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What Is Land Rebalancing?

s General Definition:

s [he TWC's* evaluation off SCE&G owned future
development lands to develop recommendations for
classification changes on certain; properties

= ex) At the recommendation| of the TWC, a parcel of
future development property may: be placed! under a
protected classification; such as Forest and Game
Management L.and If the land is deemed
environmentally significant.

*Technical Working Committee




What Brought This Process About?

s At the reguest of stakeholders, such as DNR,
LMA, Lake Watch, (etc.) during relicensing
meetings and in ICD comments.

“We pelieve that: the aevelopmertal and non-
developmental activities must be balarced to
ensure that public access, and. recréeational
opportunities: are provided now: and into. the
ruture” — DNR (ICD Comments, August 11,
2005)




What Is Land Rebalancing (cont.):
Goal

s Goal of Rebalancing (as defined by DNR —
Rebalancing| Straw-man, Nov. 21 2006)

= [he goal is to protect public resource values
of Project lands in accordance with the

Federal Power Act through rebalancingl and

other shoreline classification modifications and
restrictions.”




What Lands Are Involved?

Future Development Fringeland Classification Example
Lake Murray (FERC Project 516)
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How Does One Determine The
VValue of a Parcel of Land?

Two Conflicting Values

Economic Value of the Land < >Natural Resource Value of the Land




How Was This Process
Accomplished?

= [Wo subcommittees were developed in
the November 21, 2006 TWC meeting in

order to evaluate the Future Development
lands:

s Natural Resource Values Subcommittee
s Economic Values Subcommittee

= [ he two subcommittees worked

iIndependently of one another during the
evaluation process




How Was T his Process
Accomplished: Process limeline
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How Was T his Process
Accomplished: Process llimeline

October 31, 2006 — Introductory discussion on rebalancing

November 21, 2006 — separation of TWC into Economics and
Natural resource subcommittees

December 12, 2006 — Meeting of Economics Subcommittee, to
develop rebalancing) criteria

December 20, 2006 — Meeting of Natural Resources
Subcommittee to develop rebalancing criteria

January 17, 2007 — Collective review of the criteria developed by
each subcommittee

January 26, 2007 — Continued review off Economic committees
Scoring criteria

February 26,27, March 1 — Natural resource subcommittee’s
rebalancing exercise with Orbis

éptr)i_l 3-4 — Economic subcommittee’s rebalancing exercise with
rbis




Natural Resource Values
Subcommittee

s Members:
David Hancock — SCE&G
Randy Mahan — SCANA
BillFArgentieri — SCE&G
Joy Downs — Lake Murray Asseciation
Dick Christie — SCDNR
Ron Ahle — SCDNR
Tony Bebber — SCPRT
Steve Bell — Lake Watch
Amanda Hill — US Fish and Wildlife Service




Natural Resource Values
Subcommittee

s Scoring Criteria:
m Fish spawning and nursery: habitat
m Length of shoreline
Mean width of fringeland
Waterfowl huntingl opportunity.

Regional Impoertance

lland Use

Recreational values

Adjacency

Environmentally sensitive areas, conservation areas
s Unigue habitats
m [errestrial Wildlife




What Happened During the
Rebalancing Exercise?

= Orbis projected the shoreline maps up on the
front screen and navigated to each individual
parcel of future development land.

s Group collectively rated each value a 1, 3, or 5.
(1 being poor, 5 being excellent) for each parcel

of land.

s During exercise, all data was entered into an
Excel Spreadsheet which was set up to calculate
mean width, and final score.

s Some parcels of land that were close in
proximity were grouped and scored collectively.
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Economic Values Subcommittee

s Members

Tommy Boozer — SCE&G

Bill' Argentieri — SCE&G

John Erick — landowner
Kim Westbury — Saluda County
Randy Mahan — SCANA
Roy Parker — lLake Murray: Association
Theresa Powers — Newberry County
Van Hoffman — SCE&G




Economic Values Subcommittee

s Scoring Criteria
Shoreline Footage
Acreage
Mean Width
Dock Qualifications
Economic Interest — to SCE&G
Economic Interest — to Local Gevernment
Economic Interest — to Back Property Owners
Proximity to Utilities
Proximity to Road Access
Proximity to Amenities
Direct Water Usability and Topography for Boating
Market Value
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Now! that each parcel has received
an Economic Score and a Natural
[Resource Score, What happens
NEXT?




File Edit Wiew Insert Format Tools Data  FlashPaper  Window  Contribute  Help

FEHaH SRV BB - % = -2 5 e - 3]

-1z -[B]l7r 0 EEEE 8%, WS EE L-2-A-
T ¥ = -
Jpen In Contribute |3 Publish To Website ;,'i'_: Post To Blog _
D32 - f Awerage Final Score
A B C E F G
Group Chosen # Parcel #(s) - | Average "Total Score Natural Economics Group
FDID Final Score Gr'l)l.lp Ranking
Ranking
Definition: As the grodp moves gronhd the | Qriginal parce!  ||Sum of alf scove
lake, these are the numbers humbers as categories i
that the pronp assigns to 8 gasighed by
parcel oF comblped pareels of | Orbls,
Tand.
Group 5 (332 343 & 346, 34348 4.818181518 53.00 1 16
&7 4 454545455 4900 2 0
Group 29 (51 & 53 | 58) 58 £ 454545455 $4.00 2 5
Group 19 (103 & 108, 1104|110 27272773 47.00 i 5
Group 27 (189 & 184) 189 272727273 47.00 &) 16
276 L 2T2T2T273 4700 3 2
73 L ETETETETS 4700 3 g
check mean width lat|Group 2 (19 & 23 20, 34, 234 4090303037 45.00 4 7
185 40903230491 4500 4 a
M5 4090303091 4500 4 0
275 4030303041 45.00 4 g
277 409030049 45,00 4 12
Group 156 (311, 326, 328, 34328 4090302021 £3.00 4 10
g 3909090304 4300 g 4
Group 8 2,8, 16, 25) 25 3908090304 435,00 g 4
a5 39080903049 4300 g 4
45 3.9090503459 43.00 g 11
&2 3908050359 43.00 g 14
121 3908050354 43.00 g ]
Group 21 (122 & 129) 129 3. 20903903 43.00 5 2
Group 17 (136 & 140) 140 3209020903 43.00 5 10
Group 26 (165 & 171,130} 1?1 3. 209020903 43.00 5 3
(e 0448 ’m.':*. 3 ARANENGI5 4% i = =
oM \Ernup Comparison Chart ,{ Economics Gru:lup Scating Sheet ,{’ Matural Group Scoring Shee | 1 |
! Sum=10075,90909 LM




File Edit Wiew Insert Format Tools Data  FlashPaper  Window  Contribute  Help i el |

FEHSH @RV st BR-C - & = -2 Bl B s - 3],

-0 - B I U EE=EEH $ %, WM EE DA
Ta ¥ "5 e -
dpen In Contribute |- Publish To Website =] Past To Blag
=40 b T
A B C D E F € | H
Matural Resource Group Economics Group
Top 5 Scored Parcels Top 10 Scored Parcels
Farcel Mumber AvErage Score Final zcore Farcel Mumber |Final score AvErage Scor
348 £.8181871515 53.00 £ B 5
57 £ 454545455 49,00 10 55 4833333333
a8 . 4. 454545455 49,00 A7 58 4.833333333
110 L.272727273 47.00 121 58 4.833333333
189 $.272727273 47.00 129 58 4.533333333
295 $.2TITITETS 47.00 169 55 4833333333
293 $.27ETITETS 47.00 293 58 4.833333333
3l £.09090909 1 45,00 2985 58 4.833333333
185 £.09090909 1 45,00 309 58 4.533333333
215 £.09090909 7 45,00 g 56 £ BEEECEEET
295 4.090909091 45,00 28 56 & GEEREEEET
277 £.09090909 1 45,00 9 56 £ BEEEEEEET
329 £.09090909 1 45,00 106 56 £ BEEEEEEET
5 3.9098090909 $3.00 138 56 £ BEEECEEET
_ 3909090909 43.00 145 55 4 GEBEEEEET
38 3.909090909 4300 164 56 £ BEEEEEEET
45 3.909090909 $3.00 167 56 £ BEEEEEEET
52 3.9098090909 $3.00 168 56 £ BEEECEEET
121 3.908090909 43.00 171 56 & GEEREEEET
129 3.909090909 4300 177 56 £ BEEEEEEET
140 3.909090909 $3.00 186 56 £ BEEEEEEET
171 3.9098090909 $3.00 193 56 £ BEEECEEET
711 3.908090909 43.00 199 56 & GEEREEEET
2920 5908090909 4300 211 56 & GEEEEEEET
A7 SoA0ananana 45 00 | bl 4 RERRGRERT
+ % Group Comparison Chart / Economics Group Scoring Sheet 4 Matural Group Scoring Shee | 1 | I

¢ LM




Important ltems to Note About
Scoring...

a [The same parcels were rated in each

group
s A parcel may have received a high score

from the natural resource side, but a low
score from the economics side

= However, there are some confiicts.
Certain parcels rated high on both sides.
This is where discussions will take place.




Next Steps...

s [he TWC (includes Natural Resource and
Economics Groups) will convene collectively in
the Fall of '07 for discussions.

s Discussions will mainly: center around top-rated
parcels of land (i.e. most important to either

group).

s A recommendation will'be made by the TWC on
possible classification changes to top-rated
future development lands.




Questions?




