jim
 
Jim Cumberland
Project Manager
Coastal Conservation League
2231 Devine Street, Suite 202
Columbia, SC  29205
803.771.7750 (telephone)
803.771.7580 (facsimile)
jimc@scccl.org
www.coastalconservationleague.org 
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From: Alison Guth
To: "pavhamby@earthlink.net"; 
cc: "Wendy Schneider (work)"; "Vicki Hamby"; "Emily Hamby"; 

"Paul W. Hamby"; 
Subject: RE: meeting
Date: Tuesday, February 05, 2008 12:24:33 PM

Hello Phil,
 
I forwarded your email on to SCE&G and we have discussed some new dates.  It 
is definitely a difficult task to find a date that works for everyone.  It appears that 
Friday, February 22nd at 3:00 is one of the few times that seems to work with 
folks' schedules in the near future.  I believe that they would like to meet with 
you folks before the TWC really gets into "the thick of it" so to speak with land 
rebalancing. So there is a little bit of a time limitation.  
 
I completely understand your concerns for your mothers recovery and hope that 
she is healing well.  I hope that if this date is still too soon for your mother to 
attend due to her recovery, then you will be able to attend and relay any 
information back to her.  Feel free to call me if you have any questions.
 
Thanks, 
Alison
 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 

-----Original Message----- 
From: pavhamby@earthlink.net [mailto:pavhamby@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2008 10:34 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Cc: Wendy Schneider (work); Vicki Hamby; Emily Hamby; Paul W. Hamby 
Subject: Re: meeting 
 

Alison:

I  would for sure like to participate in this meeting if it is scheduled.  However, my 
mother's stake in all this makes it very important for her to be at the table as well, 
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along with her sister.  Both have specific interest in the affected property.

Let's plan to hold off on meeting on this for the short term until my mother recovers 
from her surgery and until she is up for such a meeting.  Much time and years 
have passed without such a meeting, so some extra time should be agreeable.

Please understand this subject matter has and continues to cause her (and us) much 
stress, and I do not wish for her to be subjected to more right now. 

Thanks for your understanding-

Phil

-----Original Message-----  
From: Alison Guth  
Sent: Jan 29, 2008 10:57 AM  
To: pavhamby@earthlink.net  
Subject: meeting  
 

Hello Phil, 

I just got off the phone with Linda Schneider and I hope that your 
mother is recovering well.  The reason I am emailing is because 
SCE&G would like to set up a meeting with you guys, the 
Harmons and the Schneiders regarding the designation of the 
future development lands in the cove.  They were looking to set it 
up at our Lexington offices at 2:00 either next Tuesday (5th) or 
next Thursday (7th).  Linda let me know that the 7th was best for 
them.  I know that you guys have your mother to think about, so 
let me know what your schedule would be like for next week.  And 
our thoughts are with your mother for a speedy recovery.  

Take Care,  
Alison  

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 



 



From: Jennifer Hand
To: "Van Hoffman"; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; "Amanda Hill"; "Bill Argentieri"; 

"Carl Sundius"; "David Hancock"; "Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net)"; 
"Jennifer O"Rourke"; "Jim Cumberland "; "John Frick"; "Joy Downs"; "Randy Mahan"; 
"Rhett Bickley"; "Ron Ahle"; "Ronald Scott"; "Roy Parker"; "Steve Bell"; 
"Suzanne Rhodes"; "Tom Ruple"; "Tommy Boozer"; "Tony Bebber"; 

Subject: Saluda Relicensing: December 10, 2007 Lake and Land Management TWC meeting notes
Date: Wednesday, January 02, 2008 1:30:04 PM
Attachments: 2007-10-30 draft Meeting Notes -  Lake and Land Management TWC.doc 

All: 
Attached for your review and comment are the December 10, 2007 Lake and Land Management Technical Working 
Committee meeting notes.  Please have comments back to me by January 16, 2008.  Hope everyone had Happy 
Holidays!  
 
  
Thanks, 
Jennifer S. Hand 
Biologist 
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
P:803.951.2077 
F:803.951.2124 
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TECHNICAL WORKING COMMITTEE


SCE&G’s Lake Murray Training Center


December 10, 2007


Draft JMS 12-17-07



ATTENDEES:

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G


Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates


Van Hoffman, SCANA Services

Nevin Biser, Lake Resident




Regis Parsons, Lake Resident




Randy Mahan, SCANA Services, Inc.

Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Tommy Boozer, SCE&G




Archie Trawich, Jakes Landing/CALM










Jim Cumberland, SCCL
 


David Hancock, SCE&G

Amanda Hill, USFWS

Steve Bell, Lake Watch


Jeni Hand, Kleinschmidt Associates


Ron Ahle, SCDNR


Donna Shealy, Lake Resident


Carl Sundius, Southshore Marina/CALM


DATE: 
December 10, 2007



DATE OF NEXT MEETING: 
Date:  January 3, 2008






Time: 9:30 AM






Location:  Lake Murray Training Center

ACTION ITEMS:


· Send Alison Guth comments on the Permitting Handbook before December 28, 2007.

Lake and Land Management TWC


· Incorporate changes to the Permitting Handbook before the January 3, 2008 Lake and Land Management TWC meeting.


Alison Guth


· Include a license article that will require SCE&G to meet with stakeholders and agencies to review the permitting handbook on an annual basis once the SMP has been approved.


Alison Guth/Alan Stuart


DISCUSSION

These notes serve as summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart of Kleinschmidt Associates welcomed everyone and noted that the purpose of this meeting was to review and discuss concerns of Lake Murray commercial marinas and the Lake Murray Shoreline Management Plan (SMP).  Alan explained that Carl Sundius of Southshore Marina will be giving a brief presentation on commercial marinas and concerns for their future on Lake Murray.  He also explained that for the remainder of the meaning he would like the group to begin accepting/rejecting changes to the SMP.

Guidelines for Commercial Marinas for Lake Murray; Carl Sundius


Carl Sundius of Southshore Marina/Commerce Association of Lake Murray briefly presented guidelines that commercial marina owners would like to change in the Lake Murray SMP.  The presentation may be viewed by clicking the following link: http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/FERCpresentation07Dec10.ppt .  In summary, Carl noted that he was concerned that commercial marinas of today may not support future public access for Lake Murray.  He further explained that it seems that Lake Murray is becoming privatized because there is not enough access to support the public.  He noted that the guidelines that have been put into place for commercial marina owners were too strict and in order for owners of commercial marinas to expand and/or build new marinas, guidelines need to be changed.  Carl handed out guidelines that commercial marina owners would like to put into place.  Carl explained each of the following guidelines (the original guidelines developed by the Lake and Land Management TWC are contained in the General Permitting Handbook):


1. No commercial marinas facility may encroach or extend more than one-third the distance across any cove area or waterway.

2. The proposed commercial marina should be located within the confines of the imaginary projected property lines as they extend lakeward.


3. Commercial marinas must locate the outside edge of the docks closest to the adjoining property line at least one and half boat lengths of the largest boat accommodated on the dock facing this property line.


4. Excavations for commercial marina facilities to improve public access may be considered on a case-by-case basis with consultation of appropriate state and federal resource agencies and regulatory authorities.


5. Commercial marina facilities must be responsible for water quality during construction and marina operations and must maintain a water testing plan.


6. Commercial marina facilities with greater than (10) watercraft or that accommodate watercraft with marine sanitation facilities will be required to install, operate, and maintain sewer pump-out disposal system that is available for public use.


7. Commercial marina facilities must provide public restrooms.


8. Commercial marina facilities are encouraged to provide public fishing access areas.


9. Commercial marina facilities must comply with all local county state, and federal regulations.


10. Commercial marina applicants must sign and complete the Commercial Marina Application Agreement before SCE&G will process a permit request.

Tommy Boozer noted that when the group developed the commercial marina guidelines they tried to come up with a simple guideline process that would provide adequate access for the public around Lake Murray and tried to make it feasible for owners to expand existing marinas or build new marinas to meet the needs of the public.  Carl noted that commercial marina owners felt that with the new regulations in place, it will make it very difficult to expand existing marinas.  Ron Ahle noted that the problem is that the demand for public marinas is dropping, which is not necessarily driven by these restrictions.  Carl noted that some how we have to provide access for the public on Lake Murray before it disappears.  He further explained that these restrictions are stopping marinas from expanding which will support more access.  Tommy noted that if the commercial marina already exist, then owners do not have to comply with the restrictions, just the set-backs.  Tommy explained that SCE&G’s regulations and set-backs have been put in place since 1984.  Tommy explained that some of these set-backs that we put in place for commercial marina owners protect existing property for residential homeowners that are located around the marina.  

Joy Downs noted that Lake Murray Association feels that 200 boat slips at each commercial marina is acceptable and that the 2/3 distance that is required between each marina should be lowered.  Tommy noted that these requirements between each marina are just from SCE&G.  He explained that SCDHEC and the Core of Engineers also have a 2/3 distance requirement.  Ron noted that these restrictions that SCE&G has are very similar to other relicensing projects.  Alan noted that these restrictions will be included in the 10 year review process, so they are not set in stone.  Tommy noted that SCE&G wants the commercial marinas to stay in business, but we have to have some restrictions set in place.  

Carl noted that commercial marinas would like to work on restrictions regarding distances between facilities and the radius around the marinas.  The group briefly discussed issues regarding radius restrictions and required distances between each commercial marina.  It was agreed that Commercial Marina facilities accommodating between twenty-one (21) and one hundred twenty-five (125) watercraft at a time must be located a minimum of 250 feet from each outside edge of the dock walkway to the nearest common property line between the proposed development property and the adjacent property owner, or meet minimum county zoning requirements, which ever provides for greater distance.  The group also agreed to change the maximum development limit of three hundred (300) on-water slips to accommodate watercraft will be permitted.  The buildout period must conform to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers and SCDHEC permit time frame.  It was also recommended to add a bullet in the General Permitting Handbook (GP) under the Commercial Marina section stating that existing marinas may expand, remodel, and/or rebuild within their existing footprint with the approval of the local, state and federal agencies.  However, if commercial marina owners obtain a permit to expand their existing facility and sell their marina after obtaining the permit, then the permit for expansion will be cancelled.

Lake Murray Shoreline Management Plan

Alan focused the groups attention to the Lake Murray SMP and noted that the group should begin accepting and/or rejecting changes made by committee members.  The group started reviewing the SMP and Ron recommend including the GP as an appendices in the Lake Murray SMP.  Alan noted that if the GP is included in the SMP and changes are made to the GP, then the SMP will have to be sent back out to the public for review and then resubmitted to FERC for approval.  Ron noted that he feels that the GP is the guiding instrument for the SMP and should be included as an appendices.  Randy noted that we are simply referencing the GP in the SMP, which means that we don not have to include it as an appendices.  Alan noted that if the GP is included in the SMP, then the GP will no longer be guidelines, they will become rules.  Alan noted that SCE&G will have a license article that will require SCE&G to meet with stakeholders and agencies to review the GP on an annual basis once the SMP has been approved.  

The group discussed each of the edits/comments made by individual committee members and accepted or rejected them.  The group stopped editing at the History of the Lake Murray Shoreline Management Plan.  The group agreed to meet again on January 3, 2008 to continue editing the Lake Murray SMP.  Alan noted that all committee members should have comments on the Permitting Handbook to Alison Guth by December 28, 2007.  Alan noted that Alison would have the edits incorporated by the next meeting.
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From: Carl Sundius
To: Alison Guth; 
Subject: RE: Lake and Land Management TWC
Date: Thursday, December 06, 2007 4:55:38 PM

That would be great.
 
Thanks
 
Carl
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2007 2:44 PM 
To: Carl Sundius 
Subject: RE: Lake and Land Management TWC
 
Hey Carl,
 
yes, that will be fine.  Is 15 minutes okay?
 
Alison

-----Original Message----- 
From: Carl Sundius [mailto:CSundius@SC.RR.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 3:37 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: RE: Lake and Land Management TWC

Alison
 
We were wondering if the Commercial Marina Operators could have a 
few minutes to present our comments on the portion of the handbook 
that pertains to us in Monday’s meeting. 
 
It would be Tammy Wright - Lake Murray Marina, Stan Jones – 
Lighthouse Marina, Archie Trawick – Jake’s Landing, Charlie Higgins 
– Holland’s Marina and I.  
 
Do you think this is possible?
 
Thanks
 
Carl
 

mailto:CSundius@SC.RR.com
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alison.Guth


-----Original Message----- 
From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2007 11:24 AM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill 
Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; dchristie@comporium.
net; Jennifer O'Rourke; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy 
Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; 
Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy 
Boozer; Tony Bebber 
Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
 

When: Monday, December 10, 2007 9:30 AM-3:00 PM (GMT-
05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada).  
Where: Lake Murray Training Center 

*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 

Hello all, 

I hope everyone is doing well.  This is just a reminder of the 
Lake and Land Management TWC scheduled for next Monday, 
December 10th.  It will begin at 9:30 and be held at the Lake 
Murray Training Center.  We will be reviewing the comments on 
both the SMP and reviewing the Permitting handbook.  I am 
working on incorporating all the SMP comments into one 
document and will send that out shortly.  Please RSVP for 
lunch and gate access by close of business Thursday.  
Thanks!  Alison 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 



From: Amanda_Hill@fws.gov
To: Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 
Subject: Scheduling Conflict
Date: Tuesday, September 11, 2007 2:39:38 PM

 
I have a conflict with scheduling on Thurs., Sept. 20.  Is there anyway to move the Lake/land meeting to 
the 27th? 
 
Amanda Hill 
Fisheries Biologist 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
176 Croghan Spur Rd., Suite 200 
Charleston, SC 29407 
843-727-4707 ext. 303 
843-727-4218 fax 
amanda_hill@fws.gov 
"For all at last returns to the sea - 
to Oceanus, the ocean river, 
like the everflowing stream of time, 
the beginning and the end."              -Rachel Carson 
 

mailto:Amanda_Hill@fws.gov
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RE: 02-25-08 Downstream Flows TWC Meeting Agenda

Hi Dave,
I made a few updates on the recommendations after receiving some feedback from members of the TWC. 
Specifically, I included recreational releases for holidays and attempted to clear up any confusion 
concerning safe recreational flows—flows that do not exceed 1000cfs at any time during hours/days 
dedicated wade fishing and flows that do not exceed target releases for boating. 
Thanks,
Matt
 
 
Matthew Rice
Associate Director Southeast Conservation
American Rivers
2231 Devine Street, Suite 202, Columbia, SC 29205
Phone: 803-771-7206
Fax: 803-771-7580
mrice@americanrivers.org

 
www.americanrivers.org

 
Stand up for Healthy Rivers; Join the eRiver Community to download music, wallpapers, and 
more.  www.americanrivers.org/eriver

From: Dave Anderson [mailto:Dave.Anderson@KleinschmidtUSA.com]  
Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2008 11:52 AM 
To: Dave Anderson; Tony Bebber; Alan Stuart; Bill Argentieri; Bill Marshall; Charlene Coleman; Dave 
Anderson; Guy Jones; J. Hamilton Hagood; Jennifer Hand; Jim Cumberland ; Karen Kustafik; Malcolm 
Leaphart; Matt Rice; Mike Waddell; Randy Mahan 
Cc: Bret Hoffman; Alison Guth 
Subject: RE: 02-25-08 Downstream Flows TWC Meeting Agenda

http://owa.kleinschmidtusa.com/public/Jobs/455/45...20TWC%20Meeting%20Agenda-1012557194.EML?Cmd=open [5/21/2008 2:05:33 PM]

mailto:mrice@americanrivers.org
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From: Alison Guth
To: "James L. Leslie, Jr."; 
Subject: RE: Final Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions
Date: Tuesday, February 05, 2008 1:17:09 PM

Mr. Leslie,
 
It has been changed to Feb. 7th.  But is still at the Training Center on the dam at 
9:30.  We will put you on the list.
 
Alison Guth

-----Original Message----- 
From: James L. Leslie, Jr. [mailto:jlesliejr@bellsouth.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2008 1:12 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Re: Final Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove 
Discussions 
 
Please place my name on the list for the FEB 6 SCE&G meeting on 
boat dock guidelines.  I assume it is still at the SCE&G facility 
behind the dam at 9:30 AM.
 
Jim Leslie

----- Original Message ----- 
From: Alison Guth 
To: Alison Guth ; aharmon@lpagroup.com ; Dee Dee Simmons ; John 
Frick ; Linda Schneider ; Phil Hamby ; rparsons12@alltel.net ; Winward 
point Yacht Club ; Van Hoffman ; Alan Stuart ; Amanda Hill ; Bill 
Argentieri ; Carl Sundius ; David Hancock ; Dick Christie ; Jennifer 
O'Rourke ; John Frick ; Joy Downs ; Randy Mahan ; Rhett Bickley ; Ron 
Ahle ; Ronald Scott ; Roy Parker ; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell ; Suzanne 
Rhodes ; Synithia Williams ; Tom Ruple ; Tommy Boozer ; Tony Bebber ; 
J. Ryan ; jlesliejr@bellsouth.net ; Bill.walker@mail.house.gov ; 
vmhamby@gwm.sc.edu ; msmith35@sc.rr.com ; Fran.Trapp@usdoj.gov ; 
bill2sail@hotmail.com ; grissom151@aol.com ; parkerc@midlandstech.
edu ; Jvjaques@aol.com ; wshangle@sc.rr.com ; shopper1963@hotmail.
com ; bluewater4us@aol.com ; rs ; kel593@hotmail.com ; bs.
anderson@hotmail.com ; Ginger.gocke@contractoryard.com ; 
jarichardson@colacoll.edu ; msmith35@sc.rr.com ; dtullis001@sc.rr.com ; 
sfitts@thefittscompany.com ; jlesliejr@bellsouth.net ; jsheff1947@aol.
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com ; SUMMER, MICHAEL C ; cas@FMC.sc.edu ; shopper1963@hotmail.
com 
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2007 10:45 AM
Subject: Final Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove 
Discussions
 
 

Hello All, 

I have incorporated the comments that were sent to me, and 
attached is the final set of meeting notes from the May 24th Lake 
and Land TWC meeting.  Thanks!  Alison

 
<<2007-5-24 final Meeting Minutes -Lake and Land TWC.pdf>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183 

 

mailto:jsheff1947@aol.com
mailto:MSUMMER@scana.com
mailto:cas@FMC.sc.edu
mailto:shopper1963@hotmail.com
mailto:shopper1963@hotmail.com


From: Alison Guth
To: "Jim Cumberland"; "ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R"; "HOFFMAN, VAN B"; 

Alan Stuart; "Tony Bebber"; "MAHAN, RANDOLPH R"; "Vivianne Vejdani"; 
"BOOZER, THOMAS C"; "HANCOCK, DAVID E"; Alison Guth; Alan Stuart; 
Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Carl Sundius; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; John Frick; 
Joy Downs; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; 

Subject: Updated: Lake and Land Management TWC
Start: Thursday, March 13, 2008 9:30:00 AM
End: Thursday, March 13, 2008 3:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center
Attachments: Public Marina Dock Application Procedure Strawman 2-15-08 w comments.

doc 
CALM Comments  - PublicMarinaDockApplicationProcedure.doc 
COMMENTS ON LAKE MURRAY LICENSING lake murray docks zoning.doc 

Hello All, 
Just a reminder, we will be having a Lake and Land Management TWC meeting on Thursday, March 13th 
at 9:30 in the Lake Murray Training Center.  We will be discussing the Public Marina Dock Application 
Procedure in the morning, and the Forest and Game Management Land Policies in the afternoon.  I have 
attached the strawman for the Dock Application Procedure below with comments included.   
So far I have received comments from CCL/AR, CALM, Bill Argentieri and Randy Mahan.  Comments from 
CALM are in a separate document because their comments were provided on the original version, and 
merging the two looses some of the comments.  I have done my best to incorporate CALM's comments 
into the merged document.   
Jim Leslie/Lake Murray Docks also provides comments in a separate letter that is attached.  If there are 
any additional comments please get them to me before close of buisness tomorrow, as I will be out of 
town the rest of next week.  Thanks, Alison 
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PUBLIC MARINA DOCK APPLICATION PROCEDURE


LAKE MURRAY


FERC PROJECT No. 516




I.South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (SCE&G)owns and operates the Saluda Hydroelectric Project (referred to generally by area residents as Lake Murray) under a license issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) as Project No. 516.  FERC is a federal agency responsible for licensing and regulating the operation of many hydroelectric projects in the United States.  FERC requires that project development and operations not conflict unreasonably with the scenic, recreational, and environmental values of the project resources.  Along with FERC, other federal as well as state agencies have regulatory jurisdiction or resource management responsibilities with regard to the waters and shoreline of Lake Murray.  Each agency referenced in this procedure may have some specific requirement(s) that must be satisfied as a prerequisite to permit issuance for whatever activity or facility is being considered. 


SCE&G’s grant of a permit for the development of new and/or expansions of existing “for profit” docking facilities (Public Marinas) open to the general public will be negotiated on a case by case basis
.



Each permit request will be submitted for review and comment to the Lake Murray Advisory Committee (LMAC).  The membership of the LMAC will be open to county, state, regional, and federal agency representatives  as well as to non-governmental organizations (NGOs) representing the residential, commercial, and other non-governmental interests
.  The LMAC will review each Public Marina request.  Not less than 30 days
 shall be provided to the LMAC to review and make recommendations regarding the Public Marina project seeking a permit.   The LMAC recommendations (the LMAC Recommendations) shall be reduced to writing and presented to the permit applicant.  The applicant then shall be required to attend a meeting of the S.C. Joint Agency Meeting [OR WHATEVER THAT ORGANIZATION/MEETING IS CALLED][1] and to present the LMAC Recommendations as part of its presentation to the Joint Agency Meeting.  


II.The following is a list of the regulatory and resource agencies and other entities involved in review and/or approval of Public Marina applications.  They and their approval process are listed in the general order in which the permitting processes most often will proceed. 


1. SCE&G:  Step one for most projects is an initial consultation with SCE&G's Lake Management Department. 

2. County Zoning Administration:  SCE&G requires a letter from the County Zoning Administration certifying that neither the proposed public marina site location nor the activity proposed thereon, conflicts with existing zoning regulations with regard to a multi-use docking facility. 

3. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) 

69A Hagood Ave. 


Charleston, S.C. 29403-5107 (Navigable Waters Permit)[2]

4. S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC) 

2600 Bull Street 


Columbia, S.C.29201  (401 Clean Water Act Certificate) 


5.   S. C. Department of Natural Resources 


Rembert C. Dennis Building


1000 Assembly Street


Columbia, SC 29201 (Commenting Resource Agency in state and federal permitting processes)


6.   State Historic Preservation Office


South Carolina Department of Archives and History


P. O. Box 11669


Columbia, SC 29211 (Commenting Resource Agency in state and federal permitting processes)


7.   U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service


217 Fort Johnson Road


P. O. Box 12559


Charleston, SC 29412 (Commenting Resource Agency in state and federal permitting processes)


8.   Federal Energy Regulatory Commission


825 North Capitol Street, N.E. 


Washington, SC 20426 


(Upon application by SCE&G, reviews and approves/denies proposed Public Marina)

9.   SCE&G 


Lake Management Department 


Columbia, SC 29218 (Issues/Denies Permit)


10. Such other governmental permits or authorizations as may be required in the particular circumstances.  A Public Marina applicant bears all responsibility to determine fully what governmental and other requirements beyond SCE&G’s permit are required, and to meet those requirements.  Opinions expressed or statements made by SCE&G personnel cannot create a waiver as to any governmental requirements.  


            


11. Applicants are responsible for all legal and administrative costs associated with SCE&G’s preparation of the FERC filing.  


III. Shoreline Management Guidelines for Public Marinas


            


Definition:  A Public Marina is a facility open to the general public that at a minimum is staffed and operated during normal business hours, which provides non-discriminatory access for the general public to boat launching facilities, public parking, multi-slip docks (i.e. wet storage), dry storage, food, gas, restrooms and/or other amenities, for a fee.


A Public Marina must be independent from any off-water development with no reserved docking rights designated for any particular off-water development.


            


Public Marinas Accommodating Ten (10) or Fewer Watercraft


1. Except when involving a peninsula (see item 9 below), no Public Marina accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ¼ mile from (i.e. within a ¼ mile radius of) an existing facility. 


2. Public Marinas accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft at a time must have a minimum of 350 feet of shoreline and be located or constructed such that the docks and craft will not unduly restrict or limit navigation through the area or access to adjoining properties.


3. No Public Marina accommodating ten (10) or fewer docks may encroach or extend more than one third of the distance across the cove area or waterway.  That distance will be measured across the cover or waterway from the 360 foot contour to the 360 foot contour.  

4. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft may extend more than 150 feet lake-ward from the 360 foot contour high water mark. 


5. Public Marinas accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft at a time, may not be located at a point in a cove or on another waterway area where the distance from shore to shore is less than 400
 feet measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.


6. Public Marinas accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft will not be required to provide a marine pump-out facility unless DHEC’s requirements are changed to require such. 


7. Multi-slip docks will not be permitted to have covers or roofs over the docks or slips
. 


8. No multi-slip dock may encroach within fifty (50)
 feet of a Natural Area or identified ESA (Calm would like to insert “from the closest dock edge”. 

9. A Public Marina proposed to be located at a site within the ¼ or ½ mile radius of an existing Public Marina, but separated by a peninsula from the existing Public Marina, will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 foot contour of 2 miles (CALM asks “why should this be any longer than the radius from one marina to another?”)between it and the existing Public Marina . 


Public Marinas Accommodating Eleven to One-Hundred (11 - 100) Watercraft 


            


1. Except when involving a peninsula (see item 9 above), no Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft at a time will be permitted within a ¼ mile radius from an existing Public Marina. 


2. A Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft at a time must have a minimum of 800 feet of shoreline and be located or constructed in such a way that the docks and watercraft will not unduly restrict or limit navigation in the area or encroach within 150 feet of adjoining properties. 


3. No dock at Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft 
may encroach or extend more than one third the distance across any cove area or waterway measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.


.  


4. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft may extend more than 300 feet lake-ward from the 360 foot contour high water mark. 


5. A Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft at a time may not be located at a point in a cove or on another waterway area having a distance from shore to shore of less than 800 feet (CALM would like to change this number to 500 as per previous handbook), measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.




6. A Public Marinas accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft must provide an approved marine pump-out facility. 


7. No multi-slip docks will be permitted to have covers or roofs over the docks or slips
. 


8. No multi-slip dock may encroach within 50 feet of a Natural Area or identified ESA (Calm would like to insert “from the closest dock edge”). 


9. Any Public Marina facility proposed to be located within a ¼ or ½ mile radius of an existing Public Marina, but separated by a peninsula, and which will be located on the opposite side of the peninsula,
 will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 foot contour of 2 (CALM asks “why should this be any longer than the radius from one marina to another?”)miles between the existing and the proposed public marina. 


10. Applicants will be required to submit for approval a five (5) year Baseline Environmental Water Quality Monitoring Plan and to conduct such water quality sampling as required therein.


Public Marinas Accommodating One Hundred and One to Two Hundred Fifty (101 - 250) Watercraft 


1. No Public Marina accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ½mile radius to an existing Public Marina. 


2. A Public Marinas accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft at a time must have a minimum of 1,000 feet of shoreline and be located or constructed in such a way that the docks and watercraft will not unduly restrict or limit navigation in the area or encroach within 200 feet of adjoining properties. 


3. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) docks may encroach or extend more than one third the distance across any cove area or waterway measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.




4. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred-fifty (101 - 250) watercraft may extend more than 400(Calm deleted 400 ft and changed it to 1/3 distance of the cove) feet lake-ward from the 360 foot contour.


5. A Public Marina accommodating one hundred to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft at a time may not be located at a point in a cove or on another waterway area having a distance from shore to shore of less than 800 (CALM changes 800 to 750 as per previous handbook)feet, measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.


.


6. A Public Marinas accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft must provide an approved marine pump-out facility. 


7. No multi-slip docks will be permitted to have covers or roofs over the docks or slips. 


8. No multi-slip dock may encroach within 50 feet of a Natural Area or identified ESA (CALM inserts “from the closest dock edge”). 


9. Any Public Marina facility proposed to be located within a ¼ or ½ mile radius of an existing facility, but separated by a peninsula, must be located on the opposite side of the peninsula, and must have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 foot contour of 2 miles between the existing and the proposed public marina(CALM asks “why should this be any longer than the radius from one marina to another?”). 


10.  Applicants will be required to submit for approval a five (5) year Baseline Environmental Water Quality Monitoring Plan and to conduct such water quality sampling as required therein.






A 

11. Public Marina must be located in an area where water depths are adequate for the boating access.  No Public Marina will be permitted in coves less than 300 feet in width, measuring across the cove at the 360 foot contour.


 


12. Construction must commence within one year from the date of the SCE&G permit, and the build-out period must conform to the COE and DHEC permit conditions, and such additional constraints as may be contained in the FERC Order approving SCE&G’s issuance of a permit. 








[1] THIS FOOTNOTE SHOULD DESCRIBE THE PURPOSE AND THE GENERAL FUNCTIONING OF THIS JOINT AGENCY MEETING/COUNCIL/


[2] After submittal of a joint application form by an applicant, the COE and DHEC will issue joint public notices in their coordinated permitting processes through which each makes its own permit decision.  








�Add wording to address the issue that a new public marina cannot change its intended use from a public to a private marina.  If the use changes from public to private , the permit will be revoked.


�CALM would like to insert “Existing marinas, may expand, remodel, and or rebuild within their existing footprint and are excluded from provisions contained herein.  


�CALM would also like to insert “No local state federal agency or SCE&G may own, construct, operate, or lease a facility in competition with services provided by the private sector”


 We probably will want to maintain the membership list and to give all notices of meetings, etc. on a website, perhaps the successor to the Lake Murray Relicensing website, or the SCE&G website.  But these sorts of details don’t need to be here.


�CALM deleted “of lakeside property owners


�Does this mean that the timeframe for review & decision is open-ended?


�CALM would like to insert “Initial selection of MAC membership shall include one member from the following groups selected by the TWC: Homeowners, Marina, Boat dealership, realtor, Private environmental, fishing.  Subsequent members shall be selected by the MAC.  No member shall serve more than one consecutive three year  term.”


�CALM would like to change this to 350  (as per pervious handbook)


�Does this allow them to have covers over any walkways that extend over the water?


�Just to be consistent – it’s not needed


�I assume you mean “marina.”  If so, it would be best to use that term, unless this language applies to other types of facilities


�Is it watercraft or docks that we’re concerned about?


�Does this language need to be consistent throughout?  I.e., should the references throughout be to the “360’ contour” or to the “360’ contour high water mark?”


�As above:  what about walkways?


�Is this clause redundant?


�I think this should be re-written to clarify that the applicant does not get to choose his/her water sampling requirements.


�Please see above










PUBLIC MARINA DOCK APPLICATION PROCEDURE


LAKE MURRAY


FERC PROJECT No. 516




I.South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (SCE&G)owns and operates the Saluda Hydroelectric Project (referred to generally by area residents as Lake Murray) under a license issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) as Project No. 516.  FERC is a federal agency responsible for licensing and regulating the operation of many hydroelectric projects in the United States.  FERC requires that project development and operations not conflict unreasonably with the scenic, recreational, and environmental values of the project resources.  Along with FERC, other federal as well as state agencies have regulatory jurisdiction or resource management responsibilities with regard to the waters and shoreline of Lake Murray.  Each agency referenced in this procedure may have some specific requirement(s) that must be satisfied as a prerequisite to permit issuance for whatever activity or facility is being considered. 


SCE&G’s grant of a permit for the development of new and/or expansions of existing “for profit” docking facilities (Public Marinas) open to the general public will be negotiated on a case by case basis
.



Each permit request will be submitted for review and comment to the Lake Murray Advisory Committee (LMAC).  The membership of the LMAC will be open to county, state, regional, and federal agency representatives  as well as to non-governmental organizations (NGOs) representing the residential, commercial, and other non-governmental interests
.  The LMAC will review each Public Marina request.  Not less than 30 days
 shall be provided to the LMAC to review and make recommendations regarding the Public Marina project seeking a permit.   The LMAC recommendations (the LMAC Recommendations) shall be reduced to writing and presented to the permit applicant.  The applicant then shall be required to attend a meeting of the S.C. Joint Agency Meeting [OR WHATEVER THAT ORGANIZATION/MEETING IS CALLED][1] and to present the LMAC Recommendations as part of its presentation to the Joint Agency Meeting.  


II.The following is a list of the regulatory and resource agencies and other entities involved in review and/or approval of Public Marina applications.  They and their approval process are listed in the general order in which the permitting processes most often will proceed. 


1. SCE&G:  Step one for most projects is an initial consultation with SCE&G's Lake Management Department. 

2. County Zoning Administration:  SCE&G requires a letter from the County Zoning Administration certifying that neither the proposed public marina site location nor the activity proposed thereon, conflicts with existing zoning regulations with regard to a multi-use docking facility. 

3. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) 

69A Hagood Ave. 


Charleston, S.C. 29403-5107 (Navigable Waters Permit)[2]

4. S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC) 

2600 Bull Street 


Columbia, S.C.29201  (401 Clean Water Act Certificate) 


5.   S. C. Department of Natural Resources 


Rembert C. Dennis Building


1000 Assembly Street


Columbia, SC 29201 (Commenting Resource Agency in state and federal permitting processes)


6.   State Historic Preservation Office


South Carolina Department of Archives and History


P. O. Box 11669


Columbia, SC 29211 (Commenting Resource Agency in state and federal permitting processes)


7.   U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service


217 Fort Johnson Road


P. O. Box 12559


Charleston, SC 29412 (Commenting Resource Agency in state and federal permitting processes)


8.   Federal Energy Regulatory Commission


825 North Capitol Street, N.E. 


Washington, SC 20426 


(Upon application by SCE&G, reviews and approves/denies proposed Public Marina)

9.   SCE&G 


Lake Management Department 


Columbia, SC 29218 (Issues/Denies Permit)


10. Such other governmental permits or authorizations as may be required in the particular circumstances.  A Public Marina applicant bears all responsibility to determine fully what governmental and other requirements beyond SCE&G’s permit are required, and to meet those requirements.  Opinions expressed or statements made by SCE&G personnel cannot create a waiver as to any governmental requirements.  


            


11. Applicants are responsible for all legal and administrative costs associated with SCE&G’s preparation of the FERC filing.  


III. Shoreline Management Guidelines for Public Marinas


            


Definition:  A Public Marina is a facility open to the general public that at a minimum is staffed and operated during normal business hours, which provides non-discriminatory access for the general public to boat launching facilities, public parking, multi-slip docks (i.e. wet storage), dry storage, food, gas, restrooms and/or other amenities, for a fee.


A Public Marina must be independent from any off-water development with no reserved docking rights designated for any particular off-water development.


            


Public Marinas Accommodating Ten (10) or Fewer Watercraft


1. Except when involving a peninsula (see item 9 below), no Public Marina accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ¼ mile from (i.e. within a ¼ mile radius of) an existing facility. 


2. Public Marinas accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft at a time must have a minimum of 350 feet of shoreline and be located or constructed such that the docks and craft will not unduly restrict or limit navigation through the area or access to adjoining properties.


3. No Public Marina accommodating ten (10) or fewer docks may encroach or extend more than one third of the distance across the cove area or waterway.  That distance will be measured across the cover or waterway from the 360 foot contour to the 360 foot contour.  

4. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft may extend more than 150 feet lake-ward from the 360 foot contour high water mark. 


5. Public Marinas accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft at a time, may not be located at a point in a cove or on another waterway area where the distance from shore to shore is less than 400
 feet measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.


6. Public Marinas accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft will not be required to provide a marine pump-out facility unless DHEC’s requirements are changed to require such. 


7. Multi-slip docks will not be permitted to have covers or roofs over the docks or slips
. 


8. No multi-slip dock may encroach within fifty (50)
 feet of a Natural Area or identified ESA (Calm would like to insert “from the closest dock edge”. 

9. A Public Marina proposed to be located at a site within the ¼ or ½ mile radius of an existing Public Marina, but separated by a peninsula from the existing Public Marina, will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 foot contour of 2 miles (CALM asks “why should this be any longer than the radius from one marina to another?”)between it and the existing Public Marina . 


Public Marinas Accommodating Eleven to One-Hundred (11 - 100) Watercraft 


            


1. Except when involving a peninsula (see item 9 above), no Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft at a time will be permitted within a ¼ mile radius from an existing Public Marina. 


2. A Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft at a time must have a minimum of 800 feet of shoreline and be located or constructed in such a way that the docks and watercraft will not unduly restrict or limit navigation in the area or encroach within 150 feet of adjoining properties. 


3. No dock at Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft 
may encroach or extend more than one third the distance across any cove area or waterway measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.


.  


4. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft may extend more than 300 feet lake-ward from the 360 foot contour high water mark. 


5. A Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft at a time may not be located at a point in a cove or on another waterway area having a distance from shore to shore of less than 800 feet (CALM would like to change this number to 500 as per previous handbook), measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.




6. A Public Marinas accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft must provide an approved marine pump-out facility. 


7. No multi-slip docks will be permitted to have covers or roofs over the docks or slips
. 


8. No multi-slip dock may encroach within 50 feet of a Natural Area or identified ESA (Calm would like to insert “from the closest dock edge”). 


9. Any Public Marina facility proposed to be located within a ¼ or ½ mile radius of an existing Public Marina, but separated by a peninsula, and which will be located on the opposite side of the peninsula,
 will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 foot contour of 2 (CALM asks “why should this be any longer than the radius from one marina to another?”)miles between the existing and the proposed public marina. 


10. Applicants will be required to submit for approval a five (5) year Baseline Environmental Water Quality Monitoring Plan and to conduct such water quality sampling as required therein.


Public Marinas Accommodating One Hundred and One to Two Hundred Fifty (101 - 250) Watercraft 


1. No Public Marina accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ½mile radius to an existing Public Marina. 


2. A Public Marinas accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft at a time must have a minimum of 1,000 feet of shoreline and be located or constructed in such a way that the docks and watercraft will not unduly restrict or limit navigation in the area or encroach within 200 feet of adjoining properties. 


3. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) docks may encroach or extend more than one third the distance across any cove area or waterway measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.




4. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred-fifty (101 - 250) watercraft may extend more than 400(Calm deleted 400 ft and changed it to 1/3 distance of the cove) feet lake-ward from the 360 foot contour.


5. A Public Marina accommodating one hundred to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft at a time may not be located at a point in a cove or on another waterway area having a distance from shore to shore of less than 800 (CALM changes 800 to 750 as per previous handbook)feet, measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.


.


6. A Public Marinas accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft must provide an approved marine pump-out facility. 


7. No multi-slip docks will be permitted to have covers or roofs over the docks or slips. 


8. No multi-slip dock may encroach within 50 feet of a Natural Area or identified ESA (CALM inserts “from the closest dock edge”). 


9. Any Public Marina facility proposed to be located within a ¼ or ½ mile radius of an existing facility, but separated by a peninsula, must be located on the opposite side of the peninsula, and must have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 foot contour of 2 miles between the existing and the proposed public marina(CALM asks “why should this be any longer than the radius from one marina to another?”). 


10.  Applicants will be required to submit for approval a five (5) year Baseline Environmental Water Quality Monitoring Plan and to conduct such water quality sampling as required therein.






A 

11. Public Marina must be located in an area where water depths are adequate for the boating access.  No Public Marina will be permitted in coves less than 300 feet in width, measuring across the cove at the 360 foot contour.


 


12. Construction must commence within one year from the date of the SCE&G permit, and the build-out period must conform to the COE and DHEC permit conditions, and such additional constraints as may be contained in the FERC Order approving SCE&G’s issuance of a permit. 








[1] THIS FOOTNOTE SHOULD DESCRIBE THE PURPOSE AND THE GENERAL FUNCTIONING OF THIS JOINT AGENCY MEETING/COUNCIL/


[2] After submittal of a joint application form by an applicant, the COE and DHEC will issue joint public notices in their coordinated permitting processes through which each makes its own permit decision.  








�Add wording to address the issue that a new public marina cannot change its intended use from a public to a private marina.  If the use changes from public to private , the permit will be revoked.


�CALM would like to insert “Existing marinas, may expand, remodel, and or rebuild within their existing footprint and are excluded from provisions contained herein.  


�CALM would also like to insert “No local state federal agency or SCE&G may own, construct, operate, or lease a facility in competition with services provided by the private sector”


 We probably will want to maintain the membership list and to give all notices of meetings, etc. on a website, perhaps the successor to the Lake Murray Relicensing website, or the SCE&G website.  But these sorts of details don’t need to be here.


�CALM deleted “of lakeside property owners


�Does this mean that the timeframe for review & decision is open-ended?


�CALM would like to insert “Initial selection of MAC membership shall include one member from the following groups selected by the TWC: Homeowners, Marina, Boat dealership, realtor, Private environmental, fishing.  Subsequent members shall be selected by the MAC.  No member shall serve more than one consecutive three year  term.”


�CALM would like to change this to 350  (as per pervious handbook)


�Does this allow them to have covers over any walkways that extend over the water?


�Just to be consistent – it’s not needed


�I assume you mean “marina.”  If so, it would be best to use that term, unless this language applies to other types of facilities


�Is it watercraft or docks that we’re concerned about?


�Does this language need to be consistent throughout?  I.e., should the references throughout be to the “360’ contour” or to the “360’ contour high water mark?”


�As above:  what about walkways?


�Is this clause redundant?


�I think this should be re-written to clarify that the applicant does not get to choose his/her water sampling requirements.


�Please see above
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PUBLIC MARINA DOCK APPLICATION PROCEDURE

LAKE MURRAY

FERC PROJECT No. 516



I.
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company owns and operates the Saluda Hydroelectric Project (referred to generally by area residents as Lake Murray) under a license issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) as Project No. 516.  FERC is a federal agency responsible for licensing and regulating the operation of many hydroelectric projects in the United States.  FERC requires that project development and operations do not conflict unreasonably with the scenic, recreational, and environmental values of the project resources.  Along with FERC, other federal as well as state agencies have regulatory jurisdiction or resource management responsibilities with regard to the waters and shoreline of Lake Murray.  Each agency referenced in this procedure may have some specific requirement(s) that must be satisfied as a prerequisite to permit issuance for whatever activity or facility is being considered. 

SCE&G’s grant of a permit for the development of new “for profit” docking facilities (Public Marinas) open to the general public will be negotiated on a case by case basis.  Existing marinas, may expand, remodel, and or rebuild within their existing footprint and are excluded from provisions contained herin.

NO local state federal agency or SCE&G may own construct operate or lease a facility in competion with services providede by the private sector.

Each permit request will be submitted for review and comment to a Lake Murray Public Marina Review Committee (MRC).  The MRC is made up of county, state, regional, and federal agency representatives in addition to SCE&G representatives.  In addition to the MRC, there shall be a marina advisory committee (MAC) with membership appropriate to represent fairly the residential, commercial, and other non-governmental interests.  The MAC will review each Public Marina request.  However, before any determination by the MRC is made, it shall submit to and receive input from the MAC.  Not less than 30 days shall be provided to the MAC to review and provide input to the MRC, but also must be reasonable in the circumstances of the application.  Initial Selection of MAC membership shall include one member from the following groups selected by the TWC: Home Owners, Marina, Boat Dealership, Realator, Private Enviromental, Fishing, .  Subsequent members shall be selected by MAC. No member shall serve more than one consecutive three year term.

II.
The following is a list of the regulatory and resource agencies and other entities involved in review and/or approval of Public Marina applications.  They and their approval process are listed in the general order in which the permitting processes most often will proceed. 


1. SCE&G:  Step one for most projects is an initial consultation with SCE&G's Lake Management Department.

2. County Zoning Administration:  SCE&G requires a letter from the County Zoning Administration certifying that neither the proposed public marina site location nor the activity proposed therefore, conflicts with existing zoning regulations with regard to a multi-use docking facility.

3. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE)


69A Hagood Ave. 

Charleston, S.C. 29403-5107 (Navigable Waters Permit)


4. S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC)


2600 Bull Street 


Columbia, S.C.29201  (401 Clean Water Certificate) 


5.
S. C. Department of Natural Resources 

Rembert C. Dennis Building


1000 Assembly Street

Columbia, SC 29201 (Commenting Resource Agency in state and federal permitting processes)

6.
State Historic Preservation Office


South Carolina Department of Archives and History


P. O. Box 11669


Columbia, SC 29211 (Commenting Resource Agency in state and federal permitting processes)

7.
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service


217 Fort Johnson Road


P. O. Box 12559


Charleston, SC 29412 (Commenting Resource Agency in state and federal permitting processes)

8.
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission


825 North Capitol Street, N.E. 


Washington, SC 20426 

(Upon application by SCE&G, reviews and approves/denies proposed Public Marina)

9.
SCE&G 

Lake Management Department 

Columbia, SC 29218 (Issues/Denies Permit)

10.
Such other governmental permits or authorizations as may be required in the particular circumstances.  A Public Marina applicant bears all responsibility to determine fully what governmental and other requirements beyond SCE&G’s permit are required, and to meet those requirements.  Opinions expressed or statements made by SCE&G personnel cannot create a waiver as to any governmental requirements.  

11.
Applicants are responsible for all legal and administrative costs associated with SCE&G’s preparation of the FERC filing.  

III.
Shoreline Management Guidelines for Public Marinas


Definition:  A Public Marina is a facility (providing service to the general public, providing  non-discriminatory access for the general public to services such as; boat launching facilities, multi-slip docks (i.e. wet storage), dry storage, food, gas, restrooms and/or other amenities, for a fee.

A Public marina must be independent from any off water development with no reserved docking rights designated for any particular development.

Public Marinas Accommodating Ten (10) or Fewer Watercraft

1. Except when involving a peninsula (see item 9 below), no Public Marina accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ¼ mile from (i.e. within a ¼ mile radius of) an existing facility. 

2. Public Marinas accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft at a time must have a minimum of 350 feet of shoreline and be located or constructed such that the docks and craft will not unduly restrict or limit navigation through the area or access to adjoining properties.

3. No Public Marina accommodating ten (10) or fewer docks, may encroach or extend more than one third of the distance across the cove area or waterway.  That distance will be measured from the 360 foot contour to 360 foot contour.  

4. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft may extend more than 150 feet lake-ward from the 360 foot contour high water mark. 

5. Public Marinas accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft at a time, may not be located at a point in a cove or on another waterway area having a distance from shore to shore of less than 350 (as per previous handbook) feet measured from the 360 foot contour on one side to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway on the other side.


6. Public Marinas accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft, will not be required to provide a marine pump-out facility unless DHEC’s requirements are changed to require such. 

7. Multi-slip docks will not be permitted to have covers or roofs over the docks or slips. 

8. No multi-slip dock may encroach within 50 feet of a Natural Area or identified ESA from the closest dock edge. 

9. A Public Marina proposed to be located at a site within the ¼ or ½ mile radius of an existing facility, but separated by a peninsula from the existing facility on the opposite side of the peninsula, will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 foot contour of 2 ( why should this be any longer than the radius from one marina to another?) miles between the existing and the proposed public marina. 


Public Marinas Accommodating Eleven to One-Hundred (11 - 100) Watercraft 


1. Except when involving a peninsula (see item 9 above), no Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ¼ mile radius from an existing Public Marina. 


2. Public Marinas accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft at a time must have a minimum of 600 feet of shoreline and be located or constructed in such a way that the docks and watercraft will not unduly restrict or limit navigation in the area or encroach within 150 feet to adjoining properties. 

3. No dock at Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) docks may encroach or extend more than one third the distance across any cove area or waterway measured from the 360 foot contour to 360 foot contour.  

4. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft, may extend more than 300 feet lake-ward from the 360 foot contour high water mark. 


5. Public Marinas accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft at a time may not be located at a point in a cove or on another waterway area having a distance from shore to shore of less than 800500 ( as per the previous handbook) feet, measured from the 360 foot contour on one side to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway on the other side.

6. Public Marinas accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft will be required to provide a marine pump-out facility. 


7. No multi-slip docks will be permitted to have covers or roofs over the docks or slips. 


8. No multi-slip dock may encroach within 50 feet of a Natural Area or identified ESA from the closest dock edge. 


9. Any Public Marina facility proposed to be located within a ¼ or ½ mile radius of an existing Public Marina, but separated by a peninsula, and which will be located on the opposite side of the peninsula, will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 foot contour of 2 ( why should this be any longer than the radius from one marina to another?)miles between the existing and the proposed public marina. 

10. Applicants will be required to submit for approval, a five (5) year Baseline Environmental Water Quality Monitoring Plan and to conduct such water quality sampling as required therein.

Public Marinas Accommodating One Hundred and one to Two Hundred Fifty (101 - 250) Watercraft 


1. No Public Marina facility accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ½mile radius to an existing Public Marina facility. 


2. Public Marinas accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft at a time must have a minimum of 800 feet of shoreline and be located or constructed in such a way that the docks and watercraft will not unduly restrict or limit navigation in the area or encroach within 200 feet to adjoining properties. 


3. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) docks, may encroach or extend more than one third the distance across any cove area or waterway measured from the 360 foot contour to 360 foot contour.  

4. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred-fifty (101 - 250) watercraft, may extend more than 1/3 distance of the cove lake-ward from the 360 foot contour.

5. Public Marinas accommodating one hundred to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft at a time may not be located at a point in a cove or on another waterway area having a distance from shore to shore of less than 800 750( as per the previous handbook)  feet, measured from the 360 foot contour on one side to the 360 foot contour across the cove or waterway on the other side.

6. Public Marinas accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft will be required to provide a marine pump-out facility. 


7. No multi-slip docks will be permitted to have covers or roofs over the docks or slips. 


8. No multi-slip dock may encroach within 50 feet of a Natural Area or identified ESA from the closest dock edge. 


9. Any Public Marina facility proposed to be located within the ¼ or ½ mile radius of an existing facility, but separated by a peninsula, must be located on the opposite side of the peninsula, and must have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 foot contour of 2( why should this be any longer than the radius from one marina to another?) miles between the existing and the proposed public marina. 

10.  Applicants will be required to submit for approval, a five (5) year Baseline Environmental Water Quality Monitoring Plan and to conduct such water quality sampling as required therein.

11. Public Marinas must be located in areas where water depths are adequate for the boating access and will not be permitted in coves less than 300 feet in width, measuring from the 360 foot contour to the 360 foot contour. 


12. Construction must commence within one year from the date of the SCE&G permit, and the build out period must conform to the COE DHEC permit conditions, and such additional constraints as may be contained in the FERC Order approving SCE&G’s issuance of a permit. 

�� After submittal of a joint application form by an applicant, the COE and DHEC will issue joint public notices in their coordinated permitting processes through which each makes its own permit decision.  
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COMMENTS ON THE PENDING LECENSE RENEWAL ALLOWING


 SCE&G TO OPERATE LAKE MURRAY IN SOUTH CAROLINA


(FERC PROJECT 516) FOR FIFTY YEARS AND A REQUEST 


FOR AN EXEMPTION FOR LAKE MURRAY DOCKS, INC.



Lake Murray Docks, Inc./Windward Point Yacht Club  (LMDI) is the first commercial boat docking facility on Lake Murray to be issued a permit by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.  The FERC has issued LMDI two permits.  LMDI has operated as a “for profit” private boat docking facility for over Twenty Five years.  The facility can accommodate approximately 150 boats.  LMDI is a “blue collar” as opposed to the “blue blazer” yacht club.  The word “yacht” overstates the status of most LMDI boats.  While the actual boat slips at LMDI are offered for lease without discrimination, the highlands of the LMDI project remain private property, available for use by owners, slip lessees, dry storage users and invited guest only.  All users are members of Windward Point Yacht Club.  There are no commercial facilities other than dry storage on the highlands.  

As result of Court Orders and complex zoning decisions by Lexington County, LMDI cannot offer public access across the highlands for the purpose of launching boats.  Five Thousand members of the public can come on the LMDI highlands for “for profit” recreation/lodging  or “for profit” food services purposes, but no boat that is not assigned a wet slip or dry storage can use the boat ramp under present zoning restrictions.  The Court Order specifically recognizes the right of LMDI to operate as a “For Profit” private facility.

Lexington County attempts to control the uses and access to the un-zoned lake through zoning of the highlands and the zoning of access roads.  The FERC is in effect attempting control the used of the zoned highlands by their alleged right to control of the un-zoned lake.  While Lexington County’s professed purpose is to “maintain the integrity of the residential nature” of lake front development, the FERC professed policy is to open up the lake to the public.  The two policies collide.  It is simply impossible for existing commercial boat dock facilities in Lexington County to comply with conflicting regulations.  Existing facilities should be exempt.

LMDI requests a special exemption for any new permit conditions that are inconsistent with the present Lexington County Zoning ordinance, Court Orders or operation of the LMDI project, which have not changed over the past Twenty Five years.


I have sailed Lake Murray for Fifty Years.  I have been heavily involved on the sharp end of the boat dock permitting process for over Twenty Five years.  I have an undergraduate degree in Industrial Management and Finance, an MBA and a J D degree.  I believe that my experience, first hand knowledge and education makes me qualified to make credible comment on the trend of development on Lake Murray and permit policy.


Lake Murray has become the private pond of the wealthy and connected.  While various regulatory agencies profess to be interested in public access as a policy, the policy as applied continues to promote Lake Murray as the private preserve of the wealthy.  Written policy is ignored when the wealthy and influential are involved. Selective enforcement of policy is the rule rather than the exception.  Two cases in point are the pending FERC permit to be issued to Lighthouse Development, Inc. for 84 docks and about the same number already issued to Pintail Point.  Both facilities are “commercial” facilities under present permit policy.  Both permit applications were accepted during a time when SCE&G announced that no commercial dock permits would be accepted.  The permits, as issued/to be issued, do not comply with current written policy or new policy as proposed.


If SCE&G has the ability to issue commercial boat dock permits on a “case by case” basis with the unfettered ability to ignore written permit policy, then our efforts are all without purpose.  If SCE&G is allowed to keep its boat dock permit files secret, how can the public audit the process.  What ever guidelines are enacted should be equally binding on the wealthy and connected and the general public, the “blue collar” and the “blue blazer” crowd.  Transparency and public disclosure at every step of the permit process is the only way to eliminate the presence of undue influence.


The permit process and all files should be made public.  After any commercial dock permit is issued the governmental agencies should draft and publish an Order in the same form as present court orders.  The detailed Order should recite relevant facts, relevant law, relevant regulations, and relevant policy and reach a detailed conclusion.  The Order should state clearly where the law, regulations and policy are followed and where they are not.  Where there is a variation the Order should, in great detail, explain why existing policy is not followed.  

After the permitted work is completed the applicant should be required to submit “as built” plans certified by a licensed surveyor which are to be compared with the permitted work.  Where the “as built” plans differ from the authorized work the Order should be amended to state if the deviation is substantial, and if so address the deviation in detail.  These Orders should be easily available to the public and should be used as precedent in issuing future permits.  All public and private comment and resource agency comment should be made a part of the Order file.  Policy should prohibit the consideration of any evidence not included in the public file.  If comments and considerations on a pending permit are not fit for public scrutiny, they are not fit.

Sincerely,


James L. Leslie, Jr. President


Lake Murray Docks, Inc.
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Sorry Alison I didn't get to you sooner but I have spent most of the week in the hospital with my Mother 
and I didn't get your e-mail.  
 
I didn't realize that was all you had.  If you will give us a few days, I will put our positions together and 
send them to you.  I am leaving town on Thursday for my class reunion (I won't tell you how long)  and 
I should be able to have them finished before I leave.  After that if you have questions about 
anything, please contact Roy because he and I have worked on these positions together.  
 
Thanks  Joy
 
In a message dated 5/9/2008 1:31:44 P.M. Eastern Daylight Time, Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.
com writes:

Hey Joy, 

I am working on incorporating the stakeholder comments into the license application for 
Saluda, and was wondering if I had the correct comments from LMA.  Attached are the only 
comments that I can find from LMA.  Is this correct?  Thanks!  Alison

<<LMA - Lake drawdown3.doc>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 
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From: Alison Guth
To: "Elymay2@aol.com"; 
Subject: RE: LMA comments
Date: Monday, May 12, 2008 10:05:17 AM

I am sorry to hear that your mother has been in the hospital. I hope that everything 
is okay. 
 
Just email your letter to me when you get a chance.  As I was going through stuff I 
just thought it was odd that I didn't have formal comment letter and wanted to make 
sure it was not a mistake on my end.  
 
Good luck with your busy week!  
 
Alison

-----Original Message----- 
From: Elymay2@aol.com [mailto:Elymay2@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 12, 2008 10:01 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Re: LMA comments 
 
Sorry Alison I didn't get to you sooner but I have spent most of the week in 
the hospital with my Mother and I didn't get your e-mail.  
 
I didn't realize that was all you had.  If you will give us a few days, I will put 
our positions together and send them to you.  I am leaving town on Thursday 
for my class reunion (I won't tell you how long)  and I should be able to have 
them finished before I leave.  After that if you have questions about 
anything, please contact Roy because he and I have worked on these 
positions together.  
 
Thanks  Joy
 
In a message dated 5/9/2008 1:31:44 P.M. Eastern Daylight Time, Alison.
Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com writes:

Hey Joy, 

I am working on incorporating the stakeholder comments into the 
license application for Saluda, and was wondering if I had the 
correct comments from LMA.  Attached are the only comments that 
I can find from LMA.  Is this correct?  Thanks!  Alison

<<LMA - Lake drawdown3.doc>> 
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Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 

 
 
 
 

Wondering what's for Dinner Tonight? Get new twists on family favorites at 
AOL Food.

http://food.aol.com/dinner-tonight?NCID=aolfod00030000000001
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From: James L. Leslie, Jr.
To: John S. Frick; Alison Guth; Vivianne Vejdani; Alan Stuart; Amanda Hill; 

ben@scwf.org; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
dchristie@comporium.net; Jim Cumberland; Joy Downs; RMAHAN@scana.
com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
lakewatchman@yahoo.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Re: Lake Murray Site Visit
Date: Tuesday, May 27, 2008 1:36:47 PM

<
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Lake and Land TWC

FM JAMES LESLIE:
 
I have a conflict and will not be able to make the May 6, 2008 meeting.  I am opposed to the 
sale of land within the Project Boundary.  Sheets 1 of 4 and 2 of 4 of the "Forest and Game 
Management" maps are of the most concern.  I represent the interest of sailors on Lake 
Murray.  These are the principal area of the Lake that are  available to sail boats.  It appears 
that about  80 to 90% of Project Lands on these sheets have been sold.
 
The use of Lake Murray will increase by over 300% during this license renewal. Remaining 
project lands should be protected for future use.
 
I am opposed to the classification of the land surrounding "Hurricane Hole".  This land should 
be preserved for public access.
 
I believe that SCE&G should receive some compensation for their interest in Project Lands.  
Their interest is subject to public use and is not exclusive.  The compensation should be within 
a range from acquisition cost and present fair market value.  An additional reason for 
reduction in compensation to SCE&G is the unique county tax arrangements that has 
exempted SCE&G from much of the normal "holding cost" of Project Lands.  
 
The FERC will be in a position to compensate SCE&G in conjunction with the construction of 
the proposed new nuclear plants.
 
I believe that this committee should petition FERC to prohibit future sales of project lands and 
to compensate SCE&G.
 
James L. Leslie, Jr.  
Lake Murray Docks, Inc./Windward Point Yacht Club

----- Original Message ----- 
From: Jim Cumberland 
To: John S. Frick ; Alison Guth ; Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart ; Amanda Hill ; ben@scwf.org ; Bill 
Argentieri ; Carl Sundius ; David Hancock ; dchristie@comporium.net ; James Leslie ; Joy Downs ; 
Randy Mahan ; Rhett Bickley ; Ron Ahle ; Ronald Scott ; Roy Parker ; Steve Bell ; Suzanne Rhodes ; 
Tom Ruple ; Tommy Boozer ; Tony Bebber ; Van Hoffman 
Cc: Connie Frick ; Gerrit Jobsis 
Sent: Monday, May 05, 2008 9:25 AM
Subject: RE: Lake and Land TWC
 
John,
 
Thanks for sending this – I will look @ ASAP & provide comments.
 
My son is sick today, and because of rules at his school (related to fever) he will not be able to go to 
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Lake and Land TWC

school tomorrow.  Kim is out of town, and @ this point I have no sitter options, so I will not be at the 
L&LM meeting tomorrow.  I apologize for the inconvenience – it is unavoidable.  Because I will be 
unable to be at the L&LM meeting, I ask for a chance to review the minutes from the meeting, any 
proposals, etc., relating to the subject matter discussed at the  meeting, and to provide comments from 
CCL & AR thereon, before the TWC gives final approval to any proposal.  Both CCL & AR consider the 
issues affecting shoreline management and the granting of water access for back property owners to be 
of very high importance – if it were otherwise I would not make this request.  
 
Also, please note that I’m not asking for any veto power (thought I’d better state that clearly).  I realize 
that my request possibly will delay the TWC’s decision on this matter, which is something that I know all 
of us want to avoid as we try to wrap up as many loose ends as possible in preparation for the filing of 
the final license application.  I will get comments to you ASAP after receiving the draft minutes & any 
other documents relating to the TWC’s work on these issues.
 
If I can find someone to watch Simon tomorrow I will be @ the TWC meeting.
 
Thanks in advance for your consideration of my request.  Please advise if anyone has any objections.
 
Regards,
 
Jim
 
Jim Cumberland
Project Manager
Coastal Conservation League
2231 Devine Street, Suite 202
Columbia, SC  29205
803.771.7750 (telephone)
803.771.7580 (facsimile)
jimc@scccl.org
www.coastalconservationleague.org 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: John S. Frick [mailto:jsfrick@mindspring.com]  
Sent: Sunday, May 04, 2008 9:56 PM 
To: Alison Guth; Vivianne Vejdani; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; ben@scwf.org; Bill 
Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; dchristie@comporium.net; James Leslie; Jim 
Cumberland; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve 
Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman 
Cc: Connie Frick 
Subject: Re: Lake and Land TWC
 
The following policy is a proposal that meets the consensus objectives discussed in 
previous meetings of all the key stakeholders on the team. We would like SCE&G to 
incorporate this proposal in the application as a fair and equitable plan which is simple for 
all to understand and will result in enhanced public compliance.

-----Original Message-----  
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Lake and Land TWC

From: Alison Guth  
Sent: Apr 29, 2008 11:36 AM  
To: Vivianne Vejdani , Alan Stuart , Alison Guth , Amanda Hill , ben@scwf.org, Bill Argentieri , Carl 
Sundius , David Hancock , dchristie@comporium.net, James Leslie , Jim Cumberland , John 
Frick , Joy Downs , Randy Mahan , Rhett Bickley , Ron Ahle , Ronald Scott , Roy Parker , Steve 
Bell , Suzanne Rhodes , Tom Ruple , Tommy Boozer , Tony Bebber , Van Hoffman  
Subject: Lake and Land TWC  
 
 
When: Tuesday, May 06, 2008 9:30 AM-3:00 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern Time (US & 
Canada).  
Where: Kleinschmidt Offices 

*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*

Office - 803.345.9321
Cell -    803.917.8966
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From: Alison Guth
To: Alison Guth; Alan Stuart; "tboozer@scana.com"; "dhancock@scana.com"; 

RMAHAN@scana.com; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; "Carl Sundius"; 
"John Frick"; "Roy Parker"; 

Subject: RE: Lake and Land Management TWC Notes
Date: Tuesday, February 05, 2008 4:04:00 PM
Attachments: 2007 12 14 final Meeting Minutes -  LLM.pdf 

 
Hello Economics TWC 
Attached are the final meeting notes from December 14th.  They will also be posted to the website.  
Thanks!  Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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MEETING MINUTES 
 


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY 
SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING 


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT RESOURCE GROUP 
Economics Sub-Committee 


 
SCE&G Training Center 


December 14, 2007 
Final ACG 2-5-08 
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ATTENDEES: 
 
Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Tommy Boozer, SCE&G 
David Hancock, SCE&G 
 
 


 
 
Randy Mahan, SCANA Services 
Roy Parker, LMA 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G 
John Frick, Landowner 
Carl Sundius, Southshore Marina 


 
 


DATE:  December 8, 2005 
 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION 
 


 
The meeting opened and it was noted that the purpose of this meeting would be to review SCE&G’s 
proposal on land rebalancing as an economic TWC.  The presentation consisted of three specific 
sections which included a discussion of the baseline of Shoreline Management Plan, and 
classifications that were expanded upon in the 1984 license application.  Randy Mahan briefly 
explained the baseline of the SMP, as well as each of the classifications and the restrictions or uses 
associated with each classification.  Tommy Boozer and David Hancock also presented on the 
available lands, what was accomplished during relicensing and SCE&G’s rebalancing proposal.   
 
There was some brief discussion regarding ESAs, and John Frick noted that he believed that the 
ESA classification was one that changed over time, and that there should be a way to reevaluate 
these areas.  It was explained that although the plant species associated with ESAs may disappear 
over time, the habitat was still there.  Randy noted that re-evaluations would leave the potential 
open for individuals to destroy ESA’s.   
 
The group reviewed some potential questions that may arise on the presentation and where the 
presentation may need clarification.  It was noted that maps may need to be available to show where 
certain land parcels identified in the presentation were located on the lake.  It was also noted that 
some of the pie charts needed more visibility.  The presentation will be updated and presented to the 
Lake and Land group in the January timeframe.  







From: Elymay2@aol.com
To: Alison Guth; 
Subject: Re: Lake and Land Management TWC
Date: Wednesday, May 21, 2008 8:32:23 AM

Alison 
I have been out of town and just received this note.  I probably will not be there.  
At the moment I have knee surgery scheduled.  I will find out today or tomorrow if 
It is still a go.  Joy
 
In a message dated 5/16/2008 2:23:24 P.M. Eastern Daylight Time, Alison.
Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com writes:

When: Tuesday, June 10, 2008 9:30 AM-3:00 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern 
Time (US & Canada).  
Where: Lake Murray Training Center - 103 A 

*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 

Hello All, 

After the cancellation of the lake and land meeting for May 28th, the 
proposed new meeting date is June 10th.  The meeting will begin at 
9:30 and we will be discussing the SCE&G counter proposal.  Please let 
me know if you plan on attending by next Friday so that I can order the 
appropriate number of lunches.  Thanks, Alison  

 
 

 
 
 

Wondering what's for Dinner Tonight? Get new twists on family favorites at AOL 
Food.
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From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell (lakewatchman@yahoo.com); 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 
Bill Marshall; Dave Anderson; George Duke; Jennifer Hand; Lee Barber; 
Malcolm Leaphart; Mark Davis (mdavis@scprt.com); Tim Vinson; 
Alison Guth; Alan Stuart; 

cc: "ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R"; "MAHAN, RANDOLPH R"; "Jim Cumberland"; 
Alan Stuart; "BICKLEY, RHETT"; "HANCOCK, DAVID E"; "Vivianne Vejdani"; 
"BOOZER, THOMAS C"; "Tony Bebber"; 

Subject: Updated: Lake & Land and Recreation Management TWC"s
Start: Tuesday, June 10, 2008 9:30:00 AM
End: Tuesday, June 10, 2008 3:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center - 103 A

Hello All, 
After the cancellation of the lake and land meeting for May 28th, the proposed new meeting date is June 
10th.  The meeting will begin at 9:30 and we will be discussing the SCE&G counter proposal.  This 
meeting will be a joint meeting with the Recreation Management TWC.  Please let me know if you plan 
on attending by next Friday so that I can order the appropriate number of lunches.  Thanks, Alison   
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resulted in pitting folks of similar interest at odds with each other " portions - 
even if these are from a personal perspective.  I think it helps folks from 
FERC have an opportunity to acknowledge that "non-Two Bird Cove 
families" also have similar feelings as to the oddity/inappropriateness of the 
designation being made.

FERC and other stakeholders have more of familiarity with folks like Ron 
Ahle and Joy Downs than they do us (we've unfortunately come in bearing 
the honor of the "late-coming complainers" that are the ceremonial "fly in 
the soup" in the relicensing process).  Accordingly, Ron & Joy's comments 
may garner much greater weight than what we could ever say.

Thanks again for the follow-up,

Phil

p.s. Feel free to call me if you'd like (734-0139wk; 359-3729hm).

-----Original Message-----  
From: Alison Guth  
Sent: Jul 9, 2007 1:12 PM  
To: pavhamby@earthlink.net  
Subject: RE: RE: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove 
Discussions  
 
Hey Phil, 
 
I apologize for taking a while to get back with you.  I actually have 
something a little different in my original meeting notes.  I have the 
following:  Ron Ahle: "the evolution of the designation is a mystery to 
me, when we are looking at the value of the properties in question, 
the use is the most important, not the designation.  I understand your 
feelings, it is obvious that everyone in the room has an interest 
because of what you have done, but I think the problem, I personally 
wish the designation would go away… but we want to focus on the 
uses and how the lake is going to look in the future, I hate to see this 
discussion go the [negative] direction, because of a lot of positive 
things we are doing.  My concern personally was that it was a very 
significant fish spawing area, I was concerned aobu that aspect of it"
 



One of the reasons why I didn't include that comment is because he 
was speaking personally and not officially on the behalf of DNR.  
Ron does give his personal opinion from time to time during 
relicensing meetings and I am careful not to include those comments 
because there has been confusion in the past on whether or not that 
was the official opinion of DNR.  If you believe it is important 
that we include Ron's personal comments, I will be happy to call or 
email Ron to see if that inclusion is okay with him.   Just let me 
know.  Thanks!  Alison

-----Original Message----- 
From: pavhamby@earthlink.net [mailto:pavhamby@earthlink.
net]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2007 9:46 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Fw: RE: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two 
Bird Cove Discussions 
 
Alison:
I remembered one more comment that was made by Ron 
Ahle.  I added it as a last sentence in the following paragraph:
 
 
Joy Downs with LMA shared her opinion on the subject with 
the group.  She explained that she did not believe this 
designation has been made anywhere else and was a little 
disappointed that the FERC only considered one group’s 
opinion when making this decision.  Joy explained that the 
Lake Murray Association is concerned that there is a 
designation on the lake that there is no good definition or 
reason for.  In addition, Ron Ahle with SCDNR noted that he 
wished the designation had never been made.
 
 
 
Sorry for the late entry, but it's significant to note on the 
record that another entity expresseed such a statement.
 
Thanks-



Phil
 
 
 
 

-----Forwarded Message-----  
From: "pavhamby@earthlink.net"  
Sent: Jun 25, 2007 3:18 PM  
To: Alison Guth  
Subject: Fw: RE: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird 
Cove Discussions  
 
Alison:
Thanks for your work on all this.  I have attached some 
amendments - please note in red.
 
I hope all is well your way.  Have a nice week-
Phil 

-----Forwarded Message-----  
From: Tony Bebber  
Sent: Jun 11, 2007 5:12 PM  
To: Alison Guth , aharmon@lpagroup.com, Dee Dee 
Simmons , John Frick , Linda Schneider , Phil Hamby , 
rparsons12@alltel.net, Winward point Yacht Club , Van 
Hoffman , Alan Stuart , Amanda Hill , Bill Argentieri , Carl 
Sundius , David Hancock , Dick Christie , Jennifer 
O'Rourke , John Frick , Joy Downs , Randy Mahan , 
Rhett Bickley , Ron Ahle , Ronald Scott , Roy Parker , 
Sheri Armstrong , Steve Bell , Suzanne Rhodes , 
Synithia Williams , Tom Ruple , Tommy Boozer , "J. 
Ryan" , jlesliejr@bellsouth.net, Bill.walker@mail.house.
gov, vmhamby@gwm.sc.edu, msmith35@sc.rr.com, 
Fran.Trapp@usdoj.gov, bill2sail@hotmail.com, 
grissom151@aol.com, parkerc@midlandstech.edu, 
Jvjaques@aol.com, wshangle@sc.rr.com, 
shopper1963@hotmail.com, bluewater4us@aol.com, rs , 
kel593@hotmail.com, bs.anderson@hotmail.com, 
Ginger.gocke@contractoryard.com, 
jarichardson@colacoll.edu, msmith35@sc.rr.com, 
dtullis001@sc.rr.com, sfitts@thefittscompany.com, 
jlesliejr@bellsouth.net, jsheff1947@aol.com, "SUMMER, 
MICHAEL C" , cas@FMC.sc.edu, shopper1963@hotmail.
com  
Subject: RE: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two 
Bird Cove Discussions  
 
I made one addition to Phil Hamby’s comments 
(shown in track changes mode). Phil may want to 
review for specific wording (but I thought it would 



be good to have in the record his comments about 
public involvement and Two Bird/Harmon Cove 
identification).  Alison, it would also be good to add 
page numbers.
 
Good summary of a difficult issue.
 
Thanks,
 
Tony Bebber, AICP 
Planning Manager, Recreation, Planning & 
Engineering Office
SC Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism 
1205 Pendleton Street 
Columbia, SC  29201 
Phone 803-734-0189 
Fax     803-734-1042 
tbebber@scprt.com 
 
Shaping & Sharing a Better South Carolina
 
websites: www.DiscoverSouthCarolina.com    www.
SouthCarolinaParks.com    www.SCTrails.net
 

From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.
Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]  
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2007 4:11 PM 
To: Alison Guth; aharmon@lpagroup.com; Dee 
Dee Simmons ; John Frick; Linda Schneider ; Phil 
Hamby ; rparsons12@alltel.net; Winward point 
Yacht Club ; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Amanda 
Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie; Jennifer O'Rourke; John Frick; Joy 
Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve 
Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia Williams; Tom 
Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; J. Ryan; 
jlesliejr@bellsouth.net; Bill.walker@mail.house.
gov; vmhamby@gwm.sc.edu; msmith35@sc.rr.
com; Fran.Trapp@usdoj.gov; bill2sail@hotmail.
com; grissom151@aol.com; parkerc@midlandstech.
edu; Jvjaques@aol.com; wshangle@sc.rr.com; 
shopper1963@hotmail.com; bluewater4us@aol.
com; rs; kel593@hotmail.com; bs.

mailto:tbebber@scprt.com
http://www.discoversouthcarolina.com/
http://www.southcarolinaparks.com/
http://www.southcarolinaparks.com/
http://www.sctrails.net/


anderson@hotmail.com; Ginger.
gocke@contractoryard.com; jarichardson@colacoll.
edu; msmith35@sc.rr.com; dtullis001@sc.rr.com; 
sfitts@thefittscompany.com; jlesliejr@bellsouth.
net; jsheff1947@aol.com; SUMMER, MICHAEL C; 
cas@FMC.sc.edu; shopper1963@hotmail.com 
Subject: Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - 
Two Bird Cove Discussions
 

Hello All, 

Below I have attached the draft set of meeting 
notes from the May 24th Lake and Land TWC 
Meeting.  If you attended the meeting and have 
any corrections to the notes, or you have felt I have 
left something out, please provide your comments 
to me by June 25th.   I will then send out a final set 
of meeting notes with any comments addressed.  
Thanks and take care, Alison  

<<2007-5-24 draft Meeting Minutes -Lake and 
Land TWC.doc>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
101 Trade Zone Drive  
Suite 21A  
West Columbia, SC 29170  
P: (803) 822-3177  
F: (803) 822-3183 

 



From: Scott, Ron
To: Alison Guth; 
Subject: RE: Lake Murray Boat Trip
Date: Wednesday, June 04, 2008 2:47:16 PM

Allison: 

Good afternoon. Will this be an all-day event? Thanks. 

Ron 

Ronald T. Scott

Director of Community Development

County of Lexington

212 South Lake Drive - Suite 401

Lexington, SC 29072

(803) 785-8121

rscott@lex-co.com

Mission:  Provide quality services to our citizens at a reasonable cost.

Vision:  Planned growth for our communities with abundant opportunities for all, in a 
quality environment.

-----Original Appointment----- 
From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 03, 2008 1:27 PM 
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; ben@scwf.org; Bill 
Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; dchristie@comporium.net; James 
Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; BICKLEY, 
RHETT; Ron Ahle; Scott, Ron; Roy Parker; lakewatchman@yahoo.com; Suzanne 
Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman 
Subject: Lake Murray Boat Trip 
When: Thursday, June 12, 2008 9:00 AM-3:30 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern Time 

mailto:rscott@lex-co.com
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alison.Guth
mailto:rscott@lex-co.com
mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com


(US & Canada). 
Where: Dreher Island State Park

Hello All, 

Let's try this again.  As we discussed in our last Lake and Land Management 
TWC, we will be holding a boat trip around Lake Murray, now rescheduled for 
Thursday, June 12th.  There was an expressed desire to view various locations 
around the lake such as buffer zones, stabilization examples and ESA's.  Tommy 
is working to develop a trip itinerary.  As decided for the last proposed lake trip, 
the best location to meet is the Bait and Tackle shop at Dreher Island State 
Park.  I trust that we can enter Dreher Island State Park at no fee by using the 
attached brochure, as we had previously planned.  Although, if Tony Bebber 
(who has graciously coordinated with park officials) informs me otherwise, I will 
let you know.  

I believe SCE&G will be providing both boats, however, I will keep you informed 
if this changes as well.  

It is important that we have an EXACT head count for this trip by Friday for 
planning purposes.  Also, there is quite a bit to see, so it is important that we 
leave Dreher Island promptly at 9:00.    

Thanks, 
Alison   

<<SCEGcarpermit.doc>> 

 << File: SCEGcarpermit.doc >> 



From: John S. Frick
To: Alison Guth; Vivianne Vejdani; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

ben@scwf.org; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
dchristie@comporium.net; James Leslie; Jim Cumberland; Joy Downs; 
RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 
Van Hoffman; 

cc: Connie Frick; 
Subject: Re: Lake and Land TWC
Date: Sunday, May 04, 2008 9:56:14 PM
Attachments: Rebalancing-Wildlife preserve.doc 

<

mailto:jsfrick@mindspring.com
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mailto:amanda_hill@fws.gov
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mailto:tboozer@scana.com
mailto:tbebber@scprt.com
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mailto:ccfrick@bellsouth.net

Rebalancing Proposal

After careful review of the maps from a conservation point of view, there is really only one identifiable difference between the lands classified as Forest and Game Management and those classified as Future Development. This difference apparently formed the basis utilized in 1975 to determine which properties would be allowed to have docks and those property owners that would be denied boating access. The basis used, revenue generation by SCE&G through sales of public land, should no longer be the guiding principle over which public lands, if any, are sold.

Examples of disparities in land classifications are as follows:


· With only two or three exceptions, all properties classified as Forest and Game Management are located in Newberry and Saluda counties.  The exceptions in Lexington County are small inland properties that have little significance in regard to Forest Management and virtually no impact on shoreline preservation.  These properties, however, share one common trait … they were significantly less valuable in 1975 than those classified as future development.


· As a result, SCE&G continues to allow the Lexington and Richland county shoreline to be developed, even though they are already overdeveloped, while denying dock permits to property owners of large tracts in Newberry and Saluda counties which are only modestly developed.

· Logically, it became more profitable to sell wide strips of fringe land in Lexington and Richland counties on tracts along Whetstone, Horse, Hollow, Stevens and Bear creeks than it was to sell narrow strips of fringe along the Saluda, or creeks feeding it, in the upper regions of the lake.  From a conservation perspective, this is just the opposite of what would be desirable. 

· This approach continues in Newberry and Saluda counties where tracts with relatively thin average shoreline depths (less than 140 ft.) were designated as Forest and Game Management while other lands in Lexington, Richland, Newberry and Saluda counties with average shoreline depths exceeding 250 ft depths were classified as Future Development.


· Only in the upper extremes of the Saluda, where the shoreline to shoreline distance is narrow and the property is less valuable, does the classification of Forest and Game Management appear to be consistent with shoreline and acreage preservation.

These disparities, if allowed to continue, will have a very negative impact on land valuation and the tax base for Newberry and Saluda counties and should not be allowed to continue.  There are a few isolated properties in Lexington County that are significantly impacted as well.


The approach going forward should be based on normalizing the criteria for shoreline classifications, meeting the overall objectives of shoreline preservation, and minimizing the economic impact to the land owners and other stakeholders.


The following policy is a proposal that meets the consensus objectives of all the key stakeholders on the team.  We would like SCE&G to incorporate this proposal in the application as a fair and equitable plan which will enjoy wide ranging public support.


Proposed Policy for Shoreline Management

Objectives:


1. Improve water quality and aquatic/terrestrial wildlife habitat.

2. Preserve aesthetics of current undeveloped shoreline.

3. Maximize public access to public waters and use of public lands.


4. Resolve, to maximum extent feasible, existing inequities and inconsistencies in shore line classifications and existing SCE&G policies governing land purchases, sales, and dock permitting.


5. Maximize economic value to land owners, including SCE&G, and counties regarding future property tax revenues.


6. Implement a Shoreline Management Policy which minimizes the shore line impacts of inevitable future development.

7. Implement a Shoreline Management Policy that is simple to understand and that will garner public compliance

Proposed Implementation Guidelines


For shoreline currently classified as Future Development with up to 500 feet on the PBL (Project Boundary Line), the following guidelines would apply:


1. Implement a uniform 75’ buffer.

2. Minimum shoreline of 150’ for a single private dock or multi-slip docks allowed with criteria of 1.5 slips per 100 feet on the 360 contour.

3. Fringe land purchase optional.

4. Reclassification of tract to “Wildlife Preserve” when the average fringe land depth along the shoreline is greater than 250 feet.  One dock and ramp permitted per tract.


For shoreline currently classified as Future Development with 500 feet or greater on the PBL, the following guidelines would apply:


1. Implement a uniform 75’ buffer.

2. Multi-slip docks allowed with criteria of 1.5 slips per 100 feet on the 360 contour.

3. Fringe land purchase optional.

4. Reclassification of tract to “Wildlife Preserve” when the average fringe land depth along the shoreline is greater than 250 feet.  One dock and ramp permitted per tract.


For shoreline currently classified as Forest and Game Management, the following guidelines would apply:


1. Reclassification of tract to “Wildlife Preserve” when the average fringe land depth along the shoreline is greater than 250 feet.  One dock and ramp permitted per tract.

2. Reclassification of tract to Future Development where the average fringe land depth along the shoreline is 250 feet or less.


PAGE  

2





From: Vivianne Vejdani
To: Alison Guth; 
Subject: RE: Lake Murray Site Visit
Date: Thursday, May 29, 2008 1:32:37 PM

No, he’s not able to make it, but he said that Ron plans to go.  Have you 
heard from him?
 
Vivianne Vejdani
Wildlife Biologist
 
SC Department of Natural Resources
Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries Division
P.O. Box 167
1000 Assembly Street, Room 202
Columbia, SC 29202
Off: 803/734-4199
Fax: 803/734-6020

From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]  
Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2008 12:29 PM 
To: Vivianne Vejdani 
Subject: RE: Lake Murray Site Visit
 
sounds good!  do you know if Dick is coming?
 

From: Vivianne Vejdani [mailto:VejdaniV@dnr.sc.gov] 
Sent: Thu 5/29/2008 12:28 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: RE: Lake Murray Site Visit

Thanks Alison! See you at Dreher before 9 am!
 
Vivianne Vejdani
Wildlife Biologist
 
SC Department of Natural Resources
Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries Division
P.O. Box 167
1000 Assembly Street, Room 202
Columbia, SC 29202
Off: 803/734-4199
Fax: 803/734-6020

mailto:VejdaniV@dnr.sc.gov
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alison.Guth


From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]  
Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2008 11:12 AM 
To: Vivianne Vejdani 
Subject: RE: Lake Murray Site Visit
 
It is not too difficult is is just way the heck away (about a 45 min drive)....  Directions 
are below...
 
•  Driving Directions:  
From I-26: Take exit 91 (Chapin exit- Hwy. 48) to Chapin. Turn rt on Hwy 
76 for 1/8 mile, then turn left onto St. Peter's Church Rd (Hwy. 29) for 4 mi. 
Turn left onto Dreher Island Rd (Hwy 231) for approximately 3 mi. Then 
turn onto State Park Rd for 2 mi. to the park entrance. 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Vivianne Vejdani [mailto:VejdaniV@dnr.sc.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2008 11:08 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: RE: Lake Murray Site Visit

Is Dreher hard to get to? I’ve never been.  
 
Vivianne Vejdani
Wildlife Biologist
 
SC Department of Natural Resources
Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries Division
P.O. Box 167
1000 Assembly Street, Room 202
Columbia, SC 29202
Off: 803/734-4199
Fax: 803/734-6020

From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]  
Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2008 9:07 AM 
To: Vivianne Vejdani 
Subject: RE: Lake Murray Site Visit
 
Hey Vivianne,
 
I was out sick yesterday.  No, you are more than welcome to come!  Would 
you like to meet us at Pine Island at 8:00 instead of Dreher?  I am taking 
care of lunch so don't worry about that.



-----Original Message----- 
From: Vivianne Vejdani [mailto:VejdaniV@dnr.sc.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2008 9:59 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: FW: Lake Murray Site Visit

Hey Alison, is it too late to add me to the list?  I remember 
that they had concerns that they would only be able to take a 
limited number of folks, but it would be good for me to go to 
see these areas.  Do you have directions to Dreher Island? 
I have no problem with the parking fee.  Do we need to bring 
a bag lunch?
 
Vivianne Vejdani
Wildlife Biologist
 
SC Department of Natural Resources
Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries Division
P.O. Box 167
1000 Assembly Street, Room 202
Columbia, SC 29202
Off: 803/734-4199
Fax: 803/734-6020

From: Dick Christie [mailto:dchristie@comporium.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 27, 2008 10:45 AM 
To: Vivianne Vejdani 
Subject: FW: Lake Murray Site Visit
 
Hey Viv - this would be a good outing to attend if you can. I can not 
make it, I am sure Ron plans to attend. 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 23, 2008 2:37 PM 
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 
ben@scwf.org; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
dchristie@comporium.net; James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; John 
Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald 
Scott; Roy Parker; lakewatchman@yahoo.com; Suzanne Rhodes; 
Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman 
Subject: Lake Murray Site Visit



When: Friday, May 30, 2008 9:00 AM-3:30 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern 
Time (US & Canada).  
Where: Meeting Point at Dreher Island State Park 

*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 

Hello All, 

As we discussed in our last Lake and Land Management TWC, we 
will be holding a site visit around Lake Murray, Friday, May 30th.  
There was an expressed desire to view various locations around the 
lake such as buffer zones, stabilization examples and ESA's.  Tommy 
is working to develop a trip itinerary.  After some discussion, it was 
thought that the best location to meet would be the Bait and Tackle 
shop at Dreher Island State Park.  There is a fee to enter the park.  
However, Tony Bebber is working hard to see if we could possibly 
park for no charge.  I will keep you posted on the parking situation.  

Carl Sundius of Southshore Marina has also volunteered to drive a 
boat and will be leaving from his marina.  He noted that individuals 
can meet him there if they prefer not to drive to Dreher Island.  
However, he will need to leave in enough time to meet with Tommy 
and the crowd at Dreher Island by 9:00, and as I am not aware of the 
travel time from Southshore to Dreher Island, I will let Carl advise us 
of what time people would need to meet at his marina.  

It is important that we have an EXACT head count for this trip by 
Tuesday for planning purposes, also please indicate if you will 
be meeting at Southshore or Dreher.  Also, there is quite a bit to 
see, so it is important that we leave Dreher Island promptly at 9:00.  
We will not be able to wait on stragglers.  That being said, I will keep 
you posted of the issue with Dreher Island Park admission and what 
time one would need to meet Carl if you are leaving from Southshore.

Thanks,  
Alison    



From: Scott, Ron
To: Alison Guth; 
Subject: RE: Lake Murray Boat Trip
Date: Wednesday, June 04, 2008 3:07:03 PM

Just trying to determine if there would be any opportunity to leave earlier? I would 
like to participate, but have something scheduled for the afternoon. Thanks. 
 
Ron 
 
Ronald T. Scott
Director of Community Development
County of Lexington
212 South Lake Drive - Suite 401
Lexington, SC 29072
(803) 785-8121
rscott@lex-co.com
 
Mission:  Provide quality services to our citizens at a reasonable cost.
Vision:  Planned growth for our communities with abundant opportunities for all, in a quality 
environment.
 
 

From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 04, 2008 3:02 PM 
To: Scott, Ron 
Subject: RE: Lake Murray Boat Trip
 
Yes, it will be all day

-----Original Message----- 
From: Scott, Ron [mailto:rscott@lex-co.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 04, 2008 2:44 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: RE: Lake Murray Boat Trip

Allison: 

Good afternoon. Will this be an all-day event? Thanks. 

Ron 

Ronald T. Scott

mailto:rscott@lex-co.com
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mailto:rscott@lex-co.com


Director of Community Development

County of Lexington

212 South Lake Drive - Suite 401

Lexington, SC 29072

(803) 785-8121

rscott@lex-co.com

Mission:  Provide quality services to our citizens at a reasonable cost.

Vision:  Planned growth for our communities with abundant opportunities for all, in a quality 
environment.

-----Original Appointment----- 
From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 03, 2008 1:27 PM 
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; ben@scwf.
org; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; dchristie@comporium.net; 
James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; 
BICKLEY, RHETT; Ron Ahle; Scott, Ron; Roy Parker; lakewatchman@yahoo.
com; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van 
Hoffman 
Subject: Lake Murray Boat Trip 
When: Thursday, June 12, 2008 9:00 AM-3:30 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern 
Time (US & Canada). 
Where: Dreher Island State Park

Hello All, 

Let's try this again.  As we discussed in our last Lake and Land Management 
TWC, we will be holding a boat trip around Lake Murray, now rescheduled 
for Thursday, June 12th.  There was an expressed desire to view various 
locations around the lake such as buffer zones, stabilization examples and 
ESA's.  Tommy is working to develop a trip itinerary.  As decided for the last 
proposed lake trip, the best location to meet is the Bait and Tackle shop at 
Dreher Island State Park.  I trust that we can enter Dreher Island State 
Park at no fee by using the attached brochure, as we had previously 
planned.  Although, if Tony Bebber (who has graciously coordinated with 

mailto:rscott@lex-co.com
mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com


park officials) informs me otherwise, I will let you know.  

I believe SCE&G will be providing both boats, however, I will keep you 
informed if this changes as well.  

It is important that we have an EXACT head count for this trip by Friday 
for planning purposes.  Also, there is quite a bit to see, so it is important 
that we leave Dreher Island promptly at 9:00.    

Thanks, 
Alison   

<<SCEGcarpermit.doc>> 

 << File: SCEGcarpermit.doc >> 



From: Vivianne Vejdani
To: Shane Boring; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; 

Bud Badr; dchristie@comporium.net; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); 
Gina Kirkland; Hal Beard; Jennifer Hand; Jim Glover; Malcolm Leaphart; 
giffinma@dhec.sc.gov; Mike Waddell; mquattlebaum@scana.com; 
Prescott Brownell; RMAHAN@scana.com; Ron Ahle; Scott Harder; 
Steve Summer; Theresa Thom; Brandon Kulik; Alan Stuart; 

Subject: RE: Proposed Saluda Instream Flow TWC Meeting
Date: Tuesday, June 17, 2008 4:49:55 PM

I have July 8th open. 
 
Vivianne Vejdani
Wildlife Biologist
 
SC Department of Natural Resources
Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries Division
P.O. Box 167
1000 Assembly Street, Room 202
Columbia, SC 29202
Off: 803/734-4199
Fax: 803/734-6020

From: Shane Boring [mailto:Shane.Boring@KleinschmidtUSA.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 17, 2008 1:53 PM 
To: Vivianne Vejdani; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Bud Badr; 
dchristie@comporium.net; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Gina Kirkland; Hal 
Beard; Jennifer Summerlin; Jim Glover; Malcolm Leaphart; giffinma@dhec.sc.gov; 
Mike Waddell; mquattlebaum@scana.com; Prescott Brownell; Randy Mahan; Ron 
Ahle; Scott Harder; Shane Boring; Steve Summer; Theresa Thom; Brandon Kulik; 
Alan Stuart 
Subject: Proposed Saluda Instream Flow TWC Meeting
 

Hello all, 

SCE&G has developed a Low Inflow Protocol proposal based on the low inflow 
recommendation developed by the Instream Flow TWC.  We would like to convene 
the TWC in the near future to discuss and hopefully finalize the proposal.

Currently, we are thinking of Tuesday, July 8th.  Please let us know of your 
availability and we can make alternate plans if it doesn't work for folks.  Once we 
have a firm date, I will pass along additional info regarding time and location for the 
meeting.
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Thanks  
Shane 

C. Shane Boring  
Environmental Scientist  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane; Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone: (803)951-2077  
Fax: (803)951-2124 

      

http://www.kleinschmidtusa.com/


From: Vivianne Vejdani
To: Alison Guth; 
Subject: RE: Presentations from SMP meeting
Date: Friday, February 08, 2008 1:40:03 PM

Thanks Alison! Actually I already had the Rebalancing presentation file that you 
sent earlier, but forgot. 
 
Vivianne Vejdani
Wildlife Biologist
 
SC Department of Natural Resources
Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries Division
P.O. Box 167
1000 Assembly Street, Room 202
Columbia, SC 29202
Off: 803/734-4199
Fax: 803/734-6020
 
 

From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]  
Sent: Friday, February 08, 2008 1:33 PM 
To: Vivianne Vejdani 
Subject: RE: Presentations from SMP meeting 
 
Hello Vivianne,
 
I just forwarded you the Rebalancing Presentation, also John's presentation is on 
the website at http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/lake_land.htm , and the 
IFIM meeting notes are still being worked on by Shane, Jeni and I.  
 
Have a good weekend,
Alison

-----Original Message----- 
From: Vivianne Vejdani [mailto:VejdaniV@dnr.sc.gov]  
Sent: Friday, February 08, 2008 11:25 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Presentations from SMP meeting 
 
Hi Alison,
Could I get SCE&Gs Redistribution Proposal presentation and John 

mailto:VejdaniV@dnr.sc.gov
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Frick's presentation? Also, do you have the meeting notes from the IFIM 
workshops? 
Thanks,
Vivianne



From: Vivianne Vejdani
To: Shane Boring; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; 

Bud Badr; dchristie@comporium.net; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); 
Gina Kirkland; Hal Beard; Jennifer Hand; Jim Glover; Malcolm Leaphart; 
giffinma@dhec.sc.gov; Mike Waddell; mquattlebaum@scana.com; 
Prescott Brownell; RMAHAN@scana.com; Ron Ahle; Scott Harder; 
Steve Summer; Theresa Thom; Brandon Kulik; Alan Stuart; 

Subject: RE: Proposed Saluda IFIM conference call
Date: Friday, March 21, 2008 8:33:01 AM

I don’t think I’ll be able to sit in for the conference call, but at this 
moment I have May 2nd open on my calendar. 

Vivianne Vejdani

Wildlife Biologist

 

SC Department of Natural Resources

Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries Division

P.O. Box 167

1000 Assembly Street, Room 202

Columbia, SC 29202

Off: 803/734-4199

Fax: 803/734-6020

-----Original Appointment----- 
From: Shane Boring [mailto:Shane.Boring@KleinschmidtUSA.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 19, 2008 9:23 AM 
To: Vivianne Vejdani; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Bud Badr; 
dchristie@comporium.net; Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); Gina Kirkland; Hal 
Beard; Jennifer Summerlin; Jim Glover; Malcolm Leaphart; giffinma@dhec.sc.
gov; Mike Waddell; mquattlebaum@scana.com; Prescott Brownell; Randy 
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Mahan; Ron Ahle; Scott Harder; Shane Boring; Steve Summer; Theresa Thom; 
Brandon Kulik; Alan Stuart 
Subject: Proposed Saluda IFIM conference call 
When: Monday, March 24, 2008 2:00 PM-2:30 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern Time 
(US & Canada). 
Where: via conference line

Hello all: 

We would like to convene a short conference call of the IFIM TWC on Monday, 
March 24th from 2:00 to 2:30 pm.  The purpose of this call will be to discuss the 
agenda for the upcoming IFIM meeting and flow demonstration, which as you 
know from my previous e-mail has been proposed for May 1 and 2.  In particular 
we would like to get input on what flows and locations folks would like to observe 
during the flow demonstration. Thanks and please let me know of your 
availability as soon as possible.  

If it looks as if everyone is available, I will send an updated invitation with the 
conference line number and code. 

Thanks 
Shane 

C. Shane Boring 
Environmental Scientist 
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane; Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone: (803)951-2077 
Fax: (803)951-2124 
  

http://www.kleinschmidtusa.com/


From: Mark Giffin
To: Alison Guth; 
cc: Charles Hightower; 
Subject: Re: All RCG"s Meeting  - Operations Model
Date: Tuesday, April 22, 2008 7:53:09 AM

Alison- 
  Please let me know where this meeting will take place.  Also, I was made aware by our staff that there 
is a TWC meeting to discuss the operations model on the 21st and that I am the designated attendee.  
Can you tell me where and when that meeting will take place?  Thanks. 
Mark A. Giffin 
Project Manager 
SCDHEC 
Bureau of Water 
(803) 898-4179 
giffinma@dhec.sc.gov 
>>> "Alison Guth" <Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com> 4/17/2008 4:28 PM  
>>> >>> 
When: Thursday, May 22, 2008 9:30 AM-3:00 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada). 
Where: To Be Determined 
*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 
Hello all, 
Well, after much hard work from all of the TWC's, many of the inputs have been identified for the 
Operations Model.  Jon Quebbeman is scheduled to join us in order to review and discuss the model 
results on Thursday, May 22, at 9:30.  the meeting will likely last into the early afternoon.  I would like 
to get a head count ASAP in order to book a room of the appropriate size, as this is an All RCG's 
Meeting.  So please let me know if you can attend, or will likely attend, as soon as possible.  Thanks, 
and I will email out location information soon.  Alison       
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To: Alison Guth; Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Amanda Hill; Andy Miller; Bertina 
Floyd; Bill Argentieri; Bill East; Bill Marshall; Bill Mathias; btrump@scana.com; Carl 
Sundius; Charlie Compton; Charlie Rentz; Chris Page; Daniel Tufford; David Allen; 
David Hancock; Dee Dee Simmons ; Dick Christie; Don Tyler; George Duke; Gerrit 
Jobsis (American Rivers); Hank McKellar; Irvin Pitts; Jennifer O'Rourke; John Frick; 
Joy Downs; Kim Westbury; Kit Oswald ; turnerle@dhec.sc.gov; laura.mccary@gmail.
com; Linda Lester ; Linda Schneider ; Mark Leao; Mary Kelly; Michael Murrell; Mike 
Duffy; msummer@scana.com; Mike Waddell; Parkin Hunter; Patricia Wendling; 
Patrick Moore; Phil Hamby ; Ralph Crafton; Randal Shealy; Randy Mahan; 
rparsons12@alltel.net; Rhett Bickley; Richard Kidder; SKEENER@sc.rr.com; Ron 
Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; ryanity@scana.com; Sheri Armstrong ; Steve Bell; 
Suzanne Rhodes; Synithia Williams; Theresa Powers; Tom Brooks; Tom Ruple; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; J. Ryan; Alan Axson; Bill Brebner ; Charlene 
Coleman; Dave Anderson; Guy Jones; Jeff Duncan; Jennifer Hand; Jim Devereaux; 
JoAnn Butler; Karen Kustafik; Keith Ganz-Sarto; Kelly Maloney; Lee Barber; Malcolm 
Leaphart; Marty Phillips; Miriam Atria; Norman Ferris; Richard Mikell; 
sjones@imichotels.net; Tim Vinson 
Cc: Dave Anderson 
Subject: Draft Lake Murray Permitting Handbook
 

Good morning Lake and Land Management TWC,  
Please find attached the Draft Lake Murray Permitting Handbook for 
your review. If you have any questions regarding this document, 
please feel free to contact Alan Stuart or myself (207-487-3328) at 
Kleinschmidt.

Thank you,  
Stacia  
<<Permitting Handbook 2007-11-06.doc>> 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

___________________________  
Stacia Hoover, Scientist  
Kleinschmidt Associates  



Energy & Water Resource Consultants  
141 Main Street  
Pittsfield, ME 04967  
phone: (207) 487-3328  
fax: (207) 487-3124  
Stacia.Hoover@KleinschmidtUSA.com 

 

mailto:Stacia.Hoover@KleinschmidtUSA.com


From: John S. Frick
To: Alison Guth; Vivianne Vejdani; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

ben@scwf.org; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
dchristie@comporium.net; James Leslie; Jim Cumberland; Joy Downs; 
RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 
Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Re: Final meeting notes from 1-22
Date: Wednesday, April 16, 2008 10:18:03 PM
Attachments: Game Management Dock Policy.doc 

<
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Game Management Dock Policy


When the Game and Forest Management Classification was implemented in 1975, the lands that were to be so classified were selected exclusively by SCE&G.  It is important to note that none of the back property owners were notified or consulted when this designation was applied, nor were the implications of this designation made known to them at that time. Furthermore, none of the 44 property owners were asked to sign a conservation easement or place deed restrictions on their property to preserve it in its current state. It was thought by SCE&G that if they would selectively deny dock permits to these members of the public that they would never develop their lake property. Obviously this approach did not work. As a result these properties are today the LEAST PROTECTED lands on the lake.

 The effect of this miscalculation has produced a number of significant detrimental effects. These include but are not limited to the following:


1. Reduced property values for those affected

2. Reduced tax revenues to Newberry  County.( estimated to exceed over $300 Million over the next 30 years)


3. Reduced tax revenues to Saluda County (estimated to exceed over $330 Million over the next 30 years)


4. Loss of the 75 foot shore line buffer that is required on “Future Development Property” because the PBL is much closer than 75 foot on large stretches of land currently designated as Game and Forrest Management. 

5. Loss of incentive to implement conservation measures such as low density residential covenants

6. Continued high density development of the eastern regions of the lake where few undeveloped areas remain (Richland & Lexington counties)

7. Inconsistent and fragmented application of the current Shoreline management plan resulting in a loss of public support/compliance

8. Inconsistent enforcement of the  current Shoreline Management Plan resulting in loss of public support/compliance


9. Loss of wildlife habitat due to the SCE&G policy of mandating fringe land purchase as a prerequisite for dock permits.


10. Loss of public lands due to the SCE&G policy of mandating fringe land purchase as a prerequisite for dock permits


The current Shore Line management Plan clearly states that this classification would primarily be applied to those fringe lands where the back property owners also had their property in the State Game Management program. This requirement is necessary due to the narrow and fragmented nature of the “fringe land” which on its own is unsuitable for hunting or modern forest management practices. Today, NONE of the 44 affected back property owners have their property in this program. When essentially all of the private property was withdrawn from this program more than a decade ago, SCE&G should have appropriately reclassified the tracts and taken measures to compensate for the loss. Instead, SCE&G has attempted to change the designation of Game and Forest Management to simply Forrest Management or Natural Areas to imply that the original designation made in 1975 is still valid. However, this attempt fails because forest management is not possible in a “NO Cut Zone”. Natural area designation also does not apply because it is not applicable to the tracts as a whole. Unfortunately, SCE&G did not institute corrective action and once again failed to make appropriate notification, this time to FERC.


What can be done now? Fortunately all is not lost. Consider, if you will, the beneficial impact on the lake if a uniform 75 foot buffer were applied to all remaining undeveloped lake properties, in this scenario, there is no real difference between the properties designated as Future Development or Game and Forest Management. Furthermore, if only multi-slips were permitted, the shoreline would remain natural and unbroken, much as it is today, rather than marred with private docks with less than 100 foot separation.

Perhaps a better approach would be to institute the following conservation guidelines in exchange for multi-slip permits. These guidelines should be applied to both future development and lands misclassified as Game and Forest Management.

1. Implement a requirement for a uniform 75 foot buffer.


2. Eliminate the mandate to buy fringe land

3. Implement a “no net loss plan” for all fringe lands fronting undeveloped property

4. Eliminate private docks for all undeveloped properties


5. Provide boating access to public waters utilizing multi-slip docks to minimize shoreline and buffer zone disruptions

6. Multi-slips should be permitted based upon the length of shoreline protected


7. Enhance public compliance by enforcing a uniform, easily understood shoreline management plan based upon the above guidelines 


It may be taken for granted that there is no “perfect plan” with regard to protecting the lake. The framework detailed above, however, does offer the best approach to 

preserve the natural beauty and wildlife habitat for the future

On a personal note, I have spent a considerable amount of time and effort to work


within this process and to propose substantive changes to the current Shore Line Management Program that would go a long way to rectifying some of the clear and substantial inequities in the Program.  I have taken this task on seriously, with the best interest of all the stakeholders in mind.  My efforts have been sincere and have not been


only to serve my personal interest.  While my proposal may not be perfect, it is fair to say that they do not include the continued arbitrary application of rules and restrictions that, 


when logically considered, are not in the best interest of all of the stakeholders,


including from my perspective, SCE&G. While it is understood that you have the


authority to develop the new Program and propose it in the application, I believe


you owe me and the rest of the team an honest and forthright presentation of the


basis for your proposal.  Once you establish a basis for these “new rules” which


can be logically tied to the underlying premise of the Program as established by


FERC, a more productive discussion and collaborative approach can be taken to mutual


benefit of all the stakeholders.  As I know you are well aware, the relatively closed


and guarded approach to developing the new proposal has not truly been a public 


exercise nor intended to be.  I would expect that eventually, there will be a public


discourse on these proposals and I have to believe that SCE&G would like to 


be on the right side of that discussion.  


In closing, I urge you to seriously consider further modifications to your proposal


that are based on reason and that would logically be understood by the public.  I am willing to continue my efforts on the team and will champion and endorse any proposal that, on balance, is consistent with the principles of shore line preservation and fair


to all involved. 


Thank you all for your careful consideration of these matters



Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2007 2:21 PM 
To: Alison Guth; HOFFMAN, VAN B; Alan Stuart; Amanda Hill; ARGENTIERI, 
WILLIAM R; Carl Sundius; HANCOCK, DAVID E; dchristie@comporium.net; Jennifer 
O'Rourke; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; MAHAN, RANDOLPH R; Rhett 
Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom 
Ruple; BOOZER, THOMAS C; George Duke; S padget; Theresa Powers 
Subject: RE: Agenda for tomorrow
 
My comments in “track changes.”
 
Tony Bebber, AICP 
Planning Manager, Recreation, Planning & Engineering Office
SC Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism 
1205 Pendleton Street 
Columbia, SC  29201 
Phone 803-734-0189 
Fax     803-734-1042 
tbebber@scprt.com

Shaping & Sharing a Better South Carolina
 
websites: www.DiscoverSouthCarolina.com    www.SouthCarolinaParks.com    www.SCTrails.
net
 

From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2007 10:04 AM 
To: Van Hoffman; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Carl 
Sundius; David Hancock; dchristie@comporium.net; Jennifer O'Rourke; Jim 
Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; George Duke; S padget; Theresa Powers 
Subject: Agenda for tomorrow
 

Hello all, 

Attached below is the agenda for tomorrow's Lake and Land Management TWC.  If 
you have not RSVP'ed, please do so.  Thanks!  Alison

 

<<Lake and Land Management TWC Agenda 11807.doc>> 
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Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 

 



From: Shane Boring
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Bud Badr; 

Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); 
Gina Kirkland; Hal Beard; Jennifer Hand; Jim Glover; Malcolm Leaphart; 
Mark Giffin (giffinma@dhec.sc.gov); Mike Waddell; 
Milton Quattlebaum (mquattlebaum@scana.com); Prescott Brownell; 
Randy Mahan; Ron Ahle; Scott Harder; Shane Boring; Steve Summer; 
Theresa Thom; Brandon Kulik; Alan Stuart; 

cc: "MAHAN, RANDOLPH R"; Alan Stuart; "Hal Beard"; 
"ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R"; "Mark Giffin"; "Gina Kirkland"; 
"QUATTLEBAUM, MILTON"; "SUMMER, STEPHEN E"; Brandon Kulik; 
"James Glover"; 

Subject: Updated: Proposed Saluda IFIM conference call
Start: Monday, March 24, 2008 2:00:00 PM
End: Monday, March 24, 2008 2:30:00 PM
Location: via conference line

Hello folks. Hope everyone had a good Easter.  This is just a reminder of our brief conference call this 
afternoon from 2:00 - 2:30 PM. Our purpose will be to identify agenda items for the May 1 and 2 IFIM 
meetings, and also to discuss what flows folks would like to see and at what locations during the flow 
demonstration.   The access numbers and codes to join the call are as follows: 
SCE&G staff - 76565 
Local – 217-6565 
Long distance – 888-500-7717 
Meeting ID - 8970 
 
Thanks  
Shane 
C. Shane Boring 
Environmental Scientist 
HYPERLINK "http://www.kleinschmidtusa.com/" Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane; Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone: (803)951-2077 
Fax: (803)951-2124 
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From: Shane Boring
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; Bill Argentieri; Bud Badr; 

Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); Gerrit Jobsis (American Rivers); 
Gina Kirkland; Hal Beard; Jennifer Hand; Jim Glover; Malcolm Leaphart; 
Mark Giffin (giffinma@dhec.sc.gov); Mike Waddell; 
Milton Quattlebaum (mquattlebaum@scana.com); Prescott Brownell; 
Randy Mahan; Ron Ahle; Scott Harder; Shane Boring; Steve Summer; 
Theresa Thom; Brandon Kulik; Alan Stuart; 

Subject: Proposed Saluda IFIM conference call
Start: Monday, March 24, 2008 2:00:00 PM
End: Monday, March 24, 2008 2:30:00 PM
Location: via conference line

Hello all: 
We would like to convene a short conference call of the IFIM TWC on Monday, March 24th from 2:00 to 
2:30 pm.  The purpose of this call will be to discuss the agenda for the upcoming IFIM meeting and flow 
demonstration, which as you know from my previous e-mail has been proposed for May 1 and 2.  In 
particular we would like to get input on what flows and locations folks would like to observe during the 
flow demonstration. Thanks and please let me know of your availability as soon as possible.   
If it looks as if everyone is available, I will send an updated invitation with the conference line number 
and code. 
Thanks  
Shane 
C. Shane Boring 
Environmental Scientist 
HYPERLINK "http://www.kleinschmidtusa.com/" Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane; Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone: (803)951-2077 
Fax: (803)951-2124 
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From: Jim Cumberland
To: Alison Guth; 
Subject: Marina comments
Date: Friday, February 29, 2008 4:49:12 PM
Attachments: Public Marina Dock Application Procedure Strawman 2-15-08 CCL-

AR COMMENTS.doc 

Have a great weekend – see you on Monday!
 
Jim
 
Jim Cumberland
Project Manager
Coastal Conservation League
2231 Devine Street, Suite 202
Columbia, SC  29205
803.771.7750 (telephone)
803.771.7580 (facsimile)
jimc@scccl.org
www.coastalconservationleague.org 
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PUBLIC MARINA DOCK APPLICATION PROCEDURE


LAKE MURRAY


FERC PROJECT No. 516




I.         South Carolina Electric & Gas Company owns and operates the Saluda Hydroelectric Project (referred to generally by area residents as Lake Murray) under a license issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) as Project No. 516.  FERC is a federal agency responsible for licensing and regulating the operation of many hydroelectric projects in the United States.  FERC requires that project development and operations not conflict unreasonably with the scenic, recreational, and environmental values of the project resources.  Along with FERC, other federal as well as state agencies have regulatory jurisdiction or resource management responsibilities with regard to the waters and shoreline of Lake Murray.  Each agency referenced in this procedure may have some specific requirement(s) that must be satisfied as a prerequisite to permit issuance for whatever activity or facility is being considered. 


SCE&G’s grant of a permit for the development of new and/or expansions of existing “for profit” docking facilities (Public Marinas) open to the general public will be negotiated on a case by case basis.


Each permit request will be submitted for review and comment to the Lake Murray Advisory Committee (LMAC).  The membership of the LMAC will be open to county, state, regional, and federal agency representatives  as well as to non-governmental organizations (NGOs) representing the residential, commercial, and other non-governmental interests of lakeside property owners and lake users
 .  The LMAC will review each Public Marina request.  Not less than 30 days
 shall be provided to the LMAC to review and make recommendations regarding the Public Marina project seeking a permit.   The LMAC recommendations (the LMAC Recommendations) shall be reduced to writing and presented to the permit applicant.  The applicant then shall be required to attend a meeting of the S.C. Joint Agency Meeting [OR WHATEVER THAT ORGANIZATION/MEETING IS CALLED][1] and to present the LMAC Recommendations as part of its presentation to the Joint Agency Meeting.  


II.        The following is a list of the regulatory and resource agencies and other entities involved in review and/or approval of Public Marina applications.  They and their approval process are listed in the general order in which the permitting processes most often will proceed. 


1. SCE&G:  Step one for most projects is an initial consultation with SCE&G's Lake Management Department. 

2. County Zoning Administration:  SCE&G requires a letter from the County Zoning Administration certifying that neither the proposed public marina site location nor the activity proposed thereon, conflicts with existing zoning regulations with regard to a multi-use docking facility. 

3. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) 

69A Hagood Ave. 


Charleston, S.C. 29403-5107 (Navigable Waters Permit)[2]

4. S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC) 

2600 Bull Street 


Columbia, S.C.29201  (401 Clean Water Act Certificate) 


5.   S. C. Department of Natural Resources 


Rembert C. Dennis Building


1000 Assembly Street


Columbia, SC 29201 (Commenting Resource Agency in state and federal permitting processes)


6.   State Historic Preservation Office


South Carolina Department of Archives and History


P. O. Box 11669


Columbia, SC 29211 (Commenting Resource Agency in state and federal permitting processes)


7.   U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service


217 Fort Johnson Road


P. O. Box 12559


Charleston, SC 29412 (Commenting Resource Agency in state and federal permitting processes)


8.   Federal Energy Regulatory Commission


825 North Capitol Street, N.E. 


Washington, SC 20426 


(Upon application by SCE&G, reviews and approves/denies proposed Public Marina)

9.   SCE&G 


Lake Management Department 


Columbia, SC 29218 (Issues/Denies Permit)


10. Such other governmental permits or authorizations as may be required in the particular circumstances.  A Public Marina applicant bears all responsibility to determine fully what governmental and other requirements beyond SCE&G’s permit are required, and to meet those requirements.  Opinions expressed or statements made by SCE&G personnel cannot create a waiver as to any governmental requirements.  


            


11. Applicants are responsible for all legal and administrative costs associated with SCE&G’s preparation of the FERC filing.  


III.        Shoreline Management Guidelines for Public Marinas


            


            Definition:  A Public Marina is a facility open to the general public, which provides non-discriminatory access for the general public to boat launching facilities, multi-slip docks (i.e. wet storage), dry storage, food, gas, restrooms and/or other amenities, for a fee.


A Public marina must be independent from any off-water development with no reserved docking rights designated for any particular off-water development.


            


Public Marinas Accommodating Ten (10) or Fewer Watercraft


1. Except when involving a peninsula (see item 9 below), no Public Marina accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ¼ mile from (i.e. within a ¼ mile radius of) an existing facility. 


2. Public Marinas accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft at a time must have a minimum of 350 feet of shoreline and be located or constructed such that the docks and craft will not unduly restrict or limit navigation through the area or access to adjoining properties.


3. No Public Marina accommodating ten (10) or fewer docks may encroach or extend more than one third of the distance across the cove area or waterway.  That distance will be measured across the cover or waterway from the 360 foot contour to the 360 foot contour.  

4. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft may extend more than 150 feet lake-ward from the 360 foot contour high water mark. 


5. Public Marinas accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft at a time, may not be located at a point in a cove or on another waterway area where the distance from shore to shore is less than 400 feet measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.


6. Public Marinas accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft will not be required to provide a marine pump-out facility unless DHEC’s requirements are changed to require such. 


7. Multi-slip docks will not be permitted to have covers or roofs over the docks or slips
. 


8. No multi-slip dock may encroach within fifty (50)
 feet of a Natural Area or identified ESA. 

9. A Public Marina proposed to be located at a site within the ¼ or ½ mile radius of an existing Public Marina, but separated by a peninsula from the existing Public Marina, will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 foot contour of 2 miles between it and the existing Public Marina . 


Public Marinas Accommodating Eleven to One-Hundred (11 - 100) Watercraft 


            


1. Except when involving a peninsula (see item 9 above), no Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft at a time will be permitted within a ¼ mile radius from an existing Public Marina. 


2. A Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft at a time must have a minimum of 800 feet of shoreline and be located or constructed in such a way that the docks and watercraft will not unduly restrict or limit navigation in the area or encroach within 150 feet of adjoining properties. 


3. No dock at Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft 
may encroach or extend more than one third the distance across any cove area or waterway measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.


.  


4. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft may extend more than 300 feet lake-ward from the 360 foot contour high water mark. 


5. A Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft at a time may not be located at a point in a cove or on another waterway area having a distance from shore to shore of less than 800 feet, measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.




6. A Public Marinas accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft must provide an approved marine pump-out facility. 


7. No multi-slip docks will be permitted to have covers or roofs over the docks or slips
. 


8. No multi-slip dock may encroach within 50 feet of a Natural Area or identified ESA. 


9. Any Public Marina facility proposed to be located within a ¼ or ½ mile radius of an existing Public Marina, but separated by a peninsula, and which will be located on the opposite side of the peninsula,
 will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 foot contour of 2 miles between the existing and the proposed public marina. 


10. Applicants will be required to submit for approval a five (5) year Baseline Environmental Water Quality Monitoring Plan and to conduct such water quality sampling as required therein.


Public Marinas Accommodating One Hundred and one to Two Hundred Fifty (101 - 250) Watercraft 


1. No Public Marina accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ½mile radius to an existing Public Marina. 


2. A Public Marinas accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft at a time must have a minimum of 1,000 feet of shoreline and be located or constructed in such a way that the docks and watercraft will not unduly restrict or limit navigation in the area or encroach within 200 feet of adjoining properties. 


3. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) docks may encroach or extend more than one third the distance across any cove area or waterway measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.




4. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred-fifty (101 - 250) watercraft may extend more than 400 feet lake-ward from the 360 foot contour.


5. A Public Marina accommodating one hundred to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft at a time may not be located at a point in a cove or on another waterway area having a distance from shore to shore of less than 800 feet, measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.


.


6. A Public Marinas accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft must provide an approved marine pump-out facility. 


7. No multi-slip docks will be permitted to have covers or roofs over the docks or slips. 


8. No multi-slip dock may encroach within 50 feet of a Natural Area or identified ESA. 


9. Any Public Marina facility proposed to be located within a ¼ or ½ mile radius of an existing facility, but separated by a peninsula, must be located on the opposite side of the peninsula, and must have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 foot contour of 2 miles between the existing and the proposed public marina. 


10.  Applicants will be required to submit for approval a five (5) year Baseline Environmental Water Quality Monitoring Plan and to conduct such water quality sampling as required therein.






11. A Public Marina must be located in an area where water depths are adequate for the boating access.  No Public Marina will be permitted in coves less than 300 feet in width, measuring across the cove at the 360 foot contour.


 


12. Construction must commence within one year from the date of the SCE&G permit, and the build-out period must conform to the COE and DHEC permit conditions, and such additional constraints as may be contained in the FERC Order approving SCE&G’s issuance of a permit. 








[1] THIS FOOTNOTE SHOULD DESCRIBE THE PURPOSE AND THE GENERAL FUNCTIONING OF THIS JOINT AGENCY MEETING/COUNCIL/


[2] After submittal of a joint application form by an applicant, the COE and DHEC will issue joint public notices in their coordinated permitting processes through which each makes its own permit decision.  








 We probably will want to maintain the membership list and to give all notices of meetings, etc. on a website, perhaps the successor to the Lake Murray Relicensing website, or the SCE&G website.  But these sorts of details don’t need to be here.


�Does this mean that the timeframe for review & decision is open-ended?


�Does this allow them to have covers over any walkways that extend over the water?


�Just to be consistent – it’s not needed


�I assume you mean “marina.”  If so, it would be best to use that term, unless this language applies to other types of facilities


�Is it watercraft or docks that we’re concerned about?


�Does this language need to be consistent throughout?  I.e., should the references throughout be to the “360’ contour” or to the “360’ contour high water mark?”


�As above:  what about walkways?


�Is this clause redundant?


�I think this should be re-written to clarify that the applicant does not get to choose his/her water sampling requirements.


�Please see above






PUBLIC MARINA DOCK APPLICATION PROCEDURE


LAKE MURRAY


FERC PROJECT No. 516




I.         South Carolina Electric & Gas Company owns and operates the Saluda Hydroelectric Project (referred to generally by area residents as Lake Murray) under a license issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) as Project No. 516.  FERC is a federal agency responsible for licensing and regulating the operation of many hydroelectric projects in the United States.  FERC requires that project development and operations not conflict unreasonably with the scenic, recreational, and environmental values of the project resources.  Along with FERC, other federal as well as state agencies have regulatory jurisdiction or resource management responsibilities with regard to the waters and shoreline of Lake Murray.  Each agency referenced in this procedure may have some specific requirement(s) that must be satisfied as a prerequisite to permit issuance for whatever activity or facility is being considered. 


SCE&G’s grant of a permit for the development of new and/or expansions of existing “for profit” docking facilities (Public Marinas) open to the general public will be negotiated on a case by case basis.


Each permit request will be submitted for review and comment to the Lake Murray Advisory Committee (LMAC).  The membership of the LMAC will be open to county, state, regional, and federal agency representatives  as well as to non-governmental organizations (NGOs) representing the residential, commercial, and other non-governmental interests of lakeside property owners and lake users
 .  The LMAC will review each Public Marina request.  Not less than 30 days
 shall be provided to the LMAC to review and make recommendations regarding the Public Marina project seeking a permit.   The LMAC recommendations (the LMAC Recommendations) shall be reduced to writing and presented to the permit applicant.  The applicant then shall be required to attend a meeting of the S.C. Joint Agency Meeting [OR WHATEVER THAT ORGANIZATION/MEETING IS CALLED][1] and to present the LMAC Recommendations as part of its presentation to the Joint Agency Meeting.  


II.        The following is a list of the regulatory and resource agencies and other entities involved in review and/or approval of Public Marina applications.  They and their approval process are listed in the general order in which the permitting processes most often will proceed. 


1. SCE&G:  Step one for most projects is an initial consultation with SCE&G's Lake Management Department. 

2. County Zoning Administration:  SCE&G requires a letter from the County Zoning Administration certifying that neither the proposed public marina site location nor the activity proposed thereon, conflicts with existing zoning regulations with regard to a multi-use docking facility. 

3. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) 

69A Hagood Ave. 


Charleston, S.C. 29403-5107 (Navigable Waters Permit)[2]

4. S. C. Department of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC) 

2600 Bull Street 


Columbia, S.C.29201  (401 Clean Water Act Certificate) 


5.   S. C. Department of Natural Resources 


Rembert C. Dennis Building


1000 Assembly Street


Columbia, SC 29201 (Commenting Resource Agency in state and federal permitting processes)


6.   State Historic Preservation Office


South Carolina Department of Archives and History


P. O. Box 11669


Columbia, SC 29211 (Commenting Resource Agency in state and federal permitting processes)


7.   U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service


217 Fort Johnson Road


P. O. Box 12559


Charleston, SC 29412 (Commenting Resource Agency in state and federal permitting processes)


8.   Federal Energy Regulatory Commission


825 North Capitol Street, N.E. 


Washington, SC 20426 


(Upon application by SCE&G, reviews and approves/denies proposed Public Marina)

9.   SCE&G 


Lake Management Department 


Columbia, SC 29218 (Issues/Denies Permit)


10. Such other governmental permits or authorizations as may be required in the particular circumstances.  A Public Marina applicant bears all responsibility to determine fully what governmental and other requirements beyond SCE&G’s permit are required, and to meet those requirements.  Opinions expressed or statements made by SCE&G personnel cannot create a waiver as to any governmental requirements.  


            


11. Applicants are responsible for all legal and administrative costs associated with SCE&G’s preparation of the FERC filing.  


III.        Shoreline Management Guidelines for Public Marinas


            


            Definition:  A Public Marina is a facility open to the general public, which provides non-discriminatory access for the general public to boat launching facilities, multi-slip docks (i.e. wet storage), dry storage, food, gas, restrooms and/or other amenities, for a fee.


A Public marina must be independent from any off-water development with no reserved docking rights designated for any particular off-water development.


            


Public Marinas Accommodating Ten (10) or Fewer Watercraft


1. Except when involving a peninsula (see item 9 below), no Public Marina accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ¼ mile from (i.e. within a ¼ mile radius of) an existing facility. 


2. Public Marinas accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft at a time must have a minimum of 350 feet of shoreline and be located or constructed such that the docks and craft will not unduly restrict or limit navigation through the area or access to adjoining properties.


3. No Public Marina accommodating ten (10) or fewer docks may encroach or extend more than one third of the distance across the cove area or waterway.  That distance will be measured across the cover or waterway from the 360 foot contour to the 360 foot contour.  

4. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft may extend more than 150 feet lake-ward from the 360 foot contour high water mark. 


5. Public Marinas accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft at a time, may not be located at a point in a cove or on another waterway area where the distance from shore to shore is less than 400 feet measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.


6. Public Marinas accommodating ten (10) or fewer watercraft will not be required to provide a marine pump-out facility unless DHEC’s requirements are changed to require such. 


7. Multi-slip docks will not be permitted to have covers or roofs over the docks or slips
. 


8. No multi-slip dock may encroach within fifty (50)
 feet of a Natural Area or identified ESA. 

9. A Public Marina proposed to be located at a site within the ¼ or ½ mile radius of an existing Public Marina, but separated by a peninsula from the existing Public Marina, will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 foot contour of 2 miles between it and the existing Public Marina . 


Public Marinas Accommodating Eleven to One-Hundred (11 - 100) Watercraft 


            


1. Except when involving a peninsula (see item 9 above), no Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft at a time will be permitted within a ¼ mile radius from an existing Public Marina. 


2. A Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft at a time must have a minimum of 800 feet of shoreline and be located or constructed in such a way that the docks and watercraft will not unduly restrict or limit navigation in the area or encroach within 150 feet of adjoining properties. 


3. No dock at Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft 
may encroach or extend more than one third the distance across any cove area or waterway measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.


.  


4. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft may extend more than 300 feet lake-ward from the 360 foot contour high water mark. 


5. A Public Marina accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft at a time may not be located at a point in a cove or on another waterway area having a distance from shore to shore of less than 800 feet, measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.




6. A Public Marinas accommodating eleven to one hundred (11 - 100) watercraft must provide an approved marine pump-out facility. 


7. No multi-slip docks will be permitted to have covers or roofs over the docks or slips
. 


8. No multi-slip dock may encroach within 50 feet of a Natural Area or identified ESA. 


9. Any Public Marina facility proposed to be located within a ¼ or ½ mile radius of an existing Public Marina, but separated by a peninsula, and which will be located on the opposite side of the peninsula,
 will be required to have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 foot contour of 2 miles between the existing and the proposed public marina. 


10. Applicants will be required to submit for approval a five (5) year Baseline Environmental Water Quality Monitoring Plan and to conduct such water quality sampling as required therein.


Public Marinas Accommodating One Hundred and one to Two Hundred Fifty (101 - 250) Watercraft 


1. No Public Marina accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft at a time will be permitted any closer than ½mile radius to an existing Public Marina. 


2. A Public Marinas accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft at a time must have a minimum of 1,000 feet of shoreline and be located or constructed in such a way that the docks and watercraft will not unduly restrict or limit navigation in the area or encroach within 200 feet of adjoining properties. 


3. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) docks may encroach or extend more than one third the distance across any cove area or waterway measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.




4. No dock at a Public Marina accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred-fifty (101 - 250) watercraft may extend more than 400 feet lake-ward from the 360 foot contour.


5. A Public Marina accommodating one hundred to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft at a time may not be located at a point in a cove or on another waterway area having a distance from shore to shore of less than 800 feet, measured across the cove or waterway at the 360 foot contour.


.


6. A Public Marinas accommodating one hundred and one to two hundred fifty (101 - 250) watercraft must provide an approved marine pump-out facility. 


7. No multi-slip docks will be permitted to have covers or roofs over the docks or slips. 


8. No multi-slip dock may encroach within 50 feet of a Natural Area or identified ESA. 


9. Any Public Marina facility proposed to be located within a ¼ or ½ mile radius of an existing facility, but separated by a peninsula, must be located on the opposite side of the peninsula, and must have a minimum linear shoreline distance along the 360 foot contour of 2 miles between the existing and the proposed public marina. 


10.  Applicants will be required to submit for approval a five (5) year Baseline Environmental Water Quality Monitoring Plan and to conduct such water quality sampling as required therein.






11. A Public Marina must be located in an area where water depths are adequate for the boating access.  No Public Marina will be permitted in coves less than 300 feet in width, measuring across the cove at the 360 foot contour.


 


12. Construction must commence within one year from the date of the SCE&G permit, and the build-out period must conform to the COE and DHEC permit conditions, and such additional constraints as may be contained in the FERC Order approving SCE&G’s issuance of a permit. 








[1] THIS FOOTNOTE SHOULD DESCRIBE THE PURPOSE AND THE GENERAL FUNCTIONING OF THIS JOINT AGENCY MEETING/COUNCIL/


[2] After submittal of a joint application form by an applicant, the COE and DHEC will issue joint public notices in their coordinated permitting processes through which each makes its own permit decision.  








 We probably will want to maintain the membership list and to give all notices of meetings, etc. on a website, perhaps the successor to the Lake Murray Relicensing website, or the SCE&G website.  But these sorts of details don’t need to be here.


�Does this mean that the timeframe for review & decision is open-ended?


�Does this allow them to have covers over any walkways that extend over the water?


�Just to be consistent – it’s not needed


�I assume you mean “marina.”  If so, it would be best to use that term, unless this language applies to other types of facilities


�Is it watercraft or docks that we’re concerned about?


�Does this language need to be consistent throughout?  I.e., should the references throughout be to the “360’ contour” or to the “360’ contour high water mark?”


�As above:  what about walkways?


�Is this clause redundant?


�I think this should be re-written to clarify that the applicant does not get to choose his/her water sampling requirements.


�Please see above







From: Alison Guth
To: "Dick Christie"; 
cc: Alan Stuart; 
Subject: RE: Minutes from the last meeting
Date: Monday, January 07, 2008 9:36:09 AM

Hey Dick,  
I have not began to draft these up yet but I will most certainly issue you a copy before I send them out 
to the general group.  From my understanding, I do remember Ron saying at one point that he would 
like to see DNR included in the permitting process even on individual docks.  But I did not capture that in 
my notes.   
When there is a lot of "back and forth" discussions like that I often just include the initial discussions and 
the conclusions.  In this case I have the conclusion as, "RA- there have only been a few instances that 
this has been an issue and I think we have worked well in the past, all I am saying that if you have 
questions on a proposal, come to us.  This may not happen everyday, maybe once a year.  Just as long 
as there is an understanding, I don’t think that it necessarily needs to be put in the writing." 
Once these notes have been drafted I will send a copy your way.  Take care, hope you had a great 
weekend!  Alison   
-----Original Message----- 
From: Dick Christie [mailto:dchristie@comporium.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2008 9:03 AM 
To: Alison Guth; Alan Stuart 
Subject: Minutes from the last meeting 
 
Hi Alan and Alison - if possible, I would like to get a copy of some of the meeting minutes from the last 
Lake and Shoreline Management Technical Committee meeting I attended (1-3-08)? I am particularly 
interested in the section where Ron and Steve were arguing for a change in the permitting process to 
allow the DNR to have first crack at the permits, before they are sent to the other reviewing agencies 
(DHEC and COE). 
If I understood him correctly, he was proposing a change in the way things are done to include the DNR 
in most, if not all, of the permitting decisions prior to the public review process. Is that what came 
across to you? 
 

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
mailto:dchristie@comporium.net
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alan Stuart


From: Alison Guth
To: "Amy Roof Hoffman"; 
Subject: RE: Monday Meeting
Date: Friday, July 11, 2008 10:27:11 AM

Hello,
 
You are welcome to attend the TWC meeting as an observer.  The meeting will 
begin at 9:30 at the Lake Murray Training Center on the dam. 
 
Thanks,
Alison
 
Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Amy Roof Hoffman [mailto:amy@lakemurraycountry.com]  
Sent: Friday, July 11, 2008 10:20 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Monday Meeting 
 
Hey Alison-
I wanted to let you know that I will be attending the Relicensing meeting on 
Monday. Can you please confirm the starting time and location for the 
meeting?
Many thanks! 
Amy
 
Amy Roof Hoffman
Special Events Manager
Capital City/ Lake Murray Country Regional Tourism Board
803.781.5940 ext. 3 or 1.866.SCJEWEL

 
CATCH THE EXCITEMENT!
FLW Outdoors Forrest Wood Cup on Lake Murray and in Columbia, 
SC - August 14-17, 2008
Featuring:
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From: Alison Guth 
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart ; Alison Guth ; Amanda Hill ; ben@scwf.org ; 
Bill Argentieri ; Carl Sundius ; David Hancock ; dchristie@comporium.net ; James 
Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick ; Joy Downs ; Randy Mahan ; Rhett Bickley ; 
Ron Ahle ; Ronald Scott ; Roy Parker ; lakewatchman@yahoo.com ; Suzanne 
Rhodes ; Tom Ruple ; Tommy Boozer ; Tony Bebber ; Van Hoffman 
Sent: Wednesday, July 09, 2008 4:21 PM
Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
 
When: Monday, July 14, 2008 9:30 AM-3:00 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern Time 
(US & Canada).  
Where: Lake Murray Training Center, Room 103A 

*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 

Hello All, 

Just a reminder that we will be having a Lake and Land Management TWC 
meeting Monday to discuss the comments on the June 10th proposal.  I should 
have all of the comments compiled by tomorrow and will send them out to the 
group.  Please let me know by Friday morning if you plan on attending so that I 
may make sure I have the right number of lunches.  Thanks, Alison  
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dchristie@comporium.net ; James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick ; 
Joy Downs ; Randy Mahan ; Rhett Bickley ; Ron Ahle ; Ronald Scott ; Roy 
Parker ; lakewatchman@yahoo.com ; Suzanne Rhodes ; Tom Ruple ; 
Tommy Boozer ; Tony Bebber ; Van Hoffman 
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2008 4:48 PM
Subject: June 10 draft proposal and spreadsheet
 

Hello TWC Members, 

Attached is a copy of the draft SCE&G proposal and spreadsheet from the 
June 10th TWC meeting.  You will notice that a couple of numbers have 
changed slightly due to additional QAQC.  Please remember that this is a 
work in progress and is draft.  It is not to the benefit of the project or 
process to disseminated this outside of the TWC.  This could give the 
impression that this proposal has received more approval than it actually 
has.  However, I trust that through discussions in the meeting that 
everyone is already aware and will be respectful of this.

Thanks, and I look forward to seeing comments next week! 

Alison 

<<2008-06-10 SCEG draft proposal for Lake and Land TWC.pdf>> 
<<Copy of 6-10 draft spreadsheet.pdf>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 
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From: Alison Guth
To: "GRISSOM151@aol.com"; 
Subject: RE: Revised Final Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove Discussions
Date: Monday, July 16, 2007 9:08:45 AM

Good Morning,
 
You can find them posted to the website at: http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/lake_land.
htm under May 24th.   You will need Adobe Acrobat to view them.  Alison

-----Original Message----- 
From: GRISSOM151@aol.com [mailto:GRISSOM151@aol.com]  
Sent: Saturday, July 14, 2007 11:08 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Re: Revised Final Meeting notes - Lake and Land TWC - Two Bird Cove 
Discussions 
 
Alison,
I was not able to open the attachment.  Would you send me another copy, please.
Barbara Grissom
 
 
 

Get a sneak peak of the all-new AOL.com.
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Downs; RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; 
Roy Parker; lakewatchman@yahoo.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; 
Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman 
Subject: Re: In ref to July 14th Meeting: Comments Provided by Lake 
Murray Docks 
 
I would still like a copy of the comments of the other members 
before the July 14th meeting.
 
Jim

----- Original Message ----- 
From: Alan Stuart 
To: Alison Guth ; Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart ; Alison Guth ; Amanda 
Hill ; ben@scwf.org ; Bill Argentieri ; Carl Sundius ; David Hancock ; 
dchristie@comporium.net ; James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; John 
Frick ; Joy Downs ; Randy Mahan ; Rhett Bickley ; Ron Ahle ; Ronald 
Scott ; Roy Parker ; lakewatchman@yahoo.com ; Suzanne Rhodes ; 
Tom Ruple ; Tommy Boozer ; Tony Bebber ; Van Hoffman 
Sent: Wednesday, July 09, 2008 11:34 AM
Subject: In ref to July 14th Meeting: Comments Provided by Lake 
Murray Docks
 
Dear Mr. Leslie,
 
 
We reviewed the information and comments provided by Lake Murray 
Docks Inc/Windward Point Yacht Club (LMD), and it appears the 
information is not within the scope of the Lake and Land Management 
Technical Working Committee (L&LM TWC).  The L&LM TWC was 
formed and structured to develop technical aspects of the Shoreline 
Management Plan (SMP) and the permitting handbook for submittal to 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) for consideration.  
 The concerns raised in comments provided by LMD’s take issue with 
the implementation of the existing SMP policies and SCE&G 
interpretations of those policies in making management decisions.  
Additionally, FERC is the regulatory entity tasked with ensuring that 
the management decisions made by SCE&G are consistent with the 
existing programs.  These concerns you raise, and correctly point out, 
are philosophical differences between LMD, SCE&G and the FERC.   
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The L&LM TWC was not formed to challenge existing decisions on 
the implementation of the Shoreline Management Program or 
challenge FERC’s rulings and enforcement of the SMP and docking 
polices.  Further, we believe these types of discussions in the L&LM 
TWC would derail the main objectives of the relicensing.  Therefore, 
being it is outside the scope of the relicensing and in the interest of 
moving forward, we are denying your request to allocate time in the 
July 14 L&LM TWC to discuss these philosophical differences.  
 
Should you believe you are being unfairly treated or that the Shoreline 
Management Program is not being implemented correctly with respect 
to your facility, we suggest you convene a meeting with SCE&G to 
discuss your concerns.  Should you not receive satisfaction at this 
level, we suggest you contact the Division of Compliance at the FERC 
for further guidance and options.
 
 
We look forward to your continued participation on the L&LM TWC.
 
Respectfully,
Alan Stuart
Senior Licensing Coordinator



From: Alison Guth
To: "Earl Mcleod"; 
Subject: RE: FERC Presentation
Date: Monday, June 23, 2008 8:41:39 AM

Mr. McLeod, 
I received your message from Friday.  Unfortunately we will not be able to provide the presentation 
sooner than July 14th.  Further, there will be plenty of opportunity for Q & A  and you may formally or 
informally comment on the proposal after hearing it, both at the July 14th meeting and through an 
official filing. 
Alison Guth 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Earl Mcleod [mailto:earl@columbiabuilders.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2008 5:28 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Cc: Robby Wilkins; Steve Corboy 
Subject: RE: FERC Presentation 
 
I would like the information sooner if possible and an opportunity to speak on the proposal and a 
meeting with local developers to hear the presentation. 
Earl  McLeod  
-----Original Message----- 
From: "Alison Guth" <Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com> 
To: "Earl Mcleod" <earl@columbiabuilders.com> 
Sent: 6/18/2008 4:21 PM 
Subject: RE: FERC Presentation 
Mr. McLeod, 
  
This information will be available for viewing when it is post to the relicensing website (www.
saludahydrorelicense.com);  which will most likely be sometime after July 14th.  We will be having a 
Lake and Land Management Technical Working Committee Meeting on July 14th that you are welcome 
to attend as an observer if you would like to view this information sooner.  Let me know if you would like 
to know the time and location of this meeting. 
  
Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124  
   
 -----Original Message----- 
 From: Earl Mcleod [mailto:earl@columbiabuilders.com]  
 Sent: Friday, June 13, 2008 1:55 PM 
 To: Alison Guth 
 Subject: FERC Presentation 
  
  
 
 Please send me a copy of the presentation from the meeting last Tuesday as well as the spread sheet of 
properties proposed to be reclassified. 
 Earl E. McLeod, Jr.  
 Executive Director  
 Home Builders Association of Greater Columbia  
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 P.O. Box 725, Columbia, SC  29202  
 (803)256-6238 FAX (803)779-0635  
 It's a great time to buy a home!  
 Visit  www.BuyNowBuildNowColumbia.com 
<file://www.BuyNowBuildNowColumbia.com>  today for more information.    
 
 



From: Alison Guth
To: "regis parsons"; 
Subject: RE: Draft Meeting notes from L&LM 6-10
Date: Monday, June 23, 2008 2:32:12 PM

Thanks, I will forward this on to SCE&G.
 
Alison

-----Original Message----- 
From: regis parsons [mailto:rparsons12@alltel.net]  
Sent: Monday, June 23, 2008 2:27 PM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: RE: Draft Meeting notes from L&LM 6-10 
 
Alison,
 
I studied the proposal that the SCE&G distributed at the last TWC meeting. I 
have the following comment in response.
 
Regarding the 22 acres of fringeland listed as FDID 86 (Harmon Cove/Two 
Bird Cove), I ask that consideration be given by SCE&G to changing the 
proposal.  The common thread among all parties interested in this parcel of 
land has been to see it preserved in its current condition. Differences among 
the parties involved have been over how this can be achieved. The position 
of our family has been that preservation can best be achieved by leaving it in 
its existing “development” designation. The back property owners and 
SCE&G have maintained both the fingeland and adjoining private property in 
a pristine natural condition since the lake was built, therefore, we feel that 
this arrangement (for now) best protects the cove and its surrounding lands. 
I know this seems counterintuitive but our confidence in the current 
arrangement stems from the good stewardship that has been shown by 
parties involved. The existing arrangement has resulted in proven success in 
preserving the natural condition of the land and water. Our preferred 
outcome would be that this parcel of fringeland remains for now in the 
“development” category. SCE&G would continue to hold title to the land and 
not sell it, the back property owners would not seek to buy the land, and the 
provisions in the deed would no longer be a factor in driving the 
categorization of this land.
 
Alternatively, if SCE&G insists that preserving the fringeland requires re-
categorization, we ask that the land be awarded a “Natural Area” 
designation. Natural Areas consist of lands that warrant special protection 
because they provide important habitat for various wildlife species including 
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the recreational fishery. Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) also are 
included in the natural area classification. We believe that the fringelands of 
the cove certainly qualify for the Natural Area category on the basis of the 
above definition. Specifically, parts of the cove shoreline have been 
designated as ESA’s and numerous wildlife species use the lands in the 
cove for nesting and as habitat. We have personally watched bald eagles 
taking fish from the cove and nearby lake waters many times. The 
environmental sensitivity of this land was confirmed by a high environmental 
score awarded by the TWC. This cove offers a unique environment for 
boaters near the dam who seek a little peace and tranquility. A “Natural 
Area” designation would be much more likely to preserve this place of 
natural beauty and refuge for wildlife than would the proposed “Forest 
Management” designation. 
 
In summary, our first choice for a category for this fringeland would be 
“Development” but with the land being preserved. Our second choice would 
be that SCE&G designate the land as a Natural Area.
 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Alison Guth [mailto:Alison.Guth@KleinschmidtUSA.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 11, 2008 4:49 PM 
To: rparsons12@alltel.net; msummer@scana.com; Phil Hamby ; 
Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; ben@scwf.
org; Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
dchristie@comporium.net; James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; John 
Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald 
Scott; Roy Parker; lakewatchman@yahoo.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom 
Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; Bill Marshall; 
Dave Anderson; George Duke; Jennifer Summerlin; Lee Barber; 
Malcolm Leaphart; mdavis@scprt.com; Tim Vinson; Alison Guth; Alan 
Stuart 
Subject: Draft Meeting notes from L&LM 6-10
 

Hello all, 

Attached are the draft meeting notes from yesterday's Lake and Land 
management/Recreation Management TWC meeting.  Please have 
comments on these notes back to me by June 24th.  Also, please 
have comments and detailed information requests on SCE&G's 
proposal from yesterday back to me by June 24th as well.  Thanks!



Alison 

<<2008-6-10 draft Meeting Minutes - LLM.DOC>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 

 
 
 
__________ NOD32 3179 (20080611) Information __________ 
 
This message was checked by NOD32 antivirus system. 
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From: Dick Christie
To: Alison Guth; 
Date: Thursday, June 26, 2008 2:29:53 PM
Attachments: Ops Form DNR request.doc 

Hi Alison - a DNR request for a constraint in the operations model is attached. 
The purpose of the constraint is to stabilize lake levels during the spring 
spawning period for largemouth bass. Please let me know if you have any 
questions. Thanks.  
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Saluda Hydro Relicensing


 Hydraulic Operations Model 


Final Model Restraint Request Form


June 18, 2008


Instructions:  Desired flow and lake level requests for analysis in the hydraulic operations model should be inserted below and submitted to Alison Guth at Kleinschmidt Associates by close-of-business on Monday, June 30, 2008.  No requests will be processed for the final hydraulic model after this date.


Proposed model restraints should be submitted via e-mail at Alison.Guth@kleinschmidtusa.com, via fax at (803) 251-951-2121, or via mail at the following address:


Alison Guth


Licensing Coordinator


Kleinschmidt Associates


204 Caughman Farm Ln.


Suite 301


Lexington, SC  29072


Please note, only numerical values are acceptable; no consideration will be given for requests made without either a defined numerical stage or flow, and the respective timeframe for the request. 


Name of Group Submitting Request:
SCDNR






 


		Timeframe:  Date of Request AND Duration

		Lake Elevation (ft, plant datum) OR

Downstream Flow (cfs)



		March 1 – May1

		Weekly lake elevations should not rise more than 12 inches or drop more than 6 inches.



		

		



		

		



		

		



		

		



		

		









_1190641136.bin





From: Earl Mcleod
To: Alison Guth; 
cc: Robby Wilkins; Steve Corboy; 
Subject: RE: FERC Presentation
Date: Wednesday, June 18, 2008 5:28:06 PM

<
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From: Brooks, Tom
To: Alison Guth; 
Subject: Monday"s meeting
Date: Thursday, July 10, 2008 4:11:07 PM

Alison, my county council has asked me for an update on the FERC process, 
so I would like to attend Monday’s meeting if possible. Please let me know 
if this is convenient.
 
Tom Brooks
Saluda County Planning Director
4oo W. Highland Street
Saluda, SC 29138
(864)445-4500 ex.2224 Office
(864)445-9405 fax
(803)673-4644 cell
 

mailto:T.Brooks@saludacounty.sc.gov
mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alison.Guth


From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell (lakewatchman@yahoo.com); 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Rebalancing Presentation Comments
Date: Thursday, July 10, 2008 1:53:12 PM
Attachments: Combined Comments on Rebalancing Proposal.pdf 

Hello All, 
Attached is a document that contains all of the rebalancing presentation comments that I have received.  
We will be discussing these Monday.  Thank you, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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The Coastal Conservation League and American Rivers 
 


June 24, 2008 
 


 
I. INTRODUCTION 


 
The Coastal Conservation League and American Rivers (Conservation Groups) 


hereby provide comments on South Carolina Electric and Gas’s (SCE&G’s) proposal of 
June 10, 2008, regarding rebalancing the project and non-project land classifications at 
Lake Murray as part of the relicensing process for the Saluda Hydroelectric Project 
(FERC Project No. P-516).  As you know, our main interests with regard to the 
rebalancing of the land uses at Lake Murray shoreline have been to protect the lake’s 
water quality, to ensure adequate habitat for land and water-based flora and fauna, and to 
ensure that the maximum feasible amount of land remains protected from development. 
 
 We thank SCE&G for its effort to address a number of the concerns regarding 
rebalancing raised by the Conservation Groups and other stakeholders.  Though there is 
still work to be done, we believe the June 10, 2008, proposal represents significant 
progress.  We request SCE&G consider the following comments and recommendations 
before preparing the next iteration of its proposal. 
 


II. SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
 


Lake Murray is an important public resource.  Its public uses include power 
generation, recreation, water supply, aesthetic enjoyment, and fish and wildlife habitat.  
The waters of Lake Murray belong to the people of South Carolina and the other United 
States.   
 


Because of the highly developed state of parts of the Lake Murray shoreline, we 
believe that, to provide the optimum environmental protection for Lake Murray and the 
Lower Saluda River, there should be no further sales of land within the Saluda Project 
Boundary Line (PBL).  We are especially concerned regarding the potential future sales 
of land within the PBL that has a high public value. 


 
Beginning in the 1950’s, after the Federal Power Commission (FPC), FERC’s 


predecessor agency, determined that Lake Murray had become a “major recreational 
resource,” the FPC began allowing SCE&G to sell and remove from the project land 
along the shoreline at Lake Murray for private development. See Order Approving Land 
Use and Shoreline Management Plan with Modifications and Amending Exhibit R, 107 
FERC ¶ 62,273 (June 23, 2004).  By the late 1970’s more than half of the shoreline lands 
had been sold and removed from the project.  See id. (citations omitted).  Because of 
concerns that the Lake Murray shoreline was becoming overdeveloped, FERC ordered 
SCE&G to rebalance the shoreline uses during the current relicensing proceeding to 
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provide for greater environmental protection.  See id. at 21.  This rebalancing was to 
include the restoration of improperly cleared buffer zones.  See id. 
 
A.  SHORELINE RECLASSIFICATION 
 


1. LAKE MURRAY LANDS 
 


 SCE&G proposes to increase the amount of protected land along the Lake Murray 
shoreline by reclassifying multiple tracts from the Future Development classification to 
the Public Recreation, Forest Management, or Natural Area classifications.  Under the 
proposal, the total amount of land in the Public Recreation classification would increase 
from 763.31 acres (37.78 miles of shoreline) to 953.31 acres (47.03 miles of shoreline).  
The total amount of land in the Forest Management classification would increase from 
3750.23 acres (100.13 miles of shoreline) to 3776.39 acres (109.59 miles of shoreline).  
The total amount of land in the Natural Area classification would increase from 42.17 
acres (1.57 miles of shoreline) to 506.23 acres (22.58 miles of shoreline).  The amount of 
land in the Future Development classification would change from 1818.10 acres (90.84 
miles of shoreline) to 958.18 acres (51.11 miles of shoreline).  See SCE&G, “Re-
balancing: Project & Non-project Lands, FERC Project 516” (June 10, 2008), at 9-10 
(hereinafter June 10 Proposal).   
 


a. Public Recreation Classification 
 
The June 10 Proposal states that there are 62 islands in Lake Murray, with a total 


acreage of 100 acres, and a total shoreline length of 13.81 miles.   We recognize that 
many of these islands are popular recreation sites, especially for boaters and anglers.  We 
note, however, that the June 10 Proposal does not specify how SCE&G defines the word 
“island.”    We are concerned that the number of islands may include areas that are 
underwater when the lake is at or close to full pool.  We request that SCE&G define the 
term “island” so that it is clear what it means, and that SCE&G revise the indicated 
acreage/miles of shoreline as needed. 
 


SCE&G proposes to add 910.40 acres of land (10.09 miles of shoreline) to the 
Public Recreation classification for future recreation sites.  See id. at 18.  658.20 acres of 
this land consists of tracts that currently are outside the PBL, but that SCE&G proposes 
to add to the project.  See id. We believe that the additional recreation lands will provide 
an enhancement to the project’s recreational and aesthetic aspects, and will in some cases 
provide water quality benefits.  We believe that these facts are especially true at the 
proposed Rocky Creek Recreation Site, where SCE&G has proposed adding a significant 
amount of acreage to the project.  See id. at 26, 32. 


 
b. Forest Management Classification 
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SCE&G’s proposal to increase the amount of land within the project that is in the 
Forest Management classification represents an enhancement of protection for the 
remaining undeveloped land along the shoreline over current conditions. 


 
c. Natural Area Classification 


 
SCE&G proposes that the Natural Area classification include “only those areas 


identified and classified as natural areas and Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA’s) 
and are required by FERC order to be protected [sic].”  June 10 Proposal, at 70.  Also, 
SCE&G proposes not to allow dock permits or fringe land sales adjacent to natural areas, 
but does anticipate that “ESA/PBL footage could be included in the participation of a 
multi-slip, common, or individual docks [sic].”  Id.  SCE&G also proposes that “[a]reas 
where Intermittent ESA’s have been identified may accommodate limited docks, but only 
with approval from SCDNR and USFWS.”  Id.  We request that SCE&G clearly define 
“Intermittent ESA’s” and create cross-references to the appropriate section(s) of the 
revised Shoreline Management Plan.  We urge SCE&G to be extremely conservative 
with regards to issuing dock permits in areas with full or intermittent ESA’s. 


 
 2.  LOWER SALUDA RIVER CORRIDOR 
  


With respect to the property that SCE&G owns in the Lower Saluda River (LSR) 
Corridor, SCE&G proposes to place all of these lands, with two small exceptions, in the 
Public Recreation classification.  See June 10 Proposal, at 36-38. We strongly support 
SCE&G’s intent to provide protection to these lands.  We are concerned, however, that 
placing them in the Public Recreation classification does not provide them with sufficient 
protection.  Therefore, we request that SCE&G place all, or a significant percentage of, 
these lands into the Natural Area or Forest Management classifications, as appropriate to 
each tract.  We believe that this approach will provide a higher level of protection for 
these lands, will better enhance water quality benefits along the LSR, and increase public 
access to the LSR, because the lands in question will not be subject to development.  


 
Desirable land protection resulting from reclassification is particularly likely to 


occur if SCE&G maintains a suitable riparian buffer on the lands.  The South Carolina 
Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR) recommends a riparian buffer of 100 to 300 
feet wide as appropriate to provide adequate opportunities to preserve and enhance 
wildlife diversity.  See South Carolina Department of Natural Resources, “South Carolina 
Scenic Rivers Program: Recommended Best Management Practices for River-Bordering 
Lands,” available at http://www.dnr.sc.gov/water/envaff/river/bmp.html.   


 
We also request that SCE&G work now to improve public access in the LSR 


Corridor by allowing and encouraging on its lands additional, environmentally friendly, 
public access to the river for boaters and anglers.  This access is particularly important for 
those who wish or need to exit the river quickly in the event of danger caused by rapidly 
rising waters.  These access points would be particularly useful at Candi Lane, near the I-
26 Bridge and other locations upstream of Millrace Rapids. 



http://www.dnr.sc.gov/water/envaff/river/bmp.html
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We understand from conversations with SCE&G personnel that the utility plans to 


provide easement access on its LSR Corridor lands for the planned extension of the Three 
Rivers Greenway.  We applaud this decision, and strongly support it.  We request that 
SCE&G commit in writing to grant access easements on these lands, and to work with 
local governmental and non-governmental entities to secure completion of the planned 
Greenway expansion at the earliest possible date. 
 
B.  BUFFER ZONE ON LAKE SHORELINE 
 
 SCE&G proposes to require a buffer zone of at least 75 feet in depth on shoreline 
lands placed in the Future Development category.  See June 10 Proposal, at 55, 68-69.  
These zones would be non-disturbance areas.  See id.  The back property owner would 
not be allowed to disturb the existing vegetation except to construct and maintain a 
meandering path no more than 10 feet wide that leads to a dock (if applicable).  See id. at 
60.  We strongly support the non-disturbance requirement and the requirement for the 
meandering path for dock access.  We believe that these proposed requirements will help 
Lake Murray’s water quality and will help preserve the natural appearance of the 
shoreline.  We request that SCE&G specify the use of pervious surfaces in the 
construction of the meandering paths.   The use of pervious surfaces will reduce non-
point source pollution runoff into Lake Murray, and thus aid in protecting water quality. 
 
 We also support SCE&G’s proposal to require, in areas where the buffer zone is 
less than 75 feet because the Project Boundary Line proximity to the water, back property 
owner to donate to SCE&G sufficient land to create a 75 foot buffer zone if he or she 
wishes to obtain a permit for a dock. See id. at 56.  We believe that conditioning approval 
of a dock permit application on the donation of land to the buffer zone is a satisfactory 
means of encouraging back property owners to assist in the presentation of the scenic and 
environmental characteristics of the lake by supporting the buffer zone concept.  We also 
support SCE&G’s stated intent to enforce these buffer zone enhancements by revocation 
of the dock permit if the landowner does not complete the donation. 
 


We remain concerned that the proposed 75 foot buffer zone for lands in the Future 
Development classification is insufficient to provide adequate habitat for land-based 
wildlife.  We recognize, however, that on many of the lands slated to be placed in the 
Future Development classification, the PBL can be up to several hundred feet from the 
shoreline.  Provided that SCE&G ensures that appropriate deed restrictions are put in 
place on these properties when they are sold (see infra, Section II.E), including 
restrictions on limited brushing and construction between the landward side of the buffer 
zone and the PBL, we anticipate that this approach may be suitable to provide protection 
of the buffer zone and the environmental and aesthetic values of the lake. 
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C.  DEFINITION OF “PERMANENT STRUCTURE” 
 
 We believe that it is in the best interests of all concerned for SCE&G to clarify the 
definition of “permanent structure,” with particular regard to how this term applies to 
items placed in the buffer zone.  We look forward to working with SCE&G to craft a 
suitable definition of “permanent structure.” In addition, we suggest that SCE&G place a 
restriction on the amount of time that these items may be allowed to remain in the buffer 
zone. 
 
D.  DOCKS 
 
 SCE&G proposes to require multi-slip docks in lieu of individual docks in 
“appropriate circumstances,” and to increase the distance between new docks on lands in 
the Future Development classification.  See June 10, 2008 Proposal, at 60.  SCE&G also 
proposes to require adjacent single-family dwellings to share a common dock. See id. at 
62.  We support these proposals provided that SCE&G clearly defines the term 
“appropriate circumstances,” and that SCE&G commits to applying this requirement 
uniformly across the Future Development lands. 
 
 SCE&G proposes that there be a minimum of 200 feet, measured at the 360-foot 
contour, between individual docks.  See id. at 64-65.  With respect to individual docks, 
we believe that it is in the best interest of the water quality, aesthetics, and wildlife 
habitat of Lake Murray for SCE&G not to allow such docks unless there is a significant 
amount of undisturbed shoreline between them.    The 200 foot requirement is an 
enhancement over the existing requirement, which we believe is inadequate. 
 
E.  ENFORCEMENT 
 
 With respect to enforcement of the proposed use restrictions on land in the Future 
Development classification, it is essential that SCE&G include in each deed for land sold 
deed restrictions that are strong, detailed, enforceable, and permanent, and that will 
preserve the existing character of the shoreline and clearly enumerate what activities and 
actions the landowner may engage in on these lands.  Based on our conversations with 
SCE&G personnel, we believe that this goal is achievable.  We look forward to working 
with you to craft these deed restrictions. 
 
 On numerous occasions SCE&G personnel have indicated that they intend to 
attempt to rectify existing shoreline development that violates company policy under 
either the old or the new license, based on a prioritization by SCE&G.  We support this 
approach, and believe that it is in the best interest of this project to have this policy 
included in the license.  
 
 SCE&G personnel have suggested the idea of contracting with one company to 
perform limited brush clearing activities in the area between the buffer zone and the PBL 







on Future Development properties that are sold.  The stated purpose of this approach is to 
ensure that a uniform limited clearing process occurs at each such property.  This 
approach would remove uncertainties caused by allowing purchasers of the property to 
interpret the SCE&G guidelines on limited clearing in these areas.  We strongly support 
this approach. We believe that this approach will provide future landowners with 
certainty regarding what activities they can engage in with respect to the land located 
between the proposed 75-foot buffer zone and the PBL.  It also will assist SCE&G with 
the enforcement burden.  
 


III. CONCLUSION 
 


Thank you in advance for your consideration of our comments regarding 
SCE&G’s rebalancing proposal dated June 10, 2008.  Please do not hesitate to contact us 
if you have any questions or require any additional information. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 


    
_______________________    ________________________ 
Gerrit Jöbsis       F. James Cumberland Jr. 
Southeast Region Director    Project Manager 
American Rivers      Coastal Conservation League 
2231 Devine Street, Suite 202    2231 Devine Street, Suite 202 
Columbia, SC 29205      Columbia, SC 29205  
803-771-7114      803-771-7750 
gjobsis@americanrivers.org    jimc@scccl.org   
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The South Carolina Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has reviewed the re-
balancing proposal dated 5-28-2008.  This proposal was presented to the Lake & Land 
Management TWC and represents the second proposal given by representatives of SCE&G.   
 


A summary of our understanding of the plan follows: Consistent with previous 
discussions, the plan sets up a management scenario for lands retained for future development.  
Future development lands only represent about fifteen percent of the shoreline, but they retain 
most of their natural value. SCE&G is proposing to require that a 75’ setback be established, 
which will remain in the ownership of SCE&G and managed as a non-disturbance zone.  The 
lands to be sold to back property owners (lands extending from the 75’ setback to the project 
boundary) will carry environmentally protective covenants that explicitly prohibit development 
(i.e. buildings or structures) and include vegetation management restrictions. In addition to these 
proposed shoreline protections, the plan adds a commitment to set aside lands outside the project 
boundary to be included in proposed recreation areas.  Some of these lands will be leased to the 
DNR for entry into the WMA program.   


 
From a natural resources perspective, significant features of this plan includes the 


restrictions that will be placed on future development lands when properties are sold and the 
future management of the 75’ setback.  It is critical that the mechanism used to establish 
restrictive covenants be legally binding, perpetual and enforceable. In addition, there needs to be 
a specific plan that addresses the management of the said properties.  This management plan 
needs to be in the Shoreline Management Plan documents submitted to FERC in the current 
relicensing.  An appropriate place for a description of the vegetation restrictions would be in the 
Buffer Zone and Riparian Management Plan found in the SMP.  The restrictive covenants for 
each property sold should reference the FERC approved vegetation plan outlined in the SMP.   
 
 The DNR believes the latest SCE&G re-balancing plan will provide significant 
protections for the shoreline and riparian habitats associated with the lands in the future 
development classification on Lake Murray.  We believe the intent of the proposal establishes a 
good compromise with various stakeholder needs while providing needed shoreline protections.  
We would concur with the current SCE&G proposed re-balancing plan provided the above listed 
legal and technical concerns have been addressed. 
 
 
 







South Carolina Wildlife Federation: 
 
Informally, FYI, the draft land management plan looks to us like a good compromise that 
we can live with; but we are looking forward to the NR agencies' concerns.  However, 
our thought is that the setbacks and other restrictions, to be enforceable, need to be 
linked to the FERC license and all relevant planning and management documents which 
are part of that license, as well as the deeds, and vice versa.  Is that SCE&G's thinking as 
well?  Also, we are counting on upper management to support the compromise plan.  We 
think that allowing back property owners access to docks is a potential major, especially 
when we don't know how much of which land will be used in this fashion.  Best wishes 
and appreciation for the hard work and creativity that was invested in this compromise. 
 
 







Regis Parsons: 
 
I studied the proposal that the SCE&G distributed at the last TWC meeting. I have the following 
comment in response. 
  
Regarding the 22 acres of fringeland listed as FDID 86 (Harmon Cove/Two Bird Cove), I ask that 
consideration be given by SCE&G to changing the proposal.  The common thread among all 
parties interested in this parcel of land has been to see it preserved in its current condition. 
Differences among the parties involved have been over how this can be achieved. The position of 
our family has been that preservation can best be achieved by leaving it in its existing 
“development” designation. The back property owners and SCE&G have maintained both the 
fingeland and adjoining private property in a pristine natural condition since the lake was built, 
therefore, we feel that this arrangement (for now) best protects the cove and its surrounding 
lands. I know this seems counterintuitive but our confidence in the current arrangement stems 
from the good stewardship that has been shown by parties involved. The existing arrangement 
has resulted in proven success in preserving the natural condition of the land and water. Our 
preferred outcome would be that this parcel of fringeland remains for now in the “development” 
category. SCE&G would continue to hold title to the land and not sell it, the back property owners 
would not seek to buy the land, and the provisions in the deed would no longer be a factor in 
driving the categorization of this land. 
  
Alternatively, if SCE&G insists that preserving the fringeland requires re-categorization, we ask 
that the land be awarded a “Natural Area” designation. Natural Areas consist of lands that warrant 
special protection because they provide important habitat for various wildlife species including the 
recreational fishery. Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) also are included in the natural area 
classification. We believe that the fringelands of the cove certainly qualify for the Natural Area 
category on the basis of the above definition. Specifically, parts of the cove shoreline have been 
designated as ESA’s and numerous wildlife species use the lands in the cove for nesting and as 
habitat. We have personally watched bald eagles taking fish from the cove and nearby lake 
waters many times. The environmental sensitivity of this land was confirmed by a high 
environmental score awarded by the TWC. This cove offers a unique environment for boaters 
near the dam who seek a little peace and tranquility. A “Natural Area” designation would be much 
more likely to preserve this place of natural beauty and refuge for wildlife than would the 
proposed “Forest Management” designation.  
  
In summary, our first choice for a category for this fringeland would be “Development” but with the 
land being preserved. Our second choice would be that SCE&G designate the land as a Natural 
Area. 
 
A note of clarification. The opinions represented in my previous email are those of my family and 
are not intended to represent those of the Harmon or Hamby families. Thanks! 
 







 1


LAKE MURRAY DOCKS, INC./WINDWARD POINT YACHT CLUB 
RESPONSE TO THE JUNE 10, 2008 SCE&G DRAFT 


RE-BALANCING OF PROJECT & NON PROJECT LAND 
FERC PROJECT 516 


SUBMITTED JUNE 20, 2008 
 
The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and the TWC committee are to be 
commended for keeping the heat on SCE&G during re-balancing of project and non 
project lands around Lake Murray.  The proposal submitted by SCE&G represents a 
needed change in lake management philosophy.  Lake Murray is owned by citizens, not 
SCE&G.  In the past Lake Murray has been managed as if it were SCE&G’s “private 
pond”.  Lake Murray property was used for the benefit of SCE&G employees and 
influential “friends”.  Only a few wealthy citizens can now afford lakefront living.  The 
interest of the vast number of citizens who cannot afford waterfront property, are finally 
being considered by SCE&G.  SCE&G should be commended for this change. 
 
The buffering and setback scheme for property that SCE&G proposes FERC release from 
the public easement is adequate to protect boaters view.  SCE&G appears to finally 
recognize the legal fact that boaters have the same “right to a view” as do lakefront 
owners.  SCE&G is threatening to revoke the LMDI marina permit.   A nearby 
homeowner wrote SCE&G a letter stating that he “did not want to look at the boats”.   
The homeowner purchased his home long after LMDI opened.  Only one tree remains on 
his waterfront.  Boaters at LMDI do not want to look at his house.  Should it be 
condemned and torn down?  
 
The SCE&G proposal retains the public easement on a generous amount of land and 
places public easements on non project lands owned in fee.  However, Lake Murray 
Docks retains the general position that the FERC should not release public easements on 
any remaining project lands, especially in Richland and Lexington Counties.  Future use 
of the lake will be the greatest in these counties. The sailors of Windward Point Yacht 
Club have a special interest because they cannot enjoy the relatively vast undeveloped 
areas at the upper end of the lake.  Bridges, power lines and shallow water physically 
limit access. The FERC has released almost all of the public’s easement lands in 
Richland and Lexington Counties.  No more public easements should be released. 
 
LMDI is of the opinion that SCE&G should be compensated for its interest in public 
easement lands.  One way the FERC could compensate SCE&G is by a federal guarantee 
for a loan on one of the proposed new nuclear power plants.  SCE&G could recoup the 
value of its interest in easement lands by paying lower interest and foreign investors 
would have less access to our nuclear technology.  The people win twice. 
 


SUBMITTED BY JAMES L. LESLIE, JR, 
PRESIDENT LAKE MURRAY DOCKS, INC. 


 
 
 







Linda Schneider via Wendy Schneider: 


My mom (Linda Schneider) wanted to get something on record that she was in 
disagreement with the designation change for Two Bird Cove from Development to 
Forest Management.  She disagrees based on the fact the restrictions associated with 
Forest Management would appear to violate the farming, grazing, and timbering 
privileges stipulated in the Hampton Harmon deed. 


Thanks! 


 







Carlisle & Linda Harmon: 
 
As  back property owners, my wife and I would like to go on record as 
being opposed to the reclassification of the fringe land around our 
property being changed from Future Development to Forest Management.   
  
I understand by notifying you of our disagreement with this change, you 
will forward it to the appropriate parties. 
 
Carlisle Harmon 
Linda Harmon 
 







Bonnie Harmon: 
 
Please share the following letter with the appropriate persons: 
 
Clyde and I still have major concerns with the reclassification of the cove.  The current 
recommendations to Forest Management puts restrictions on the future purchase possibilities of 
the fringe land and also brings another set of concerns such as hunting and access to the fringe 
land via water.  There are still many unknowns to us in regards to the recommended 
classification.  We do not want folks to think they have "free run" of the fringe land and adjoining 
property to hunt, camp, hike, and do whatever else may be associated with Forest and Land 
Management.  Since our home cannot be seen from the cove because of underbrush and woods, 
we do not want to "invite" any additional dangers. 
 
The Harmon family is not new to Lake Murray and this cove.  We respectfully request your 
consideration in leaving this cove in a classification that will allow us the possibility of purchasing 
the fringe land and putting it's "protection" in the hands of the family from which it was obtained 
many years ago. 
 
Thank you for your time and attention to our concerns. 
 







Alex Harmon: 
 


We would like to say that we do not agree with the change of designation to Forest Management 
around TWO BIRD COVE because of the restrictions associated with this designation seems to 
violate the grazing, farming and timbering privileges as stated in our family deed. 


So says Alex Harmon, Ellis Harmon, Sara Harmon, and Donna Richardson, Jennifer Richardson  


 


Alex  


 







From: Alison Guth
To: "James L. Leslie, Jr."; 
Subject: RE: Friday Site Visit Info
Date: Thursday, May 29, 2008 6:03:17 PM

Hello Jim,
 
A FERC representative will not be participating in this site visit of Lake Murray, 
originally planned for May 30th.  This inspection of the shoreline was requested 
by our relicensing stakeholders and will only include those people available to 
make this trip.  This trip has been postponed, however, due to the unavailability 
of a boat.  Your comments have already been included in your response to our 
draft license application which the FERC will have a copy of as part of the final 
license application.  If you wish for the FERC to have this information, you can 
send it to the Commission Secretary directly.  I am sure you have their contact 
information since you have sent correspondence to them in the past.
 
Thanks, Alison

-----Original Message----- 
From: James L. Leslie, Jr. [mailto:jlesliejr@bellsouth.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2008 11:55 AM 
To: Alison Guth 
Subject: Re: Friday Site Visit Info 
 
FROM:  JAMES L. LESLIE, JR.
 
Allison:  I do not have the E-mail for the FERC representative that 
will be inspecting.  Please send this to him.  I will be out of the 
country May 30 and would like for him to have these brief 
comments before the inspection.
 
I represent over 100 sailors of the Windward Point Yacht Club who 
are docked at Lake Murray Docks, Inc..  We have been active in the 
relicensing process.  Our interest is in the preservation of all 
remaining project lands in the lower portion of Lake Murray.  Two 
particular areas of concern are project lands surrounding "Two Bird 
Cove"  and "Hurricane Hole".
Please visit "Hurricane Hole"  it is directly across from the park.
 
Our position is that no more project lands should be sold but SCE&G 
should be compensated for the value of their interest.

mailto:/O=KLEINSCHMIDT ASSOCIATES/OU=PITTSFIELD/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALISON.GUTH
mailto:jlesliejr@bellsouth.net


 
James L. Leslie, Jr., President 
Lake Murray Docks, Inc./Windward Point Yacht Club
 

----- Original Message ----- 
From: Alison Guth 
To: Bob Perry ; Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart ; Alison Guth ; Amanda 
Hill ; ben@scwf.org ; Bill Argentieri ; Carl Sundius ; David Hancock ; 
dchristie@comporium.net ; James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; John 
Frick ; Joy Downs ; Randy Mahan ; Rhett Bickley ; Ron Ahle ; Ronald 
Scott ; Roy Parker ; lakewatchman@yahoo.com ; Suzanne Rhodes ; 
Tom Ruple ; Tommy Boozer ; Tony Bebber ; Van Hoffman 
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2008 4:48 PM
Subject: June 10 draft proposal and spreadsheet
 
Hello TWC Members, 

Attached is a copy of the draft SCE&G proposal and spreadsheet 
from the June 10th TWC meeting.  You will notice that a couple of 
numbers have changed slightly due to additional QAQC.  Please 
remember that this is a work in progress and is draft.  It is not to the 
benefit of the project or process to disseminated this outside of the 
TWC.  This could give the impression that this proposal has received 
more approval than it actually has.  However, I trust that through 
discussions in the meeting that everyone is already aware and will be 
respectful of this.

Thanks, and I look forward to seeing comments next week! 

Alison 

<<2008-06-10 SCEG draft proposal for Lake and Land TWC.pdf>> 
<<Copy of 6-10 draft spreadsheet.pdf>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
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Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 

 



From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell (lakewatchman@yahoo.com); 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Friday Site Visit Info
Date: Tuesday, May 27, 2008 3:29:50 PM
Attachments: SCE&Gcarpermit.doc 

Hello all, 
Below are details regarding the site visit on Lake Murray this Friday.  Please let me know ASAP (i.e. 
Today preferably) if you plan on attending.   
Parking at Dreher Island: 
Tony Bebber has pulled some strings so that we may park at Dreher Island State Park for no charge.  I 
have attached a flyer to print off and place in the dash of your car so that the staff will not issue you a 
ticket.  Also, we are meeting at the Bait and Tackle shop at 9:00 so please park in the car parking 
spaces if available. If the only parking available is in the full boat parking spaces, please park so that two 
cars can park in the full boat parking spaces.   
Leaving from Southshore Marina: 
If you have opted to leave with Carl from Southshore Marina, please meet him at 8:15 so that there is 
enough time to drive to Dreher Island by 9:00.   
Thanks and if you have any questions please feel free to email me. 
Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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SCE&G

Lake/Land Management Committee


Meeting at Dreher Island State Recreation Area

5/30/08




From: Alison Guth
To: "Regis Parsons (rparsons12@alltel.net)"; "Mike Summer (msummer@scana.

com)"; "Phil Hamby "; Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 
Amanda Hill; Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; 
David Hancock; Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; 
Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; 
Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell (lakewatchman@yahoo.
com); Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; 
Van Hoffman; Bill Marshall; Dave Anderson; George Duke; Jennifer Hand; 
Lee Barber; Malcolm Leaphart; Mark Davis (mdavis@scprt.com); 
Tim Vinson; Alison Guth; Alan Stuart; 

Subject: Draft Meeting notes from L&LM 6-10
Date: Wednesday, June 11, 2008 4:48:46 PM
Attachments: 2008-6-10 draft Meeting Minutes -  LLM.DOC 

Hello all,  
Attached are the draft meeting notes from yesterday's Lake and Land management/Recreation 
Management TWC meeting.  Please have comments on these notes back to me by June 24th.  Also, 
please have comments and detailed information requests on SCE&G's proposal from yesterday back to 
me by June 24th as well.  Thanks! 
Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC


SCE&G Training Center


June 10, 2008


draft ACG 6-11-08



ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Regis Parsons, Landowner

Ron Ahle, SCDNR

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services

Dick Christie, SCDNR


John Frick, Landowner


Jim Cumberland, SCCCL


Amanda Hill, USFWS


Mike Summer, SCE&G


Bob Perry, SCDNR


Steve Bell, LW

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Van Hoffman, SCANA

Phil Hamby, Landowner

Mark Davis, SCPRT

Vivianne Vejdani, SCDNR


Roy Parker, LMA


James Leslie, Lake Murray Docks


Suzanne Rhodes, SCWF


Dave Anderson, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tim Vinson, SCDNR


DATE: 
June 10, 2008



INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan opened the meeting and noted that the purpose of the meeting would be to review the new proposal for future development lands and rebalancing that was being presented by SCE&G.  Alan explained that SCE&G had given consideration to the proposals that had been presented thus far by stakeholders for rebalancing.  


Randy Mahan began with the introduction to the presentation.  He noted that he hoped that the group would find that SCE&G had listened to what has been requested.  Randy further noted that although this proposal may not satisfy the desires of everyone, he hoped that this would help them achieve a consensus.  Randy further explained that, considering all of the competing desires, SCE&G feels that this is the best that they can do, and what they will submit to the FERC.  As the lake and land issues were also tied in with other issues in the relicensing, Randy noted that if for some reason a comprehensive settlement is not reached, then there may be some push-back from management on the level proposed in this current plan.  


Tommy Boozer and David Hancock began the presentation.  David noted that in reference to rebalancing, they would be proposing both Project and non-Project lands.  David initially began by showing the total number of acres that SCE&G was proposing to protect, which was 9204.24 acres and 184.74 miles of shoreline.  


David then began explaining how this number was achieved.  He noted that this included current Project lands, which are future development lands, recreation lands (both Project and non-Project), lands inside the PBL on the LSR, and large, non-Project lands adjoining the lake.  To begin, David discussed Project lands for future development.  David reviewed the current management prescriptions and the current acreage and shoreline miles associated with the prescriptions.  He also pointed out that there were currently 763.61 acres of land associated with public recreation, which included the islands.  


The group also reviewed the future development lands spreadsheet that was utilized during the rebalancing exercises.  David noted that 299 tracts were evaluated during the process.  Of the 299 tracts, David pointed out that SCE&G was proposing that a portion or all of 83 tracts go to natural areas, a portion or all of 15 tracts go to recreation, and a portion or all of 14 tracts go to Forest Management.  


The group reviewed several tables depicting what was proposed and what the current numbers were for the particular land classifications.  David again point out that this was strictly evaluating only the future development lands inside the PBL, which was evaluated during the rebalancing exercise. 


Next, Tommy began to discuss the recreation lands with the group.  He presented the group with a brief recap of current recreation lands that included existing developed sites, and those set aside for recreation that were yet undeveloped.  Tommy also listed the acreage and shoreline miles associated with each site.  The islands on Lake Murray were also included, along with the lands that were on the lower Saluda River.    


After the review of the current recreation sites, Tommy reviewed the proposed recreation sites with the group.  Tommy explained that there were a few sites, such as Sunset, where they were proposing to add property that was outside the PBL into the Project for recreation.  The group reviewed the aerial views of each tract and Tommy presented the group with a summary of the proposed future recreation sites.  Tommy also briefly reviewed the Lake Murray state and regional parks.  In reference to Bundrick Island, he noted that their proposal is to currently leave it as it is.  At some future date, Tommy explained, this island may be developed a little more with parking and such.   


Tommy also discussed the SCE&G Saluda River Property, which include scenic river easements and SCE&G properties.  Tommy explained that in the late 1980’s, SCE&G placed much of the LSR shoreline that they owned into a Scenic River Easement.  Tommy noted that SCE&G is further proposing to classify 14 tracts, totaling 275.14 acres, plus the 45.04 acres already in the Scenic River, as recreation.  It was pointed out that this would bring the grand total of these tracts to 320.18 acres along the Lower Saluda River.  

The next item the group discussed was non-Project timber tracts.  Tommy explained that SCE&G plans to continue to manage the timber on these tracts under the BMPs; however they are proposing to lease these tracts to SCDNR for the life of the license.  Tommy continued to note that DNR could put these parcels into the WMA, and all but one of these tracts were adjacent to the lake.  Bill Argentieri pointed out that these areas were outside the Project boundary; therefore, SCE&G was not proposing to bring them into the Project boundary.  Ron Ahle noted that DNR currently has WMA leases on much of these lands.  Randy replied that those leases can be pulled within 30 days, and this proposal was granting a lease for the life of the license.  


The group again reviewed the summary tables showing the acreage and shoreline miles associated with the proposal, showing how the 9204.24 acres was achieved.  


After a short break the group discussed what recommendations from stakeholder groups SCE&G has incorporated into the proposal for future development lands.  Tommy also pointed out that the proposal for the future development lands does not apply to easement property.  


Tommy reviewed a few of the recommendations, which are listed below.  


· Increase Lot Size


· Multi-slip docks in lieu of individual docks


· Non disturbance buffer zone


· Establish a full 75’ Buffer Zone


· Establish Natural Areas


· Restrict development within the PBL


· Protect additional Forest Management & Recreation Lands

· Manage remaining Future Development Property under restrictive and protective plan 


· Dock Policy for Forest Management Lands


· Support Hunting by participating in the SCDNR WMA program


· State Park on the Lexington Side of Lake Murray


· Protect property on Lower Saluda River


· Provide additional recreational properties on Lake Murray and the lower Saluda River


· Update and improve existing Park Sites


Tommy then explained the land sales and dock permitting policies that were being proposed for the remaining future development lands.  The group reviewed through these policies and commented.  Tommy pointed out that there were requirements for a multi-slip dock if the landowner had over 400 ft of shoreline.  However, there was still flexibility for exceptions if the landowner only wanted a single dock on the property, as opposed to a multi-slip.  The group also reviewed figures depicting the proposed policy.  It was noted that SCE&G was proposing that deed restrictions be placed on the property that would not allow development below the PBL and require special vegetation protection and maintenance conditions on purchased property.   Ron pointed out that he believed the true value of this proposal was the deed restriction that was placed on this area above the 75 ft.  Ron also noted that there should be a definition for limited brushing.  Ron further suggested using the current criteria for limited brushing that was in the Buffer Zone management plan that was approved by the FERC.  


There was some concern that was expressed regarding the enforcement of the deed restrictions.  Randy explained that the restrictions would be tied to the property itself and SCE&G would have the enforcement authority because the de-vegetation were to the detriment of the company.  

The group continued to ask questions regarding the proposal, and Suzanne Rhodes asked if boat lifts would be permitted.  David noted that they were still in discussion regarding this issue as they were having some problems with common dock owners and boatlifts.  As the group continued to ask questions, Randy pointed out that SCE&G would prefer to send this out to the TWC to review and comment on; however, he believed that it may be a little premature to place on the website.  Randy noted that they would like the TWC members to go to their constituents to discuss the proposal; however it was important to point out that this was still being discussed and reviewed.  


Phil Hamby asked if the back property owners behind the property that changes were proposed on had been notified.  If they have not been notified, Phil noted that he believed that this presentation should be placed on the website.  Randy noted that this presentation would be placed on the website at some point, however not until there was more discussion among the group.  Regis Parsons and Phil noted that they believed that it was very tough for an individual property owner to have a say in the decisions of the TWC.  Dick Christie asked the group to keep in mind that this was at minimum a 5 year process, where they were closing in on the first 3 years, where a stakeholder group has made a recommendation that is going to go to FERC.  Dick further explained that FERC will conduct its own evaluation where input from individuals would also be taken account through scoping meetings.    

John Frick noted that he believed that there were a lot of designations on the lake that were not appropriate, such as areas that are classified as shallow coves, when he considers that they are not shallow coves.  On the issue of sensitive areas, Ron added that classifying the ESA areas has been a dynamic process, and changes have been made when discrepancies were found.  


After lunch, David noted that there needed to be one correction to the spreadsheet; FDID 337 was supposed to be classified as natural areas.  Therefore, all of the numbers needed to be updated and the spreadsheet would be re-sent out.


Steve Bell noted that he needed to bring this proposal back to his organization.  Alan concurred and noted that they would certainly like to get comment on the proposal into the record.  


Bill then noted that the SCE&G technical services and fossil hydro management has asked that an acknowledgement sheet be passed around for individuals to sign to acknowledge that they will take this proposal back to their constituents.  Bill further noted that signing this document would not be an agreement to the proposal, simply an acknowledgement that the individual would bring it back for consideration.  


Ron noted that there may be more detail that the group needed to consider, such as the protection of the lands above the 75 ft to the PBL.  Ron further noted that he would need to know that the deed covenants have enforceable rights, and what is going to be maintained and allowed in these areas.  Ron added that he believed that the best approach may be to take the plans that have already been developed and apply them to this land.   


Jim Cumberland also asked if permanent structures could be further defined and Tommy noted that they would put together a list on what was prohibited.  Phil also asked if there was a way to see how the value of a dock was offset by the lack of a lake view.  Phil added that this was a significant devaluation of the property.  Tommy pointed out that the current status of the land was non-disturbance.  He further pointed out that the property may not have a view, but there was still lake access.  


Phil further asked if there has been any consideration for a compromise between non-disturbance and limited brushing.  Randy noted that that is what they had in place before, however the FERC ruled that there should be total non-disturbance.  Phil noted that he does believe there is quite a bit of public access being proposed that far exceeds what is needed.  Tommy noted that although it is a good point, they were looking at access for the next 30 or 40 years.  Phil also noted that providing the public with access to restaurants, coffee shops, and bed and breakfasts on the lake was an important component as well, that may not be available with new restrictions.  


Alan then asked the group if there were any further comments on the proposal that was presented.  Jim Leslie added that he believed the concept of limited brushing from the 75 ft setback to the PBL was a good plan.  Steve noted that he believed the proposal was something that he would take back to the group for consideration.  Steve also noted although he would never agree that SCE&G should be able to sell land, that if there were proposals in the other committees that he liked, then he may be willing to go along with this proposal as part of the entire package.  Randy replied that they understood that there were specific aspects that individuals are not going to be agreeable to.  Jim Leslie noted that although he would not like to see any more fringelands sold, if SCE&G was going to sell land, he believed this was a good way to do it.  


Alan noted that the group would see preliminary recommendations in the license application in some areas such as instream flows.  However this will all be tied together as the group goes through settlement negotiations, which will probably begin in August or September.  


The group brought discussions to a close and decided that the TWC would reconvene to discuss this proposal on July 14th.  Specific information requests on the proposal were due to Alison by June 24th.  
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From: Alison Guth
To: "tbrooks@saludacounty.gov"; "SUMMER, MICHAEL C"; 

"tbrooks@saludacounty.gov"; "Amy Roof Hoffman"; "Wendy0815@sc.rr.
com"; "Phil Hamby "; "Kenneth Bell"; "Vivianne Vejdani "; Alan Stuart; 
Alison Guth; "Amanda Hill"; "ben@scwf.org"; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; 
"Carl Sundius"; "David Hancock"; "dchristie@comporium.net"; 
"James Leslie "; "Jim Cumberland "; "John Frick"; "Joy Downs"; 
RMAHAN@scana.com; "Rhett Bickley"; "Ron Ahle"; "Ronald Scott"; 
"Roy Parker"; "lakewatchman@yahoo.com"; "Suzanne Rhodes"; 
"Tom Ruple"; "Tommy Boozer"; "Tony Bebber"; "Van Hoffman"; 

Subject: July 14 draft notes and deed restrictions
Date: Friday, July 18, 2008 12:54:07 PM
Attachments: 2008-7-14 draft Meeting Minutes -  LLM.DOC 

DEED RESTRICTIONS SECTION OF DEED.doc 
2008-3-13 draft Meeting Minutes - Lake and Land TWC1.doc 

Hello all, 

Attached are the draft meeting notes from Monday's Lake and Land 
Management meeting.  Please have comments on the meeting notes back to me 
by July 28th.  Also attached are the deed restrictions drafted by SCE&G.  As 
discussed in the meeting, you may pass the deed restrictions along to your legal 
staff for review and be ready to discuss at the September 17th meeting.  You will 
also notice that the March 13 draft meeting notes from Bret Hoffman are 
attached.  Please review these and have comments back by July 28th as well.  
Thanks, Alison

<<2008-7-14 draft Meeting Minutes - LLM.DOC>> <<DEED RESTRICTIONS 
SECTION OF DEED.doc>> <<2008-3-13 draft Meeting Minutes - Lake and Land 
TWC1.doc>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC


SCE&G Training Center


July 14, 2008


draft ACG 7-17-08



ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Ellis Harmon, Landowner

Ron Ahle, SCDNR

Tom Ruple, LMA

Joy Downs, LMA


Dick Christie, SCDNR


John Frick, Landowner


Jim Cumberland, SCCCL


Amanda Hill, USFWS


Mike Summer, SCE&G


Doug Keisler, homeowner

Linda Schneider, landowner

Tom Brooks, Saluda County

Steve Bell, LW

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Van Hoffman, SCANA

Phil Hamby, Landowner

Vivianne Vejdani, SCDNR


Roy Parker, LMA


James Leslie, Lake Murray Docks


Suzanne Rhodes, SCWF


Amy Hoffman, CCLMC

Carl Sundius, Southshore Marina


DATE: 
July 14, 2008



ACTION ITEMS:


· SCE&G will put together a table on the sizes of the islands on Lake Murray at the elevation 358.5


· Copies of the letters of intent to provide lands for the Three Rivers Greenway are to be provided to Jim Cumberland provided they do not contain any proprietary or confidential information


· SCE&G will encourage pervious surfaces for pathways through buffer zones and this wording will be added into the buffer zone management plan


· SCE&G will work with law enforcement on the transmittal of information when someone has a call regarding the cutting down of trees within the buffer zone in front of an individuals property


· David and Tommy will check for language for distance across cove on multi-slip docks on easement property

INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alison Guth opened the meeting and noted that the purpose of the meeting would be to review the comments and questions on SCE&G’s June 10th rebalancing proposal.  Alison continued to note that in the afternoon they would be discussing the write up that SCE&G put together on the deed with regards to homeowner contributions of land to the buffer.  


The first question the group reviewed was the following:


American Rivers and CCL notes their concern  that the number of islands may include areas that are underwater when the lake is at or close to full pool.  The request is made that SCE&G define the term “island” so that it is clear what it means and that SCE&G revise the indicated acreage/miles of shoreline as needed. (pg. 2).


Tommy replied in reference to islands, that originally SCE&G had about 65 islands mapped which equated to about 220 acres.  However, when the LIDAR was used on the Lake, Tommy explained that the acreage was reduced to around 100 acres and about 60 islands.  Tommy further clarified that when they refer to islands, it includes anything that is above the 360’ contour as flown by LIDAR.  Steve Bell noted that there was some concern that some of the islands are not truly recreation areas because they are too small, and what they consider large enough is where one can pull up a boat and camp.  David Hancock noted that there were very few that are only just big enough to walk out on.  Tommy added that if they can go underwater at full pool then they were not counted.  The group decided that in order to answer this question SCE&G would put together a table with the size of each island at the 358.5 contour.  It was noted that this could be added into the recreation plan as well.  Jim Cumberland and Steve noted that this would appropriately answer their question.  

American Rivers and the CCL requests that Intermittent ESA’s be clearly defined in reference to the allowance of docks within Intermittent ESA’s (pg.3)

And


American Rivers and the CCL urges SCE&G to be extremely conservative with regards to issuing dock permits in areas with full or intermittent ESA’s (pg. 3)


In reference to this question, Tommy noted that the ESA’s are clearly identified on the maps and there will be consultation with DNR and the USFWS with locating a dock within an intermittent ESA.  


Lake Watch notes that regarding the allowance of natural area/ESA lands in the calculation of land to gain a multi-slip, common, or individual dock may result in the sale of project lands adjacent to ESA’s.


Ron Ahle clarified Steve’s question by noted that it was not the purchase of lands next to ESA’s but conservation areas.  David noted that whatever is deemed as natural areas will not be sold or included in the calculation of slips, however there could be some areas that include ESA’s that will be included in the calculation of land for slips, but there will be no docks within continuous ESA’s.  It was clarified that fringelands would not be sold in conservation/natural areas, however fringelands could be sold in front of ESA’s.  Steve noted that his concern was that a dock would be built in the back of a cove.  David drew a diagram for the group illustrating what would and would not be included in the calculation of slips.      


In reference to SCE&G’s proposal to place the majority of lands owned in the LSR corridor into the Recreation Classification, American Rivers and the CCL requests that all or a significant percentage of these lands be instead placed into a Natural Area or Forest management classification as appropriate.  


Tommy explained that the intent of placing the lands in the recreation classification was so that there would be more access for the public transversing through the property.  Tommy further pointed out that when it was put in the natural area classification there would be more restrictions on what could be done in these areas.  Jim C. noted their concern is what will be done in the property, as they would like to see those properties protected to the maximum extent possible. During discussions, it was noted that concerns centered around clearing down to the river and the installation of large paved parking lots associated with recreation areas.  Jim C. asked if someone had a proposal for the recreation land, would that proposal then go through FERC.  Tommy replied that it would, and there would need to be a plan for that property that would be approved by SCE&G and reviewed by the resource agencies.  Dick Christie noted that in order to answer the question posed by American Rivers and the CCL, it may be best to define the intent of the areas with wording so that the recreational activities cannot detract from the scenic properties of the river corridor.        


American Rivers and the CCL note the importance of a suitable riparian buffer along the LSR lands and suggest the SCDNR recommended buffer of 100 to 300 feet.  

The group discussed this issue and Ron explained that neotropical migratory birds and reptiles need at least 300 feet of buffer.  Jim C. added that he believes the ultimate goal would be to make sure there is a buffer zone that provides adequate protection.  


American Rivers and the CCL requests that SCE&G work to improve public access along the LSR Corridor by allowing and encouraging on its lands additional, environmentally friendly, public access to the river for boaters and anglers.  Notes that access points would be particularly useful at Candi Lane, near the I-26 Bridge and other locations upstream of Millrace Rapids. (pg. 3)


Jim C. explained that their concern regarding this issue is that people will not be able to egress the river quickly and there is the need for informal take-outs.  Van Hoffman explained the intentions for Candi Lane, that is designated as a future take out area.  Jim C. further clarified that the extension of the Three Rivers Greenway may take care of this issue in future, however there was the need of informal take-outs in the meantime.  It was decided that the recreation TWC would address this issue.  


American Rivers and the CCL requests that SCE&G commit in writing to grant access easements on LSR Corridor lands, and to work with the local governmental and non-governmental entities, to secure completion of the planed Three Rivers Greenway expansion at the earliest possible date.  (pg 4)  


In reference to this item, Bill Argentieri asked the reasoning behind placing this in writing if SCE&G has already made this land available.  Jim C. asked if this commitment was in writing, to which Van replied there were letters regarding this.  Van also noted that there were 5 islands below Elmwood Avenue, at the confluence with the Broad River that have been deeded to the city.  Jim C. replied that his question could by answered by being provided with copies of the letters of intent that are not confidential or proprietary.  


American Rivers and the CCL requests that pervious surfaces be used in the construction of meandering paths through the buffer zone.  (pg. 4)


The group discussed this issue and Tommy noted that when they needed to work with handicapped individuals, they needed to use hard surfaces.  Jim C. explained the benefits of pervious concrete and asked that it be used when there was a need for hard surfaces.  SCE&G agreed that they would encourage pervious surfaces as appropriate and that it may be included in the buffer zone management plan.    


American Rivers and the CCL suggests that SCE&G place a restriction on the amount of time that “permanent structures” be allowed to remain in the buffer zone. (pg. 5)  

The group had discussion on how to define a permanent structure.   John F. noted that permanent structures are defined as such when they are located on a permanent foundation.  The group discussed issues such as fences and dog pens within the buffer zone.  Tommy clarified that the group was discussing areas behind the 75 ft. setback.  Tommy further noted that the goal was to stop large houses and structures within the PBL.  Phil noted that he was against purchasing property and then not being able to place anything on the property.  Tommy replied that SCE&G was not going to nit pick a swing set, however, they would not allow a handy building on the property.  It was recommended to change the wording on property between 75-foot setback and PBL to not allow any building or other structural development.

Lake Watch asks what action will be taken by SCE&G should a homeowner clear in the 75’ buffer zone.

Steve asked what SCE&G intended on doing if they discovered the cutting down of trees in the non-disturbance areas.  Steve noted that he was concerned that after 5 years of people taking stuff out here and there, there would be no vegetation.  Tommy noted that this was a benefit of the non-disturbance because they would be able to tell if someone was to take out vegetation.  Tommy continued to note that depending on the severity, they may revoke the dock permit for three years.  David noted they have a video tape of the shoreline that they can compare to.  It was noted that Phil Hamby and some other individuals in the area have had people cut down trees along the shoreline in front of their property.  David noted that when that happens people usually call to report it.  Phil noted that he had a hard time finding the correct person to contact about this issue.  And the group noted that they should work with law enforcement to address how future issues like this should be reported.  Joy Downs noted that she believed there should be specific terms in the recreation plan on what can and cannot be done in buffer zones.  Tommy pointed out that the recreation plan states that passive recreation can occur in buffer zones, however no one is allowed to, for example, put up a tent.  Phil noted that their opinion was that there is already plenty of public opportunities around the lake with out the use of the buffer zone in front of other individuals property.  Tommy reiterated that they could not stop people from going on the buffer zones, however, they could restrict what could be done in those areas.  


In reference to SCE&G’s proposal regarding requiring multi-slip docks in lieu of individual docks in “appropriate circumstances”, American Rivers and the CCL notes that they support this proposal provided that SCE&G clearly define the term appropriate circumstances and commit to apply this requirement uniformly across the Future Development lands (pg. 5)   

And


American Rivers and the CCL notes that they believe it is in the best interest of the resource for SCE&G not to allow individual docks unless there is a significant amount of undisturbed shoreline between them.  (pg. 5)


And


Lake Watch notes their concern that developers will sub-divide large tracts of land into 200’ wide parcels and sell to buyers who will then apply for individual docks.  Lake Watch recommends that on tracts currently longer than 400’, that SCE&G not allow individual docks


David noted that “appropriate circumstances” would refer to a narrow cove, as a multi-slip would probably not be allowable in that area.  Tommy also pointed out that there also may be an individual who has 400 feet of shoreline, however only wants one dock.  Tommy noted that there are areas that will be cut up, however, and he is not sure how SCE&G can prevent that.  However, they can apply it in areas where an individual buys 1000 feet of shoreline.  David noted that SCE&G needed the latitude to define what was needed, and maybe consultation with DNR will take care of this.  Tommy also pointed out that SCE&G’s preference was multi-slip, common docks, then individual docks.  


There was also discussion on existing homeowners with 100 feet of shoreline.  Tommy noted that they would have to work with them on an individual basis.  Carl S. asked if it would be linked to the January 2007 date, and what the significance of that date was.  Tommy replied that that date was when the got information for all of the property owners around the lake.  It was decided that SCE&G will add a designation that property owned as of January 1, 2007 preference will be multi-slip, common then individual docks for shoreline frontage lands greater than 400 feet. And related to previous discussions, David and Tommy will check for language for distance across cove on multi-slip docks on easement property.

American Rivers and the CCL note that the believe that it is in the best interest of the Project to have policy on the rectifying of existing shoreline development violations included in the license.  (pg. 5)


Jim C. explained that SCE&G has informed the group that they plan on addressing the worst violators of the shoreline first, but AR and CCL would like to see a statement that SCE&G intends to do this.  David replied that this was already addressed in the re vegetation plan that is in the order from the FERC.  The group discussed the possibility of SCE&G hiring an individual whose main responsibility was to inspect buffer zones.  


Lake Watch recommends that the rebalancing proposal include measures to educate the public on the right to use the new buffer areas for passive recreation and identify these areas.


In reference to this question, Steve noted that his concerns had been addressed earlier.  


The group moved to individual comments, and Phil H. noted their position and concerns in reference to the lands associated with two bird cove.  David explained to the group that SCE&G’s last proposal was to place the future development lands in that area in the forest management classification.  Jim Leslie added that the Windward Point Yacht Club would like to be consulted on what is done with that land.  Tommy replied that the FERC order allowed docks in that area, as long as it does not impact navigation.  Ron pointed out that there was a distinction in this situation due to the issue with the agricultural deed.   Phil expressed that they would like to continue to have their deeded privileges and have the property stay in the future development classification.  Tommy replied that they way the lake was managed in the past stopped with the moratorium on land sales, and the opportunity to buy the future development land in that area was not available anymore.  The group discussed that Phil’s property was approved by the FERC to be sold, so his situation my be different.  However, Tommy noted that there was a 180 day window in which to buy the property.  More discussion on this issue may occur outside the TWC on an individual basis with Phil.    


Group moved on to discuss the questions regarding deed restrictions and Bill projected the three articles drafted up regarding deed restrictions on the overhead.  Tommy explained that when the property is sold, these restrictions will be passed on with the title.  The question arose on what would happen when the current restrictions changed with time, and if the deeded restrictions would be adjusted.  It was explained that the old limited brushing requirements would apply to the deeded land behind the setback.  Tommy noted that the management plan would stick with the deed.  Tommy also noted that SCE&G would perform the initial limited brushing to the land.  Amanda Hill asked what the management plan was for enforcing the limited brushing.  Tommy noted that SCE&G would enforce the deeded restrictions.  Tommy continued to explain that if the homeowner started to remove trees, SCE&G would make them replant.   


During discussions, John F. noted that he believed that opinions on this issue have been contorted and that SCE&G should just not sell any more docks on the Lake.  Several members of the group pointed out that the group had been working towards a consensus on this issue for a while and it should not just be thrown out.    


The agencies and NGO’s noted that they needed to run the deed restrictions by their legal staff and provide comments.  The group decided that they would not hold their next meeting until September 17th.  It was explained that the outstanding issues that the group has yet to talk about included the permitting for docks on future development property, the permitting handbook and SMP.  


General Comments on the Rebalancing:


· In order to provide optimum environmental protection for Lake Murray and the Lower Saluda River, there should be no further sales of land within the Saluda PBL.  – American Rivers and the CCL (pg. 1)


· SCDNR notes that the latest SCE&G rebalancing plan will provide significant protections for the shoreline and riparian habitats associated with the lands in the future development classification on Lake Murray.

· SCWF notes that the draft proposal appears like a good compromise that they can live with

· Lake Murray Docks Inc. notes their position that the FERC should not “release public easements on any remaining project lands, especially in Richland and Lexington Counties”.


· The USFWS notes that the proposal represents an adequate proposal from SCE&G to the stakeholders for the rebalancing of resources at Lake Murray and may provide for an adequate compromise for the rebalancing of Future Development lands


Existing Recreation Areas and New Future Recreation Areas:


· American Rivers and CCL notes their concern  that the number of islands may include areas that are underwater when the lake is at or close to full pool.  The request is made that SCE&G define the term “island” so that it is clear what it means and that SCE&G revise the indicated acreage/miles of shoreline as needed. (pg. 2)  Action Item/ Response – Identify the acreage for each SCE&G owned island.  Show in Recreation Plan maps.

· American Rivers and the CCL note their agreement that additional recreational lands will enhance the Project’s resources and explains that they believe this will be especially true at the Rocky Creek recreational site where significant acreage will be added.   (pg. 2)

Forest Management Areas:


· American Rivers and the CCL noted that SCE&G’s proposal to increase the amount of land within the Project that is in Forest Management classification represents an enhancement of protection for the remaining undeveloped land along the shoreline over current conditions.  (pg. 3)

Natural Areas:


· American Rivers and the CCL requests that Intermittent ESA’s be clearly defined in reference to the allowance of docks within Intermittent ESA’s (pg.3) Action Item/Response – SCE&G will add explanation in Permitting Handbook.

· American Rivers and the CCL urges SCE&G to be extremely conservative with regards to issuing dock permits in areas with full or intermittent ESA’s (pg. 3).  Action Item/Response - Docks will not be permitted in continuous ESAs.  Docks will be allowed in intermittent ESAs if room is available.

· Lake Watch notes that regarding the allowance of natural area/ESA lands in the calculation of land to gain a multi-slip, common, or individual dock may result in the sale of project lands adjacent to ESA’s.  Action Items/Response – Natural Areas New SMP designation)  and Conservation Areas (new SMP designation) are the same.  Natural Areas will not be included in shoreline footage for determining number of docks allowed.  Docks will be located outside of the ESA area.

Lower Saluda River:


· In reference to SCE&G’s proposal to place the majority of lands owned in the LSR corridor into the Recreation Classification, American Rivers and the CCL requests that all or a significant percentage of these lands be instead placed into a Natural Area or Forest management classification as appropriate.  Action Items/Response – SCE&G still plans to put this property in the Recreation classification.  Define the intent of this recreation property.  Minimal disturbance recreational opportunities will not detract from the scenic, recreational and ecological properties of the river corridor and must be planned in a manner that takes the river corridor in consideration.  Activities will be reviewed for approval by SCE&G, resource agencies and FERC.

· American Rivers and the CCL note the importance of a suitable riparian buffer along the LSR lands and suggest the SCDNR recommended buffer of 100 to 300 feet.  Action Items/Response – possibly addressed in above paragraph.

· American Rivers and the CCL requests that SCE&G work to improve public access along the LSR Corridor by allowing and encouraging on its lands additional, environmentally friendly, public access to the river for boaters and anglers.  Notes that access points would be particularly useful at Candi Lane, near the I-26 Bridge and other locations upstream of Millrace Rapids. (pg. 3)  Action Items/Response – SCE&G will work with the City of Columbia or River Alliance to develop an egress at Candi Lane prior to new license issuance.  There is private property access/egress being developed to address for this request.  Recreation TWC will discuss this issue.

· American Rivers and the CCL requests that SCE&G commit in writing to grant access easements on LSR Corridor lands, and to work with the local governmental and non-governmental entities, to secure completion of the planed Three Rivers Greenway expansion at the earliest possible date.  (pg 4)  Action Items/Response – 100-foot scenic river property and islands below confluence of Saluda and Broad rivers are already available.  The other lands are available to this project once the City or River Alliance obtains appropriate funding.  Provide letters if available to CCL/AR.

Lake Murray Buffer Zone:

· American Rivers and the CCL notes that they strongly support the non-disturbance requirement and the requirement for the meandering path to dock access (pg. 4).

· American Rivers and the CCL requests that pervious surfaces be used in the construction of meandering paths through the buffer zone.  (pg. 4)  Action Items/Response – SCE&G will encourage pervious surfaces as appropriate.

· American Rivers and the CCL suggests that SCE&G place a restriction on the amount of time that “permanent structures” be allowed to remain in the buffer zone. (pg. 5)  Action Items/Response – The 75-foot Buffer Zone is a non-disturbance area with no clearing or installation of structures, only meandering path is allowed.  It is recommended to change the wording on property between 75-foot setback and PBL to not allow any building or other structural development.

· Lake Watch asks what action will be taken by SCE&G should a homeowner clear in the 75’ buffer zone.  Action Items/Response – If someone disturbs the property within the 75-foot buffer zone, their dock will be cancelled for 3 years and they will need to develop and implement a re-vegetation/restoration plan prior to receiving their dock permit.

· American Rivers and the CCL note their that they believe that conditioning approval of a dock permit application on the donation of land to the buffer zone is a satisfactory means of encouraging back property owners to assist in the presentation of the scenic and environmental characteristics of the lake by supporting the buffer zone concept.  They also support SCE&G’s stated intent to enforce these buffer zone enhancements by revocation of the dock permit if the landowner does not complete the donation.  

Dock Requirements:


· In reference to SCE&G’s proposal regarding requiring multi-slip docks in lieu of individual docks in “appropriate circumstances”, American Rivers and the CCL notes that the support this proposal provided that SCE&G clearly define the term appropriate circumstances and commit to apply this requirement uniformly across the Future Development lands (pg. 5)  Action Items/Response – SCE&G would like to give the Lake Management representative the option to make this determination in the field based on individual shoreline circumstances.

· American Rivers and the CCL notes that they believe it is in the best interest of the resource for SCE&G not to allow individual docks unless there is a significant amount of undisturbed shoreline between them.  (pg. 5)  Action Items/Response –Jim believes that this is covered elsewhere.

· Lake Watch notes their concern that developers will sub-divide large tracts of land into 200’ wide parcels and sell to buyers who will then apply for individual docks.  Lake Watch recommends that on tracts currently longer than 400’, that SCE&G not allow individual docks.  Action Items/Response – SCE&G will not allow individual docks under these circumstances.  SCE&G will add a designation that property owned as of January 1, 2007 preference will be multi-slip, common then individual docks for shoreline frontage lands greater than 400 feet. [David or Tommy - Check for language for distance across cove on multi-slip docks on easement property.]

Deed Enforcement:


· With regards to the enforcement of proposed land use restrictions on land in the Future Development Classification, American Rivers and the CCL note that it is essential that SCE&G include in each deed for land sold deed restrictions that are strong, detailed, enforceable, and permanent, and that will preserve the existing character of the shoreline and clearly enumerate what activities and actions the landowner may engage in on these lands. (pg. 5)  Action Items/Response – SCE&G will provide a draft deed restriction wording on the property between the 75-foot setback and PBL to the TWC for their review and comment.

· SCDNR notes that the mechanism used to establish restrictive covenants be legally binding, perpetual, and enforceable.  Action Items/Response - SCE&G will provide a draft deed restriction wording on the property between the 75-foot setback and PBL to the TWC for their review and comment.

· The USFWS requests that detailed information regarding the deed restrictions be provided as well as how they will be legally binding and enforced.  Action Items/Response - SCE&G will provide a draft deed restriction wording on the property between the 75-foot setback and PBL to the TWC for their review and comment.

· SCDNR notes that a specific management plan be developed for lands deeded over to the back property owner and should be included in the SMP.  Action Items/Response – SCE&G believes the management plan will be included with the deed.  SCE&G will discuss this with our legal department.

· The USFWS notes that a management plan (with regards to deeded property) should be developed for the vegetated buffers and fringelands.  This plan should be included within the Shoreline Management Plan document.  Action Items/Response - SCE&G believes the management plan will be included with the deed.  SCE&G will discuss this with our legal department.

· SCWF notes that setbacks and other restrictions should be linked to the FERC license and all relevant planning and management documents which are part of the license.  Action Items/Response - SCE&G believes the management plan will be included with the deed.  SCE&G will discuss this with our legal department.

Miscellaneous: 


· American Rivers and the CCL note that they believe that it is in the best interest of the Project to have policy on the rectifying of existing shoreline development violations included in the license.  (pg. 5)  Action Items/Response – This is already included in the re-vegetation plan that is part of the SMP.

· American Rivers and the CCL notes that the definition of “permanent structure” be provided. (pg. 5)  Action Items/Response – See response to third bullet under Lake Murray Buffer Zone Section.

· Lake Watch recommends that the rebalancing proposal include measures to educate the public on the right to use the new buffer areas for passive recreation and identify these areas.  Action Items/Response – This is covered in the SMP and Recreation Plan.

Individual Issues:

· Individual Regis Parsons notes that the future development lands located in Two Bird Cove be left in the development category with the second choice that SCE&G will designate the land as a Natural Area


· Several individuals note that they believe the Future Development lands proposed for the Forest Management Classification located in Two-Bird cove should be left in the Future Development Classification.
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1. DEED RESTRICTIONS.


1.1. This conveyance shall be made subject to any and all existing reservations, easements, encroachments, restrictions, covenants, zoning, governmental regulations, land use regulations, and rights-of-way, which may affect the Property which may be evident upon visible inspection of the Property and/or as shown on the Plat.


1.2. Buyer acknowledges SCE&G is and shall remain the fee simple owner of the area below the 360 foot contour elevation of Project 516 and within the 75 foot vegetative Buffer Zone, Buyer further acknowledges that the Property is located between the Project Boundary Line and Buffer Zone.  As required by SCE&G’s FERC license for Lake Murray, the deed of conveyance shall contain covenants specifying that the use of that portion of the Property up to the Project Boundary Line is under FERC jurisdiction and shall not endanger health, create a nuisance, or otherwise be incompatible with overall Project use as may from time to time be impacted by change in governmental law, regulation and policy, and Buyer shall take all reasonable precaution to ensure that the use of the Property will occur in a manner that will protect the current and prospective scenic, recreational, and environmental values of the Project.  Additional covenants shall be included in the deed restricting the following activities on the Property up to the Project Boundary Line: no clearing of trees or shrubs on the Property with the exception of that vegetation measuring less than three inches in diameter; no significant alteration of the contour of the Property, no posting of the Property; and no permanent structure of any kind may be built on the Property without the prior written consent of SCE&G’s Lake Management Department.  The Property shall also be subject to the terms, conditions and restrictions as set out in the FERC Project 516 Land Use and Shoreline Management Plan as it may be amended or revised from time to time, and in the following Orders issued by FERC:  the “Order Approving Land Use and Shoreline Management Plan with Modifications and Amending Exhibit R”, dated June 23, 2004, and “Order Clarifying and Modifying Order and Denying Rehearing”, dated October 28, 2004.  These covenants are for the sole benefit of SCE&G and shall not be enforceable by anyone other than SCE&G, its successors and assigns.  Buyer, in accepting the deed to the Property, agrees to comply with all of the above as affect or restrict the use of the Property.  Buyer agrees to fully indemnify SCE&G, its successors and assigns, for all costs reasonably incurred by Buyer, including any attorney and court fees, to enforce the provisions above mentioned in this Section 13.  This indemnity provision survives the Closing referenced in Section 9 – Effective Date and Closing Requirements of this Agreement. 

1.3. [Check for dock letter?]  Docks – Pursuant to a letter from David E. Hancock, SCE&G Lake Management Department to Van Hoffman, SCE&G Land Department dated ________ (“Dock Letter”), after an application has been submitted and approved by SCE&G’s Lake Management Department, a dock may be constructed on the Property.  See a copy of the said Dock Letter attached hereto at Exhibit B.
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


Lake & Land Management TWC


March 13, 2008


ATTENDEES:

Bret Hoffman, Kleinschmidt Associates

Dick Christie, SCDNR

Steve Bell, Lake Watch

Tony Bebber, SCPRT

Ron Ahle, SCDNR

John S. Frick, Landowner


Jim Cumberland, CCL


Jennifer Richardson, Homeowner

Donna Richardson, Homeowner

Linda H. Schneider, Homeowner

Van B. Hoffman, SCANA

Joy Downs, LMA

Roy Parker, LMA

Randy Mahan, SCANA

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G


Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

Jim Leslie


MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve as a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Public Marina Dock Application Procedure:


Alan Stuart opened the meeting with discussions regarding public marina dock application procedures, in the interest of revising the draft procedure document.  Jim Leslie pointed out he submitted a letter to SCE&G regarding the existing marinas specifications (grandfather exemptions to new guidelines).  Jim L further discussed the contents of his letter and stressed the need for public record to contain all information that is considered by SCE&G for permit applications.  Steve Bell asked if the discussions and input from the public marina advisory committee (MAC)(discussed in the draft application procedure) should be included in marina applications and the public record.  Jim L. noted that he believed it should be.  Jim L. further suggested that SCE&G should make all information about the permit applications and the process public, to which Randy replied that SCE&G is not a public committee.

During discussions regarding public marinas, Tommy Boozer noted that public marinas must conform to policies from DHEC and other regulating agencies; SCE&G cannot mandate policy for such agencies.  

In reference to Jim L’s concerns, Steve stated that the MAC will function to prevent early-stage discrepancies  and flush-out issues in process and help resolve issues more directly. Ron further added that MAC can aid in resolving controversy.  Tommy explained that MAC would inform the applicant of requirements, and could allow public and adjacent landowners to know about applicants early on.


Ron and Steve suggested that the group shift focus back to the purpose of MAC.  Randy explained that MAC will serve to inform people around the area of the applicant’s potential intent for the marina prior to permitting.  He continued to note that this may also help the marina developer to design around adjacent owner interests or preferences and minimize negative impacts.  No template, he pointed out, can solve every permitting issue, so there must be flexibility in the process.  Steve noted that DHEC holds a ‘staff assessment,’ and he would like MAC meetings to focus on these.

Jim L. returned the focus to the existing facilities, and Tommy pointed out that existing permitted facilities are not subject to restrictions by subsequent adjacent land purchase issues.  Randy noted that, for the most part, permit holders are compliant.  Jim L. noted that publicly available information would demonstrate compliance.  Tommy added that existing facilities may not comply with new requirements, and they would not be forced to as long as they were within their permitted requirements.

Edits to Procedures:


The group discussed that marinas which change from public to private may immediately have their permits revoked, and may sometimes end up being entirely removed. When they become private, problems arise when adjacent neighborhoods are restricted from use of the marina.  Jim L. asked whether there could be public swimming access to public marinas, and Randy replied that it wasn’t permitted.

Referring to the CALM comment on ‘existing footprints,’  Jim L. suggested that this could allow more slips with some footprint.  Tommy said that it requires an ACOE permit, so they would have to re-apply.   Everyone agreed that repairs to an existing facility within its original footprint are okay and that the number of slips would need to stay the same or be reduced so long as it does not violate the permit.  It was noted that additions to existing facilities would require a new permit.  Tommy also added that damage to existing facilities can actually be repaired or replaced under the existing permit, whether or not it complies with the new standards.  

Ron brought up marina maintenance, and pointed out that there are no references to it in the draft application.  Tommy replied that the individual dock maintenance information can be incorporated into it.  


Referring to the CALM comment on “no direct competition” with regards to public access sites put in place by SCE&G,, it was noted that SCE&G has no control over this.  Tommy further noted that SCE&G cannot control FERC orders, and they are required to provide public access at the Project.  

Additional Edits:


Ron explained that the Duke shoreline management plan details that repairs due to “Acts of God” could be made under existing requirements but the replacement of facilities would have to meet the new requirements.  The group generally agreed that as long as it was within its original permit, maintenance replacement would not be required to meet new standards.    


The CALM commented regarding membership to the MAC was not adopted.

The group then discussed definition of Public Marina and adjusted the wording so that some features were required of a Public facility.  Steve noted his concern that making too many amenities optional can result in a boat ‘parking lot.’ Jim replied that too many amenities can counter business, and there has to be a balance.


Joy brought up the concern regarding development encouraged by the newly permitted marinas, and the potential for those marinas to become privatized for use by adjacent subdivisions.  Randy noted that SCE&G did not have the means to control development potentially encouraged by marinas.  However, as discussed above, the group developed wording to more specifically address the privatization of marinas.  


The CALM comment on reducing the required distance across a cove or water way for a 10 or fewer slip marina from 400 ft to 350 ft was not adopted.

It was noted that covered walkways and docks not permitted, but covered structures are allowed above 360 contour.


The group agreed that the ESA boundary should be better defined.


The flexibility of distances was discussed.  It was noted that having rigid guidelines makes for a more simple “yes” or “no” answer, however certain situations may exist where these boundaries may be unnecessarily prohibitive (i.e. 7 ft feet shy of an 800 ft requirement).  It was also noted that flexibility may discourage legal challenges because of the guidelines.  The group agreed to include a general statement allowing consideration of making the guidelines flexible.  


Forest Management Property Policy:


After lunch, the group discussed the policies on forest management property.  It was noted that there are currently no docks permitted in areas classified as protected forest management lands.  However, several back property owners have shown interest in obtaining dock access through property currently classified as forest management property.

Tommy stated that only areas below Kempson’s Bridge are being considered, because most of the areas above are ESA’s and could not be permitted.  Approximately 45 potential permitees may be eligible under SCE&G’s proposed policy.  The cut off for consideration on the Lower Saluda branch is around Daily Creek.  Moreover, no subdivided lots would be allowed additional docks (two owners of a subdivided tract would share a dock)

Steve asked about boat ramps, and Tommy replied that they aren’t being considered as a part of the plan.


John Frick added that he thinks subdivided tracts should have the same shoreline criteria as the rest of the lake.  He suggested that allowing subdivided lands will promote more sparse development of back property, but only allowing one dock per tract may promote denser development. Tommy stated that policy cannot be written and/or tailored to accommodate one property owner’s interests.


Ron noted that the incentive to increase buffer by increasing slips would be beneficial.  For example, a dock permit may require a donation of land to forest/game management with a buffer setback if 100 ft.  Dick agreed with Ron’s suggestion but also added that in situations where the buffer criteria is already met, it may be beneficial to donate land to further increase the buffer.

Jim asked about the procedure for classification of forest game management.  Van replied that FERC required in the previous license for SCE&G to pick land that would not be sold, so he selected it at that time.  Since then, he said, back property ownership has changed and created the current situation with interest in access through forest management land.

Phil noted that decisions relating to back-property owners’ access has an impact on future development.  Randy replied that back-property development is not under SCE&G’s control; SCE&G can only control access to the lake.  Phil further emphasized that back-property owners need to be adequately represented, and Randy noted that they were being involved in this process.  Dick added that the entire afternoon was spent on back property interests, proving they were represented in the process.

Tony Bebber asked about the upper excluded areas, and David said they have looked at every back-property and ESA’s prohibit docks in those areas.

Alan said that since SCE&G’s proposal was not completely acceptable to certain back-property owners, he requested that a counter proposal be submitted.


Steve asked about a timeline for re-balancing, and Alan said it is unlikely to make the final application and may take until June 2009.  Alan explained that the FERC cannot process the application until all components are completed.


The group agreed that in the next meeting, they need to finalize the forest management and dock policy to try and move rebalancing forward.


The meeting was set for Tuesday the 8th at 9:30 A.M.
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From: Alison Guth
To: "SUMMER, MICHAEL C"; "tbrooks@saludacounty.gov"; 

"Amy Roof Hoffman"; "Wendy0815@sc.rr.com"; "Phil Hamby "; 
"Kenneth Bell"; Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 
Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell (lakewatchman@yahoo.com); 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: July 14 draft notes and deed restrictions
Date: Thursday, July 17, 2008 4:52:57 PM
Attachments: 2008-7-14 draft Meeting Minutes -  LLM.DOC 

DEED RESTRICTIONS SECTION OF DEED.doc 
2008-3-13 draft Meeting Minutes - Lake and Land TWC1.doc 

Hello all, 
Attached are the draft meeting notes from Monday's Lake and Land Management meeting.  Please have 
comments on the meeting notes back to me by July 28th.  Also attached are the deed restrictions 
drafted by SCE&G.  As discussed in the meeting, you may pass the deed restrictions along to your legal 
staff for review and be ready to discuss at the September 17th meeting.  You will also notice that the 
March 13 draft meeting notes from Bret Hoffman are attached.  Please review these and have comments 
back by July 28th as well.  Thanks, Alison 
    
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC


SCE&G Training Center


July 14, 2008


draft ACG 7-17-08



ATTENDEES:

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Ellis Harmon, Landowner

Ron Ahle, SCDNR

Tom Ruple, LMA

Joy Downs, LMA


Dick Christie, SCDNR


John Frick, Landowner


Jim Cumberland, SCCCL


Amanda Hill, USFWS


Mike Summer, SCE&G


Doug Keisler, homeowner

Linda Schneider, landowner

Tom Brooks, Saluda County

Steve Bell, LW

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Van Hoffman, SCANA

Phil Hamby, Landowner

Vivianne Vejdani, SCDNR


Roy Parker, LMA


James Leslie, Lake Murray Docks


Suzanne Rhodes, SCWF


Amy Hoffman, CCLMC

Carl Sundius, Southshore Marina


DATE: 
July 14, 2008



ACTION ITEMS:


· SCE&G will put together a table on the sizes of the islands on Lake Murray at the elevation 358.5


· Copies of the letters of intent to provide lands for the Three Rivers Greenway are to be provided to Jim Cumberland provided they do not contain any proprietary or confidential information


· SCE&G will encourage pervious surfaces for pathways through buffer zones and this wording will be added into the buffer zone management plan


· SCE&G will work with law enforcement on the transmittal of information when someone has a call regarding the cutting down of trees within the buffer zone in front of an individuals property


· David and Tommy will check for language for distance across cove on multi-slip docks on easement property

INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alison Guth opened the meeting and noted that the purpose of the meeting would be to review the comments and questions on SCE&G’s June 10th rebalancing proposal.  Alison continued to note that in the afternoon they would be discussing the write up that SCE&G put together on the deed with regards to homeowner contributions of land to the buffer.  


The first question the group reviewed was the following:


American Rivers and CCL notes their concern  that the number of islands may include areas that are underwater when the lake is at or close to full pool.  The request is made that SCE&G define the term “island” so that it is clear what it means and that SCE&G revise the indicated acreage/miles of shoreline as needed. (pg. 2).


Tommy replied in reference to islands, that originally SCE&G had about 65 islands mapped which equated to about 220 acres.  However, when the LIDAR was used on the Lake, Tommy explained that the acreage was reduced to around 100 acres and about 60 islands.  Tommy further clarified that when they refer to islands, it includes anything that is above the 360’ contour as flown by LIDAR.  Steve Bell noted that there was some concern that some of the islands are not truly recreation areas because they are too small, and what they consider large enough is where one can pull up a boat and camp.  David Hancock noted that there were very few that are only just big enough to walk out on.  Tommy added that if they can go underwater at full pool then they were not counted.  The group decided that in order to answer this question SCE&G would put together a table with the size of each island at the 358.5 contour.  It was noted that this could be added into the recreation plan as well.  Jim Cumberland and Steve noted that this would appropriately answer their question.  

American Rivers and the CCL requests that Intermittent ESA’s be clearly defined in reference to the allowance of docks within Intermittent ESA’s (pg.3)

And


American Rivers and the CCL urges SCE&G to be extremely conservative with regards to issuing dock permits in areas with full or intermittent ESA’s (pg. 3)


In reference to this question, Tommy noted that the ESA’s are clearly identified on the maps and there will be consultation with DNR and the USFWS with locating a dock within an intermittent ESA.  


Lake Watch notes that regarding the allowance of natural area/ESA lands in the calculation of land to gain a multi-slip, common, or individual dock may result in the sale of project lands adjacent to ESA’s.


Ron Ahle clarified Steve’s question by noted that it was not the purchase of lands next to ESA’s but conservation areas.  David noted that whatever is deemed as natural areas will not be sold or included in the calculation of slips, however there could be some areas that include ESA’s that will be included in the calculation of land for slips, but there will be no docks within continuous ESA’s.  It was clarified that fringelands would not be sold in conservation/natural areas, however fringelands could be sold in front of ESA’s.  Steve noted that his concern was that a dock would be built in the back of a cove.  David drew a diagram for the group illustrating what would and would not be included in the calculation of slips.      


In reference to SCE&G’s proposal to place the majority of lands owned in the LSR corridor into the Recreation Classification, American Rivers and the CCL requests that all or a significant percentage of these lands be instead placed into a Natural Area or Forest management classification as appropriate.  


Tommy explained that the intent of placing the lands in the recreation classification was so that there would be more access for the public transversing through the property.  Tommy further pointed out that when it was put in the natural area classification there would be more restrictions on what could be done in these areas.  Jim C. noted their concern is what will be done in the property, as they would like to see those properties protected to the maximum extent possible. During discussions, it was noted that concerns centered around clearing down to the river and the installation of large paved parking lots associated with recreation areas.  Jim C. asked if someone had a proposal for the recreation land, would that proposal then go through FERC.  Tommy replied that it would, and there would need to be a plan for that property that would be approved by SCE&G and reviewed by the resource agencies.  Dick Christie noted that in order to answer the question posed by American Rivers and the CCL, it may be best to define the intent of the areas with wording so that the recreational activities cannot detract from the scenic properties of the river corridor.        


American Rivers and the CCL note the importance of a suitable riparian buffer along the LSR lands and suggest the SCDNR recommended buffer of 100 to 300 feet.  

The group discussed this issue and Ron explained that neotropical migratory birds and reptiles need at least 300 feet of buffer.  Jim C. added that he believes the ultimate goal would be to make sure there is a buffer zone that provides adequate protection.  


American Rivers and the CCL requests that SCE&G work to improve public access along the LSR Corridor by allowing and encouraging on its lands additional, environmentally friendly, public access to the river for boaters and anglers.  Notes that access points would be particularly useful at Candi Lane, near the I-26 Bridge and other locations upstream of Millrace Rapids. (pg. 3)


Jim C. explained that their concern regarding this issue is that people will not be able to egress the river quickly and there is the need for informal take-outs.  Van Hoffman explained the intentions for Candi Lane, that is designated as a future take out area.  Jim C. further clarified that the extension of the Three Rivers Greenway may take care of this issue in future, however there was the need of informal take-outs in the meantime.  It was decided that the recreation TWC would address this issue.  


American Rivers and the CCL requests that SCE&G commit in writing to grant access easements on LSR Corridor lands, and to work with the local governmental and non-governmental entities, to secure completion of the planed Three Rivers Greenway expansion at the earliest possible date.  (pg 4)  


In reference to this item, Bill Argentieri asked the reasoning behind placing this in writing if SCE&G has already made this land available.  Jim C. asked if this commitment was in writing, to which Van replied there were letters regarding this.  Van also noted that there were 5 islands below Elmwood Avenue, at the confluence with the Broad River that have been deeded to the city.  Jim C. replied that his question could by answered by being provided with copies of the letters of intent that are not confidential or proprietary.  


American Rivers and the CCL requests that pervious surfaces be used in the construction of meandering paths through the buffer zone.  (pg. 4)


The group discussed this issue and Tommy noted that when they needed to work with handicapped individuals, they needed to use hard surfaces.  Jim C. explained the benefits of pervious concrete and asked that it be used when there was a need for hard surfaces.  SCE&G agreed that they would encourage pervious surfaces as appropriate and that it may be included in the buffer zone management plan.    


American Rivers and the CCL suggests that SCE&G place a restriction on the amount of time that “permanent structures” be allowed to remain in the buffer zone. (pg. 5)  

The group had discussion on how to define a permanent structure.   John F. noted that permanent structures are defined as such when they are located on a permanent foundation.  The group discussed issues such as fences and dog pens within the buffer zone.  Tommy clarified that the group was discussing areas behind the 75 ft. setback.  Tommy further noted that the goal was to stop large houses and structures within the PBL.  Phil noted that he was against purchasing property and then not being able to place anything on the property.  Tommy replied that SCE&G was not going to nit pick a swing set, however, they would not allow a handy building on the property.  It was recommended to change the wording on property between 75-foot setback and PBL to not allow any building or other structural development.

Lake Watch asks what action will be taken by SCE&G should a homeowner clear in the 75’ buffer zone.

Steve asked what SCE&G intended on doing if they discovered the cutting down of trees in the non-disturbance areas.  Steve noted that he was concerned that after 5 years of people taking stuff out here and there, there would be no vegetation.  Tommy noted that this was a benefit of the non-disturbance because they would be able to tell if someone was to take out vegetation.  Tommy continued to note that depending on the severity, they may revoke the dock permit for three years.  David noted they have a video tape of the shoreline that they can compare to.  It was noted that Phil Hamby and some other individuals in the area have had people cut down trees along the shoreline in front of their property.  David noted that when that happens people usually call to report it.  Phil noted that he had a hard time finding the correct person to contact about this issue.  And the group noted that they should work with law enforcement to address how future issues like this should be reported.  Joy Downs noted that she believed there should be specific terms in the recreation plan on what can and cannot be done in buffer zones.  Tommy pointed out that the recreation plan states that passive recreation can occur in buffer zones, however no one is allowed to, for example, put up a tent.  Phil noted that their opinion was that there is already plenty of public opportunities around the lake with out the use of the buffer zone in front of other individuals property.  Tommy reiterated that they could not stop people from going on the buffer zones, however, they could restrict what could be done in those areas.  


In reference to SCE&G’s proposal regarding requiring multi-slip docks in lieu of individual docks in “appropriate circumstances”, American Rivers and the CCL notes that they support this proposal provided that SCE&G clearly define the term appropriate circumstances and commit to apply this requirement uniformly across the Future Development lands (pg. 5)   

And


American Rivers and the CCL notes that they believe it is in the best interest of the resource for SCE&G not to allow individual docks unless there is a significant amount of undisturbed shoreline between them.  (pg. 5)


And


Lake Watch notes their concern that developers will sub-divide large tracts of land into 200’ wide parcels and sell to buyers who will then apply for individual docks.  Lake Watch recommends that on tracts currently longer than 400’, that SCE&G not allow individual docks


David noted that “appropriate circumstances” would refer to a narrow cove, as a multi-slip would probably not be allowable in that area.  Tommy also pointed out that there also may be an individual who has 400 feet of shoreline, however only wants one dock.  Tommy noted that there are areas that will be cut up, however, and he is not sure how SCE&G can prevent that.  However, they can apply it in areas where an individual buys 1000 feet of shoreline.  David noted that SCE&G needed the latitude to define what was needed, and maybe consultation with DNR will take care of this.  Tommy also pointed out that SCE&G’s preference was multi-slip, common docks, then individual docks.  


There was also discussion on existing homeowners with 100 feet of shoreline.  Tommy noted that they would have to work with them on an individual basis.  Carl S. asked if it would be linked to the January 2007 date, and what the significance of that date was.  Tommy replied that that date was when the got information for all of the property owners around the lake.  It was decided that SCE&G will add a designation that property owned as of January 1, 2007 preference will be multi-slip, common then individual docks for shoreline frontage lands greater than 400 feet. And related to previous discussions, David and Tommy will check for language for distance across cove on multi-slip docks on easement property.

American Rivers and the CCL note that the believe that it is in the best interest of the Project to have policy on the rectifying of existing shoreline development violations included in the license.  (pg. 5)


Jim C. explained that SCE&G has informed the group that they plan on addressing the worst violators of the shoreline first, but AR and CCL would like to see a statement that SCE&G intends to do this.  David replied that this was already addressed in the re vegetation plan that is in the order from the FERC.  The group discussed the possibility of SCE&G hiring an individual whose main responsibility was to inspect buffer zones.  


Lake Watch recommends that the rebalancing proposal include measures to educate the public on the right to use the new buffer areas for passive recreation and identify these areas.


In reference to this question, Steve noted that his concerns had been addressed earlier.  


The group moved to individual comments, and Phil H. noted their position and concerns in reference to the lands associated with two bird cove.  David explained to the group that SCE&G’s last proposal was to place the future development lands in that area in the forest management classification.  Jim Leslie added that the Windward Point Yacht Club would like to be consulted on what is done with that land.  Tommy replied that the FERC order allowed docks in that area, as long as it does not impact navigation.  Ron pointed out that there was a distinction in this situation due to the issue with the agricultural deed.   Phil expressed that they would like to continue to have their deeded privileges and have the property stay in the future development classification.  Tommy replied that they way the lake was managed in the past stopped with the moratorium on land sales, and the opportunity to buy the future development land in that area was not available anymore.  The group discussed that Phil’s property was approved by the FERC to be sold, so his situation my be different.  However, Tommy noted that there was a 180 day window in which to buy the property.  More discussion on this issue may occur outside the TWC on an individual basis with Phil.    


Group moved on to discuss the questions regarding deed restrictions and Bill projected the three articles drafted up regarding deed restrictions on the overhead.  Tommy explained that when the property is sold, these restrictions will be passed on with the title.  The question arose on what would happen when the current restrictions changed with time, and if the deeded restrictions would be adjusted.  It was explained that the old limited brushing requirements would apply to the deeded land behind the setback.  Tommy noted that the management plan would stick with the deed.  Tommy also noted that SCE&G would perform the initial limited brushing to the land.  Amanda Hill asked what the management plan was for enforcing the limited brushing.  Tommy noted that SCE&G would enforce the deeded restrictions.  Tommy continued to explain that if the homeowner started to remove trees, SCE&G would make them replant.   


During discussions, John F. noted that he believed that opinions on this issue have been contorted and that SCE&G should just not sell any more docks on the Lake.  Several members of the group pointed out that the group had been working towards a consensus on this issue for a while and it should not just be thrown out.    


The agencies and NGO’s noted that they needed to run the deed restrictions by their legal staff and provide comments.  The group decided that they would not hold their next meeting until September 17th.  It was explained that the outstanding issues that the group has yet to talk about included the permitting for docks on future development property, the permitting handbook and SMP.  


General Comments on the Rebalancing:


· In order to provide optimum environmental protection for Lake Murray and the Lower Saluda River, there should be no further sales of land within the Saluda PBL.  – American Rivers and the CCL (pg. 1)


· SCDNR notes that the latest SCE&G rebalancing plan will provide significant protections for the shoreline and riparian habitats associated with the lands in the future development classification on Lake Murray.

· SCWF notes that the draft proposal appears like a good compromise that they can live with

· Lake Murray Docks Inc. notes their position that the FERC should not “release public easements on any remaining project lands, especially in Richland and Lexington Counties”.


· The USFWS notes that the proposal represents an adequate proposal from SCE&G to the stakeholders for the rebalancing of resources at Lake Murray and may provide for an adequate compromise for the rebalancing of Future Development lands


Existing Recreation Areas and New Future Recreation Areas:


· American Rivers and CCL notes their concern  that the number of islands may include areas that are underwater when the lake is at or close to full pool.  The request is made that SCE&G define the term “island” so that it is clear what it means and that SCE&G revise the indicated acreage/miles of shoreline as needed. (pg. 2)  Action Item/ Response – Identify the acreage for each SCE&G owned island.  Show in Recreation Plan maps.

· American Rivers and the CCL note their agreement that additional recreational lands will enhance the Project’s resources and explains that they believe this will be especially true at the Rocky Creek recreational site where significant acreage will be added.   (pg. 2)

Forest Management Areas:


· American Rivers and the CCL noted that SCE&G’s proposal to increase the amount of land within the Project that is in Forest Management classification represents an enhancement of protection for the remaining undeveloped land along the shoreline over current conditions.  (pg. 3)

Natural Areas:


· American Rivers and the CCL requests that Intermittent ESA’s be clearly defined in reference to the allowance of docks within Intermittent ESA’s (pg.3) Action Item/Response – SCE&G will add explanation in Permitting Handbook.

· American Rivers and the CCL urges SCE&G to be extremely conservative with regards to issuing dock permits in areas with full or intermittent ESA’s (pg. 3).  Action Item/Response - Docks will not be permitted in continuous ESAs.  Docks will be allowed in intermittent ESAs if room is available.

· Lake Watch notes that regarding the allowance of natural area/ESA lands in the calculation of land to gain a multi-slip, common, or individual dock may result in the sale of project lands adjacent to ESA’s.  Action Items/Response – Natural Areas New SMP designation)  and Conservation Areas (new SMP designation) are the same.  Natural Areas will not be included in shoreline footage for determining number of docks allowed.  Docks will be located outside of the ESA area.

Lower Saluda River:


· In reference to SCE&G’s proposal to place the majority of lands owned in the LSR corridor into the Recreation Classification, American Rivers and the CCL requests that all or a significant percentage of these lands be instead placed into a Natural Area or Forest management classification as appropriate.  Action Items/Response – SCE&G still plans to put this property in the Recreation classification.  Define the intent of this recreation property.  Minimal disturbance recreational opportunities will not detract from the scenic, recreational and ecological properties of the river corridor and must be planned in a manner that takes the river corridor in consideration.  Activities will be reviewed for approval by SCE&G, resource agencies and FERC.

· American Rivers and the CCL note the importance of a suitable riparian buffer along the LSR lands and suggest the SCDNR recommended buffer of 100 to 300 feet.  Action Items/Response – possibly addressed in above paragraph.

· American Rivers and the CCL requests that SCE&G work to improve public access along the LSR Corridor by allowing and encouraging on its lands additional, environmentally friendly, public access to the river for boaters and anglers.  Notes that access points would be particularly useful at Candi Lane, near the I-26 Bridge and other locations upstream of Millrace Rapids. (pg. 3)  Action Items/Response – SCE&G will work with the City of Columbia or River Alliance to develop an egress at Candi Lane prior to new license issuance.  There is private property access/egress being developed to address for this request.  Recreation TWC will discuss this issue.

· American Rivers and the CCL requests that SCE&G commit in writing to grant access easements on LSR Corridor lands, and to work with the local governmental and non-governmental entities, to secure completion of the planed Three Rivers Greenway expansion at the earliest possible date.  (pg 4)  Action Items/Response – 100-foot scenic river property and islands below confluence of Saluda and Broad rivers are already available.  The other lands are available to this project once the City or River Alliance obtains appropriate funding.  Provide letters if available to CCL/AR.

Lake Murray Buffer Zone:

· American Rivers and the CCL notes that they strongly support the non-disturbance requirement and the requirement for the meandering path to dock access (pg. 4).

· American Rivers and the CCL requests that pervious surfaces be used in the construction of meandering paths through the buffer zone.  (pg. 4)  Action Items/Response – SCE&G will encourage pervious surfaces as appropriate.

· American Rivers and the CCL suggests that SCE&G place a restriction on the amount of time that “permanent structures” be allowed to remain in the buffer zone. (pg. 5)  Action Items/Response – The 75-foot Buffer Zone is a non-disturbance area with no clearing or installation of structures, only meandering path is allowed.  It is recommended to change the wording on property between 75-foot setback and PBL to not allow any building or other structural development.

· Lake Watch asks what action will be taken by SCE&G should a homeowner clear in the 75’ buffer zone.  Action Items/Response – If someone disturbs the property within the 75-foot buffer zone, their dock will be cancelled for 3 years and they will need to develop and implement a re-vegetation/restoration plan prior to receiving their dock permit.

· American Rivers and the CCL note their that they believe that conditioning approval of a dock permit application on the donation of land to the buffer zone is a satisfactory means of encouraging back property owners to assist in the presentation of the scenic and environmental characteristics of the lake by supporting the buffer zone concept.  They also support SCE&G’s stated intent to enforce these buffer zone enhancements by revocation of the dock permit if the landowner does not complete the donation.  

Dock Requirements:


· In reference to SCE&G’s proposal regarding requiring multi-slip docks in lieu of individual docks in “appropriate circumstances”, American Rivers and the CCL notes that the support this proposal provided that SCE&G clearly define the term appropriate circumstances and commit to apply this requirement uniformly across the Future Development lands (pg. 5)  Action Items/Response – SCE&G would like to give the Lake Management representative the option to make this determination in the field based on individual shoreline circumstances.

· American Rivers and the CCL notes that they believe it is in the best interest of the resource for SCE&G not to allow individual docks unless there is a significant amount of undisturbed shoreline between them.  (pg. 5)  Action Items/Response –Jim believes that this is covered elsewhere.

· Lake Watch notes their concern that developers will sub-divide large tracts of land into 200’ wide parcels and sell to buyers who will then apply for individual docks.  Lake Watch recommends that on tracts currently longer than 400’, that SCE&G not allow individual docks.  Action Items/Response – SCE&G will not allow individual docks under these circumstances.  SCE&G will add a designation that property owned as of January 1, 2007 preference will be multi-slip, common then individual docks for shoreline frontage lands greater than 400 feet. [David or Tommy - Check for language for distance across cove on multi-slip docks on easement property.]

Deed Enforcement:


· With regards to the enforcement of proposed land use restrictions on land in the Future Development Classification, American Rivers and the CCL note that it is essential that SCE&G include in each deed for land sold deed restrictions that are strong, detailed, enforceable, and permanent, and that will preserve the existing character of the shoreline and clearly enumerate what activities and actions the landowner may engage in on these lands. (pg. 5)  Action Items/Response – SCE&G will provide a draft deed restriction wording on the property between the 75-foot setback and PBL to the TWC for their review and comment.

· SCDNR notes that the mechanism used to establish restrictive covenants be legally binding, perpetual, and enforceable.  Action Items/Response - SCE&G will provide a draft deed restriction wording on the property between the 75-foot setback and PBL to the TWC for their review and comment.

· The USFWS requests that detailed information regarding the deed restrictions be provided as well as how they will be legally binding and enforced.  Action Items/Response - SCE&G will provide a draft deed restriction wording on the property between the 75-foot setback and PBL to the TWC for their review and comment.

· SCDNR notes that a specific management plan be developed for lands deeded over to the back property owner and should be included in the SMP.  Action Items/Response – SCE&G believes the management plan will be included with the deed.  SCE&G will discuss this with our legal department.

· The USFWS notes that a management plan (with regards to deeded property) should be developed for the vegetated buffers and fringelands.  This plan should be included within the Shoreline Management Plan document.  Action Items/Response - SCE&G believes the management plan will be included with the deed.  SCE&G will discuss this with our legal department.

· SCWF notes that setbacks and other restrictions should be linked to the FERC license and all relevant planning and management documents which are part of the license.  Action Items/Response - SCE&G believes the management plan will be included with the deed.  SCE&G will discuss this with our legal department.

Miscellaneous: 


· American Rivers and the CCL note that they believe that it is in the best interest of the Project to have policy on the rectifying of existing shoreline development violations included in the license.  (pg. 5)  Action Items/Response – This is already included in the re-vegetation plan that is part of the SMP.

· American Rivers and the CCL notes that the definition of “permanent structure” be provided. (pg. 5)  Action Items/Response – See response to third bullet under Lake Murray Buffer Zone Section.

· Lake Watch recommends that the rebalancing proposal include measures to educate the public on the right to use the new buffer areas for passive recreation and identify these areas.  Action Items/Response – This is covered in the SMP and Recreation Plan.

Individual Issues:

· Individual Regis Parsons notes that the future development lands located in Two Bird Cove be left in the development category with the second choice that SCE&G will designate the land as a Natural Area


· Several individuals note that they believe the Future Development lands proposed for the Forest Management Classification located in Two-Bird cove should be left in the Future Development Classification.
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1. DEED RESTRICTIONS.


1.1. This conveyance shall be made subject to any and all existing reservations, easements, encroachments, restrictions, covenants, zoning, governmental regulations, land use regulations, and rights-of-way, which may affect the Property which may be evident upon visible inspection of the Property and/or as shown on the Plat.


1.2. Buyer acknowledges SCE&G is and shall remain the fee simple owner of the area below the 360 foot contour elevation of Project 516 and within the 75 foot vegetative Buffer Zone, Buyer further acknowledges that the Property is located between the Project Boundary Line and Buffer Zone.  As required by SCE&G’s FERC license for Lake Murray, the deed of conveyance shall contain covenants specifying that the use of that portion of the Property up to the Project Boundary Line is under FERC jurisdiction and shall not endanger health, create a nuisance, or otherwise be incompatible with overall Project use as may from time to time be impacted by change in governmental law, regulation and policy, and Buyer shall take all reasonable precaution to ensure that the use of the Property will occur in a manner that will protect the current and prospective scenic, recreational, and environmental values of the Project.  Additional covenants shall be included in the deed restricting the following activities on the Property up to the Project Boundary Line: no clearing of trees or shrubs on the Property with the exception of that vegetation measuring less than three inches in diameter; no significant alteration of the contour of the Property, no posting of the Property; and no permanent structure of any kind may be built on the Property without the prior written consent of SCE&G’s Lake Management Department.  The Property shall also be subject to the terms, conditions and restrictions as set out in the FERC Project 516 Land Use and Shoreline Management Plan as it may be amended or revised from time to time, and in the following Orders issued by FERC:  the “Order Approving Land Use and Shoreline Management Plan with Modifications and Amending Exhibit R”, dated June 23, 2004, and “Order Clarifying and Modifying Order and Denying Rehearing”, dated October 28, 2004.  These covenants are for the sole benefit of SCE&G and shall not be enforceable by anyone other than SCE&G, its successors and assigns.  Buyer, in accepting the deed to the Property, agrees to comply with all of the above as affect or restrict the use of the Property.  Buyer agrees to fully indemnify SCE&G, its successors and assigns, for all costs reasonably incurred by Buyer, including any attorney and court fees, to enforce the provisions above mentioned in this Section 13.  This indemnity provision survives the Closing referenced in Section 9 – Effective Date and Closing Requirements of this Agreement. 

1.3. [Check for dock letter?]  Docks – Pursuant to a letter from David E. Hancock, SCE&G Lake Management Department to Van Hoffman, SCE&G Land Department dated ________ (“Dock Letter”), after an application has been submitted and approved by SCE&G’s Lake Management Department, a dock may be constructed on the Property.  See a copy of the said Dock Letter attached hereto at Exhibit B.




MEETING NOTES

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


Lake & Land Management TWC


March 13, 2008


ATTENDEES:

Bret Hoffman, Kleinschmidt Associates

Dick Christie, SCDNR

Steve Bell, Lake Watch

Tony Bebber, SCPRT

Ron Ahle, SCDNR

John S. Frick, Landowner


Jim Cumberland, CCL


Jennifer Richardson, Homeowner

Donna Richardson, Homeowner

Linda H. Schneider, Homeowner

Van B. Hoffman, SCANA

Joy Downs, LMA

Roy Parker, LMA

Randy Mahan, SCANA

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G


Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

Jim Leslie


MEETING NOTES:

These notes serve as a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Public Marina Dock Application Procedure:


Alan Stuart opened the meeting with discussions regarding public marina dock application procedures, in the interest of revising the draft procedure document.  Jim Leslie pointed out he submitted a letter to SCE&G regarding the existing marinas specifications (grandfather exemptions to new guidelines).  Jim L further discussed the contents of his letter and stressed the need for public record to contain all information that is considered by SCE&G for permit applications.  Steve Bell asked if the discussions and input from the public marina advisory committee (MAC)(discussed in the draft application procedure) should be included in marina applications and the public record.  Jim L. noted that he believed it should be.  Jim L. further suggested that SCE&G should make all information about the permit applications and the process public, to which Randy replied that SCE&G is not a public committee.

During discussions regarding public marinas, Tommy Boozer noted that public marinas must conform to policies from DHEC and other regulating agencies; SCE&G cannot mandate policy for such agencies.  

In reference to Jim L’s concerns, Steve stated that the MAC will function to prevent early-stage discrepancies  and flush-out issues in process and help resolve issues more directly. Ron further added that MAC can aid in resolving controversy.  Tommy explained that MAC would inform the applicant of requirements, and could allow public and adjacent landowners to know about applicants early on.


Ron and Steve suggested that the group shift focus back to the purpose of MAC.  Randy explained that MAC will serve to inform people around the area of the applicant’s potential intent for the marina prior to permitting.  He continued to note that this may also help the marina developer to design around adjacent owner interests or preferences and minimize negative impacts.  No template, he pointed out, can solve every permitting issue, so there must be flexibility in the process.  Steve noted that DHEC holds a ‘staff assessment,’ and he would like MAC meetings to focus on these.

Jim L. returned the focus to the existing facilities, and Tommy pointed out that existing permitted facilities are not subject to restrictions by subsequent adjacent land purchase issues.  Randy noted that, for the most part, permit holders are compliant.  Jim L. noted that publicly available information would demonstrate compliance.  Tommy added that existing facilities may not comply with new requirements, and they would not be forced to as long as they were within their permitted requirements.

Edits to Procedures:


The group discussed that marinas which change from public to private may immediately have their permits revoked, and may sometimes end up being entirely removed. When they become private, problems arise when adjacent neighborhoods are restricted from use of the marina.  Jim L. asked whether there could be public swimming access to public marinas, and Randy replied that it wasn’t permitted.

Referring to the CALM comment on ‘existing footprints,’  Jim L. suggested that this could allow more slips with some footprint.  Tommy said that it requires an ACOE permit, so they would have to re-apply.   Everyone agreed that repairs to an existing facility within its original footprint are okay and that the number of slips would need to stay the same or be reduced so long as it does not violate the permit.  It was noted that additions to existing facilities would require a new permit.  Tommy also added that damage to existing facilities can actually be repaired or replaced under the existing permit, whether or not it complies with the new standards.  

Ron brought up marina maintenance, and pointed out that there are no references to it in the draft application.  Tommy replied that the individual dock maintenance information can be incorporated into it.  


Referring to the CALM comment on “no direct competition” with regards to public access sites put in place by SCE&G,, it was noted that SCE&G has no control over this.  Tommy further noted that SCE&G cannot control FERC orders, and they are required to provide public access at the Project.  

Additional Edits:


Ron explained that the Duke shoreline management plan details that repairs due to “Acts of God” could be made under existing requirements but the replacement of facilities would have to meet the new requirements.  The group generally agreed that as long as it was within its original permit, maintenance replacement would not be required to meet new standards.    


The CALM commented regarding membership to the MAC was not adopted.

The group then discussed definition of Public Marina and adjusted the wording so that some features were required of a Public facility.  Steve noted his concern that making too many amenities optional can result in a boat ‘parking lot.’ Jim replied that too many amenities can counter business, and there has to be a balance.


Joy brought up the concern regarding development encouraged by the newly permitted marinas, and the potential for those marinas to become privatized for use by adjacent subdivisions.  Randy noted that SCE&G did not have the means to control development potentially encouraged by marinas.  However, as discussed above, the group developed wording to more specifically address the privatization of marinas.  


The CALM comment on reducing the required distance across a cove or water way for a 10 or fewer slip marina from 400 ft to 350 ft was not adopted.

It was noted that covered walkways and docks not permitted, but covered structures are allowed above 360 contour.


The group agreed that the ESA boundary should be better defined.


The flexibility of distances was discussed.  It was noted that having rigid guidelines makes for a more simple “yes” or “no” answer, however certain situations may exist where these boundaries may be unnecessarily prohibitive (i.e. 7 ft feet shy of an 800 ft requirement).  It was also noted that flexibility may discourage legal challenges because of the guidelines.  The group agreed to include a general statement allowing consideration of making the guidelines flexible.  


Forest Management Property Policy:


After lunch, the group discussed the policies on forest management property.  It was noted that there are currently no docks permitted in areas classified as protected forest management lands.  However, several back property owners have shown interest in obtaining dock access through property currently classified as forest management property.

Tommy stated that only areas below Kempson’s Bridge are being considered, because most of the areas above are ESA’s and could not be permitted.  Approximately 45 potential permitees may be eligible under SCE&G’s proposed policy.  The cut off for consideration on the Lower Saluda branch is around Daily Creek.  Moreover, no subdivided lots would be allowed additional docks (two owners of a subdivided tract would share a dock)

Steve asked about boat ramps, and Tommy replied that they aren’t being considered as a part of the plan.


John Frick added that he thinks subdivided tracts should have the same shoreline criteria as the rest of the lake.  He suggested that allowing subdivided lands will promote more sparse development of back property, but only allowing one dock per tract may promote denser development. Tommy stated that policy cannot be written and/or tailored to accommodate one property owner’s interests.


Ron noted that the incentive to increase buffer by increasing slips would be beneficial.  For example, a dock permit may require a donation of land to forest/game management with a buffer setback if 100 ft.  Dick agreed with Ron’s suggestion but also added that in situations where the buffer criteria is already met, it may be beneficial to donate land to further increase the buffer.

Jim asked about the procedure for classification of forest game management.  Van replied that FERC required in the previous license for SCE&G to pick land that would not be sold, so he selected it at that time.  Since then, he said, back property ownership has changed and created the current situation with interest in access through forest management land.

Phil noted that decisions relating to back-property owners’ access has an impact on future development.  Randy replied that back-property development is not under SCE&G’s control; SCE&G can only control access to the lake.  Phil further emphasized that back-property owners need to be adequately represented, and Randy noted that they were being involved in this process.  Dick added that the entire afternoon was spent on back property interests, proving they were represented in the process.

Tony Bebber asked about the upper excluded areas, and David said they have looked at every back-property and ESA’s prohibit docks in those areas.

Alan said that since SCE&G’s proposal was not completely acceptable to certain back-property owners, he requested that a counter proposal be submitted.


Steve asked about a timeline for re-balancing, and Alan said it is unlikely to make the final application and may take until June 2009.  Alan explained that the FERC cannot process the application until all components are completed.


The group agreed that in the next meeting, they need to finalize the forest management and dock policy to try and move rebalancing forward.


The meeting was set for Tuesday the 8th at 9:30 A.M.




From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell (lakewatchman@yahoo.com); 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
Start: Monday, July 14, 2008 9:30:00 AM
End: Monday, July 14, 2008 3:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center, Room 103A

Hello All, 
Just a reminder that we will be having a Lake and Land Management TWC meeting Monday to discuss 
the comments on the June 10th proposal.  I should have all of the comments compiled by tomorrow and 
will send them out to the group.  Please let me know by Friday morning if you plan on attending so that 
I may make sure I have the right number of lunches.  Thanks, Alison  
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From: James L. Leslie, Jr.
To: Alison Guth; Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Amanda Hill; ben@scwf.org; 

BARGENTIERI@scana.com; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
dchristie@comporium.net; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick; Joy Downs; 
RMAHAN@scana.com; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; 
lakewatchman@yahoo.com; Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; 
Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: Re: Lake and Land Management TWC
Date: Friday, July 11, 2008 9:02:05 AM
Attachments: Discrimination Pine Island Club.doc 

Discrimination Pine Island Club.txt 

 
 
Alan, as the moderator I respect your decision to deny LMDI the 
opportunity to speak on the issue of discrimination.  I do not intend to 
disrupt your meeting.  However I take issue with your characterization of 
discrimination as a philosophical difference.
 
I request that the TWC committee review my e-mail of July 10 and this e-
mail and decide for themselves whether or not a non-discrimination 
provision and a transparency provision are needed in the FERC license.
 
It occurred to me that while I have produced evidence of unfavorable 
discriminatory application of FERC policy to LMDI, that I have not provided 
the committee an example of favorable discrimination.
 
I have selected the Multi-use docks of Pine Island as an example of 
favorable discrimination.  Please review the attachment.
 
James L. Leslie, Jr.

----- Original Message ----- 
From: Alison Guth 
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart ; Alison Guth ; Amanda Hill ; ben@scwf.org ; 
Bill Argentieri ; Carl Sundius ; David Hancock ; dchristie@comporium.net ; James 
Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; John Frick ; Joy Downs ; Randy Mahan ; Rhett Bickley ; 
Ron Ahle ; Ronald Scott ; Roy Parker ; lakewatchman@yahoo.com ; Suzanne 
Rhodes ; Tom Ruple ; Tommy Boozer ; Tony Bebber ; Van Hoffman 
Sent: Wednesday, July 09, 2008 4:21 PM
Subject: Lake and Land Management TWC
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LAKE MURRAY DOCKS, INC.


P.O. BOX 327


IRMO, SC  29063


July 11, 2008

MEMORANDUM TO THE TWC COMMITTEE IN

PROOF OF DISCRIMINATION AND IN SUPPORT

OF THE PROPOSITION THAT THE COMMITTEE


SHOULD INCLUDE AN ANTI-DISCRIMINATION


CLUSE IN THE NEW FERC LICENSE AND 

MAKE THE PERMIT PROCESS AND RECORDS TRANSPARENT


SCE&G has propounded, a yet unpublished, regulation applicable to multi use boat docking facilities with certain permit problems.  SCE&G’s James M. Landreth alleges that Lake Murray Docks/Windward Point Yacht Club has qualified for the application of this new policy.  He proposes that the new policy be first applied to LMDI. However the permit file provided the TWC is proof that LMDI does not qualify for this new policy.  However The Pine Island Club docks qualify for the application of the new policy and should be the test case.  The Pine Island docks were installed in the late 1970’s or early 1980’, at about the same time as those of LMDI and require County, State, Corps and FERC permits.  The Pine Island docks do not have any of these permits.

Since The Pine Island Club is owned by SCE&G, a SCANA company, both corporations have an obvious conflict of interest.  Many of the SCE&G/SCANA executives who are charged with the administration of Lake Murray under the FERC license are members of the Pine Island Club.  They also have a conflict of interest. The Pine Island multi-use docks are considered “commercial docks” under the present regulations, requiring a full permit process. The discrepancy between the treatment of LMDI and Pine Island can only be described as discrimination.  There is no legal basis for the discrimination.  The new FERC license should contain provisions to prevent such overt discrimination.

The FERC records department and the FERC Freedom of Information Act officer have not been able to locate any FERC permit for the Pine Island docks.  The SC Department of Health and Environmental Control records department and its FOIA officer I have not been able to locate a county, a state, a corps permit or a water quality certificate for the Pine Island docks.  This is why I contend that Pine Island docks are uniquely qualified and should be evaluated as the test case for SCE&G’s new policy.

 I have attached 11 pages of documents to assist the Committee in deciding whether or not the new SCE&G policy should apply to the multi-use docks at Pine Island and whether or not SCE&G is guilty of discrimination.  SCE&G should provide the Committee a permit file for the multi-use docks at Pine Island and a copy of its new policy that it proposed to apply to LMDI.  

This memorandum and attachments are not being provided to embarrass SCE&G but in support of provisions in the FERC license that will prevent such discriminatory conduct in the future and make the entire permit process transparent.  I also hope that the disclosure of relevant facts will prevent further discrimination and abuse of the permit process as it relates to LMDI.

A. Page 1 is a letter from the Corps indicating that the 1954 case of Thompson v. South Carolina Electric and Gas Co., 122 f. Supp. 313, (D.C.S.C. 1954), held Lake Murray to be a navigable water of the United States.

B. Pages 2-3 are a letter from the Corps to FERC notifying FERC of the Corps jurisdiction of Lake Murray in 1974.


C. Page 4 is a letter from the Corps to James L. Leslie, Jr. stating, that as of August 6, 1974 the Charleston District of the Corps assumed jurisdiction of Lake Murray.


D. Pages  5-7 are a FOIA response from the SC Budget and Control Board:  SCE&G has no authority to permit existing boat docks or to issue operating permits to existing docks.  The Board further states that any facility constructed after December 31, 1976 without a state permit are in violation of state permit regulations.

E. Pages 8-9 are a Budged and Control Board FOIA response indicating that SCE&G is not exempt from state permit requirements for multi-use docks.

F. Page 10 is a copy of the Lexington County Zoning Ordinance evidencing that Pine Island was zoned for single family use (R-!) at the time the Pine Island docks were installed.


G. Page 11 is a letter of objection from the waterfront property owner, contiguous to Pine Island, sent to William Prather, an SCE&G executive complaining that the Pine Island docks violate zoning.

The analysis of the LMDI permit file and the Pine Island Club permit file and the relative treatment of the two facilities should provide the Committee conclusive evidence that a strong non-discrimination clause should be included in the FERC license and that all multi-use boat dock permit files should be made public as a means to enforce the non-discrimination provisions.

Respectfully submitted by James L. Leslie, Jr. 


President of Lake Murray Docks, Inc.
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When: Monday, July 14, 2008 9:30 AM-3:00 PM (GMT-05:00) Eastern Time 
(US & Canada).  
Where: Lake Murray Training Center, Room 103A 

*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 

Hello All, 

Just a reminder that we will be having a Lake and Land Management TWC 
meeting Monday to discuss the comments on the June 10th proposal.  I should 
have all of the comments compiled by tomorrow and will send them out to the 
group.  Please let me know by Friday morning if you plan on attending so that I 
may make sure I have the right number of lunches.  Thanks, Alison  



From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell (lakewatchman@yahoo.com); 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

cc: "ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R"; "MAHAN, RANDOLPH R"; "Tony Bebber"; 
Alan Stuart; "HANCOCK, DAVID E"; "BOOZER, THOMAS C"; 

Subject: Canceled: Postponed - Lake Murray Site Visit
Start: Friday, May 30, 2008 9:00:00 AM
End: Friday, May 30, 2008 3:30:00 PM
Location: Meeting Point at Dreher Island State Park

Hello All, 
I was able to reach all of the individuals who had RSVP'ed for this trip by phone.  However, I wanted to 
send out an email to the entire group.  The float trip for tomorrow has been cancelled due to the 
unavailability of a boat.  We will reschedule this meeting at a later date.   
Thanks, 
Alison 
 
Previous Message: 
Hello All, 
As we discussed in our last Lake and Land Management TWC, we will be holding a site visit around Lake 
Murray, Friday, May 30th.  There was an expressed desire to view various locations around the lake such 
as buffer zones, stabilization examples and ESA's.  Tommy is working to develop a trip itinerary.  After 
some discussion, it was thought that the best location to meet would be the Bait and Tackle shop at 
Dreher Island State Park.  There is a fee to enter the park.  However, Tony Bebber is working hard to 
see if we could possibly park for no charge.  I will keep you posted on the parking situation.   
Carl Sundius of Southshore Marina has also volunteered to drive a boat and will be leaving from his 
marina.  He noted that individuals can meet him there if they prefer not to drive to Dreher Island.  
However, he will need to leave in enough time to meet with Tommy and the crowd at Dreher Island by 
9:00, and as I am not aware of the travel time from Southshore to Dreher Island, I will let Carl advise us 
of what time people would need to meet at his marina.   
It is important that we have an EXACT head count for this trip by Tuesday for planning purposes, also 
please indicate if you will be meeting at Southshore or Dreher.  Also, there is quite a bit to see, so it is 
important that we leave Dreher Island promptly at 9:00.  We will not be able to wait on stragglers.  That 
being said, I will keep you posted of the issue with Dreher Island Park admission and what time one 
would need to meet Carl if you are leaving from Southshore. 
Thanks,  
Alison    
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From: Alison Guth
To: "jsfrick@mindspring.com"; "Vivianne Vejdani "; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 

"Amanda Hill"; "ben@scwf.org"; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; "Carl Sundius"; 
"David Hancock"; "dchristie@comporium.net"; "James Leslie "; 
"Jim Cumberland "; "John Frick"; "Joy Downs"; RMAHAN@scana.com; 
"Rhett Bickley"; "Ron Ahle"; "Ronald Scott"; "Roy Parker"; 
"lakewatchman@yahoo.com"; "Suzanne Rhodes"; "Tom Ruple"; 
"Tommy Boozer"; "Tony Bebber"; "Van Hoffman"; 

Subject: Draft meeting notes from 5-6
Date: Monday, July 21, 2008 4:26:42 PM
Attachments: 2008-5-06 draft Meeting Minutes -  LLM.doc 

Hello all, 

Attached are the draft meeting notes from the May 6 lake and land management 
meeting at the Kleinschmidt offices.  Please have comments on these notes back 
to me by July 31.  Thanks, Alison

<<2008-5-06 draft Meeting Minutes - LLM.doc>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC


Kleinschmidt Associates Offices


May 6, 2008


draft ACG 7-21-08



ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Ron Ahle, SCDNR

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services

Dick Christie, SCDNR


John Frick, Landowner


Jim Cumberland, SCCCL


Amanda Hill, USFWS


Carl Sundius, Marina Owner

Joy Downs, LMA


Linda Schneider, Landowner


Ellis Harmon, Landowner


Steve Bell, LW

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Van Hoffman, SCANA

Phil Hamby, Landowner

Vivianne Vejdani, SCDNR


Roy Parker, LMA


James Leslie, Lake Murray Docks


Suzanne Rhodes, SCWF


DATE: 
May 6, 2008



INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan Stuart opened the meeting and explained that at the previous meeting there were discussions regarding docks in Forest and Game Management Areas.  It was noted that the purpose of this meeting would be to discuss the permitting of docks on these areas.  


Discussions began on the Forest and Game Management designation and John Frick noted that this was not an appropriate name for these lands.  Tommy noted that in most cases they were just referred to as Forest Management Lands.  Tommy continued to explain that where the Project lands in Forest Management are less than 100 ft, they are considering allowing a dock in exchange for deeded land to complete the 100 ft.  John F. had provided a counter proposal to the group via email and summarized that if there was a policy instated where only multi-slips were issued, then the natural aspects of the lake would be retained.  He added that the only major difference with his proposal would be that it allowed multi-slips.  Joy Downs noted her opposition to the buffer zone being public, she noted that as of late, the public availability of the buffer zone has been printed in the newspapers several times.  


There was extended discussion regarding the property in Two-Bird Cove.  Phil Hamby noted that he did not believe that the proposals by stakeholders such as himself or John Frick were being given consideration.  Tommy pointed out that at many of the meetings they have spent a majority of the meeting time discussing Two-bird cove or John F.’s property.  Moreover, this proposed policy came about due in part to these discussions.  Joy D. added that in her opinion she did not believe the classification of the future development lands in Two-bird cove should depend on the recreation classification of the waters.  Steve Bell replied that the Natural Resources group scored two bird cove as very valuable, not because of the recreation designation.  Ron Ahle also noted that the future development lands in front of John F’s property scored high because of the habitat and the property across the cove.  Randy noted that the likelihood that the FERC will approve a Forest and Game management classification with pasturage rights on it was slim, that is why they were discussing the deed.  


After a break, the group continued to discuss the proposals presented on permitting docks in Forest and Game management lands.  Tommy pointed out that SCE&G’s proposal allowed only one dock per property owner.  John F. replied that he did not believe the homeowner should have to give up land to make the 100 ft. buffer, as the 75 ft was used everywhere else.  Steve replied that he believed the SCE&G proposal was adequate because there is an allowance for a dock on protected areas, and the 100 ft buffer would mitigate for the dock being there.  David H. also pointed out in SCE&G’s proposal that docks on Forest and Game management lands would be excluded above Kempson’s Bridge.  Ron replied that there were also areas on Clouds Creek and Bush River where he would also like docks excluded.  David replied that they would work with DNR on a case by case basis when they received the request for a dock.  Jim Cumberland noted that as it appears that the proposal would be something they would support due to the increase in the buffers due to homeowner donation of land.  Jim further noted that they recognize the issue of fairness.  John F noted that he believed this policy would work for individuals with around 600 feet of shoreline but was not appropriate for individuals that owned thousands of feet of shoreline.  Tommy replied that if an individual owns 6000 feet of shoreline, and gets a dock, then he would only have to donate land on that 500 feet.  Jim C. asked if that individual subdivides the property later could he potentially receive more docks.  Tommy replied that he could not as they have the ownership maps.  


The group continued to review SCE&G’s proposal and Tony B. asked if there was a definition of a narrow cove.  David replied that he believed it would be up to the discretion of the lake manager to determine.  Ron pointed out that SCDNR’s preference was to leave the Forest and Game Management lands as they were, however they would be willing to compromise with what SCE&G has proposed. Joy noted that she did not agree with everything in SCE&G’s proposal and had some concerns regarding the development of the back property.  Ron replied that there was potential to make some changes with this in the future if this proposal appeared not to be working.  The group noted that there was probably not going to be consensus achieved on the proposal but it appeared that the majority of the group was in favor of it.    


The group concluded discussions on the SCE&G proposal and noted that there was still a need for a boat trip around the lake.  The group worked to schedule this meeting in the upcoming weeks.  Furthermore, there was discussion on the proposed water quality drawdown for the lake.  Ron noted that DNR is in support of doing what it takes for the water quality of the lake and the wildlife benefits.  Randy responded that SCE&G has requested additional information from Jim Ruane on this issue.   


The group concluded its discussions and scheduled dates for both the lake trip and for SCE&G’s final rebalancing proposal.  


Group Adjourned.  
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From: Alison Guth
To: "jsfrick@mindspring.com"; "Vivianne Vejdani "; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; 

"Amanda Hill"; "ben@scwf.org"; BARGENTIERI@scana.com; "Carl Sundius"; 
"David Hancock"; "dchristie@comporium.net"; "James Leslie "; 
"Jim Cumberland "; "John Frick"; "Joy Downs"; RMAHAN@scana.com; 
"Rhett Bickley"; "Ron Ahle"; "Ronald Scott"; "Roy Parker"; 
"lakewatchman@yahoo.com"; "Suzanne Rhodes"; "Tom Ruple"; 
"Tommy Boozer"; "Tony Bebber"; "Van Hoffman"; 

Subject: Boat Trip draft notes
Date: Tuesday, July 22, 2008 1:37:35 PM
Attachments: 2008-6-12 draft Meeting Minutes -  LLM Boat Trip.DOC 

Hello all, 

Attached are the draft meeting notes from the Boat trip that was taken on 6-12.  
Please provide any comments by July 31.  Thanks, Alison

<<2008-6-12 draft Meeting Minutes - LLM Boat Trip.DOC>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC


Lake Murray Boat Trip


June 12, 2008


draft ACG 7-22-08



ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Ron Ahle, SCDNR

John Frick, Landowner


Randy Mahan, SCANA Services


Jim Cumberland, SCCCL


Steve Bell, LW


Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Roy Parker, LMA


Suzanne Rhodes, SCWF


DATE: 
June 12, 2008



INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

At the request of several stakeholders, the Lake and Land Management TWC convened a boat trip to view various areas around the Lake Murray shoreline.  Ron Ahle noted that he would be interested in seeing how the buffer zone management plan has been, and could be, implemented around the shoreline.  

The first area that the group stopped at was hurricane cove.  Tommy pointed out the property in the cove that is proposed as a future recreation area.  Tommy noted that public access to this area at this time was by water.  The group also viewed the causeway in this area that was available during low water.  Tommy noted that the public will have some sort of access to this area when it is developed as a recreation site.  


As the group continued on the boat trip, they stopped to view an area where an eagles nest was located as well as a future recreation area across from the Harbor Watch development.  Tommy pointed out areas where there was limited brushing.  Steve Bell noted that he believed that these areas should be planted in a manner where you were unable to see the houses from the water.  Roy Parker replied that opinions on aesthetics varied, as some individuals like to view the houses from the Lake.  Tommy explained that there was an environmental stewardship committee for the Harbor Watch development.  

The group also viewed the Plantation Pointe development and the associated easement and setback properties.  The group additionally viewed areas that did not comply with the setback.  Murray shores was another location that the group had discussions on.  At this location there were various stabilization examples using block stabilization and riprap planted with switch grasses.  The group generally preferred the switch grass stabilization and Tommy noted that it would be good for easement properties.  


Continuing on the boat trip, the group viewed Rocky Point recreation area and Tommy explained that there were 640 acres in this area.  Tommy noted that this was a good area for ADA access with a fishing pier.  The group also got out of the boat and walked on a large tract of future development property.  This property already had the 75’ lines marked.  The group discussed the definition of a permanent structure, as Ron posed the question as to whether or not a fence was considered a permanent structure.  Tommy noted that they would have to consider this question.

The group moved on to view and discuss the Black’s Bridge area as well as Riverwinds, where there may be the opportunity for more slips.  The group concluded discussions as they headed back to Dreher Island and adjourned.  
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From: Alison Guth
To: "kakustafik@columbiasc.net"; "Vivianne Vejdani "; Alan Stuart; 

BARGENTIERI@scana.com; "Bill Marshall"; "Charlene Coleman"; 
Dave Anderson; "Guy Jones"; "J. Hamilton Hagood"; Jennifer Hand; 
"Jim Cumberland "; "Karen Kustafik"; "Malcolm Leaphart"; "Matthew Rice "; 
"Mike Waddell"; RMAHAN@scana.com; "Tony Bebber"; 

Subject: April 16 Downstream Flows TWC
Date: Friday, July 18, 2008 12:53:24 PM
Attachments: 2008-4-16 Downstream Flows TWC Meeting Notes-jsh.doc 

Hello all, 

Attached are the draft meeting notes for the April 16 downstream flows twc 
meeting.  Please have comments back to me by July 28.  Thanks!  Alison

<<2008-4-16 Downstream Flows TWC Meeting Notes-jsh.doc>> 

Alison Guth  
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates  
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301  
Lexington, SC 29072  
Phone 803-951-2077  
Fax 803-951-2124 
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


DOWNSTREAM FLOWS TECHNICAL WORKING COMMITTEE


SCE&G Training Center


April 23, 2008


draft JSH 6-16-08



ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates 
Bill Argentieri, SCE&G


Alan Axson, Cola. Fire Dept.


Karen Kustafic, Cola. Parks

Bill Marshall, SCDNR


Matt Rice, American Rivers


Jim Cumberland, CCL


Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Vivianne Vejdani



DATE: 
April 16, 2008

ACTION ITEMS

· Send the updated recreational flow spreadsheet out to committee members

Dave Anderson


· Develop a low inflow protocol for the Saluda Hydro Project


Kleinschmidt


· Determine flows to be eliminated for each stage of drought for the Lower Saluda River


Downstream Flows TWC members




INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Dave Anderson opened the meeting and noted that the purpose of the meeting would be to review SCE&G’s counter proposal to the stakeholders request for recreational flows for the lower Saluda River (LSR).  Bill A. suggested that instead of having predetermined flows each year, maybe it would be better to set aside a predetermined acre/feet in the Lake for the recreational flows and determine flow allocation at the October Downstream Flows Recreation meeting.  Bill A. noted that this may work out better if a future event such as an Olympic event comes about and there are no days available for the event, because all recreational flows have been predetermined.  

Bill A. discussed SCE&G’s responses to the Downstream Flows Recreation TWC stakeholders request for recreational flows.  Bill noted that SCE&G has set aside a total of 62 days without Saluda’s capacity counted towards their reserve obligation.  He further explained that 11 of those days were set aside for swift water rescue, which leaves 51 days for recreational flows.  The 51 days are partial days because it is more difficult to take Saluda out for a full day or multiple days.  He explained that SCE&G is currently developing a low inflow protocol for the lower Saluda River and once it has been finalized, SCE&G will follow through with the TWC’s critical times.  Bill A. noted in regards to the high or low boating flows, that SCE&G would prefer the 10:00 am to 4:00 pm because there is more likely to be a reserve need in the evening.  Bill A. also explained that if scheduled recreation days were lost due to inclement weather, then they will not be able to reschedule make-up days.

In response to SCE&G’s responses, Matt Rice noted that 51 days for recreational flows was a fair request, but had some concerns with the specific language.  Particularly, he noted they were not comfortable with loosing recreation days for “any other reason” as stated in SCE&G’s response.  He explained that they would like to develop acceptable language for this.  Matt noted that the group would support up to 5 lost recreational days, but anything over 5 Matt noted should be made up.

In regards to ramping, Matt noted that they were not as concerned about ramping on recreational flows and reserve calls, as they were concerned about ramping for non-reserve operations such as lake level management.  He noted that the lights and sirens should be calibrated for small rises and be activated by operations of the hydro with an appropriate lag time for each location.  Matt suggested developing enforceable language for the last paragraph on ramping. 


Matt requested that the times for wade fishing/swimming hours from May through October be changed to 8:00 am through 6:00 pm.  Matt explained that this is when the river will be most heavily used by rock users and tubers etc..  Bill A. noted that earlier times were chosen because fisherman will most likely be on the river during these times.  Matt explained he spoke with Mike Waddell and Malcolm Leaphart and they noted that most of the good fishing is in the winter months from November through April.  Jim Cumberland requested that the wade fishing/swimming hours in May through October be changed to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm.  Bill A. noted that they originally offered the time 6:00 am to 3:00 pm because SCE&G did not want to get too far into the evening hours where there is the possibility of a reserve call. The group noted that that would be acceptable and they also would be fine with boating flows from 10:00 am to 4:00 pm. 

The group briefly reviewed the spreadsheet that contained the recreational flows for each month.  Changes that were made by the group were highlighted in the spreadsheet.  The group then went through the exercise of using allotted acre/feet to accommodate future events.  The group agreed that there was a lot more flexibility with having water stored for reserve in Lake Murray for future recreation flows.  Jim Cumberland asked if there was any room to add to the 45,000 acre/feet.  Bill A. explained that if the water is there then we will try to accommodate the flows needed.  Bill Marshall asked if there would be flexibility with the times that the flows are provided.  Bill A. noted that it is certainly possible and explained that it would be helpful if committee members had an idea of the times that they want to change and to let SCE&G know before the meetings planned in October so SCE&G can talk with the dispatchers.  Dave noted that he would send the excel file with the corrected recreational flows back out to committee members and noted he would develop the wording for the recreation plan.


Alan asked Bill A. if SCE&G was still willing to concede to 51 recreational flow days during a drought when there is a higher strain on the system.  Bill A. noted that once a low inflow protocol is created, certain recreational flows and days will be eliminated during specific drought stages.  Bill A. noted that the group should determine how they would like the flows to be eliminated at different stages of drought.  The group adjourned.
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From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell (lakewatchman@yahoo.com); 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 

Subject: April 8, draft notes
Date: Thursday, May 08, 2008 11:58:48 AM
Attachments: 2008-4-8 draft Meeting Minutes -  LLM.DOC 

Hello all, 
Attached are the draft meeting notes for the April 8, Lake and Land Management TWC meeting.  Please 
have any comments to me by May 23.  Thanks, Alison 
  
Alison Guth 
Licensing Coordinator  
Kleinschmidt Associates 
204 Caughman Farm Lane, Suite 301 
Lexington, SC 29072 
Phone 803-951-2077 
Fax 803-951-2124 
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MEETING NOTES


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY


SALUDA HYDRO PROJECT RELICENSING


LAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT TWC


SCE&G Training Center


April 8, 2008


draft ACG 5-8-08



ATTENDEES:

Alan Stuart, Kleinschmidt Associates

Alison Guth, Kleinschmidt Associates

Tommy Boozer, SCE&G

David Hancock, SCE&G

Joy Downs, LMA


Ron Ahle, SCDNR

Randy Mahan, SCANA Services

Dick Christie, SCDNR


John Frick, Landowner


Jim Cumberland, SCCCL


Amanda Hill, USFWS


Steve Bell, LW

Bill Argentieri, SCE&G

Tony Bebber, SCPRT


Van Hoffman, SCANA

Carl Sundius, CALM


John David Dawfins, Newberry County


Vivianne Vejdani, SCDNR


Roy Parker, LMA


James Leslie, Lake Murray Docks


Suzanne Rhodes, SCWF


Linda Schneider, individual


DATE: 
April 8, 2008



INTRODUCTIONS  AND DISCUSSION

These notes serve to be a summary of the major points presented during the meeting and are not intended to be a transcript or analysis of the meeting.

Alan opened the meeting and noted that the purpose of the meeting would be to discuss the proposed dock policy on Forest and Game Management Land.  It was explained that Tommy Boozer and Randy Mahan added discussion in the document that potentially addresses property owners that would donate property.  Tommy explained that the Forest Management Property is traditionally a protected classification, however they wanted to propose something that is fair to the property owners.  Tommy continued to explain that if the property had less than a 75 ft. buffer, then the property owner would deed the additional acreage in order to make a uniform buffer.  Tommy also noted that if the property owner would like additional slips (up to 6) they would have to deed SCE&G an acre per slip contiguous with SCE&G property.  Tony Bebber asked what the minimum shoreline frontage would be.  Tommy replied that it was 500 feet.  


Ron Ahle pointed out that the Clouds Creek area has forest and game lands on either side of it.  Ron explained that the long continuous length of forest management land along Clouds Creek was valuable to DNR and they would not like to see this eligible for docks.  Dick Christie noted that existing WMA areas may loose some of their historical uses if paths to docks are placed through the property.  Dick suggested looking at the maps to discuss this issue.  Ron agreed and noted that it may be necessary to assign that certain tracks are not eligible for docks, and the others will be done on a case by case basis.  Tommy replied that he did not believe that they should pick and choose lands, that they should develop certain criteria and base choices on that.  John Frick noted that he believed that if this was a good plan than it should be done with all undeveloped property on the lake.  Randy Mahan replied that it was a good plan for certain properties on the lake.  Ron noted his concern for placing development in traditionally protected lands.  Tommy explained that there had been mixed feelings on both sides regarding this.  Steve Bell noted that he would like to see the agencies look at these areas to decide what would best be in natural areas versus forest management.  Steve continued to explain noted that he had a discussion with the USACOE, who noted that they had areas that are protected from docks, and they have had individuals tying boats along the shoreline.  John Frick stated that although he does not prefer individual docks, he believes a multi-slip and a boat ramp are appropriate.  Ron responded that he did not want to see more boat ramps on individual properties. There was also disagreement among the group as to whether forest and game areas were “protected” areas.  John noted that he did not believe they were protected.  


There was continued extended discussion on this issue.  Tommy noted that since there was such disagreement on this issue then they may leave the forest and game property as it currently was with no docks.  Alan addressed Ron and asked if there were particular areas that DNR felt needed more protection and if they contained ESA’s.  Ron noted that he was not sure without viewing the maps, however he is concerned about what happens below the 360 as well.  Ron also pointed out that the terrestrial environment and recreational opportunities of the shoreline were important.  Tommy expressed that there would be around 50 properties that would have the potential for a dock under this policy.  Tommy explained that they would distribute maps to representatives to look over.  The individuals that would receive the maps were as follows: Steve Bell (to share with Jim Cumberland), Ron Ahle, Jim Leslie, Joy Downs, and John Frick.  After some discussion it was apparent that item number 7 on the proposal, with regards to obtaining additional slips with a land donation, was not favorable to the majority of individuals in the TWC.  Tommy noted that item 7 would be omitted from the proposal and the proposal would be sent to the group for comments.  


The next item for discussion was on rebalancing.  Alan explained that there had been several proposals, one being SCE&G’s proposal, one being John Frick’s proposal, the natural groups proposal, and the recreation focus group’s proposal.  Ron noted that the focus group had reviewed SCE&G’s proposal and had developed a counter proposal to SCE&G’s proposal ( http://www.saludahydrorelicense.com/documents/CounterProposal.ppt ).  Ron explained that they would ideally prefer no future land sales, however, they have chosen the lands that were most important to them.  Tommy explained that their proposal contained many levels of protection that included a non-disturbance setback, larger lots and more restrictions.  Ron noted that he would like to explore other ways of SCE&G receiving the dollar value of lands that would potentially be sold.  Randy Mahan noted that due to 10-31 tax exchanges, they could receive dollar for dollar value for the property, which made the land particularly valuable to the company.  Randy continued to explain that what SCE&G proposed was something that they have had to work very hard at to get approval from senior management.  Therefore, it may be difficult to receive approval on a new proposal. 


During lunch SCE&G reviewed and discussed the proposal submitted by the focus group.  When the group re-met, Randy noted that he believed the proposal needed more consideration and that SCE&G would get back with the focus group on this issue.  Randy continued to explain that what they returned with would most likely be the final recommendation from upper management.  Bill Argentieri asked if one representative from the group could be available for questions on the proposal and the focus group agreed that Ron could act as a representative.  SCE&G noted that they would arrange a meeting date when a decision had been reached.  The group adjourned and Alan noted at the next meeting they would be concluding discussions on the Forest and Game management land dock proposal and would review the issues matrix.    


SCE&G FOREST MANAGEMENT PROPERTY


DOCK POLICY



The SCE&G Forest Management Classification identifies SCE&G timberlands located within the (PBL) Project Boundary line of the Lake Murray Saluda Hydro Project.  The Forest Management Classification property will not be available for sale and is protected from shoreline (dock/ramp) development.  The timber is managed under the S. C. Forestry Commission (BMP) Best Management Practices with restriction of any timber harvesting within 100 feet of the high water mark (360 contour). 



SCE&G has approximately 100 miles of shoreline and 3,570 acres classified as Forest Management property around Lake Murray.  The majority of the Forest Management property is located in the upper western end of the project along the Big and Little Saluda Rivers. 



The Forest Management Classification has been in effect since 1975 when SCE&G was ordered by the (FERC) Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to establish a Land Use Shoreline Management Plan for the Saluda Hydro Electric Project.  


The land being identified as Forest Management Property was protected from shoreline development by restricting the sale of any available lands within the PBL that were identified under the Forest Management Classification.  



Over the years many property owners with land adjoining the SCE&G shoreline property identified as Forest Management, have expressed concerns of the restriction of no docks within the Forest Management Classification.  Many of the current property owners are family members of the original property owners from whom SCE&G purchased their land for the development of the Lake.  The majority of the Forest Management Properties were originally timber, pasture, and farm lands and have not changed very much over the years.  This policy would address the possibility of permitting some type of limited dock access within the Forest Management Classification to existing back property owners who could meet the established criteria for dock approval. 


Requirements: 



Individual Residential Dock

1. Eligibility for dock consideration restricted to property owners of record as of January 1, 2007.  SCE&G has County documentation for property ownership for Newberry, Saluda, Lexington, and Richland Counties.  


2. Only one residential dock will be permitted for each identified tract of land. 


3. To be eligible for a dock, the property must first have a minimum of 500 feet on the Project Boundary Line (PBL). 


4. No dock will be permitted in narrow coves or shall water areas or areas identified as Environmental Sensitive Area (ESA). 


5. A minimum width of 100 feet from the 360 contour must be established prior to dock approval. If the PBL is less than100 feet the property owner would be required to deed SCE&G  enough of their property to create a minimum 100 foot Buffer Zone to qualify for a dock. 


6. Dock site selection will typically be located in close proximity to the narrowest distance from the 360 contour and being a minimum of 100 feet.  


7. Options for Additional Boat Slips


If a back property owners is willing to deed non-project property to SCE&G as an incentive for additional boat slips, the following requirements will apply: 


a. A maximum number of six (6) slips will be approved for each tract.


b. The back property owner will be required to deed SCE&G one (1) acre for each slip requested. 


c. Property disbursement will be determined and evaluated on a case by case basis.  Acreage could all be in one location or distributed equally along the PBL , whichever one has the greatest benefit to the project. 


d. Additional slips would be added to the original dock in one location.  Slips would not be permitted to be located in different areas along the shoreline.


e. Acreage deeded for dock incentives would be re-classified as project property and located inside the PBL.  


8. A single residential access path, approximately 10 feet wide, may be cleared for access to a permitted dock from the adjacent back property owner’s land.  The access path must follow a meandering route to prevent erosion and to protect the aesthetics of the shoreline.  No trees larger than 10 inches at breast height can be removed within the 10 foot access path.  No removal or clearing of trees or vegetation cover within the Forest Management Property will be permitted, with the exception being within the permitted access path.  


9. Be advised that any unauthorized removal of trees or vegetation on SCE&G property will result in the immediate cancellation of the dock.  


10. Each permit will be evaluated on a case- by-case basis with final approval at the sole discretion of the SCE&G Lake Management Department.  


11. No docks will be permitted on the SCE&G Forest management Land located on the Big Saluda River above Kempson Bridge on Hwy 395.  This area, identified as the headwater of Lake Murray, has significant environmental, ecological, and aesthetic values that warrant protection. 

�Potentially to be deleted
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From: Alison Guth
To: Vivianne Vejdani ; Alan Stuart; Alison Guth; Amanda Hill; 

Ben Gregg (ben@scwf.org); Bill Argentieri; Carl Sundius; David Hancock; 
Dick Christie (dchristie@comporium.net); James Leslie ; Jim Cumberland ; 
John Frick; Joy Downs; Randy Mahan; Rhett Bickley; Ron Ahle; 
Ronald Scott; Roy Parker; Steve Bell (lakewatchman@yahoo.com); 
Suzanne Rhodes; Tom Ruple; Tommy Boozer; Tony Bebber; Van Hoffman; 
Bill Marshall; Dave Anderson; George Duke; Jennifer Hand; Lee Barber; 
Malcolm Leaphart; Mark Davis (mdavis@scprt.com); Tim Vinson; 
Alison Guth; Alan Stuart; 

cc: "ARGENTIERI, WILLIAM R"; "MAHAN, RANDOLPH R"; "Jim Cumberland"; 
Alan Stuart; "BICKLEY, RHETT"; "HANCOCK, DAVID E"; "Vivianne Vejdani"; 
"BOOZER, THOMAS C"; "Tony Bebber"; 

Subject: Updated: Lake & Land and Recreation Management TWC"s
Start: Tuesday, June 10, 2008 9:30:00 AM
End: Tuesday, June 10, 2008 3:00:00 PM
Location: Lake Murray Training Center - 103 A

Hello All, 
After the cancellation of the lake and land meeting for May 28th, the proposed new meeting date is June 
10th.  The meeting will begin at 9:30 and we will be discussing the SCE&G counter proposal.  This 
meeting will be a joint meeting with the Recreation Management TWC.  Please let me know if you plan 
on attending by next Friday so that I can order the appropriate number of lunches.  Thanks, Alison   
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