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Table 6-1 
Oral Comments on the Elba III Project Draft EIS 

 
The following table presents a summary of comments extracted from the transcripts for the DEIS public meetings conducted in Washington, 
Georgia (May 7, 2007), Thomson, Georgia (May 8, 2007), Sylvania, Georgia (May 9, 2007), and Pooler, Georgia (May 10, 2007).  The full 
text of the transcripts is available in the public file on the FERC Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) using the eLibrary link. 

 

ID #(1) 
Location / 
Transcript 

Page(s) 
Comment Summary – Commenter Response 

WT-01 Washington/p. 6    

The commenter is concerned that the 
pipeline route is through green space and 
believes that there is an alternative route 
using existing ROWs  
(Cindy Russell-Bounds-Landowner) 

Section 3.3.2.2 of the EIS discusses the Full Collocation Alternatives (A and B) 
that primarily follow existing ROW corridors.  As presented in table 3.3-1, these 
alternatives would affect substantially more acreage of land (3,285 and 2,121 
acres, respectively) as the proposed route (1,119 acres), and subsequently 
would result in significantly greater impact to the environment.  Therefore, these 
alternatives do not provide an environmental advantage over the proposed 
route. 
 
Additionally, section 3.3.2.2 discusses the Partial Collocation Route Alternatives 
that would partially collocate the proposed pipeline with other existing utilities 
and corridors located in the vicinity of the proposed route.  Although the 
proposed route would traverse approximately 81.0 miles of green space, the 
West, Midwest, and East Route Alternatives also would traverse green space for 
approximately 55.6, 50.6, and 79.3 miles, respectively.  As presented in table 
3.3-2 and section 3.3.2.2, considering broader impacts to environmental and 
economic resources, we believe these alternatives do not provide a significant 
environmental advantage over the proposed route. 
 

WT-02 Washington/p. 7-9 

The commenter states that the gas 
pipeline will just "pass through" rural 
Georgia for the benefit of industry far 
away, and not the local community, which 
has no industry and does not need any 
natural gas.  Commenter states that the 
pipeline company will only pay a one-time 
payment for the ROW, but the landowner 
will have to continue paying property 
taxes on land they can no longer use for 
anything, which is particularly detrimental 
for local tree growers/harvesters.  The 

In section 1.1 of the EIS, we discuss the objective of the project to provide 
natural gas to the Georgia and South Carolina interstate natural gas markets, 
and other markets in the southeastern and eastern united States.  In section 
2.2.2 and table 2.2-2, we identify that the Elba Express Pipeline would transport 
and deliver (through meter stations) natural gas to three existing gas-fired 
electric power plants (McIntosh and Effingham both in Effingham County, 
Georgia, and Rainey in Anderson County, South Carolina) that are local to the 
project area. 
 
Regarding property taxes, according to the State of Georgia Department of 
Revenue, property taxes are based on the fair market value as assessed by 
each county's Board of Assessors.  Landowners have the option of making their 
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ID #(1) 
Location / 
Transcript 

Page(s) 
Comment Summary – Commenter Response 

commenter states that green space 
should be preserved.   
(Deborah Bennett-Landowner) 

own assessment of the fair market value of their land for their county's Board of 
Assessors, or disputing a Board's assessment based on a factual event that has 
lead to a loss of their property value.  See the Georgia Department of Revenue, 
Local Government Services Division website: 
http://www.dor.ga.gov/ptd/index.shtml and access the links to "About Property 
Tax", "Appeals", and "Appraisal Procedure Manual". 
 
According to the Internal Revenue Service, tree farmers who must cut trees in 
the ROW before the trees reach maturity may be able, on their federal income 
taxes, to take as a loss the difference between the price they received for the 
less mature trees verses the price they would have received for the fully mature 
trees.  This is a one-time tax write-off.  No losses can be claimed against land 
that is no longer available for tree growth.  Contact the Internal Revenue Service 
for further information. 
 
The 50-foot-wide permanent ROW through upland forested areas would no 
longer be available for tree growth for the life of the project.  Forested acreage 
temporarily disturbed by construction, however, could be replanted.  
Additionally, landowners may remove and sell any marketable pine or other 
trees before imminent construction, and still receive damages for the loss of 
marketable forested acreage disturbed by construction.   
 
The total land disturbed by the proposed project would be about 3,297 acres.  
As stated in section 4.5.1, the total acres of green space, defined here as upland 
forest and planted pine, permanently removed as forested lands for the ROW 
would be 528 acres.  On a project-wide scale, that is about 16 percent of the 
total project.  On a regional scale, out of a Georgia state total of 24 million 
forested acres (Georgia Forestry Commission, 2007) it is 0.002 percent. 
 

WT-03 Washington/p. 9-10 

The commenter is concerned that a ROW 
corridor will be established that may be 
used by other projects in the future, that 
trees will be removed unnecessarily 
affecting green space, and transit of farm 
equipment across the pipeline ROW. The 
commenter is also concerned that the 
removal of trees from the ROW will 

While there are no immediate plans by other pipelines or utilities to construct 
facilities adjacent to EEC's proposed route, it is possible that the route would be 
used for such purposes in the future.  This, however, would mean utilities could 
be located in one corridor, as opposed to impacting additional green space, thus 
minimizing cumulative land use impacts.  See section 4.13.8 for additional 
discussion. 
 
In section 4.13 of the EIS we discuss potential cumulative impacts associated 
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increase the effects of global warming as 
the trees will no longer be growing and 
sequestering carbon dioxide from the 
atmosphere. 
(Virginia Thomas-Landowner) 

with development of the Elba III Project in the same general location or schedule 
of other known projects.  Specifically, section 4.13.5 discusses cumulative 
impacts to vegetation and wildlife. 
 
The construction ROW, which is the minimum ROW width needed for the safe 
movement of construction equipment and personnel to install the 36-inch-
diameter pipeline in this terrain, would be 110 feet.  The permanent ROW, which 
is necessary for safe maintenance of the pipeline for the life of the project, would 
be 50-feet-wide.  Additionally, there will be temporary workspaces of various 
sizes necessary when the ROW encounters a road, railroad, stream, foreign 
utility, or other obstacles.  After construction, 60 feet of the 110-foot-wide 
construction ROW and all temporary workspaces would be returned to previous 
uses.  Landowners can negotiate with EEC for specific revegetation 
requirements on these lands.    Cross-section diagrams of the construction work 
areas are presented as figures 2.2-1 and 2.2-2.  Regarding green space, see 
response to comment WT-02. 
 
We have revised section 4.8.1.2 of the EIS to include a section on agricultural 
lands, and state that use of farm equipment on agricultural land would be 
permitted across the pipeline ROW. 
 
As detailed in Table 4.8-1, about 342 out of 941 acres of upland forest and 186 
out of 562 acres of planted pine would be permanently removed from the ROW.  
Therefore, this acreage would no longer be available for tree growth and carbon 
sequestering for the life of the proposed project.  The remaining 599 acres of 
upland forest and 376 acres of planted pine would only be temporarily removed 
during construction and could revert to their previous land uses if individual 
landowners replant or request that EEC replant tree saplings during ROW 
negotiations.  These areas replanted with trees would be again available for 
carbon sequestering.  On a regional scale, the permanent removal of a total of 
528 forested acres out of a Georgia state total of 24 million forested acres 
(Georgia Forestry Commission, 2007) would not significantly diminish vegetative 
sequestering of atmospheric carbon dioxide. 

WT-04 Washington/p. 10-
12 

The commenter is concerned about the 
impacts of the proposed pipeline on her 
land; specifically, her ability to farm 
crops, the loss of forested acres, impacts 

During construction, EEC would follow its Plan which has specific requirements 
for protecting, repairing or replacing drain tiles, maintaining irrigation systems; 
segregating topsoil from subsoil; and installing erosion controls to minimize soil 
disturbance. (See appendix E.)  Additionally, during ROW negotiations, 
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on a small wetland, and the effects of 
construction on quail.  Additionally, the 
commenter is concerned about the 
impact of pipeline construction on the 
Savannah and Little Rivers.   
(Carol Phillips-Landowner) 

landowners may request that the pipe be buried deeper than the required 3 feet 
so farm equipment does not impact the pipe in the future.  Post construction, 
farm lands would be returned to their original state and the farming of crops may 
continue as before.  See section 4.2.3 for a discussion on prime farmland soil 
impacts and mitigation.   
 
The 50-foot-wide permanent ROW through forested areas would no longer be 
available for tree growth for the life of the project.  Forested acreage temporarily 
disturbed by construction, however, could be replanted.  See section 4.8.1.2 for 
a discussion on land use impacts and mitigation for upland forest and planted 
pine.   
 
Regarding impacts on wetlands, see the discussion in section 4.4.2 and 4.8.1.2 
regarding impacts and mitigation for forested, emergent and scrub-shrub 
wetlands.   
 
Given their mobility and the abundance of similar habitat in areas adjacent to the 
proposed ROW, quail are expected to vacate the immediate area of disturbance 
during construction activities.  Following construction, quail would return to the 
area.  Additionally, the edge habitat created by the ROW could attract quail to 
the project area. 
 
We have revised our discussion of EEC's proposed construction methods and 
mitigation for crossing the Savannah and Little Rivers.  See section 4.3.3. 

WT-05 Washington/p. 12-
13 

The commenter is concerned about the 
loss of marketable pine on her land as 
well as the loss of forested acres in 
deeper woods.  Additionally, the 
commenter is concerned about the 
cutting of trees along a steep and rocky 
creek bank and the permanent loss of 
forest canopy over creeks crossed by the 
ROW.  The commenter also expressed 
concern about the potential for blasting 
along the steep and rocky creek bank. 
(Kay Johnston-Landowner)  

Regarding impact to forested areas, see response WT-02.  Impacts from forest 
fragmentation are discussed in section 4.6.1 of this EIS.   
 
Regarding the loss of forest canopy along the creek, the landowner may 
negotiate with EEC to plant shallow-rooted shrubs within the ROW along the 
creek.  However, deep-rooted trees, which are drawn to water, could damage 
the pipeline's coating and inhibit maintenance and/or repair activities, and 
therefore, would not be allowed within the permanent ROW. 
 
Blasting is a routine practice used during pipeline construction when rock is 
encountered at shallow depth (i.e., the diameter of the pipeline plus the 
minimum depth of cover) and cannot be ripped by the teeth of a backhoe or a 
trenching machine.  Because rock is expected to be encountered along the 
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trenching machine.  Because rock is expected to be encountered along the 
proposed route, EEC prepared a Blasting Specification Plan.  We have reviewed 
this plan and requested that EEC revise it to include the locations (by MP) where 
blasting would be required prior to commencing construction. 

WT-06 Washington/p. 13-
18

The commenter is concerned that two 
alternatives were not considered.  The 
commenter also is concerned that the 
economic impacts on affected 
landowners are not being fully 
considered. 
(Ed Hallman-representing citizen 
landowners of the region)

Section 3.3.2.2 of the EIS discusses the commenter’s first alternative of 
concern, the East Route Alternative, which represents the shortest distance 
between the Elba LNG Terminal and the Transco pipeline system.  This section 
also discusses the commenter’s second alternative of concern, the western leg 
of Major Route Alternative A, which follows existing pipeline ROW and joins the 
Transco pipeline system to the west of the proposed route.  However, to meet 
the project objective of interconnecting with both Transco Zones 4 and 5, Major 
Route Alternative A requires both the western leg (Transco Zone 4 interconnect) 
and eastern leg (Transco Zone 5 interconnect).  As a result, the western leg of 
Major Route Alternative A itself is not a viable, stand-alone alternative, and 
therefore we did not evaluate this alternative further. 

Regarding economic impacts and mitigation, see response to comment WT-02. 

TT-01 Thomson/p. 6-8 

The commenter is concerned that a 50-
foot-wide ROW would destroy the 
integrity of a green space north of I-20 in 
McDuffie and Warren Counties, locally 
known as the "frontier", and open up the 
area to additional utility lines.  The 
commenter questions whether there are 
any economic benefits to the local 
communities and landowners from the 
pipeline project.   
(Jim Allfriend-Landowner representing 
five other landowners)

The 50-foot-wide permanent pipeline ROW through contiguous forested lands 
would create an open corridor across those lands.  For long linear projects such 
as pipelines, forest clearing is unavoidable for construction and maintenance, 
especially in a state like Georgia where about two-thirds of the state is forested.  
However, the majority of the forested land in the project area north of I-20 is 
owned by either private or commercial landowners for timber production with 
large parcels clear-cut as trees mature.   

Regarding the use of this line as a corridor for future lines, see response to 
comment WT-03.   

Local communities along the pipeline route would receive both short-term and 
long-term economic benefits from construction and operation of the proposed 
facilities.  During construction of the pipeline, as the pipeline moves through 
each county, local communities would benefit from the temporary employment of 
local workers to construct the pipeline, the rental of hotel/motel rooms by 
construction crews, and money spent by construction crews on food, goods and 
services.  See section 4.9.2 (Economy and Employment) and section 4.9.4 
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Comment Summary – Commenter Response 

revenues.  During operation, EEC estimates that it would annually spend about 
$206,876 in Warren County and $303,540 in McDuffie County in ad valorum 
taxes for the life of the project.  Section 4.9.3 has been updated to reflect all tax 
revenues by county.  

TT-02 Thomson/p. 8-15 

The commenter is concerned about 
routing the project through the area when 
there is no economic benefit to the local 
population and to the size of the 
temporary construction easement 
proposed.   
(Deborah Bennett-Landowner 
representing 18 landowners)

Regarding route alternatives for the Elba Express Pipeline, see response to 
comment WT-01. 

Regarding economic benefit to the local population, see response to comment 
TT-01. 

In section 2.3.2.1 of the EIS, we identify temporary construction easement 
requirements for the Elba Express Pipeline, Northern Segment.  In section 
4.8.1.2 of the EIS, we discuss land use impacts and mitigation. 

Regarding private forest land use impacts and mitigation, see responses to 
comments WT-03, WT-04, and WT-05. 

TT-03 Thomson/p. 15-20 

The commenter is concerned that his 
comments are not effective in changing 
the route of the project, that there are 
negative environmental impacts, and the 
effect of the permanent easement on his 
ability to grow trees.  He is concerned 
and prefers the route be through existing 
ROWs.  The commenter also states that 
he does not believe EEC would pay ad 
valorum taxes.  The commenter asked 
whether the project is considered a public 
utility or a private industry. 
(Harold Eubank-Landowner representing 
family owning three tracts of affected 
land)

All comments received are reviewed by FERC staff during our environmental 
review process and are part of the public record in these dockets.  Any 
alternatives that have been raised (by landowners, agencies, pipeline 
companies, and other stakeholders) regarding route alternatives for the Elba 
Express Pipeline, have been addressed during our review process and are 
included in this final EIS.  In addition see response to comment WT-01. 

Regarding private forested land use impacts and mitigation, see responses to 
comments WT-03, WT-04, and WT-05. 

Regarding ad valorum taxes, see response to comment TT-01 and section 
4.9.3.

EEC is a private company.  If the Commission issues a Certificate to EEC 
authorizing construction and operation of the Elba Express Pipeline, EEC would 
be a federally-regulated interstate transporter of natural gas.  EEC’s activities 
would be regulated by the FERC. 

TT-04 Thomson/p. 20-21 

The commenter has a question as to the 
impact on the route if property has its 
mineral rights leased to others. 
(Murray Haddat-Landowner)

EEC would buy out the mineral rights lease.
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TT-05 

Thomson/p. 21-24 

The commenter is concerned about the 
size of the construction corridor being 
used for the project.  The commenter is 
concerned that other potentially viable 
alternative routes were not evaluated for 
the project. 
(Cindy Russell-Bounds-Landowner)  

The construction ROW, which is the minimum ROW width needed for the safe 
movement of construction equipment and personnel to install the 36-inch-
diameter pipeline in this terrain, would be 110 feet.  The permanent ROW, which 
is necessary for safe maintenance of the pipeline for the life of the project, would 
be 50 feet wide.  Additionally, there will be temporary workspaces of various 
sizes necessary when the ROW encounters a road, railroad, stream, foreign 
utility, or other obstacles.  After construction, 60 feet of the 110-foot-wide 
construction ROW and all temporary workspaces would be returned to previous 
uses.  Landowners can negotiate with EEC for specific revegetation 
requirements on these lands.  See responses to comment WT-02 and WT-04. 
 
The only trees that would be cut near streams are those within the construction 
ROW.  Landowners can negotiate for tree saplings to be replanted in those 
areas not within the permanent ROW and for shallow-rooted shrubs to be 
replanted in those areas within the permanent ROW. 
 
Regarding alternatives, see responses to comments WT-01 and WT-06. 

TT-06 Thomson/p. 24-27 

The commenter is concerned that her 
comments are not effective.  She is 
seeking other avenues to express 
herself. 
(Ms. C. Shields) 

Comment noted. 

ST-01 Sylvania/p. 6-9 

The commenter does not understand all 
the abbreviations used in Table 4.8.2.  
The commenter is concerned about the 
loss of mature trees, if and how EEC 
would remove the trees, and if only limbs 
would be cut from trees which could 
make trees unstable during storms.  The 
commenter is concerned about additional 
work spaces. 
(Eugene Ansel-Landowner) 

Land use abbreviations are defined at the bottom of Table 4.8.2.  Incorrect 
abbreviations have been corrected.   
 
Mature trees that are cut during construction would not be replaced with trees 
the same age.  EEC would remove all trees and brush cut during the clearing of 
the ROW.  Before construction, however, the landowner can negotiate a number 
of aspects regarding the cutting and removal of trees on their property as well as 
replantings on the temporary ROW.  See responses to comments WT-02, WT-
04 and WT-05.   
 
Additional workspaces would be necessary when crossing roads, streams, or 
other obstacles in order to accommodate extra spoil or specialized equipment 
(e.g., a bell hole and boring machine at highway and railroad crossings).  
Depending on site-specific conditions, the landowner can request that the 
workspace location be adjusted to avoid trees to the extent practicable. 
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We note that on June 25, 2007, an EEC representative and this landowner met 
on the property to identify possible adjustments to the proposed route that could 
minimize the project’s impacts on trees.  EEC has stated that it would consider a 
further reduction of the construction workspace and a reduction or relocation of 
temporary workspace to limit tree impacts. 
 

PT-01 Pooler/p. 6-11 

The commenter is concerned that there 
were several subjects that were not 
completed in the DEIS and that she 
therefore could not comment on them.  
(Judy Jennings-Georgia Chapter of the 
Sierra Club) 

Comment noted.  See response to this commenter included as comment letter 
N-1. 

PT-02 Pooler/p. 11-13 

The commenter is concerned about the 
necessity of removing trees for the 
project that will affect the buffer between 
his property and the pipeline. 
(Charles E. Patterson-representing 
homeowners of Coldbrooke Plantation) 

EEC has stated that it would consider making adjustments to the work plan, 
construction procedures, and workspace requirements to minimize impacts to 
trees where it is practicable and feasible.  See revised section 4.8.1.2, Land Use 
Impacts and Mitigation.  Regarding private forested land use impacts and 
mitigation, see responses to comments WT-02 and WT-04.  
 

PT-03 Pooler/p. 13-17 

The commenter is concerned about the 
possible impact of additional LNG 
storage capacity at the terminal on the 
potential worst-case fire emergency, the 
traffic analysis of the location of the LNG 
terminal within the Port of Savannah, and 
the LNG terminal site alternatives 
analysis. 
(Steve Willis-Blue Planet Projects Group) 

The proposed LNG storage tanks would be sited in accordance with all 
applicable regulations in Section 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
Part 193.  The impact of additional storage capacity at the LNG terminal on a fire 
created by the breach of an LNG ship has been addressed in section 4.12.4.3. 
 
In section 4.13 of the EIS, we discuss cumulative impacts associated with the 
potential future Savannah Harbor Expansion Project (SHEP) and the South 
Atlantic International Terminal (Jasper County Port).  In section 4.13.10 of the 
EIS, we specifically discuss cumulative impacts on marine transportation. 
 
In section 1.1 of the EIS, we discuss the purpose and need of the project.  In 
section 3.2 of the EIS, we discuss LNG terminal facility site alternatives that 
potentially could fulfill the project’s purpose and need.  Based on our analysis in 
section 3.2 of the EIS, we concluded that these alternatives do not provide a 
significant environmental advantage over the proposed Elba LNG terminal 
expansion site. 
 

PT-04 Pooler/p. 17-20 The commenter requests that hard Hard copies of the DEIS were subsequently mailed, as requested.  Hard copies 
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copies of the draft EIS be sent to persons 
requesting them and to Congressmen 
Jack Kingston and John Barrow. 
(Judy Jennings) 

of the FEIS will be sent to persons requesting them and to Congressmen Jack 
Kingston and John Barrow. 

PT-05 Pooler/p. 20-24 

The commenter restated the 
recommendations for specific sections of 
the DEIS: appropriate measures to avoid 
vessel strikes with the Atlantic White 
Whale; avoid Eastern Indigo Snake 
burrows; survey for Flatland Salamander 
habitat; minimize impact on the blue-
bobbed pygmy sunfish; survey the Broad 
River for crayfish and lean crayfish; 
minimize impact on granite stone crop; 
granite whitlow grass, Indian olive 
Okamoki, Skull Cap, Parrot Pitcher plant, 
Pond Spice and Sweet Pitcher plants; 
assess need for additional surveys; 
survey for Camby’s Drop Wart Pond 
Berry or Pouse Sprit (sic) ; hydrostatic 
testing should be planned to minimize 
effects on the sandbar shiner and robust 
red horse in the Broad River; 
recommends that no construction or 
hydrostatic testing on Ugetie Creek from 
June 1-August 31; and that no 
construction begin until consultations are 
complete and written notification from 
OEP is received. 
(Gail Bowers-Sierra Club) 

At the meeting, the commenter emphasized that we were merely recommending 
these measures instead of requiring the company to implement them.  The 
recommendations are to the Commission for inclusion in its Order, not to the 
applicant.  Once these measures are adopted by the Commission and included 
in its Order, the measures become requirements of the applicant.  Additionally, 
we have revised these sections (4.7.1 and 4.7.2 of the EIS) to include responses 
to comments received by individuals, agencies, and the applicants on the draft 
EIS to further address these measures. 
  

 
(1) WT is Washington Transcript 
 TT is Thomson Transcript 
 ST is Sylvania Transcript 
 PT is Pooler Transcript 
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Federal Agencies 
F-1 United States Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
F-2 United States Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service, Southeast Regional Office 
F-3 United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 
 
State Agencies 
S-1 South Carolina Department of Archives & History 
 
Non-Government Organizations 
N-1 Georgia Chapter Sierra Club 
N-2 Savannah Riverkeeper 
 
Private Individuals 
P-1   Calvin C. Vaughn 
P-2   B. Hugh Hosch 
P-3 Gilbert Petition 
P-4 Angell Petition 
P-5 Decker, Hallman, Barber & Briggs (Landowner Intervenors) 
P-6 Decker, Hallman, Barber & Briggs (Landowner Intervenors), Supplement 
P-7 Decker, Hallman, Barber & Briggs (Landowner Intervenors), 2nd Supplement 
P-8 Laurie G. Dehil 
P-9 David and Karen Stubbs 
P-10 Thomas W. Wright 
 
Applicants 
A-1 Elba Express Company, L.L.C. 
A-2 Southern LNG Inc. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

Letter F-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses to Letter F-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
F1-1 DOI Grady Pond as Primary Habitat    
 
In section 4.3.3 we acknowledge that pipeline construction could potentially rupture 
the containing layer of some ponds or wetland areas and state that the COE would 
require EEC to maintain the hydrology of wetland areas by issuance of its Section 
404 permit.  EEC would also be required to maintain pond hydrology by individual 
landowner agreements.  Where waterbodies are an integral part of a wetland 
ecosystem, EEC would implement measures to ensure that the hydrologic regime 
of the waterbody/wetland complex would be maintained.  In EEC’s May 18, 2007 
comments on the draft EIS, EEC indicates that soil segregation was discussed with 
GDNR as a means to ensure proper restoration of these wetlands.  EEC stated 
that it would obtain core samples near these wetlands to determine subsurface soil 
conditions and evaluate the feasibility of this restoration technique.  We have 
revised the text in section 4.3.3 to include this information. 
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Letter F-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses to Letter F-1 
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Letter F-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses to Letter F-2 
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Letter F-2 Continued 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses to Letter F-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
F2-1 NOAA EFH and Terminal Expansion hydrostatic testing 
 
Comment noted. 
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Letter F-2 Continued 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses to Letter F-2 
 

 
 
 
 
F2-2 NOAA  Volume of ballast water withdrawal 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
F2-3 NOAA  Construction impacts to aquatic resources 
 
Comment noted.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
F2-4 NOAA  EFH and pile driving noise mitigation 
 
Thank you for your comment.  We have coordinated with NOAA to discuss and 
define “soft start” and revised section 4.6.2.2 to further define the softstart 
technique for pile driving. 
 
F2-5 NOAA  EFH and ballast water mitigation 
 
The text in Section 4.6.2.3 has been revised to incorporate this information and 
include a condition that Southern LNG coordinate with ship operators and resource 
agencies to develop management practices to reduce ballast water consumption 
and subsequent impacts on larval and juvenile fish. 
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Letter F-2 Continued  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses to Letter F-2 
 
 
 

 
 
 
F2-6 NOAA  EFH 
 
Comment noted. 

 
 
F2-7 NOAA  EFH Assessment 
 
The text in section 4.6.2.3 and Appendix J has been revised to incorporate this 
information.  
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
F2-8 NOAA  EFH and hydrostatic testing mitigation 
 
The text in section 4.6.2.3 and Appendix J has been revised to incorporate this 
information.  
 
F2-9 NOAA  EFH and ballast water mitigation 
 
See response to comment F2-5. 
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F2-10 NOAA  NMFS Correspondence 
 
We responded to this request on June 4, 2007, indicating the final EIS would 
respond to NOAA’s essential fish habitat conservation measures. 
 
 
F2-11 NOAA  ESA Determinations 
 
In section 4.7, we discuss federal- and state-listed threatened, endangered, and 
other special status species (including their critical habitat) potentially occurring in 
the vicinity of the proposed Terminal Expansion and Elba Express Pipeline.  
Specifically, section 4.7.1 discusses potential impacts on shortnose sturgeon from 
activities associated with construction and operation of these facilities.  Section 
4.7.1 also presents measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts on shortnose 
sturgeon.  No waterbodies containing shortnose sturgeon would be crossed by 
EEC’s proposed pipeline route. 
 
Determinations involving listed species under the purview of National Marine 
Fisheries Service will be reported to the Protected Resources Division of NOAA. 
 
F2-12 NOAA  Construction impacts on freshwater 
habitats 
 
Comment noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
F2-13 NOAA  Pipeline hydrostatic testing mitigation 
 
We disagree that diadromous fish species would be affected by hydrostatic test 
water withdrawals.  Test water would be withdrawn from the Savannah River at the 
proposed HDD crossing location and from Ogeechee Creek.  Diadromous fish 
species would need to cross two dams downstream from the proposed HDD 
crossing to be present where test water would be withdrawn from the Savannah 
River, and the withdrawal location on Ogeechee Creek (at the proposed crossing 
location) is outside the known range for diadromous species.  
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F2-14 NOAA  Affected Wetlands 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
F2-15 NOAA  Wetland Construction Procedures 
 
Comment noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
F2-16 NOAA Impacts on diadramous fish and freshwater 

habitats 
 
See response to comment F2-13. 
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F2-17 NOAA  Atlantic right whale impact avoidance 
 
Thank you for your comment.  Southern LNG has been in consultation with NMFS 
and has agreed to file with the Commission measures to protect the Atlantic right 
whale from ship strike once finalized.  
 
 
 

 
F2-18 NOAA  Pile driving noise impact reduction 
measures 
 
Thank you for your comment.  Southern LNG has agreed to file with the 
Commission measures to reduce noise impact related to pile driving once finalized.  
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F3-1 USEPA  Terminal expansion wastewater discharge 
 
In section 4.3.3, we discuss surface water operational impacts from the terminal 
expansion and state that surface water discharges (including stormwater runoff and 
condensate from the vaporizers) would be piped underground to recharge the 
existing firewater pond and would not be considered a regulated discharge by the 
GDNR or the Georgia Environmental Protection Division.  In section 4.4.3, we 
discuss surface water and state that the existing stormwater facility at the Terminal 
would be modified to accommodate the additional runoff from the proposed 
Terminal expansion facilities.  In addition, we updated information regarding 
discharge process and wastewater treatment in section 4.3.3. 
 
 
 
F3-2 USEPA  Air quality conformity requirements 
 
The length of the proposed pipeline in Anderson County, South Carolina would 
consist of less than one mile and construction emissions within the county would 
be minimal.  Given this limited scope we do not believe that general conformity 
would apply if the county is designated as non-attainment before the project 
commences.  We have revised the text in section 4.11.1.2. 
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F3-3 USEPA  Air emission impacts    
 
We have revised the text in section 4.11.1.5 to include additional information 
regarding a refined air dispersion analysis that provides a more thorough 
evaluation of the potential impacts on air quality in the vicinity of the Terminal 
Expansion conducted by Southern LNG.  The air dispersion modeling analysis was 
used to predict the off-site concentrations in the vicinity of the project for NO2, CO, 
and SO2 emissions associated with operation of the project for comparison to the 
appropriate federal air quality standards.  The modeling results show that the 
cumulative impacts of NO2, CO, and SO2 for the 3-hour and annual periods are all 
below the corresponding NAAQS.  Cumulative impacts attributable to the Terminal 
exceed the NAAQS for the SO2 24-hour averaging period for 2 of the 5 
meteorological data years analyzed, but the emissions from marine activities 
contributed substantially to the magnitude of the estimated exceedances.  
However, given the very conservative approach of the modeling, we believe that 
the Terminal Expansion alone would contribute to only a fraction of the impacts 
shown in the modeling analysis.  Although the Terminal Expansion would 
contribute to the degradation of the regional air quality, it would not result in 
significant impacts to the regional air quality.   
 
Finally, a comparative analysis of the yearly constructed-related emissions 
estimated for the Terminal Expansion and Chatham County’s yearly emissions 
inventory was included in section 4.11.1.5.  We believe that the construction 
emissions associated with the Terminal Expansion would not result in a significant 
impact on air quality. 
 
 
 
F3-4 USEPA Air impact analysis for all emission 

sources 
 
See response to comment F3-3.  In section 4.11.1.5, we have added table 4.11.1-
13 that provides a cumulative summary of secondary and indirect emissions from 
the future, fully-subscribed capacity of the Terminal Expansion. 
 
 
 
F3-5 USEPA  Air emissions impact summary 
 
We have revised Section 5.2.  See response to comment F3-3. 
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F3-6 USEPA Legal basis for timely state and local 

agency permit issuance 
 
Comment noted.  We have added information to this discussion which clarifies the 
Commissions basis for this statement. 
 
 
 
F3-7  USEPA  Noise sensitive areas 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
F3-8 USEPA Northern Segment route alternative wetland 

and waterbody impacts  
 
In section 3.3.2.2, we discuss alternatives to the Elba Express Pipeline, Northern 
Segment, Partial Collocation Route Alternatives (West, Midwest, and East Route 
Alternatives).  Our evaluation of these alternatives included review of EEC-
provided data, review of USGS topographic quadrangle and National Wetland 
Inventory maps, and aerial inspection.  Based on our evaluation, the nature and 
quality of affected wetlands was generally similar between the proposed route and 
the partial collocation routes, with the exception that the East Route Alternative 
would require longer crossings of COE-managed reservoirs and associated 
tributaries.  As presented in table 3.3-2 and our analysis in section 3.3.2.2, 
considering broader impacts to environmental and economic resources, we believe 
these alternatives would not provide a significant environmental advantage over 
the proposed route.  Because the results of our analysis supported eliminating the 
alternatives from further consideration, we believe more detailed field assessment 
of potentially affected wetlands and waterbodies is not warranted to support our 
conclusions. 
 
Appendix I includes the quality of wetlands that would be crossed by the proposed 
route. 
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F3-9 USEPA  Partial collocation alternatives analysis 
 
See response to comment F3-8.  Based on a high-level analysis, the alternatives did not 
demonstrate a significant environmental advantage over the proposed route.  We 
therefore eliminated the alternatives from further (detailed) consideration.  As such, 
additional detailed analysis of potentially affected wetlands and waterbodies is not 
warranted. 
 
F3-10 USEPA  Major waterbody avoidance and HDD method 
 
We have reviewed EEC’s HDD feasibility assessment for the Little River, Beaverdam 
Creek, and Coldwater Creek dated May 18, 2007.  EEC reports that HDD crossings of 
these waterbodies, if geotechnially feasible, would require HDD lengths that 
substantively exceed waterbody widths and would substantively increase construction 
cost by $11.5 million compared to conventional open cut crossings.  EEC therefore 
proposes to construct these crossings using the open cut method, and has filed 
documentation indicating concurrence from the COE, FWS, and GDNR that the open 
cut method is acceptable for these crossings.  We have revised the text in section 4.3.3 
to incorporate this information.   Because these crossings would be conducted using 
EEC’s Procedures, we believe impacts would be reduced to the maximum extent 
practicable.   
 
F3-11 USEPA  Noise abatement   
 
Comment noted. 
 
F3-12 USEPA  Wetland impact mitigation 
 
See responses to comments F3-8 and F3-9.  In section 4.4 we detail wetland impacts, 
as well as proposed impact avoidance, minimization, and on-site and off-site mitigation 
measures, for the proposed Elba Express Pipeline.  Where necessary, EEC developed 
these measures in coordination with relevant federal, state, and local agencies.  In 
addition, EEC would comply with federal and state permit conditions, such as from the 
COE under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
 
F3-13 USEPA  Single Transco interconnect alternative 
 
In section 1.1 we discuss that part of the purpose and need of the project is to 
interconnect with both Transco Zones 4 and 5.  In section 3.3 we discuss alternatives to 
the proposed pipeline system and route that would meet this purpose and need.  Due to 
the boundary between Transco Zones 4 and 5 being located at the Savannah River, a 
single Transco interconnect (on either side of the river) would not meet the project’s 
stated purpose and need.  Therefore, we did not evaluate single Transco interconnect 
alternatives. 
 
We have clarified the discussion in section 3.3.2 to better explain why dual interconnects 
are needed and why a single new interconnect in Georgia would not meet one of the 
project’s specific objectives.  As presented in the EIS, EEC proposes to cross the 
Savannah River using an HDD, which is expected to have little or no impact on the  
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riparian corridor adjacent to the river itself.  The COE has been actively involved with 
development of this crossing location, and is satisfied that appropriate mitigations would 
be applied to the crossing.  Further, the crossing would be positioned immediately 
adjacent to a major pipeline corridor.  See also new appendix M, EEC Mitigation 
Requirements for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Lands. 
 
 
F3-14 USEPA  Forested wetland restoration  
 
Comment noted.  In section 4.4.2, we discuss wetland restoration for scrub-shrub, 
emergent, and forested wetlands.  EEC has stated that it would not revegetate 
scrub-shrub and emergent wetlands by planting native species, but rather allow 
these wetlands to revegetate naturally.  EEC has also stated that it would comply 
with the conditions of applicable authorizations such as from the COE under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  The COE could require mitigation 
requirements for temporary impacts on forested wetlands including planting to 
reestablish the forest vegetation.  Planting would likely include the use of live plants 
of specific sizes planted at specified densities with certain survival rates.  In 
addition, in accordance with its Procedures, EEC must monitor revegetation 
success for the first 3 years, and continue revegetation efforts until revegetation is 
successful. 
 
 
F3-15 USEPA  Waters of the United States mitigation plan 
 
In section 4.4.2, we discuss on-site and off-site mitigation for wetland impacts.  
This section states that EEC would implement restoration measures for scrub-
shrub and emergent wetlands as described in its Wetland and Waterbody 
Delineation Report and Mitigation Plan and in accordance with its COE permit 
conditions.  As indicated in section 4.4.2, EEC’s compensatory mitigation plan for 
forested wetland impacts is currently under development and review by the COE.  
EEC will file the plan with the Commission once finalized. 
 
F3-16 USEPA  Wetland Mitigation Banks  
 
We have included a recommendation in the final EIS that states EEC should 
continue to consult with the COE to evaluate the suitability of its proposed 
mitigation banks to maximize the “in kind” replacement of wetlands lost as a result 
of this project. 
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F3-17 USEPA  Air emissions at Wrens Compressor 
Station  
 
In EEC’s June 22, 2007, filing, EEC indicated that utilization of the existing Wrens 
Compressor Station would not increase due to the proposed pipeline.  Therefore, 
there would be no change in facility emissions at the Wrens Compressor Station 
associated with the project.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F3-18 USEPA  Reevaluate tables 4.9-5 and 4.9-6  
 
We have revised tables 4.9-5 and 4.9-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
F3-19 USEPA  Participation of affected minorities 
 
Thank you for your comment.  In section 1.3, we describe in detail the NEPA public 
participation process, including open houses and public meetings that have been 
held in the vicinity of the proposed Terminal expansion project and several 
locations along the proposed pipeline to solicit public comment on the proceeding.  
We will take the recommendations offered into consideration during planning for 
future scoping efforts. 
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F3-20 USEPA  Affect on Minority Populations  
 
We have revised section 4.9.7 with an additional analysis of the minority and low-
income populations along the pipeline route through Georgia and South Carolina 
by census tract, which is a more limited geographic unit of analysis than county 
statistics.  We found that given the low population density of rural Georgia, 
however, many of the census tracts statistics were the same as the broader county 
data.  Therefore, we again conclude that all landowners along the proposed 
pipeline would be subject to the same pipeline construction impacts, regardless of 
race, ethnicity, or income status.  We discuss potential aesthetic impacts and 
public safety impacts in sections 4.8 and 4.12, respectively.  
 
 
 
 
 
F3-21 USEPA  Terminal Expansion Effects  
 
We have amended section 4.9.7, Environmental Justice with an additional analysis 
of minority and low income populations within Zones of Concern 1, 2 and 3 by 
census tract, which is a more limited geographic unit of analysis than county 
statistics.  Given that the census tracks extend well beyond the Zones of Concern, 
we could not determine with any accuracy the numbers of these populations 
specifically within the zones.  However, because the proposed project would only 
increase the number of offloading vessels and storage capacity at the Terminal, 
and under the No-Action Alternative current operations would continue, there would 
not be a significant change from an operational standpoint, and therefore no 
change to the current effects on low-income and minority populations.   
 
Regarding economic benefits to the local community, see revised section 4.9.3, 
Local Taxes and Government Revenue.   
 
Regarding temporary employment of the local population, in section 4.9.2, we state 
that during the proposed 64-month construction period of the LNG terminal 
expansion, Southern LNG would use local workers to the extent they possess the 
necessary skills.  This section also describes the positive indirect and induced 
economic benefits to local workers and the community. 
 
F3-22 USEPA  Submerged combustion vaporizers  
 
The six submerged combustion vaporizers have been added to table ES-1. 
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F3-23 USEPA  Compressor Station air permit 
requirements 
 
The GEPD minor source construction/operating permit has been added to table 
1.5-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F3-24 USEPA  Remove emissions note  

 
The referenced note has been removed from table 4.11.1-14. 
 
 
F3-25 USEPA  Summary table of air emissions 
 
Table 4.11.1-10 has been added to summarize the future operating emissions 
associated with the future Elba LNG Terminal. 
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S1-1 South Carolina SHPO Cultural Resources 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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N1-1 Sierra Club Complete DEIS and extend comment period 
 
We disagree with the assertion that the draft EIS is “patently insufficient to meet the 
minimum requirements of” the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).  
The draft EIS fully meets the requirements of NEPA Section 102 (2)(c).  There is 
no regulatory requirement that the discussions of the topics listed be segregated 
into discrete sections.  In fact, the draft EIS follows our NEPA regulations which 
were developed in conjunction with the CEQ (see 18 CFR 380).  The format of the 
EIS clearly meets the NEPA requirements of consideration and disclosure of 
environmental impacts.  Discussions of potential environmental effects and the 
commitment of resources are included in section 4 of the document including those 
that would be temporary, short-term, long-term, and permanent.  Alternatives to the 
proposal are identified and evaluated in section 3.  
 
Further, we have authority to issue conditional draft and final EISs pursuant to 18 
CFR 380.7 and 18 CFR 380.7(e), which state that a Commission EIS will include a 
staff conclusions section (see section 5.5 of the EIS) that references any pending, 
completed, or recommended studies that might provide baseline data or additional 
data on the proposed action.  The goal of the Commission’s NEPA process is to 
ensure all potential adverse impacts to the human environment are avoided, 
minimized, or mitigated to a level that is not undue or significant.  As part of this 
NEPA process and through the public comment process, many of the conditional 
items identified in the draft EIS have been addressed and the text of the final EIS 
has been revised to incorporate the resolution of these items.  Remaining 
conditional items (recommendations) identified in section 5.5 of the final EIS 
require that Southern LNG and/or EEC file documentation for Commission review 
and approval prior to construction, initial site preparation, construction of final 
design, commissioning, commencement of service, or within a specified period 
following commencement of service, as appropriate to and indicated by each 
specific condition.  In addition, if the Elba III Project is approved by the 
Commission, these conditional items (recommendations) would be included in the 
Commission’s Order.  Accordingly, Southern LNG and/or EEC may not proceed 
with construction, commence facility operation, or continue facility operation, until 
the Commission is fully satisfied that all potential adverse impacts to the human 
environment are avoided, minimized, or mitigated to the maximum extent 
practicable.    
 
Accordingly, we do not plan to reissue the draft EIS, or extend the draft EIS 
comment period. 
 
N1-2 Sierra Club Blasting plan 
 
The potential impacts of blasting are fully disclosed in sections 4.1.1 and 4.3.1.  As 
presented therein, we believe that any impact on groundwater flows in the project 
area would be minor and localized.  While EEC has already prepared a Blasting 
Specification Plan, we have recommended that this plan be supplemented with 
additional information to ensure that blasting locations are identified and water 
supply wells/systems are protected during construction (see draft EIS 
recommendation #15). 
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N1-3 Sierra Club Milepost locations wells, springs, and 
seeps 
 
As disclosed in section 4.3.1, 67 private water supply wells have been identified 
within 150 feet of construction work areas associated with the Elba Express 
Pipeline.  Appendix G of the draft EIS presents the location of these facilities by 
milepost.  Because survey work is expected to continue until construction 
commences, there is the potential that additional springs, seeps, and wells will be 
identified.  Our recommendation (#16) for EEC to file the location of all such 
resources within 150 feet of its construction ROW ensures that these resources will 
be protected during construction.  
 
N1-4 Sierra Club Identify damaged water supplies and 
repairs 
 
As previously disclosed, any impacts on groundwater resources are expected to be 
minor and localized.  However, in the unlikely event that a water supply system is 
damaged by construction activities, we have recommended that EEC report any 
such damage and how damages were repaired (#17).  This report will be placed in 
the public file and available for inspection within 30 days of the placing the pipeline 
facilities in service.   
 
N1-5 Sierra Club Turning basin size requirements study 
 
We have reviewed EEC’s turning basin study and revised section 4.3.3 to 
incorporate this additional information.  The study was forwarded to the U.S. Coast 
Guard for its use. 
 
N1-6 Sierra Club Terminal expansion hydrostatic testing 
 
NOAA Fisheries has recommended a time-of-year restriction for withdrawal of 
hydrostatic test water from the Savannah River at the Terminal location (April 1 
through July 31) to minimize impacts to essential fish habitat species.  We agree 
with this time of year restriction and have included it in our recommendations.  
 
N1-7 Sierra Club HDD feasibility studies 
 
The potential impacts associated with the proposed HDD crossing of the Broad and 
Savannah Rivers were fully disclosed in the draft EIS.  We have retained the 
recommendation in section 5.5 of the final EIS that EEC file the results of its HDD 
geotechnical feasibility investigations for these waterway crossings prior to 
construction.  We have revised the text in section 4.3.3 to incorporate new 
information. 
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N1-8 Sierra Club Preconstruction threatened and 

endangered species surveys 
  
We have retained this recommendation in section 5.5 of the final EIS. 
 
N1-9 Sierra Club FWS guidance on 

poolsprite and aquatic life 
 
We have retained this recommendation in section 5.5 of the final EIS. 
 
N1-10 Sierra Club ESA consultation with FWS and NMFS 
 
We agree.  We have retained this recommendation in section 5.5 of the final EIS. 
 
N1-11 Sierra Club Agency consultation on bluebarred pigmy 

sunfish 
 
Thank you for your comment.  Section 4.7.2 has been updated with new 
information.  We have retained this recommendation in section 5.5 of the final EIS 
 
N1-12 Sierra Club Approval of dry crossing plan and 

hydrostatic test water withdrawal 
 
We have retained this recommendation in section 5.5 of the final EIS. 
 
N1-13 Sierra Club Broad River burrowing crayfish and lean 

crayfish 
 
Thank you for your comment.  Section 4.7.2 has been updated with new 
information.  We have retained this recommendation in section 5.5 of the final EIS. 
 
N1-14 Sierra Club Public availability of operational 
information 
 
We disagree with the assertion that the information sought as a result of our 
technical review of the front-end engineering design for the terminal expansion 
“should be made available to the public in the DEIS with ample comment time.”  
The draft EIS is completely adequate without inclusion of this material.  As a point 
of fact, much of the information sought is designated as Critical Energy 
Infrastructure Information, and will not be available to the public, either as part of 
our environmental review process or afterwards.  Certain details of the design in 
the record are designated as Critical Energy Infrastructure Information (CEII) and 
are restricted from public access.  The Commission has established procedures for 
gaining access to CEII.  Those procedures are available on the FERC website 
(http://www.ferc.gov).  
 
N1-15 Sierra Club HDD feasibility studies 
 
See response to comment N1-7. 
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N1-16 Sierra Club Atlantic right whale impact avoidance 
plan 
 
Thank you for your comment.  Southern LNG has been in consultation with 
NMFS and has agreed to file with the Commission measures to protect the 
Atlantic right whale from ship strikes once finalized. 
 
N1-17 Sierra Club Eastern indigo snake and gopher tortoise 
 
Thank you for your comment.  Section 4.7.1 has been updated with new 
information. 
 
N1-18 Sierra Club Preconstruction surveys of flatwoods 

salamander  
 
We have reviewed EEC’s flatwoods salamander survey plan, filed with FWS and 
GDNR on May 1, 2007, and provided in its comment letter dated May 18, 2007.  
EEC states that biological surveys for protected species are required to be 
conducted within one year of construction.  Therefore, EEC intends to survey 
areas identified as potential habitat for the flatwoods salamander in the spring of 
2008.  If flatwoods salamanders are found to inhabit these areas, measures 
would be developed to avoid or minimize impact to the flatwoods salamander.  
FWS and GDNR have verbally agreed with this approach.  We have revised 
section 4.7.1 to incorporate this information.  
 
N1-19 Sierra Club GDNR consultation (sweet pitcher plant) 
  
As a result of our recommendation in the draft EIS, EEC developed mitigation in 
consultation with GDNR for this species that we found acceptable.  We have 
revised section 4.7.2 to reflect this new information. 
 
N1-20 Sierra Club Vegetative maintenance plan 
 
We included recommendation #36 in the draft EIS to enable us to publish a 
completely accurate version of EEC’s Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and 
Maintenance Plan (Plan) in the final EIS.  Between EEC’s initial Plan (presented 
as appendix E in the draft EIS) and the substance of our recommendation, there 
is simply no more information concerning EEC’s Plan for the public to review or 
comment on.  We have revised the text in section 4.8.3 to incorporate EEC’s 
revised Plan and again presented the Plan as appendix E in the final EIS. 
 
N1-21 Sierra Club Site-specific residential crossing plans 
 
EEC submitted updated site-specific residential plans on May 18, 2007.  We 
have reviewed these drawings and believe EEC’s implementation of the 
measures specified would lessen impact on the affected residences.  However, 
for those residences within 25 feet of the construction ROW, we have 
recommended that EEC provide more detailed plans which outline the 
construction technique(s) to be used, minimize the time that the trench would  

Responses to Letter N-1 
 
remain open, and provide evidence of landowner concurrences where construction 
work areas would be within 10 feet of a residence.  Table 4.8-4, which details the 
distances of the residences from the construction work areas and pipeline, and 
associated mitigation measures, has been updated to reflect these changes.   
 
 
N1-22 Sierra Club  Site-specific development crossing plans 
 
We included recommendation #38 in the draft EIS to update our information on 
consultations with land developers potentially affected by construction of the Elba 
Express Pipeline.  While this information would be useful in the final EIS, it is highly 
unlikely that it would reveal any previously undisclosed or potentially significant 
impact.  And in fact, because neither the pipeline nor the developers are prepared 
to commence construction in the immediate future, there is little new information to 
report regarding these consultations (see revisions to section 4.8.4).  When 
additional information regarding these consultations becomes available, it will be 
placed in the public record for these dockets and accessible via the FERC internet 
website at http://www.ferc.gov under the “e-Library” link. 
 
Additionally, EEC met with the COE on May 7, 2007, and developed a mutually-
acceptable mitigation plan for the crossings of COE-managed properties, which 
has subsequently received concurrence from the FWS and GDNR.  We have 
revised the text in section 4.8.5, COE Mitigation Lands, to incorporate this 
information, and included a summary of the mitigation plan in Appendix M. 
 
N1-23 Sierra Club HDD noise impact analysis 
 
Thank you for your comment.  EEC submitted a noise analysis of HDD operations 
at the nearby NSAs for both the Broad River and the Savannah River.  Based on 
the results of this analysis, the final EIS retains a recommendation to limit noise 
impact at nearby NSAs.  We have revised the text in section 4.11.2.2 to incorporate 
this information. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6-34                            6.0 – Public C
om

m
ents and Responses 



Letter N-1 Continued 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses to Letter N-1 
 
N1-24 Sierra Club Terminal operation noise analysis 
 
We disagree.  The draft EIS presents our assessment of potential noise impact at 
nearby noise-sensitive areas for operation of both the terminal expansion and the 
new compressor station.  In both cases, we conclude that there would be no 
significant noise impacts resulting from operation of the proposed facilities.  We 
have included recommendations in the final EIS to ensure that Southern LNG and 
EEC operate in compliance with our guidelines or implement appropriate additional 
noise controls if noise levels are found to exceed an Ldn of 55 dBA at any nearby 
NSA. 
 
The one year period referenced in our conditions is a typical requirement that 
allows for mechanical modifications or other noise mitigation measures to a facility 
in order to reduce noise levels to the required 55 dBA Ldn limit, should compliance 
testing reveal an out-of-compliance condition.  Public comment on the type of 
additional noise control applied is not warranted.   
 
N1-25 Sierra Club Native American Information 
 
As recommended in the draft EIS, EEC has further consulted the Eastern Band of 
Cherokee Indians (ECBI).  The ECBI have provided no further information to date.  
We have revised the text in section 4.10.3 to incorporate this information. 
 
N1-26 Sierra Club Unanticipated Discoveries Plan 
 
As recommended in the draft EIS, EEC has revised the unexpected discovery plan 
and provided the revised plan to the FERC and the COE.  We have revised the text 
in section 4.10.2 to incorporate this information. 
 
N1-27 Sierra Club Historic Structures 
 
As recommended in the draft EIS, EEC has provided the Georgia State Historic 
Preservation Office with the requested additional information on historic structures.  
We have revised the text in section 4.10.1 to incorporate this information. 
 
N1-28 Sierra Club Alternatives analysis 
 
Comment noted.  As stated in section 1.2.1, the draft EIS was prepared in 
compliance with the requirements of NEPA, the CEQ regulations for implementing 
NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), and the FERC regulations implementing NEPA (18 
CFR 380).    As required, section 3.2 objectively evaluates all reasonable LNG 
terminal facility alternatives that would potentially result in less severe 
environmental impact than the proposed action, including use of existing LNG 
import terminal systems, LNG terminal (onshore) site alternatives, and offshore 
terminal alternatives (offshore unloading and offshore regasification alternatives).  
Reasonable alternative gas pipeline delivery systems are addressed in section 3.3.  
We are not aware of what “new methodology available for LNG transportation and 
gas delivery systems” were not included in these discussions.   
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N1-29 Sierra Club Economic Analysis  
 
In section 4.9, we provide a socioeconomic analysis that includes project benefits 
and costs.  Relationship to other ongoing construction projects has been 
considered in section 4.9 and section 4.13.9.  The economic analysis requested is 
beyond the scope of this document.   
 
N1-30 Sierra Club Concerns with DEIS conclusions 
 
We disagree with the assertion that the draft EIS does not comply with NEPA, or 
that the document is at a stage of completeness that doesn’t yet warrant thoughtful 
and reasoned public comment. 
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N2-1 Riverkeeper No action alternative 
 
See responses to comments N1-1 and N1-28.  Specifically, 40 CFR 1502.14(d) 
states that the alternatives analysis shall: “include the alternative of no action.”  
Additionally, 40 CFR 1502.14(a) states that the alternatives analysis shall: 
“Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for 
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons 
for their having been eliminated”.  In section 3.1 we briefly discuss the No-Action  
or Postponed-Action Alternative and the reasons for their having been eliminated 
from detailed study.  Specifically, section 3.1 states that the potential environmental 
consequences associated with the proposed action (identified in section 4.0) would 
be avoided or delayed.  Section 3.1 further states that selection of the No-Action 
Alternative would result in jeopardizing the objective of providing direct access to 
imported LNG supplies for the southeastern and eastern U.S. market and could 
result in these supplies going to other destinations around the world.  Ultimately, it 
would be purely speculative to predict the resulting actions that would be taken by 
the end users if the natural gas supplied by the project were not available or the 
associated direct or indirect environmental impacts of these actions.  Given the 
speculative nature of these environmental consequences, the No-Action Alternative 
is not further discussed in section 4.0. 
 
N2-2 Riverkeeper Conditional information 
 
While not all of the information about the proposed project was included in the draft 
EIS, we believe that adequate information was provided to initiate informed 
comments by respective agencies, landowners, and other stakeholders regarding 
the various impacts that would result from project implementation.  We have also 
made numerous changes to the draft EIS including adding new material and 
clarifying discussions presented in the draft document.  We believe that the final 
EIS, including responses to all comments received on the draft, will enable the 
Commission to be fully informed regarding the potential environmental 
ramifications of any decision it makes regarding the Elba III Project. 
 
 
N2-3 Riverkeeper System alternatives 
 
Section 3.2.1 presents an evaluation of existing LNG import terminal system 
alternatives, including expansion of the Trunkline LNG Lake Charles LNG import 
terminal in Calcasieu Parish, Louisiana.  As discussed therein, this system 
alternative was eliminated from further consideration because further expansion of 
the Lake Charles terminal is limited by site constraints.  
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Any alternative which delivered the LNG to some point on the Gulf Coast (e.g., 
Louisiana) would still require: 
 
a. a transmission link (either an entirely new greenfield pipeline or a large-

diameter loop and compression) to deliver the gas between an import 
terminal and Transco’s pipeline system; and  

 
b. significant additional facilities (large-diameter loop and compression) to 

transport the gas to Transco Zones 4 and 5.  
 
As discussed in the material added to section 3.3.2.2, transporting the gas 
across additional Transco zones would result in a project too expensive to be 
economically attractive to either the shippers (Shell and BG) or customers in 
Transco Zones 4 and 5.  The facilities needed to accept the LNG, regasify it, and 
then transport it between the Gulf Coast and Transco’s system would further 
exacerbate the cost consequences.  
 
From a purely environmental impact standpoint, while such an alternative would 
avoid the 82 miles of greenfield pipeline (Northern Segment) associated with the 
proposed action, it most certainly wouldn’t avoid crossing numerous waterbodies 
and wetlands (including the Savannah River) between a Gulf Coast import point 
and Transco’s Zone 5 (South Carolina).  Construction disturbance of a large-
diameter loop along Transco’s system between a point along the Gulf Coast and 
South Carolina would be several times that associated with the proposed action.  
 
As a result, we don’t consider delivery of the gas to Transco’s system in 
Louisiana (or Texas, Mississippi, or Alabama) a reasonable alternative to 
expansion of the existing import terminal and construction of the proposed 
pipeline facilities. 
 
N2-4 Riverkeeper Major route alternative 
 
This alternative was considered as the “east leg portion” of Major Route 
Alternative A (see figure 3.3-1 in the final EIS).  However, in order to satisfy the 
project‘s objectives, two interconnections (one in each of Transco’s Zone 4 and 
Zone 5) are necessary.  For the east leg of Alternative A to satisfy this 
requirement, an additional pipeline loop along Transco’s system between where 
the east leg interconnects with Transco (near Spartanburg, South Carolina) and 
the west side of the Savannah River (Hart County, Georgia) would be needed.  
See our discussion of Major Route Alternative B in section 3.3.2.2 and the 
revised discussion in section 1.1 which clarifies the Project Purpose and Need. 
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N2-5 Riverkeeper Single Transco interconnect alternative 
 
See revised discussion in section 1.1 which clarifies that two new interconnections 
with Transco’s system at the end of its Zone 4 and the beginning of Zone 5 (the 
west and east sides of the Savannah River, respectively) are one of the project’s 
specific objectives. 
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P1-1 Vaughn Landowner-proposed route variation 
 
We have evaluated a route variation based on this comment and believe the 
suggested variation would provide no environmental advantage over the proposed 
route.  Specifically, the suggested variation would affect a greater number of 
landowners, approach more densely populated areas, and possibly involve a 
landfill.   We have revised the text in section 3.3.3 to incorporate this information. 
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P2-1 Hosch  Compensation for ROW easements 
 
We discuss the temporary (for construction) and permanent (for operation) ROW 
easement acquisition process and compensation for short-term and long-term 
economic loss of value in section 4.8.2.   
 
Across this parcel (mileposts 87-89), EEC would require an additional 70-foot-
wide temporary ROW during construction but no new permanent ROW for 
operation of the proposed pipeline.  The area of disturbance would be restored 
as near as practicable to its current condition following construction. 
 
P2-2 Hosch  EEC tax payments 
 
According to the State of Georgia Department of Revenue, property taxes are 
based on the fair market value as assessed by each county's Board of 
Assessors.  Landowners have the option of making their own assessment of the 
fair market value of their land for their county's Board of Assessors, or disputing a 
Board's assessment based on a factual event that has lead to a loss of their 
property value.  See the Georgia Department of Revenue, Local Government 
Services Division website: http://www.dor.ga.gov/ptd/index.shtml and access the 
links to "About Property Tax", "Appeals", and "Appraisal Procedure Manual". 
 
EEC would pay taxes on the pipeline during both the construction and operation 
periods.  During construction, EEC would pay sales tax revenues on the facilities 
in the ground and during operation, EEC would an annual ad valorem tax for the 
life of the project.  Section 4.9.3 has been updated to reflect all tax revenues paid 
by EEC to each county through which the pipeline passes.  
 
P2-3 Hosch  ROW maintenance 
 
In section 2.7.2, appendix E, and appendix F, we discuss EEC’s pipeline facility 
and ROW maintenance requirements and procedures.  These procedures 
include, but are not limited to, monitoring of revegetation success, continuation of 
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revegetation efforts until revegetation is successful, monitoring and correction of 
drainage or irrigation system problems, routine vegetation maintenance, efforts to 
control unauthorized off-road vehicle use, and maintenance of signs, gates, and 
vehicle trails as necessary.  We also require that EEC maintain revegetation 
records, and file a quarterly activity report documenting problems, including those 
identified by the landowner, and corrective actions taken for at least 2 years 
following construction.  We believe that this approach is effective and that use of 
these procedures would result in an appropriately maintained ROW. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
P2-4 Hosch  Request to not take timber or land 
 
EEC has stated that it would work with individual landowners during easement 
negotiations to minimize impact on trees.  See section 4.8.1.2, Land Use Impacts 
and Mitigation - Upland Forest and Planted Pine, for further discussion.  Also see 
section 4.8.2, Landowner and Easement Requirements. 
 
Only the permanent ROW through upland forested areas would no longer be 
available for tree growth for the life of the project.  Forested acreage temporarily 
disturbed by construction, however, could be replanted.  Landowners may 
negotiate to have EEC plant saplings in those areas of disturbance outside the 
permanent ROW. 
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P3-1 Gilbert Petition   Availability of additional information   
 
The draft EIS contained 12 recommendations which requested that EEC 
provide further information prior to the end of the comment period.  This 
information would be useful in the final EIS in a variety of ways including: 
being able to publish EEC’s Plan accurately (draft EIS recommendation 
#36), obtaining further detail on stream crossing methods (#21), updating 
our information on consultations with land developers (#38), and enabling 
the timely completion of consultations with other agencies (i.e., U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers).  While we believe this information has been helpful, it did 
not identify any previously undisclosed potentially significant impact nor 
did it materially harm the integrity or the conclusions of the analysis 
presented in the draft EIS.   
 
Further, withholding the draft EIS from public review until later on the 
basis of this information would not have benefited either the public or the 
applicant.  For instance, there is very little new information to report 
regarding consultations between EEC and developers (#38) because 
neither party proposes to commence actual construction in the immediate 
future.  As a result, we have retained this recommendation in the final 
EIS.  The information sought by 8 of the 12 recommendations has been 
incorporated, as appropriate, into the final EIS.  All information filed 
subsequent to issuance of the final EIS will be placed in the public record 
for these dockets, accessible via the FERC internet website at 
http://www.ferc.gov under the “e-Library” link.  
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P4-1 Angell Petition Availability of additional information 
 
See response to comment P3-1. 
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P5-1  Landowner Intervenors Northern Segment route 
alternatives 
 
Section 3.3.2.2 discusses two alternatives to the Northern Segment which follow 
existing ROWs entirely.  As demonstrated in this discussion, both would result in 
greater environmental impact than the proposed Northern Segment route. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P5-2 Landowner Intervenors Purpose and need, and 
alternatives 
 
We disagree.  The EIS identifies the proposed action, which includes (among other 
things) transportation of natural gas between Port Wentworth and two new points 
of delivery with Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corporation (Transco) in Hart 
County, Georgia and Anderson County, South Carolina.  (Draft EIS, p. 1-1.)  
Alternatives to the proposed Northern Segment route which follow existing ROWs 
entirely are evaluated in section 3.3.2.2. 
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P5-3 Landowner Intervenors Eminent domain 
 
Comment noted.  The proposed project is intended to provide benefits to both the 
public in general (by delivering natural gas to three electric power generating 
facilities in both Georgian and South Carolina) and the citizens of each county 
crossed (by providing ad valorem taxes for the life of the facilities).  Additional 
information regarding estimated annual ad valorem tax revenues has been 
included in section 4.9.3.  See also response to comments WT-02 and TT-01. 
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P5-4 Landowner Intervenors Conflicting data or opinions 
 
We have responded to all comments received on the draft EIS and have engaged 
the assistance of other agencies with jurisdiction by law or special expertise (U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Coast Guard, National Marine Fisheries Service, 
Georgia Department of Natural Resources) throughout preparation of the EIS.  No 
comments have been ignored. 
 
 
 
P5-5 Landowner Intervenors Project purpose and need 
 
We have revised the discussion presented in section 1.1 (Project Purpose and 
Need) to clarify that two new interconnections with Transco’s system at (1) the end 
of its Zone 4 and (2) the beginning of its Zone 5 (the west and east sides of the 
Savannah River, respectively) are one of the projects specific objectives and 
therefore part of the proposed action, as was clearly indicated on page 1-1 of the 
draft EIS. 
 
Connection to Transco’s system on both sides of the Savannah River (i.e., the end 
of Transco Zone 4 and the beginning of Transco Zone 5) is, in fact, pivotal to 
providing “competitively priced natural gas to the Georgia and South Carolina 
interstate natural gas markets”.  See response to comments P5-8 and P5-13. 
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P5-6 Landowner Intervenors Project purpose and need 
 
The existing Transco pipeline system does not possess sufficient capacity to serve 
the markets described in the goals of the project by utilizing a single 
interconnection with a new larger pipeline from the Terminal expansion.  Although 
Transco’s pipeline system has a west-to-east capacity in excess of 3 Bcfd in the 
vicinity of the interconnect of the western leg portion of Alternative A (Jonesboro, 
Georgia), this capacity is under contract to other shippers on Tranco’s system and 
therefore not available for transporting an incremental 1 Bcfd of capacity from 
Jonesboro east to Anderson, South Carolina.   
 
See response to comments P5-5 and P5-8.  The proposal being considered by the 
Commission is presented by EEC in its application.  Our analysis includes 
verification of the system design requirements by the Commission’s engineering 
staff.  There is no “presumption”, and a supplemental EIS is not warranted. 
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P5-7 Landowner Intervenors Project purpose and need 
 
See response to comment P5-6.  As stated in section 3.3.2.2 and table 3.3-1, in 
order to transport an incremental 1 Bcfd of natural gas from the Wrens Compressor 
Station to Transco’s system in both Georgia (Transco Zone 4) and South Carolina 
(Transco Zone 5), the Northern Segment alternatives (Alternatives A, B, and C) 
require construction of more transmission and looping pipeline, as well as 
additional compression, than does the proposed action.  (Note that the final EIS 
includes discussion of a new Northern Segment Route Alternative C in response to 
comment P5-16.) 
 
 
 
P5-8 Landowner Intervenors Project purpose and need 
 
Our discussion of Route Alternatives to the Northern Segment in Section 3.3.2.2 
twice references “incremental transportation charges.”  We have revised this 
discussion.  In short, natural gas transportation rates increase as gas travels from 
one zone to another.  By providing interconnections to both Transco Zones 4 and 
5, customers in each zone receive natural gas at the lowest transportation rate 
possible rather than paying an additional transportation fee for gas delivered in an 
adjacent zone and transported across zone boundaries. 
 
Our analysis of the proposed crossing of the Savannah River does not support 
commenter’s assertion of “inevitable and irreversible degradation.”  See response 
to comment P5-6. 
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P5-9 Landowner Intervenors Alternatives 
 
We disagree.  Because EEC would transport natural gas for resale in interstate 
commerce, it would be an “interstate” natural gas company if it did nothing more 
than deliver gas to Southern Natural Gas Company (Southern) at the proposed 
interconnection near the end of Southern’s South Main Line at the Wrens 
Compressor Station in Jefferson County, Georgia (MP 104.8).   
 
See response to comment P5-3. 
 
As a point of fact, there are presently five natural gas pipelines which cross the 
Savannah River in the immediate vicinity of EEC’s proposed crossing. 
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P5-10 Landowner Intervenors Alternative A 
 
As discussed in section 3.3.2.2, Alternatives A and B were found to require 
substantially more environmental disturbance than that associated with the 
proposed route between the Wrens Compressor Station and the proposed 
interconnections with Transco’s Zones 4 and 5.  Because they provided no 
environmental benefit when compared to the proposed route, they were eliminated 
from further consideration.  The respective acreages of disturbance for the 
proposed and alternative routes are presented in tables 3.3-1 and 3.3-2.   
 
This description of the draft EIS findings on the east-west segment is not entirely 
accurate.  As a point of fact, the draft EIS states that the east-west segment of 
Alternative A between Wrens and Thomaston, Georgia, would require the addition 
of “little or no new pipeline” (emphasis added), not no new pipeline, to transport the 
additional volumes of gas.  This statement was based on the results of a high-level 
analysis.  A complete hydraulic simulation has now been conducted which 
indicates that over 50 miles of 30- and 36-inch-diameter pipeline loop and 
additional compression at two existing compressor stations would actually be 
needed to provide firm transportation between Wrens and Thomaston.   We have 
revised this discussion to more accurately reflect that additional facilities that would 
be needed to move the Elba Expansion volumes (1.175 Bcfd) between Wrens and 
Thomaston via Southern’s existing system for the western leg of Major Route 
Alternative A. 
 
The east leg portion of Alternative A was designed to provide EEC’s proposed 
Zone 5 interconnection while following existing ROWs between Wrens and 
Transco’s Zone 5.  See response to comments P5-5, P5-6, and P5-7. 
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P5-11  Landowner Intervenors Alternative A 
 
We disagree.  As described in section 3.3.1, the western leg of Alternative A does 
not include an interconnection with Transco Zone 5, which is part of the proposed 
action (see draft EIS, page 1-1), and therefore would not satisfy one of the project’s 
specific objectives.  See response to comment P5-5.  Nor does the western leg 
have sufficient capacity to achieve the project goals (see revised discussion of 
Alternative A and new discussion of Route Alternative C for specific information on 
this topic).  See response to comment P5-6. 
 
The Wrens-to-Thomaston portion of Alternative A’s western leg would require 
significant looping.  See response to comment P5-10. 
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P5-12  Landowner Intervenors Alternative A 
 
We disagree with commenter’s assertion.  The east leg of Alternative A was 
designed to satisfy the project objective of an interconnection with Transco Zone 5 
while following existing ROWs between Wrens and Zone 5.  Without the east leg, 
Alternative A would not meet the project objective. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P5-13  Landowner Intervenors Project need 
 
We disagree with commenter’s assertion.  See response to comment P5-8.  The 
sentence cited by commenter was included in our discussion to provide the public 
with further insight into the rationale behind the proposed action and the specific 
objectives of providing new interconnections with both Transco Zones 4 and 5.  
Significant economic impacts associated with the design of a project should be 
considered when comparing alternatives.  Any alternative which would require the 
project shippers to pay transportation rates on multiple pipelines or across rate 
zones would not meet the project objective because the incremental rates 
associated with these activities would not “provide a competitively priced natural 
gas transportation infrastructure that would attract incremental global LNG 
supplies”, as stated in draft EIS section 1.1 (Project Purpose and Need).  
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P5-14 Landowner Intervenors Balance of economic interests 
 
As cited by the commenter, the Commission’s Policy Statement makes clear that it 
(not the Commission staff) will balance the economic interests and public benefits 
of proposals when it makes a Preliminary Determination on Non-Environmental 
Issues (PD).  The Commission issued a PD for EEC’s proposed Elba Express 
Pipeline on April 4, 2007, in which it found, subject to completion of the 
environmental review and the fulfillment of conditions enumerated therein, that the 
benefit of EEC’s proposed pipeline will outweigh any potential adverse effects, and 
is required and permitted by the public convenience and necessity.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P5-15  Landowner Intervenors Alternatives 
 
We disagree.  See response to comments P5-7 and P5-10. 
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P5-16 Landowner Intervenors Route Alternative B 
 
Please see figure 3.3-2, which clearly delineates the differences between Route 
Alternatives A and B.  Also note the first sentence of the Route Alternative B in 
section 3.3.2.2: 
 
 Alternative B uses the east leg portion of Alternative A but extends the 

east leg along Transco’s system to the southwest to enable deliveries in 
Zone 4 (the Georgia side of the Savannah River.)  (emphasis added) 

 
We have also added a discussion of a new Route Alternative C, which is designed 
to build upon the western leg of Alternative A, follow existing ROWs, and fulfill the 
project objective for a Zone 5 interconnection.  
 
As explained in response to comment P5-11, the western leg of Alternative A is not 
capable of satisfying the project objectives.  See also response to comment P5-6. 
 
 
P5-17  Landowner Intervenors Route Alternative B 
 
We have explained that the proposed action includes the specific project objective 
of establishing new interconnections with Transco Zones 4 and 5 (see response to 
comments P5-2 and P5-5). 
 
See response to comments P5-8 and P5-13 for further explanation of how 
“incremental transportation charges” have shaped the project objectives. 
 
Also, see response to comment P5-9, which addresses the assertion that the 
project would not benefit the public in both Georgia and South Carolina.  
 
We disagree that our conclusions, or the analysis that supports our conclusions, 
are based on “arbitrary and capricious factors.”  Nor are we aware of any 
statement, either implied or explicit, which supports commenter’s assertion that 
“FERC has admitted that it cares not about the property rights of the citizens of the 
state of Georgia” or its ecosystems. 
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P5-18 Landowner Intervenors Western leg of Alternative A 
 
See response to comment P5-16. 
 
 
 
 
P5-19 Landowner Intervenors No action alternative 
 
We have carefully reviewed the discussion of the No Action Alternative presented 
in draft EIS and disagree with commenter.  If the Commission were to take no 
action on the proposal to expand importation of LNG at the existing Elba Island 
facility and construct additional pipeline transmission facilities, the proposal would 
either be delayed or withdrawn.  If the proposal were withdrawn (or delayed for a 
significant period of time), the LNG supplies proposed for importation to the Elba 
facility would simply be marketed elsewhere.  We don’t believe that this concept 
requires the support of studies or reports. 
 
We disagree that the discussion implies “postponing or preventing the Project will 
result in natural gas suppliers cutting off supplies to the east coast.”  In fact, section 
3.2.1 of the draft EIS discusses two existing LNG import terminals that are 
presently undergoing expansion to receive additional LNG supplies.  We have 
clarified the No Action Alternative discussion to better explain that without projects 
like the Elba III Project, natural gas customers in the area proposed to be served 
“may have fewer and potentially more expensive options for obtaining natural gas 
in the near future” (draft EIS, page 3-2).  We believe this conclusion is fully 
supported in the EIS.  
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P5-20 Landowner Intervenors 
 
Written responses to all comments received on the draft EIS are presented in this 
appendix to the final EIS.  A supplemental EIS is not warranted.  See response to 
comments P5-6, P5-11, and P5-16.   
 
Information in the “Background Data” referenced as exhibit C was too large to 
reprint in this document.  Further, portions of commenter’s exhibit C did not meet 
the Commission’s filing requirements and had to be rejected.  The remainder is in 
the public file. 
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P5-21 Landowner Intervenors Wetlands, Riparian Areas, 

Environmentally Sensitive 
Resources 

 
As stated in sections 4.3.3, 4.4.2, 4.6.1, and 4.7, we believe that implementation of 
the measures and procedures contained in EEC’s Procedures, project-wide Spill 
Plan, agency-required permit conditions and mitigation, and our recommendations 
would avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential impacts on surface water quality, 
wetlands, wildlife, and threatened and endangered species,  respectively.  
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P5-22 Landowner Intervenors Surface water impacts 
 
In section 4.3.3, we assess potential impacts to surface waters (including streams) 
crossed by the proposed Elba Express Pipeline and have recommended mitigation 
measures to minimize impacts on surface waters during open-cut crossings.  We 
have also stated that EEC would need to obtain and comply with all conditions of 
its COE Section 404 permit and Section 401 state water quality certifications. 
 
P5-23 Landowner Intervenors Pipeline safety 
 
We note that commenter’s residence is about 975 feet from the edge of the 
proposed construction work area and about 1,000 feet from the proposed pipeline 
centerline. 
 
Pipeline safety standards are discussed in detail in sections 4.12.8, 4.12.9, and 
4.12.10. Specifically, the available data show that natural gas pipelines continue to 
be a safe, reliable means of energy transportation.  Based on approximately 
301,000 miles in service, the rate of public fatalities for the nationwide mix of 
transmission and gathering line in service is 0.01 per year per 1,000 miles of 
pipeline.  Using this rate, EEC’s pipeline might result in a public fatality every 532 
plus years.  This would represent only a slight increase in risk to the nearby public.  
We have revised the text in section 4.12.10. 
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P5-24 Landowner Intervenors Wetlands, Riparian Areas, 

Environmentally Sensitive 
Resources 

 
See response to comment P5-21.  
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P5-25 Landowner Intervenors Surface water impacts 
 
See response to comment P5-22. 

 
 

 
 
P5-26 Landowner Intervenors Archaeological and cultural 

resources 
 
The archaeological survey was conducted using methods and standards reviewed 
and approved by the GA SHPO and FERC.  
 
 
 
 
P5-27 Landowner Intervenors Pipeline safety 
 
We note that the pipeline route would be located about 1,000 feet from this 
residence.  See response to comment P5-23. 
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P5-28 Landowner Intervenors Wetlands, Riparian Areas, 

Environmentally Sensitive 
Resources 

See response to comment P5-21.  Based on a site visit conducted by EEC 
representatives and this landowner on June 11, 2007, the pipeline would make no 
stream or wetland crossings on this property.  
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P5-29 Landowner Intervenors Cultural resources 
 
All archaelolgical resources identified by the cultural resources survey within the 
survey corridor were assessed for National Register of Historic Places eligibility, 
and the recommendations presented in section 4.10.1 of the EIS. 
 
 
 
P5-30 Landowner Intervenors Pipeline safety 
 
See response to comment P5-23.  We note that commenter’s residence is about 
220 feet from the edge of the proposed construction work area and about 245 feet 
from the proposed pipeline centerline. 
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P5-31 Landowner Intervenors Wildlife 
 
In section 4.6.1, we discuss wildlife and wildlife habitat within the proposed Elba 
Express Pipeline project area.  We assess potential temporary and permanent 
impacts to wildlife and their habitat from construction and operation of the proposed 
pipeline.  We believe that the Elba Express Pipeline Project would not substantially 
alter local wildlife populations, and that the impact of habitat fragmentation on 
wildlife would be minimal. 
 
In section 4.7.2, we discuss the state-listed Atlantic pigtoe mussel and sandbar 
shiner.  We reported that in the state of Georgia, Atlantic pigtoe mussel occurs in 
Jenkins and Jefferson counties, and that sandbar shiner occurs in McDuffie, 
Wilkes, Elbert, and Hart counties.  In section 4.7.2, we assess impacts to these 
species and their habitat from the proposed Elba Express Pipeline. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P5-32 Landowner Intervenors Pipeline safety 
 
See response to comment P5-23.  We note that commenter’s residence is about 
100 feet from the edge of the proposed construction work area and about 125 feet 
from the proposed pipeline centerline. 

Based on an on-site meeting between EEC representatives and this landowner on 
June 11, 2007, EEC identified that adjustments to the proposed route on this 
property could be implemented to move the pipeline further away from the 
residence. 
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P5-33 Landowner Intervenors Property surveys 
 
If the Elba III Project is approved by the Commission, surveys would be conducted 
on any remaining properties where access permission has been denied or 
unavailable thus far.  Environmental surveys would include, but not necessarily 
limited to, wetlands, waterbodies, wildlife, threatened and endangered species 
habitat, and cultural resources.  The results of those surveys would be reviewed by 
the Commission and any appropriate Federal or state agencies prior to issuance of 
a Notice to Proceed with construction. 
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P5-34 Landowner Intervenors Wetlands, Riparian Areas, 

Environmentally Sensitive 
Resources 

 
See response to comment P5-21.  Based on an on-site meeting between EEC 
representatives and this landowner on June 12, 2007, EEC identified that 
adjustments to the proposed route on this property could be implemented to avoid 
the pond (near milepost 157.2) and planned recreation areas.   
 
 
P5-35 Landowner Intervenors Cultural resources 
 
See response to comment P5-29. 
 
 
 
P5-36 Landowner Intervenors Wildlife 
 
See response to comment P5-31. 
 
 
 
P5-37 Landowner Intervenors Land Use 
 
See response to comment P5-34.  As discussed in section 4.8.2, easement 
agreement discussions between the landowner and EEC would include allowable 
uses for the land within the ROW and fair compensation would be offered for loss 
of value to each affected parcel of land as discussed in section 4.9.2.1 in the EIS. 
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P5-38 Landowner Intervenors Cultural resources 
 
Cultural resources surveys were not completed on this property.  Once surveys are 
conducted, any identified cultural resources, including any cemeteries, would be 
avoided or evaluated for National Register of Historic Places eligibility. 
 
P5-39 Landowner Intervenors Pipeline safety 
 
See response to comment P5-23.  We note that commenter’s residence is greater 
than 1,000 feet from the proposed pipeline centerline. 
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P5-40 Landowner Intervenors Wetlands, Riparian Areas, 

Environmentally Sensitive 
Resources 

 
See response to comment P5-21.  
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P5-41 Landowner Intervenors Cultural resources 
 
None of the archaeological sites identified within the survey corridor in Wilkes 
County, where this property is located, were recommended as eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places (i.e, significant). The archaeological survey 
was conducted using methods and standards reviewed and approved by the GA 
SHPO and FERC.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P5-42 Landowner Intervenors Wildlife 
 
See response to comment P5-31. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P5-43 Landowner Intervenors Pipeline safety 
 
We note that the pipeline route would be located about 450 feet from this 
residence.  See response to comment P5-23. 
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P6-1 Landowner Intervenors Wetlands, Ponds, Environmentally
    Sensitive Resources 
 
See response to comment P5-21. 
 
P6-2 Landowner Intervenors  Wildlife  
   
See response to comment P5-31. 
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P6-3 Landowner Intervenors  Pipeline Safety  
 
See response to comment P5-23.  We note that commenter’s residence is about 110 
feet from the edge of the proposed construction work area and about 135 feet from the 
proposed pipeline centerline. 
 
Based on an on-site meeting between EEC and this landowner’s representative on 
June 12, 2007, EEC identified that adjustments to the proposed route on this property 
could be implemented to move the pipeline further away from the residence and 
possibly reduce the amount of wetland area disturbed.   
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The following Letter P-7 presents a summary of comments 
extracted from the Second Supplemental Comments to Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (Exhibit A) filed by Decker, 
Hallman, Barber & Briggs, Attorneys for Intervenors, on May 
30, 2007.  The full text of the exhibit is available in the public 
file on the FERC Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) using 
the eLibrary link.  
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Letter P-7 Continued 
 
The Elba Express Pipeline Project will result in the destruction of 
440,000 mature trees.  The Elba Express Pipeline Project will impact an 
area twice the size of Central Park. 
 
Assuming 300 trees per acre (12 x 12 foot spacing) for forest land and 12 
trees per acre for agricultural land, this will result in the destruction of 
440,000 mature trees. However, the total number of trees lost including 
mature and new growth could be in excess of 1,000,000, with a total leaf 
area loss of approximately 557 million square feet. This loss of tree cover 
is not acceptable and will exacerbate environmental conditions locally 
and throughout the region. These conditions will cause degraded water 
supplies through increased erosion, expansion of summer heating and 
worsening of regional air pollution. 
 
The Elba Express Pipeline Project bisects two increasingly rare 
contiguous forest ecosystems, causing irreparable habitat fragmentation 
and destroying the rural character of the area. 
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P7-1  Landowner Intervenors Forested land  
 
Comment noted.  Survey results do not indicate the number of trees that would be 
impacted.  Therefore, we can neither confirm nor deny this estimate.  However, in 
section 4.5.1, we do discuss potential impacts on forested vegetation (including 
acreage) from construction and operation of the proposed Elba Express Pipeline.  In 
section 4.2.2, we discuss EEC’s Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and 
Maintenance Plan (Plan) that would be implemented during construction and operation, 
and potential air emissions from construction and operation of the pipeline facilities are 
presented in section 4.11.1.5. 
 
 
 
 
 
We disagree with the assertion of “irreparable habitat fragmentation” and the destruction 
of the areas rural character.  We address habitat fragmentation in section 4.6.1.   
Further, sections 4.8.1 and 4.8.6 discuss potential impacts on land use and visual 
resources from construction and operation of the pipeline. 
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Letter P-7 Continued 
 
The increased impermeability of the land caused by the construction of 
the Elba Express Pipeline Project will alter miles of natural streams and 
waterways.  Construction of the Elba Express Pipeline will result in a 
wide swath of significant deforestation and permanent land impact, which 
will decrease the stormwater infiltration capacity on approximately 1,452 
acres. The increased impermeability due to tree loss and soil compaction 
resulting from construction will harm miles of natural streams and 
waterways and produce the following continuing permanent significant 
economic and environmental impacts: 
 
• Increased water treatment costs from pollutant loads. 
• Increased water treatment costs from sedimentation. 
• Decreased land availability from increases in downstream floodplain 

extents. 
• Decreased water availability during critical summer months. 
• Decreased biodiversity in streams with greater than 10% impacted 

area within watershed. 
 
After construction of the pipeline, the highly compacted soils will prevent 
water from infiltrating to the groundwater table, prevent percolation, 
increase sheet flow, and diminish the storage of rainwater in the soils. 
This decline in storage causes a cascade of effects that will alter 
irreparably the natural ecosystems of the downstream water bodies. 
Temperature alterations from the lack of groundwater discharge will alter 
the biochemistry of the natural biotic environment and result in dramatic 
reductions in the number of different species (including fish) which such 
water bodies support. In addition, the biochemistry of a waterway is 
altered from increased run-off by reducing the ability to absorb excess 
nutrients (ammonia and phosphate), increased oil/grease and metals 
concentrations, and increased fecal coliform levels. 
 
The Greenfield Pipeline Project for the Elba Express Pipeline will impact 
surface water runoff (sheet flow) and groundwater resources by the 
physical disturbance of runoff patterns and the installation of the pipeline, 
particularly along slopes. The DEIS is inadequate in that it does not 
address the following issues: 
 

 

Responses to Letter P-7 
 
P7-2  Landowner Intervenors Water resources 
 
Comment noted.  Section 4.3.3 presents our discussion of potential impacts on surface 
water (including streams and waterways) from construction and operation of the 
proposed Elba Express Pipeline.  The discussion of these impacts includes the 
possibility of impervious soils and mitigation measures in EEC’s Plan and Procedures to 
reduce those impacts. 
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• Disturbance of sheet flow runoff from rain events due to highly 

compacted surface soils as a result of pipeline construction; 
• Groundwater or surface drainage flow interception by the pipeline 

trench; 
• Flooding at low topographical points caused by groundwater 

mounding as a result of preferential flow along the pipeline; and, 
• Disruption of surface water resources (streams and ponds). 
 
The construction of the Elba Express Pipeline will require the excavation 
of a trench from 5 to 7 feet deep, shallower if rock is encountered and 
deeper if not. The pipeline trench may be backfilled with excavated soil, 
or backfill brought in including sand, gravel or other materials. The 
physical presence of the pipeline surrounded by granular backfill 
materials such as sand and gravel will create a preferential pathway for 
interception of surface water runoff or shallow groundwater. This will be 
exacerbated on side slopes and at low points along the pipeline.  The 
concern is that sheet flow will be diverted from entering the surface 
stream and ponds, flowing instead along the buried pipeline trench. The 
water will then gather at the low points along the pipeline route creating 
flooding conditions. 
 
The DEIS states on page 2-20 that sand bags or foam-type trench 
breakers would be placed across the trench to minimize subsurface 
water flow. However, the use of these measures will only protect 
the pipeline from washout and will not address the larger problem 
of permanent impacts to surface water flow and groundwater flow 
along the pipeline.  
 
The increased erosion caused by the construction of the Elba 
Express Pipeline Greenfield Pipeline Project will result in tons of 
additional sediment in area lakes and streams. 
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Comment noted.  In Section 4.3.1, we discuss potential impacts to groundwater 
resources from construction and operation of the proposed Elba Express Pipeline.  Sand 
bags or foam-type trench breakers act to force any water flowing along the pipeline 
trench to the surface where it can be directed away from the ROW and onto adjacent 
well-vegetated areas.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted.  In section 4.2.2, we discuss EEC’s Plan that would be implemented to 
protect surface water quality during construction and operation of the proposed pipeline.  
This Plan, properly implemented, would effectively limit sediment mobilization and avoid 
the prediction envisioned by the comment.  
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Letter P-7 Continued 
 
The Elba Express Greenfield Pipeline Project will encroach within 50 feet 
of 8 residences as noted in the DEIS.  Mitigation measures proposed in 
the DEIS are inadequate to address the construction and operation of the 
Elba Express Pipeline within 50 feet of 8 residences as noted in Table ES-
1 of the DEIS.  The factors of particular concern include the following: 
 
• Blasting is planned for construction in rock zones; 
• Noise, dust, impacted runoff and other nuisance issues during 

construction; 
• Impacts to property views due to loss of trees; 
• Impacts to property views due to presence of ROW; 
• Permanent loss of property value; 
• Soil compaction during construction limits restoration of vegetation; 

and, 
• Nuisance vegetation becomes established along restored areas. 
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P7-3  Landowner Intervenors Land use 
 
Comment noted.  EEC has prepared a Blasting Specification Plan, which we have 
recommended be modified prior to any blasting to include a pre-blast survey 
assessment of structures, wells, and utilities within 150 feet of the proposed construction 
ROW.  If blasting is conducted in the immediate vicinity of any residences and property 
owners identify any damage or change to the properties, or if excessive peak particle 
velocities have been recorded during the blasting operations, EEC would complete 
follow-up surveys of the potentially impacted property.  Mitigation (damage payments or 
repairs) would depend on the nature of the damage identified. 
 
Nuisance impacts (dust, noise, etc.) would be limited to the period of construction and 
would be considered short-term.  Mitigation strategies such as watering the ROW are 
already proposed and others will likely be a topic of discussion during easement 
negotiations. 
 
We discuss visual impact in section 4.8.6, and property value issues in section 4.8.2 
(see also response to comment P2-2).  EEC would monitor revegetation of all disturbed 
areas following construction and continue revegetation efforts until revegetation was 
successful.  Revegetation is considered successful when the density and cover of non-
nuisance vegetation on the ROW is similar to that found on adjacent undisturbed areas.  
Implementation of EEC’s Plan makes the establishment of nuisance vegetation unlikely. 
 
Soil compaction has been addressed in response to comment P7-2.   
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The Pipeline Project for the Elba Express Pipeline will eliminate or bisect 
approximately 236 acres of wetlands during construction and 119 acres 
permanently during operation. The DEIS recognizes that the wetlands 
will be impacted temporarily during construction, but states that the 
wetlands will not be permanently affected because they will self-restore. 
Elba does not plan to restore destroyed wetlands other than to restore the 
pre-construction topographical and hydrological patterns and allow the 
wetlands to re-vegetate from existing seeds and roots. 
 
Contrary to Elba’s assertions, there is no evidence that the wetlands 
destroyed by the Pipeline Project will actually self-restore as proposed in 
the DEIS. Given the importance of wetlands in improving water quality 
and providing unique wildlife habitat, this self restore plan is inadequate 
for the following reasons: 
 
• Disturbance of unique hydric soils will not allow vegetation to grow; 
• Rain events will erode top soils and seeds impeding restoration; and, 
• Significant erosion and degradation of hydric soils will occur during 

the 3 year timeframe allotted for self restoration of wetlands. 
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P7-4  Landowner Intervenors Wetlands 
 
Comment noted.  In Section 4.4.1 we discuss potential impacts to wetlands from 
construction and operation of the proposed Elba Express Pipeline. 
 
 
 
In Section 4.4.2 we discuss measures to mitigate potential wetland impacts from 
construction of the proposed Elba Express Pipeline.  In section 4.4.2, we discuss 
measures to mitigate potential wetland impacts from construction of the proposed Elba 
Express Pipeline.  The COE has indicated that planting may not be necessary in 
emergent wetlands because topsoil restoration would protect the existing seed bank.  
However, where forested wetlands would be converted to emergent wetland vegetation, 
the necessary emergent seed bank may not be present in the existing topsoil.  
Additionally, the COE indicated that it may require planting in forested wetlands that 
would be allowed to return to preconstruction conditions.  Further, EEC’s Procedures 
require post-construction monitoring to ensure the success of wetland revegetation.  We 
have stated that EEC would comply with federal and state permit requirements 
regarding wetland restoration and mitigation.  EEC would be required to abide by any 
conditions in the COE and state permits regarding construction, restoration, 
revegetation, and maintenance of the proposed pipeline. 
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The risk of fire and explosion due to the construction of the Elba Express 
through the Pipeline Project is significant as a result of the following: 
 
• Lack of maintenance; 
• Unseen pipe damage during construction; 
• Incorrect location mapping in the as-built drawings; 
• The inability of local volunteer fire departments to respond to fire or 

explosion of the 36 inch high pressure LNG pipeline; and, 
• Creation of additional areas which will be subject to explosion from 

terrorist attack. 
 
Natural gas pipelines are far from foolproof, and represent a significant 
risk of fire and explosion.  Accidents involving pipelines occur and result 
in huge fires and explosions, often with deadly results.  Most of the areas 
crossed by Pipeline Project are protected only by volunteer fire 
departments, which are under staffed and under equipped to address a 
pipeline fire that would result from a 36 inch high pressure LNG pipeline 
fire. 
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P7-5  Landowner Intervenors Pipeline safety 
 
Comment noted.  In sections 4.12.8, 4.12.9, and 4.12.10, we discuss in detail pipeline 
safety standards, pipeline accident data, and impact on public safety. Specifically, the 
available data show that natural gas pipelines continue to be a safe, reliable means of 
energy transportation.  Based on approximately 301,000 miles in service, the rate of 
public fatalities for the nationwide mix of transmission and gathering line in service is 
0.01 per year per 1,000 miles of pipeline.  Using this rate, EEC’s pipeline might result in 
a public fatality every 532 plus years.  This would represent only a slight increase in risk 
to the nearby public.  We have revised the text in section 4.12.10. 
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Letter P-7 Continued 
 
 
The Elba Express Pipeline Greenfield Condemnation Corridor will 
impact 295 cultural resource sites. 
 
An example of one of these 295 sites that will be an impacted cultural 
resource area is property owned by Mr. Almond Standard. Mr. Standard’s 
property has produced multiple artifacts, including Indian pottery, shards, 
arrowheads, tools and games. The Pipeline Project will cross directly 
through the hay field and surrounding wooded areas which contain these 
artifacts. 
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P7-6 Landowner Intervenors Cultural resources 
 
Though 295 cultural resources were identified, 281 were determined not eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places.  Impacts to non-eligible sites require no further 
consideration under the National Historic Preservation Act.  The remaining resources 
would be avoided or further evaluated, and for any resource determined eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places that could not be avoided, any impacts would be 
mitigated through data recovery.  
 
None of the archaeological sites identified within the survey corridor in Wilkes County, 
where Mr. Standard’s property is located, were recommended as National Register of 
Historic Places-eligible. Impacts to non-eligible sites require no further consideration 
under the NHPA. 
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There is no justification in the Project Purpose and Need for FERC’s and 
Elba’s assumption that the proposed pipeline must interconnect with the 
existing Transco Pipeline on both sides of the Savannah River to "provide 
an incremental source of, and the transportation infrastructure required to 
deliver, firm, long-term, and competitively priced natural gas to the 
Georgia and South Carolina interstate natural gas markets, and other 
markets in the southeastern and eastern United States." Therefore this 
assumption is unfounded and is an arbitrary and capricious basis for 
pipeline route selection that will admittedly destroy a large area of 
pristine historically significant Greenfield property. 
 
 
The alternative routes mentioned have been grossly manipulated and 
misrepresented to justify FERC's flawed presumptions that the Pipeline 
Project should be chosen.  The DEIS identifies two alternate routes for 
the Northern Segment as discussed in Section 3.3.2.2. that use existing 
ROW for the Northern Segment in order to reach the Transco pipeline.  
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P7-7 Landowner Intervenors Project purpose and need 
 
We have revised the discussion presented in section 1.1 (Project Purpose and Need) to 
clarify that two new interconnections with Transco’s system at (1) the end of its Zone 4 
and (2) the beginning of its Zone 5 (the west and east sides of the Savannah River, 
respectively) are one of the projects specific objectives and therefore part of the 
proposed action, as was clearly indicated on page 1-1 of the draft EIS. 
 
Connection to Transco’s system on both sides of the Savannah River (i.e., the end of 
Transco Zone 4 and the beginning of Transco Zone 5) is, in fact, pivotal to providing 
“competitively priced natural gas to the Georgia and South Carolina interstate natural 
gas markets”. 
 
P7-8 Landowner Intervenors  Alternatives  
 
See response to comment P7-7.  As discussed in section 3.3.2.2, Major Route 
Alternatives A and B were found to require substantially more environmental disturbance 
than that associated with the proposed route between the Wrens Compressor Station 
and the proposed interconnections with Transco’s Zones 4 and 5.  Because they 
provided no environmental benefit when compared to the proposed route, they were 
eliminated from further consideration.  The respective acreages of disturbance for the 
proposed and alternative routes are presented in table 3.3-1.   
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Letter P-7 Continued 
 
 
The Pipeline Project will bisect two increasingly rare contiguous forest 
ecosystems, causing irreparable habitat fragmentation and destroying the 
rural character of the area.  The impacted contiguous forest land in this 
contiguous tract will total approximately 8,700 acres. 
 
From an environmental resource standpoint, bisection of these 
ecosystems will cause irreparable habitat fragmentation, having a 
disproportional (relative to the actual land directly altered) impact on 
bird, animal, and fish habitats that are currently rapidly diminishing 
across north Georgia 
 
To assess the disruption to the ecosystem, the 2002 and 2003 aerial 
photographs were utilized to identify contiguous forest ecosystems 
located along the Elba Express Pipeline. 
 
A contiguous forest ecosystem provides greater benefits to the human 
population within and around the system than would be provided by 
equivalent areas broken into small, disconnected segments.  These 
benefits derive from the greatly improved buffering of noise, air 
pollution, stormwater flooding and water quality. 
 
These ecosystems, in addition to the direct benefits of buffering 
environmental impacts, provide a significant aesthetic value. The 
residents of Wilkes County, for example, reside in the County due to its 
rural characteristics and forested lands. Large tracts of contiguous forest 
land provide immeasurable value to the residents, by preserving a rural 
character and various habitats of the area. 
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P7-9 Landowner Intervenors  Habitat fragmentation 
 
Comment noted.   See response to comment P7-1. 
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The Elba Express Pipeline Pipeline Project will disturb approximately 
843 acres of soil with significant inherent limitations for restoration 
according to the DEIS. During construction, up to 1,067 acres of land will 
be irreparably disturbed and damaged.  Applying Natural Resource 
Conservation Service (NRCS) formulas, approximately 587,000 tons of 
soil will be lost within one year due to erosion from soils with significant 
inherent limitations for restoration.  Erosion controls may reduce the 
amount of sediment deposited into area streams by 65% to approximately 
200,000 tons per year.  For comparison purposes, 10,000 dump trucks 
would be required to move 200,000 tons of sediment.  Given the close 
proximity of the Pipeline Project to the sensitive water resources of the 
Savannah River basin, this is an unacceptable volume of additional 
sediment deposition. 
 
The DEIS states that 843 acres of soils with low revegetation potential or 
significant inherent limitations for restoration will be disturbed during 
construction. 
 
Since the late 1940’s, the NRCS has used the Musgrave Equation to 
compute the amount of erosion occurring in a watershed. Additional 
research on erosion has resulted in the development of the Universal Soil-
Loss Equation (USLE) by the Agricultural Research Service (ARS) in 
cooperation with the NRCS and certain state experiment stations. Based 
on the information compiled from the referenced material, the 
approximate soil loss per year of construction was calculated to be 
587,000 tons. 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Responses to Letter P-7 
 
 
P7-10 Landowner Intervenors  Soils 
 
We disagree with the characterization that any land disturbed by construction of the 
proposed project would be “irreparably” damaged.  We discuss these soils in section 
4.2.3, Revegetation.  As a point of clarification, of the approximately 843 acres of soils 
with low revegetation potential affected by the Elba Express Pipeline, only about 165 
acres are located between mileposts 114.8 and 187.9 (the “Northern Segment”) per the 
distribution of these soils listed in table 4.2.1-1.  We believe EEC’s use of seed mix and 
fertilizer/lime applications described in EEC’s Plan in conjunction with NRCS critical area 
planting for Georgia and South Carolina would result in successful revegetation to 
preconstruction conditions, and minimize potential erosion of soils with low revegetation 
potential affected by pipeline construction. 
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Letter P-7 Continued 
 
Elbert County, Georgia contains one of the richest natural deposits of 
granite in the world. Elberton’s more than 45 quarries produce more 
granite monuments than any other area of Georgia. It is unquestioned that 
extensive blasting will be required to construct the pipeline in Elbert 
County. Blasting during construction will damage buildings close to the 
ROW and will impact the natural habitats of livestock and wildlife. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Responses to Letter P-7 
 
P7-11 Landowner Intervenors  Geology 
 
It is unlikely that blasting will damage buildings in proximity to construction areas.  To 
avoid or mitigate any impacts from blasting, EEC has developed a Blasting Specification 
Plan.  This plan includes the measurement of peak particle velocity (ground vibration 
from the blasting), which would be used by the licensed blasting contractor to verify that 
vibrations are limited to levels that would not damage structures or initiate instability of 
slopes.  Pre- and post-blast surveys of structures, wells, and utilities within 150 feet of 
the ROW provide property owners and ECC the necessary documentation to identify 
and repair damage to any impacted property.  Wildlife habitat restoration is the same for 
both blasting and non-blasting areas. 
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Letter P-7 Continued 
 
Section 4.12.7 of the DEIS states that existing and proposed security 
measures discussed in this section make significant impacts to human life 
and property from a terrorist attack unlikely.  There is no cited reference, 
report or data to support this unfounded conclusion. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Responses to Letter P-7 
 
P7-12 Landowner Intervenors  Security 
 
The statement cited refers to the Elba Island Import Terminal.   
 
The security measures to be implemented are generalized in section 4.12.4 of the EIS.  
Details regarding these measures are not made available to the public due to their 
sensitive nature. 
 
The Coast Guard, with input from various port stakeholders including the Savannah 
Pilots Association, the Savannah Maritime Association, towing industry representatives, 
emergency service agencies, waterfront facilities, and select members of the Area 
Maritime Security Committee, completed a review of Southern LNG’s Waterway 
Suitability Assessment, submitted in January 2006, in accordance with guidance 
promulgated in Coast Guard Navigation and Vessel Inspection Circular 05-05.  Their 
review focused on the security risks posed by LNG marine traffic, and the capability of 
the port community to implement the risk management measures necessary to 
responsibly manage the risks of LNG marine traffic in the Port of Savannah.   As a result 
of this review, the Coast Guard has made a preliminary determination that the Savannah 
River, based on existing measures and additional conditions, is suitable for the larger 
LNG carriers and the increase in LNG marine traffic associated with this proposed 
expansion.  The Coast Guard letter also stated that, based on certain conditions for 
suitability, the Port of Savannah’s experience with LNG import and the cooperative 
relationship between government agencies and port stakeholders, there would be 
sufficient capability within the port community to responsibly manage the safety and 
security risks introduced by this expansion project.   
 
Section 4.12.4.5 includes information resulting from the Coast Guard’s security 
assessment.  In addition, the security measures outlined in the letter to FERC will be 
incorporated into the detailed Savannah Area LNG Vessel Management and Emergency 
Plan, which would be become the basis for appropriate security measures for each 
Maritime Security threat level. This plan would clearly spell out roles, responsibilities and 
specific procedures for an LNG carrier transiting the Savannah River to the Elba Island 
LNG terminal, as well as for all agencies involved in implementing security and safety 
during the operation. 
 
In addition, Southern LNG provides security for the Terminal in cooperation with other 
federal, state, and local agencies, according to the Facility Security Plan that must be 
prepared under 33 CFR 105.  This plan and any modifications to this plan resulting from 
the proposed expansion would need to be approved by the Coast Guard Captain of the 
Port. 
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