3.0

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

This analysis describes the existing natural and human environment and the potential impacts on
it resulting from construction and operation of the SMP Project. In the following discussion, we address
geology, soils, groundwater, surface water, wetlands, vegetation, fisheries, wildlife, special status species,
land use, cultural resources, air quality, and noise, as well as reliability and safety. This analysis also
addresses cumulative impacts that may result when the SMP Project’s impacts are added to the impacts of
present and reasonable foreseeable future projects.
Generally, our analysis identifies and describes the existing conditions of the environmental
resources potentially affected by the SMP Project and, as necessary, further describes resources unique to
the SMP Project components. As described in greater detail below, our independent assessment of
potential impacts on these resources, including the Applicants’ efforts to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
these impacts, are then described. As appropriate, we recommend measures that, if implemented, would
further avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts on the environment. Our recommendations
appear in this analysis as boldface, bulleted, and indented text. These recommendations are also
presented in section 5.0. Our resource-specific analysis concludes with a determination of significance.
We consider an impact to be significant when it results in a substantial adverse change to the
environment.
This analysis typically describes temporary, short-term, long-term, and permanent impacts. A
temporary impact generally occurs during construction with the resource returning to preconstruction
condition immediately after restoration or within a few months. A short-term impact could continue for
up to 3 years following construction. Long-term impacts would last more than 3 years, but the affected
resource would eventually recover to pre-construction conditions. A permanent impact would result from
an activity that modifies a resource to the extent that it would not return to preconstruction conditions. As
appropriate, our analysis also addresses direct and indirect effects and primary and secondary impacts.
The conclusions in this EIS are based on the Applicants’ compliance with all applicable laws and
regulations, the construction and operation of the proposed facilities as described in the Applicants’
applications and summarized herein, and the implementation of our recommendations.
3.1

GEOLOGY

3.1.1

Regional Geology and Physiography

The SMP Project would be located within two physiographic provinces: the Piedmont Province in
east-central Alabama; and the Coastal Plain Province in southern Alabama, Georgia, and Florida. More
specifically, Transco’s Verbena, Proctor Creek, Hissop, and Alexander City Loops, and Sabal Trail’s
Mainline pipeline from approximate MPs 0 to 55 would be located in the Piedmont Province, and the
remainder of the SMP Project would be located in the Coastal Plain Province. As discussed in section
3.1.2.3, the SMP Project would also traverse some of the more ecologically unique karst terrain within the
United States in southwest Georgia and northwest Florida. Aboveground facilities would be constructed
within the same geologic setting as the adjacent pipeline facilities and, therefore, are not considered
separately in the remainder of section 3.1 except where noted.
The two provinces have uniquely contrasting characteristics (topography, physiography, and
geology) that are separated by the Fall Line, a geologic escarpment where the igneous and metamorphic
bedrock of the Piedmont Province meets with the south-southeastwardly deposited wedge of sediments of
the Coastal Plain Province in the eastern United States. In general, the Piedmont Province in east-central
Alabama has higher elevations and greater relief hills and mountains; western Alabama and southwest
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Georgia have lower elevation and moderate to high relief hills; and Florida has significantly lower and
subdued rolling hills to flat plains. Neilson (2013) notes that there is a visible change in slope along the
Fall Line with the Piedmont Province being 150 to 200 feet higher than the Coastal Plain Province.
The geologic structure of the Piedmont Province is described by the USGS (1990) and Neilson
(2013) as having developed along northeast to southwest trending belts of deformed Precambrian to
Paleozoic age (around 1.0 billion to about 300 million years in age) metamorphic rocks that have been
intruded by younger, small to large bodies of igneous diabase. The most common rock types are slate,
phyllite, marble, quartzite, greenstone, schist, amphibolites, and gneiss. The Piedmont Province is
generally a plateau that slopes from elevations above 1,000 feet in the north to 500 feet in the south. The
northern district of the Piedmont Province is generally more rugged while the southern district becomes
flatter, and rivers have cut valleys up to 200 feet deep in to the plateau.
The Coastal Plain Province developed during the middle Mesozoic through the Cenozoic Era
(from about 140 million years ago to the present) time period and is described by the USGS (1990),
Neilson (2013), and Frazier (2007) as consisting of poorly consolidated chalk, sandstone, limestone and
claystone bedrock, and unconsolidated gravels, sands, silts and clays. The oldest deposits are near the
Fall Line and are covered by increasingly younger layers to the south and east.
During all of Late Cretaceous and early Palaeogene Periods (from about 140 million years ago to
60 million years ago), portions of Florida, southern Georgia, and Alabama were a marine platform mostly
covered by shallow seas with small, scattered, low islands. The sediments that accumulated in those
shallow waters are comprised of the skeletons of billions of microscopic, single-cell organisms called
foraminifera. When they solidified, they formed carbonate rocks including limestone and dolomite.
Subsequent sea level fluctuations resulted in the deposition of alternating marine and non-marine
deposits in the Coastal Plain Province. The Pleistocene Epoch (2.6 million to 10,000 years ago), also
known as the Ice Age, was characterized by extreme climate and sea level change. During warm periods,
sea levels rose as much as 100 feet higher than today and allowed re-accumulation of limestone. During
glacial periods seas dropped as much as 300 feet. Sea level reached its current elevation within the last
several thousand years.
3.1.2

Local Geology

3.1.2.1

Surficial Geology

Various geologic deposits are located within trench depth along the SMP Project pipeline routes,
including unconsolidated material, metamorphic and igneous bedrock units, and sedimentary bedrock
units (see table 3.1.2-1 in appendix D). The occurrence of karst geology is an important consideration for
the Sabal Trail Project and, to a substantially less degree the FSC Project, and is discussed separately in
section 3.1.2.3.
In general, Transco’s proposed Rock Springs, Butler, Billingsley, and Autauga Loops would
cross poorly consolidated sedimentary rocks of the Coastal Plain Province, and the Verbena, Proctor
Creek, Hissop, and Alexander City Loops would cross metamorphic and igneous rocks of the Piedmont
Province. The loops and associated aboveground facilities would be located in or on unconsolidated
deposits where bedrock is not present at the surface or within trench depth.
Sabal Trail’s Mainline would cross metamorphic and igneous rocks of the Piedmont Province
between approximate MPs 0 and 55 in Alabama; the remainder of the Sabal Trail Project facilities would
be underlain by sedimentary rocks and limestone of the Coastal Plain Province. The facilities would be
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located in or on unconsolidated deposits where bedrock is not present at the surface or within trench
depth.
The FSC Project is underlain by 30 to 200 feet of unconsolidated deposits; therefore, installation
of the FSC Project, including all of FSC’s proposed HDDs, would not encounter bedrock.
Construction and operation of the SMP Project would not materially alter the geologic conditions
in the project area. Effects from construction could include disturbance of the natural topography along
the pipeline rights-of-way or adjacent aboveground facilities due to trenching, blasting, and grading
activities. Following construction, the Applicants would restore all areas as close as practicable to their
preconstruction contours.
3.1.2.2

Blasting

Blasting would be required to excavate the pipeline trench in areas where bedrock could not be
removed by other mechanical means (e.g., rock trenchers, rock saws, jack hammers).
Hard bedrock occurs near the surface along about 10.1 miles (23 percent) of the 43.5-mile-long
pipeline loops in Alabama although, based on previous construction in these areas, Transco expects that
blasting would not actually be necessary in the majority of these areas. Transco identified 1.6 miles of
hard bedrock outcrops in the Piedmont Province along the Proctor Creek, Hissop, and Alexander City
Loops where blasting would likely be required.
Sabal Trail estimates that blasting may be required along about 13.9 miles (16 percent) of the
Mainline route in Alabama and along about 12.7 miles (8 percent) of the Mainline route in Georgia.
Sabal Trail does not expect blasting to be required south of Mainline MP 100.
FSC does not anticipate the need to conduct blasting for construction of the FSC Project but, if
necessary, blasting would be conducted in accordance with site-specific plans and state and local
regulations.
Transco and Sabal Trail provided Blasting Plans that describe how blasting would be conducted
to ensure safety and protect nearby facilities including existing pipelines, residences, and water wells
(table 2.3-2 indicates where the Blasting Plans can be found). The main elements of these plans include
the following:


blasting would be conducted by licensed contractors in accordance with applicable state
and local regulations;



appropriate charge type, weight, and blast medium configuration would be used;



blast mats or other methods would be used to prevent fly rock, if necessary;



nearby residents would be notified in advance of blasting operations;



pre- and post-blast monitoring of nearby structures, water wells, and springs within 150
feet of the workspace would be conducted upon landowner request; and



compensation for blasting related damages including the replacement of water supplies, if
necessary.
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After pipeline installation including appropriate padding, blast rock would be returned to the
trench to the top of the original bedrock elevation. Large rock not suitable for use as backfill would be
windrowed along the edge of the right-of-way in upland areas (with landowner permission), or hauled off
to an approved facility.
Our review of the Applicants’ Blasting Plans concludes that they are acceptable. By conducting
blasting in accordance with project-specific Blasting Plans and applicable state and local regulations,
impacts on geologic resources and nearby residences and facilities would be avoided or adequately
minimized. Impacts associated with blasting at waterbody crossings are discussed in section 3.3.2.5.
3.1.2.3

Karst Geology

The land mass that today constitutes the Florida peninsula and parts of southern Georgia is part of
a large predominantly buried carbonate platform. Where this platform is not exposed at land surface it is
wholly or partially capped with a mantle of insoluble quartz sands and clays. In west-central Florida, the
minimal thickness and in many places the absence of the overlying mantle material influences the
chemical composition of waters circulating through the carbonate rock, subjecting these rocks to
extensive chemical dissolution along preferential zones of weakness in the bedrock such as joints and
fractures, and at locations at or near seawater/freshwater mixing zones. The resulting features and
landscape are generally referred to as karst. The wide fluctuations in sea level over time resulted in
multiple horizons of concentrated karst features within the carbonate platform, and an integrated
subsurface drainage network of solution opening and cave systems with a thickness on the order of 300
feet. These features, along with the sub-tropical, humid rainfall conditions in the region, result in a
verdant ecosystem that is unique in the United States and a drainage system that manifests as large
capacity springs, sinking streams, and submerged cave systems, particularly within the west-central part
of the Florida peninsula.
We received numerous comments from affected landowners, the FGS, the Georgia Geological
Survey (GGS), Florida WMDs, local government units, and other stakeholders expressing concerns
related to construction and operation of the Sabal Trail Project in karst sensitive areas of Georgia and
Florida. The majority of these issues concerned the impairment of cave systems, springs, and wells;
construction methods triggering sinkhole development; and operational safety in karst areas. The
potential for the SMP Project to impact caves, wells, and springs relate primarily to groundwater
resources and are discussed in section 3.3.1. The potential for the SMP Project to trigger sinkhole
development, and the safety of operating the proposed facilities in karst sensitive areas, are discussed in
sections below.
The frequency and type of karst features present in the project area is primarily related to the
presence, thickness, and permeability of geologic units overlying the carbonate bedrock. Fracture
systems within the bedrock, which can be indicated by linear traces on the land surface, can also
concentrate karst features by providing pathways for increased water movement and dissolution. Of the
various karst features, sinkholes are of particular concern because they can cause property damage or
injure persons in the affected area, and can provide an avenue for surface-based pollutants to quickly
enter groundwater and surface water resources. Sinkholes can also contribute to flooding if their natural
drainage capacity becomes impeded.
Several general types of sinkholes occur in the SMP Project and FSC Project areas (Tihansky,
1999). Solution sinkholes form as precipitation and surface water flows through and expands small
fractures in the bedrock. Cover-subsidence sinkholes occur as granular material settles into voids in the
underlying bedrock in a process referred to as raveling; as dissolution and raveling continue a depression
forms at the land surface. This process is slower in areas where the overlying unconsolidated material is
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thick or contains more clay. Cover-collapse sinkholes occur where generally clay-rich unconsolidated
materials or bedrock that previously bridged an underlying cavern suddenly collapse into the cavern.
Sinkholes can also develop in conjunction with increased water input to the ground surface (e.g., heavy
precipitation, flooding, and impoundments); fluctuations in the water table elevation due to well
withdrawals; erosion; excavation; and static/dynamic loading (Gutierrez, et al., 2014; Gordon, 2011;
Hyatt and Jacobs, 1996).
Hillabee Expansion Project
The nearest area of karst geology to the Hillabee Expansion Project is approximately 14 miles
north of the Verbena and Proctor Creek Loops (USGS, 2008). The Geological Survey of Alabama (GSA)
indicates that the project facilities are in a region of low sinkhole density, and no sinkholes were mapped
in close proximity to the project (Ebersole and Tavis, 2010).
Sabal Trail Project
Sabal Trail identified karst features within 0.25 mile of the Sabal Trail Project using aerial
photographs, topographic maps, potentiometric surface and water table maps, light detecting and ranging
data (LiDAR), field surveys, various resources depicting mapped cave systems, and publicly available
databases from state and local agencies. In addition, Sabal Trail identified nearby springs and
springsheds; completed fracture trace analysis; and conducted geophysical and/or geotechnical surveys at
select karst features and proposed HDD sites, compressor stations, and M&R stations within karst areas
in Georgia and Florida. The geophysical techniques used to assess subsurface conditions included
Electrical Resistivity Imaging, Ground Penetrating Radar, Sub-Bottom Profiling within the primary
waterbody crossed by HDD, and the use of Global Positioning System to record the location of data and
karst features. In conducting this work, Sabal Trail contracted with Florida-licensed professional
geologists and engineers experienced in characterizing karst conditions and implementing karst mitigation
measures in the project area. Sabal Trail also consulted with the FGS, GGS, and Suwannee River WMD,
and met with affected landowners and other stakeholders regarding karst issues. Sabal Trail’s karst
assessment is detailed in separate reports for Georgia and Florida (see appendix H) and in the
geotechnical and geophysical reports completed for proposed aboveground facilities and HDD sites.
We received useful information from agencies, landowners, and other stakeholders regarding
karst geology in the project area, the hydrology and importance of the Floridan Aquifer System (FAS)
that typically consists of the Avon Park Formation, Ocala Limestone, and Suwannee Limestone, and
underlies all of Florida and southern Georgia; and the potential environmental and safety impacts
associated with constructing and operating the facilities in karst areas. The FAS is discussed in detail in
section 3.3.1.1. To ensure the thoroughness of our review, we consulted and met with representatives of
the FGS, GGS, Suwannee River WMD, and the FDEP. We also met with affected stakeholders and
inspected certain proposed HDD river crossing locations, springs, and other karst features.
Alabama
The USGS (2008) maps karst features in proximity to the Mainline route in Russell County and
notes that dissolution in this karst area may result in subtle, shallow, long term, subsidence sinkholes;
however, in this area groundwater flow is more diffuse (laminar) through a network of saturated
interconnected secondary permeability that has not been enlarged through dissolution, and conduits are
not common. The USGS concludes that this area does not pose a significant collapse hazard and may not
be considered karstic under some definitions. As such, karst conditions are not anticipated for the Sabal
Trail Project in Alabama.
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Georgia
Within Georgia, the Mainline would cross varying karst conditions from approximate MP 100 in
Stewart County to the Florida border at MP 248 in Lowndes County (see figure 3.1.2-1). This area of
Georgia karst is described by the USGS (Davies et al., 1984) as generally consisting of fissures, tubes,
and caves less than 1,000 feet long and of 50 feet vertical extent with cover material 10 feet to 200 feet
thick, and prone to dissolution that may result in subsidence, solution and collapse sinkholes.
Approximately 240 potential sinkholes were identified within 0.25 mile of the Mainline in Georgia, and
15 fracture traces were identified that intersect the proposed alignment (see appendix H).
More specifically, karst features are not well pronounced in Stewart, Webster, and Terrell
Counties, where the surficial geology is variable and carbonate rocks are lacking at the surface. The
majority of sinkholes in proximity to the Mainline occur from around MP 150 in Dougherty County to
near MP 175 in Mitchell County, where the Mainline would cross the Dougherty Plain, a physiographic
subprovince of the Coastal Plain. The GGS, City of Albany, Dougherty County, and landowners
identified the Dougherty Plain as the most karst sensitive area in Georgia and reported the occurrence of
sinkholes and other karst features on private land and at the City of Albany well field on the southern
outskirts of the city. The FAS is comprised of the Ocala Limestone in the Dougherty Plain and is
unconfined (i.e., the top of the water table is phreatic, under atmospheric conditions and is not confined
between impermeable geologic units). The Ocala Limestone is typically beneath 20 to 60 feet of sand and
clay formed by the weathering of the bedrock (this remnant deposit is referred to as residuum or
saprolite).
Cover collapse sinkholes are common in the Dougherty Plain and are typically shallow and range
from 10 to 30 feet in diameter, but can involve several acres. Most of the thousands of sinkholes in the
Dougherty Plain are prehistoric, although 312 new sinkholes that averaged about 5 feet in diameter
formed in conjunction with severe flooding in Albany in 1994 (Hyatt and Jacobs, 1996). A total of 23
new sinkholes also developed at the Albany municipal well field between 2003 and 2007, apparently due
to water level fluctuations from pumping and surface water impoundment at the facility (Gordon, 2011).
The eastern boundary of the Dougherty Plain is marked by the Pelham Escarpment, a topographic
rise of about 125 feet that separates the Dougherty Plain from the Tifton Uplands to the south. The
western base of the escarpment contains karst features including cavities and caves; however, the nearest
cave is reported as greater than 10 miles from the Mainline.
In Colquitt County and northern Brooks County the FAS is covered by non-carbonate rocks and
deposits and the aquifer in this area is confined. As a result, karst features are less frequent on the land
surface. In southern Brooks and Lowndes County, the FAS becomes increasing unconfined and karst
solution features become more prevalent.
At proposed aboveground facilities, Sabal Trail considered the historical occurrence of sinkholes
in the area and the results of geotechnical and geophysical assessments conducted at each site to assess
the relative risk for sinkhole development. Geotechnical and geophysical surveys at the proposed Albany
Compressor Station site identified limestone bedrock at a depth of 23.5 feet. The surveys did not identify
any anomalies indicative of large subsurface voids or significant increases in depth to the top of the
limestone, although two areas that may represent increased weathering of the bedrock were identified.
Sabal Trail concluded that shallow foundations would be suitable for structural support of the facility but
would conduct additional geotechnical work to develop design-level site preparation plans and foundation
designs.
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Sabal Trail Project
General Karst Terrain of Georgia

Proposed Sabal Trail Mainline
Proposed HDD
Proposed Compressor Station

Floridan aquifer system is unconfined Area A Upper confining unit is absent or thin
Floridan aquifer system is thinly confined - Upper confining
Area B unit is generally less than 100 feet thick, breached, or both
Floridan aquifer system is confined - Upper confining
Area C unit is generally greater than 100 feet thick and unbreached

Date: (5/12/2015)

Georgia

Source: Z:\Clients\Q_T\Spectra\SMP\Sabal_Trail\ArcGIS\2015\05\Karst\SMP_Sabal_Karst_Georgia_Landscape_NoExisting.mxd

Alabama

Florida
Substantially more information is available regarding karst geology in Florida due to the
prevalence of karst features across much of the state. Figure 3.1.2-2 generally depicts the degree of
confinement (i.e., degree of impermeable cover) of the FAS in northern and central Florida, and describes
the general occurrence of sinkholes in these areas. Figure 3.1.2-2 was developed by the USGS and FGS
(Sinclair and Stewart, 1985) and the degree of confinement depicted is similar to subsequent mapping by
the USGS (1986). Using GIS databases and other resources, the FGS more recently contributed to the
establishment of Spring Protection Areas in Florida (Greenhalgh and Baker, 2005); has assessed the
hydrology and vulnerability of the FAS to potential contamination (Arthur et al., 2005); and continues to
maintain on-line databases of sinkholes, springs, and wells in the state.
As indicated on figure 3.1.2-2, the Mainline would cross areas (Area I) where carbonate bedrock
is at or near the surface from the Florida-Georgia border near MP 248, through Hamilton and Suwannee
Counties, to about MP 272R in northern Gilchrist County; and again between MP 378 in southwest
Marion County to about MP 465 near the Polk County-Osceola County border. Portions of the CCL and
the Hildreth and Dunnellon Compressor Stations occur in this area. Due to the lack of cover on the
bedrock, this area is characterized by numerous sinkholes that tend to be shallow, broad, and formed
gradually by solution. These areas are also characterized by internal drainage, sinking streams, and
springs. Within this area, the Mainline would cross the Cody Escarpment from approximate MP 260 in
Madison County to about MP 272R in Gilchrist County. The Cody Escarpment is a topographic
embankment that separates the generally elevated Northern Highlands physiographic subprovince to the
north from the Gulf Coastal Lowlands subprovince to the south. Sinkholes within the Cody Escarpment
are larger due to coalescing of smaller sinkholes in areas of thin overburden, and sinking streams and
springs are common. For example, the Santa Fe River goes completely underground at the River Sink
O’Leno State Park and emerges at the River Rise State Preserve after traveling several miles
underground.
Between about MPs 272R and 378, the Mainline would cross an area (Area II) with 30 feet to 200
feet of generally sandy cover over the carbonate bedrock, although the FGS more recently characterized
the thickness of cover in these areas as generally less than 100 feet (Greenhalgh and Baker, 2005).
Portions of the CCL and the entire HCL also cross this area. Sinkholes are fewer, tend to be shallow and
of small diameter, and develop gradually by subsidence.
Between about MP 465 to the termination of the Mainline at MP 474.4, the Mainline would cross
an area (Area III) with 30 feet to 200 feet of generally cohesive cover over the carbonate bedrock.
Sinkholes tend to be more numerous, of varying size, and develop suddenly due to cover collapse.
Approximately 3,750 karst and potential karst features were identified within 0.25 mile of the
proposed pipeline facilities and 31 fracture traces that intersect the Mainline were identified in Hamilton,
Madison, Suwannee, Gilchrist, Alachua, and Levy Counties. Based on the historical occurrence of
sinkholes in this area and the results of geotechnical and geophysical assessments, Sabal Trail concluded
that a low to medium risk for sinkhole development exists at the Hildreth, Dunnellon, and Reunion
Compressor Station sites. In a low risk setting, historical occurrences may have been reported or
documented in the area, but it is unlikely that a sinkhole would develop at the site. In a medium risk
setting, historical occurrences of sinkholes are well documented in the area and conditions that favor
sinkhole development are believed to be present.
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Sabal Trail Project
General Karst Terrain of Florida

Proposed Sabal Trail Pipelines
Proposed HDD
Proposed Compressor Station

Area I

Area I: Bare or thinly covered
limestone - Few sinkholes, generally
shallow and broad that develop gradually.

Area II: Cover 30’-200’ thick - Few sinkholes,
Area II shallow and of small diameter that develop gradually.
Area III: Cover 30’-200’ thick - Sinkholes are most
Area III numerous, of varying size and develop abruptly.
Area IV: Cover is greater than 200’ thick - Very
Area IV few sinkholes but of large diameter and deep.

Date: (5/12/2015)

Florida

Source: Z:\Clients\Q_T\Spectra\SMP\Sabal_Trail\ArcGIS\2015\05\Karst\SMP_Sabal_Karst_Florida_NoExisting1.mxd

Georgia

Florida Southeast Connection Project
The FSC Project occurs in an area with 30 to 200 feet of largely unconsolidated deposits above
the carbonate bedrock and FAS (Sinclair and Stewart, 1985). Sinkholes and closed depressions occur;
however, due to the depth of cover over the bedrock and a lack of large springs, the area in which the FSC
Project would be located is substantially less sensitive to karst-related issues than the area traversed by the
Sabal Trail Project in northern Florida (Vitani, 2015).
From MP 0 to about MP 36, the pipeline facility would cross Area III described above, in which
the overburden tends to be more cohesive, and sinkholes tend to be more numerous, of varying size, and
develop suddenly due to cover collapse. The remainder of the pipeline facility would be located in Area
II in which the overburden tends to be more sandy, and sinkholes tend to be fewer, shallow and of small
diameter, and develop gradually by subsidence.
Based on review of geologic maps, aerial photographs, and state databases that identify closed
topographic depressions (FGS, 2004) and sinkhole incidents (FDEP, 2013b), over 650 features that may
represent karst solution features were identified within 0.25 mile of the project route. No sinkholes were
identified in FSC’s proposed right-of-way during field surveys.
Impacts and Mitigation
The primary geologic impact that could affect the proposed pipeline and aboveground facilities in
karst sensitive areas is the sudden development of a sinkhole that damages the facilities and poses a safety
risk. Other subsidence features could develop gradually over time, but would not pose an immediate risk
to the proposed facilities. As discussed below, karst features could be initiated by the physical
disturbance associated with trenching, grading, or HDD activity; by diverting or discharging projectrelated water into otherwise stable karst features; or through vibration associated with operating
compressors. The potential for the Sabal Trail Project or the FSC Project to impact caves, wells, and
springs relate primarily to groundwater resources and are discussed in section 3.3.
Karst Mitigation Plans
The Sabal Trail Project and FSC Project would be constructed near sinkholes and closed
topographic depressions and could encounter unknown subsidence features within the construction
workspace. Sabal Trail and FSC developed Karst Mitigation Plans to address karst features encountered
during construction and further reduce the potential to initiate sinkhole development during construction
and operation of the facilities (see appendix F). Impact prevention measures described in these plans
include:


Awareness training for identification of karst-like features. The Chief Inspector, Craft
Inspectors, Safety Inspectors, Lead Environmental Inspector, and EIs would all be made
aware of the potential for sinkhole formation and to identify the signs of sinkhole
formation.



Marking karst features in the field. Sabal Trail would avoid excavation within 300 feet of
any 1st or 2nd order magnitude spring without geophysical testing (see table 3.3.1-2); and
no excavation would occur within 100 feet and no soil or vegetation disturbance would
occur within 35 feet of a sinkhole unless the feature is being evaluated for possible
mitigation. FSC would implement certain excavation and grading protocols within 300
feet of karst features as noted below.
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Placing spoil on the trench side that is opposite of the feature whenever feasible; in the
event of stormwater erosion, the stockpiled soil would flow into the trench, not the karst
feature.



Preventing construction influenced stormwater from flowing to the karst feature drainage
point or throat. Drainage points in karst features would not be used for water disposal.



Prohibiting the discharge of hydrostatic test water directly into the buffer zone of a karst
feature. If site conditions prevent downgradient discharge, the water would be
discharged as far as is practicable from the buffer zone using a filtered discharge and
erosion and sediment control measures as detailed in the Applicants’ construction and
restoration plans. Restoration and revegetation of these areas would occur after
construction.



Limiting the amount of time that the pipeline trench remains open, and thus reducing
potential stormwater retainage, by implementing a construction procedure referred to as
“laying ahead of the ditch”, where applicable. This method involves assembling the
pipeline in relatively short segments prior to trenching, and then quickly installing the
pipeline and backfilling the trench. Using this method, FSC and Sabal Trail estimate that
the trench would only be left open for two to three days.



Utilizing trench plugs and dewatering techniques to minimize stormwater retainage in
open trenches.



Avoiding the excavation of new trench when a named tropical storm is predicted in the
project area.

The following mitigation measures would be implemented should karst conditions such as surface
conduits, subsidence, settlements, depressions, or sinkholes be observed within the pipeline construction
right-of-way:


Work would be temporarily stopped and the area would be assessed by the project
geotechnical engineer or other qualified personnel.



Depending on site-specific conditions, a minor reroute of the pipeline may be
implemented or thicker-walled pipe may be installed.



Various procedures to stabilize a karst feature may be implemented depending on sitespecific conditions. These procedures are commonly utilized in Florida and generally
involve backfilling of the feature with sand, gravel, rock, or grout, or combinations
thereof, with the overarching goal of preventing further collapse and raveling of surface
material while maintaining infiltration of recharge waters to the aquifer. The specific
methods that may be used by Sabal Trail and FSC are detailed in their respective Karst
Mitigation Plans (see appendix F).



Both companies would inform the Commission of karst-related issues encountered and
addressed during construction in their regular construction status reports.



Over the operating life of the facilities, Sabal Trail and FSC would visually monitor their
rights-of-way for signs of karst activity and subsidence and conduct internal inspections
of the pipelines for signs of stress or damage in accordance with DOT, Pipeline and
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Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) requirements. Both companies
would implement mitigation measures as necessary if subsidence of karst features would
develop. Also, the Applicants would be responsible for project-related damage to nearby
facilities (see section 3.9).
Regarding aboveground facilities proposed in karst sensitive areas, Sabal Trail would implement
common construction practices as necessary to support the facilities including the use of reinforced grade
beams and slabs capable of spanning small voids, or deep pile foundations that extend to competent
bedrock. We received comments on the draft EIS regarding the potential for vibrations from the
compressor stations to trigger sinkhole formation in proximity to the station. We anticipate that the
foundations and floor slabs designed for karst areas would absorb most vibration, and note that the
compressor buildings would be centrally located on a larger parcel of land that would be acquired by
Sabal Trail, and would be set back from existing structures in the area by at least 1,200 feet. Thus, the
potential for vibrations associated with the compressor stations to initiate sinkhole activity that would
damage existing structures in the area would be very low.
Comments were received regarding the geotechnical feasibility of installing Sabal Trail’s pipeline
facilities via HDD in karst areas considering the potential to encounter large voids along the drill path.
As discussed in section 3.3.1, five of the HDDs proposed by Sabal Trail would encounter carbonate
bedrock. Sabal Trail determined that the HDD drilling process would be feasible even if voids up to 15
feet across were encountered along the drill path. In the event that larger voids are encountered that
prevent the successful completion of the HDD, Sabal Trail would modify the drill path slightly in an
effort to avoid the large cavity. More specific measures that would be implemented during HDD
operations in karst sensitive areas are detailed in Sabal Trail’s Best Drilling Practices Plan (see appendix
E), including the monitoring and control of drilling fluids when drilling through areas of well-developed
karst. In addition, interstate transmission pipelines of similar diameter to Sabal Trail’s Mainline have
been successfully installed via HDD in karst areas in Florida, including FGT’s prior crossing of the Santa
Fe River at the same location as proposed by Sabal Trail.
The potential also exists for HDD operations to cause subsidence as documented during a 3,500foot-long HDD installation of a 36-inch-diameter natural gas pipeline by FGT in Hillsborough County,
Florida (Smith and Sinn, 2013). In this case, three ground subsidence features ranging from
approximately 5 to 25 feet in diameter and at least several feet deep developed along the drill path during
installation, apparently in conjunction with the loss of drilling fluid to the ground surface. Sabal Trail and
FSC recognized this potential hazard and would monitor the drill path for indications of subsidence and
would implement mitigation measures such as backfilling with sand, if feasible. Sabal Trail would also
conduct topographic surveys of nearby structures that could be affected and, as previously stated, Sabal
Trail and FSC would be responsible for any project-related property damage. We conclude that these
measures, and long term monitoring of the right-of-way, would adequately address subsidence that could
occur in conjunction with Sabal Trail’s and FSC’s HDD operations.
Operational Safety
To evaluate the impact that sinkholes may have on the operation of the SMP Project, we reviewed
PHMSA pipeline incident data from 1984 to 2014 for Florida and Georgia, which includes reports of
damage to pipeline facilities due to unspecified earth movements. A sinkhole event is considered an earth
movement by PHMSA. A total of 52 significant incidents (resulting in more than $50,000 in damage
and/or injury and fatalities) were reported in Georgia and 41 significant incidents were reported in Florida
during the 30-year time frame for this data, although only one of the 93 significant incidents was
attributed to earth movement. This event occurred on the FGT system in Lake County, Florida on July 7,
2000. It is unknown whether this incident was the result of sinkhole activity; however, it did not result in
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any injuries or fatalities. To help place this data in context, PHMSA regulates about 4,560 miles of
natural gas transmission line in Georgia and 5,400 miles of natural gas transmission line in Florida. In
addition, Georgia and Florida have about 83,200 miles and 40,500 miles of natural gas distribution
pipeline, respectively. Many miles of these pipeline facilities have operated for decades in karst sensitive
areas in both Georgia and Florida without reported earth movement incidents.
We also contacted the PHMSA Regional Accident Investigator (Buff, 2014) and pipeline safety
representatives from the Georgia Public Service Commission (Thebert, 2015) and FPSC (Moses, 2015)
and none of these individuals were aware of any pipeline incidents related to sinkholes or other karst
activity in their respective jurisdictions. In addition, we reviewed other publically available information
for reports/documentation of pipeline incidents related to sinkholes or karst activity in the SMP Project
area and found none.
Furthermore, the pipeline and aboveground facilities would be designed, constructed, monitored,
and maintained in accordance with PHMSA and industry standards that are protective of public safety.
Depending on pipeline grade and diameter, Sabal Trail and FSC calculated that the proposed pipeline
facilities would be able to span approximately 50 to 140 feet unsupported without potentially
compromising the integrity of the pipelines. This span strength would further reduce the potential for a
serious pipeline incident under most sinkhole development scenarios.
Other commentors were concerned that the pipeline facilities could rest unevenly on rugged
bedrock, potentially damaging the pipeline. It is not uncommon for pipelines to be installed within
bedrock trenches with an irregular surface. As described in section 2.3.1.5, the Applicants would install
granular padding beneath the pipelines in bedrock areas to avoid damage, and would inspect the pipelines
during operation by using internal inspection tools that are capable of detecting damage or other changes
in the pipeline that could develop over time. If anomalies are detected, the Applicants would implement
measures to repair or replace the affected area.
Karst Conclusion
In summary, portions of the Sabal Trail Project and, to a substantially less degree, the FSC
Project, would be in areas that are subject to karst development and hazards. Each company characterized
existing karst conditions in proximity to their proposed facilities and developed specific plans and
procedures to minimize and respond to karst activity during construction and operation of the proposed
facilities. Several commentors on the draft EIS expressed concern that review of karst features within
0.25 mile of the proposed pipeline centerlines was inadequate to characterize karst features near the
facilities. We conclude that the 0.25-mile area of review on each side of the proposed alignment is
sufficient to characterize karst conditions where the pipelines would be installed using shallow trench
techniques that are unlikely to trigger more distant karst activity, and note that major karst features were
identified within 1 mile of proposed HDDs in karst sensitive areas. We reviewed the studies and plans
prepared by Sabal Trail and FSC and find that they adequately characterize and address karst conditions
in the area. The proposed facilities would also be designed, constructed, maintained, and monitored in
accordance with modern construction standards and PHMSA regulations, which would further reduce the
potential for karst conditions to adversely impact the facilities. This is further supported by many miles
of similar pipeline facilities that were installed using similar methods and have safely operated in karstsensitive areas in Georgia and Florida for decades. We also note that other residential, commercial,
industrial, and infrastructure development has continued successfully in these areas. For these reasons,
we conclude that the potential for the SMP Project to initiate or be affected by damaging karst conditions
has been adequately minimized.
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3.1.3

Mineral Resources

Aerial photographs, USGS topographic maps, state and federal on-line databases, and other
publically available information was used to identify mineral resources within at least 0.25 mile of the
SMP Project. Specific mineral resources, potential project-related impacts, and the measures that each
Applicant would implement to avoid or reduce impacts are discussed below.
3.1.3.1

Hillabee Expansion Project

One granite quarry and 10 sand and gravel mines were identified in counties crossed by the
Hillabee Expansion Project, with the nearest being a sand pit approximately 0.5 mile north of Rock
Springs Loop at MP 785.3. Gold exploration and mining previously occurred at more than 100 prospects
and mines in 7 mining districts located in the Piedmont Province, though no portion of the project would
cross a historic gold mine (Lesher et al., 1999). Coal continues to be mined in Alabama but not in
proximity to the project.
Approximately 75 oil or gas wells were identified in Choctaw County, where the Rock Springs
Loop, Butler Loop, and Compressor Station 84 would be located. All of the wells are located at least 7
miles from the proposed facilities except for one well, listed as “dry and abandoned” approximately 0.1
mile north from Rock Springs Loop MP 789.4. Seven other dry and abandoned wells were identified in
Autauga, Chilton, and Dallas Counties, but none are in proximity to Transco’s proposed facilities.
Transco is also aware that oil and gas exploration is planned to occur on property crossed by the
Rock Springs Loop near MP 785.0. The proposed loop would be parallel to and typically offset by 25
feet from one of Transco’s four existing pipelines in this area. Based on the above, we conclude that the
incremental expansion of Transco’s existing right-of-way would not significantly impact mineral
resources in the project area.
3.1.3.2

Sabal Trail Project

Eleven, one, and nine mineral resource facilities were identified within 0.25 mile of the Mainline
in Alabama, Georgia, and Florida, respectively. Of these facilities, seven are past producers, four are
prospects/occurrences, three are producers, and the status of the remaining five facilities is unknown. No
mineral resource facilities were identified within 0.25 mile of any of the aboveground facilities and the
project would not cross any underground mines. The project would not cross an oil and/or gas field, and
no oil or gas wells were identified within 0.25 mile of the project.
The proposed pipelines would not cross any active mines, although the Mainline would be
adjacent to the active Suwannee Material Company – Sanchez Mine (limestone) near MP 304.0, and the
active Jahna Industries Mines (sand) near MPs 454.0 and 462.0. The CCL would be near the active Red
Level Mine (crushed stone) near MP 19.4. Sabal Trail coordinated with Jahna Industries to avoid future
mining areas, and the Mainline would be located on property not owned by the Sanchez Mine. Near the
Red Level Mine, the CCL would be within an existing DEF electric transmission easement which already
precludes mining.
Based on the above, we conclude that the Sabal Trail Project would not significantly impact
mineral resources in the project area.
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3.1.3.3

Florida Southeast Connection Project

Nine sand mines and one peat mine were identified within 0.5 mile of the FSC Project. The
project would not cross any oil and gas fields, although one dry oil or gas well was also identified more
than 700 feet from MP 100.
The project would not cross any of the mining operations, but would cross or abut a statedesignated Mandatory Non-Phosphate Site at MPs 4.5, 17.6, 23.6, 29.7, and 31.3. “Mandatory NonPhosphate Sites” is an FDEP data layer that indicates the maximum extent of areas subject to regulatory
oversight and may include areas that have not or will not be disturbed by mining activity. In these areas,
FSC routed its pipeline facility along existing rights-of-way or property lines within the required 100-foot
setback and would not cross any actively mined areas.
Based on the above, we conclude that the FSC Project would not significantly impact mineral
resource operations in proximity to the project.
3.1.4

Geologic Hazards

Geologic hazards are potentially damaging naturally occurring or man-made geologic conditions
or phenomena. The geologic hazards that have the potential to impact the SMP Project include seismicrelated hazards (earthquakes, surface faulting, and soil liquefaction); landslides; and land subsidence,
including sudden collapse. As discussed below, the potential for a geologic hazard to impact the SMP
Project is low.
3.1.4.1

Seismic Related Hazards

The SMP Project area is on the trailing edge of the North American tectonic plate, which
experiences substantially less seismic activity than the western United States, which is on the leading
edge of the plate. The USGS Earthquake Hazards Program indicates that there is a 2 percent chance over
the next 50 years for the area underlying Transco’s Billingsley, Autauga, Proctor Creek, and Hissop
Loops to experience peak ground shaking of 10 to 14 percent of the acceleration due to gravity. In such
an event the perceived shaking would be strong, but the potential damage would be light. The proposed
pipelines would be constructed of modern, arc-welded steel that can resist moderate amounts of
movement without damage (O’Rourke and Palmer, 1996). The remainder of the SMP Project would be
in areas with lower seismic risk than central Alabama noted above.
Earthquakes can also cause damage by causing the ground surface to break along a fault line. As
discussed above, the risk of a significant earthquake in the project area is very low, and thus the risk of
seismic ground faulting to occur is also very low. The USGS Quaternary Fault and Fold Map does not
depict any surface faults that have been active in the last approximate 2 million years in Alabama,
Georgia, or Florida.
Soil liquefaction is a phenomenon that occurs when granular, saturated soil temporarily loses
strength when subject to strong and prolonged shaking as may occur during an earthquake. Structures
located on or within an area experiencing soil liquefaction could sustain damage due to loss of underlying
soil strength. Although granular, saturated soils occur in the SMP Project area, the lack of strong seismic
activity indicates a low risk for liquefaction to occur.
Based on the above, and considering that the proposed facilities would be constructed and
maintained in accordance with applicable PHMSA and industry standards, we conclude that the potential
for seismic related hazards to impact the SMP Project is low.
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3.1.4.2

Landslides

Landslides are the down slope movement of earth materials under the force of gravity due to
natural or man-made causes. Landslides can occur slowly through a process referred to as creep, or
suddenly in the form of isolated rock falls or larger scale slope failures. Landslides can damage
underground and aboveground structures depending on the type and magnitude of the landslide.
The degree of slope, the composition of surface materials, vegetative cover, and the amount of
rainfall exposure are all factors related to landslide activity. Based on these factors, landslide hazard
assessment includes an estimate of the susceptibility, or potential, for an area to experience landslide
activity; and the incidence rate, an indicator of historic landslide activity in an area.
According to GSA data (GSA, 2011), over 70 percent of Transco’s proposed Rock Springs,
Butler, Billingsley, and Autauga Loops cross areas of moderate to very high landslide susceptibility,
although the majority of the loops cross areas of moderate susceptibility. Approximately 0.2 mile of the
Butler Loop crosses an area of very high susceptibility. Based on GSA data, the nearest recorded
landslides to Transco’s project consist of two incidents located approximately 0.8 mile north of the
eastern end of the Verbena Loop in Chilton County. Transco stated that its existing pipeline system,
which the proposed loops would parallel, has not been affected by landslide activity. In addition, Transco
engineers evaluated the geologic and topographic conditions at proposed aboveground facility sites and
the sites are not located in areas of steep slopes that could be subject to failure.
According to the USGS Landslide Overview Map of the Conterminous United States, the Sabal
Trail Project and the FSC Project would occur in areas with low landslide susceptibility and incidence
(Radbruch-Hall et al., 1982). Based on the above, we conclude that the potential for landslides to impact
the SMP Project is low.
3.1.4.3

Land Subsidence

Land subsidence can damage underground and aboveground facilities located above the
subsidence area. Two sources of potential land subsidence were considered for the SMP Project: sinkhole
formation in karst areas, and underground mine collapse. Sinkhole formation and mitigation measures are
discussed in section 3.1.2.3. According to the Applicants, none of the SMP Project facilities would cross
or be located over active or historic underground mines.
3.1.5

Paleontological Resources

3.1.5.1

Hillabee Expansion Project

Based on review of online fossil record databases and consultation with the GSA, Transco
identified sites containing high fossil diversity and paleontological significant vertebrates including
dinosaurs, sea snakes, mammals, and giant tortoise in proximity to the proposed facilities in Choctaw,
Chilton, Autauga, and Dallas Counties. The geologic units containing these fossils underlie
approximately 24.2 miles (55 percent) of the proposed loops. State code Acts 1984, No. 84-66 requires
that the State Fossil, Basilosaurus cetoides, an Eocene whale, be collected, saved, or donated to a museum
if encountered.
Transco developed an Unanticipated Paleontological Resources Discovery Plan that identifies the
procedures for handling significant fossils, and stated it would work with the Alabama Natural History
Museum and/or the GSA if significant fossils are discovered. Based on Transco’s efforts to address this
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issue, we conclude that significant paleontological resources, if encountered, would be adequately
protected.
3.1.5.2

Sabal Trail Project

Sabal Trail reviewed publications and consulted with geologic experts in each state crossed by the
Sabal Trail Project regarding the potential to encounter significant paleontological resources during
project construction (Ebersole, 2014; Smith, 2014; Rupert, 2014). No specific sites containing significant
fossil resources were identified in the project area; however, Sabal Trail noted the potential to encounter
significant fossils, particularly in Alabama, and we received comments concerning the potential for Sabal
Trail to discover important fossils in Florida sinkholes that may be encountered during project
construction. To ensure that significant fossil resources are adequately protected, we recommend that:


Prior to construction, Sabal Trail should file with the Secretary, for the review and
written approval of the Director of OEP, an Unanticipated Paleontological
Resources Discovery Plan that describes how Sabal Trail would recognize and
manage significant fossils encountered during construction. This plan should also
describe the notification procedures to the State Geologists in each state crossed by
the Sabal Trail Project.

With implementation of the above measure, we conclude that significant fossil resources would
be adequately protected, if encountered.
3.1.5.3

Florida Southeast Connection Project

FSC does not expect to encounter bedrock during construction of the FSC Project and has not
identified any recognized fossil assemblages in the project area to date. However, FSC developed an
Unanticipated Paleontological Resources Plan that identifies the procedures for recognizing and handling
significant fossils, and stated it would contact the Florida Museum of Natural History, Program of
Vertebrate Paleontology if significant fossils are discovered. Based on FSC’s efforts to address this issue,
we conclude that significant paleontological resources would be adequately protected, if encountered.
3.1.6

Conclusion

The SMP Project would traverse a range of geologic conditions and resources, including karst
sensitive areas in Georgia and Florida. As discussed above, the Applicants in general and Sabal Trail in
particular conducted studies to characterize geologic conditions and developed project-specific plans and
procedures that would minimize the potential for impacts on or by geologic conditions during
construction and operation of the proposed facilities. We reviewed these plans and find them acceptable.
We also found no record of karst activity causing damage to existing interstate transmission pipeline
facilities, some of which have operated in karst sensitive areas of Georgia and Florida for decades.
However, we acknowledge that documentation may be incomplete. Therefore, by implementing the
proposed construction and restoration plans and our recommendations discussed above, we conclude that
the SMP Project would not significantly impact geologic resources in the region and that geologic
hazards, including karst activity, would not pose a significant risk to the proposed action.
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3.2

SOILS

3.2.1

Existing Soil Resources

The Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Major Land Resource Areas (MLRAs)
geographic database was used to generally characterize soil resources in the SMP Project area. MLRAs
usually encompass several thousand acres and are characterized by a particular pattern of soils, geology,
climate, water resources, and land uses (NRCS, 2008). The SMP Project pipeline facilities would cross
seven MLRAs which are described below and identified in table 3.2.1-1. Proposed aboveground
facilities, pipe/contractor yards and staging areas, and access roads would generally be located in or near
the pipeline rights-of-way and, thus, within the same MLRAs.
The Southern Piedmont MLRA (136) consists of rolling to hilly uplands with well-defined
drainage patterns underlain largely by metamorphic and igneous rocks. The soils in this MLRA are
commonly shallow to very deep, generally well drained loams or clays. About 11 percent of the SMP
Project pipeline facilities would be within MLRA 136.
The Alabama and Mississippi Blackland Prairie MLRA (135A) consists of rolling to hilly relief
underlain by clay, marl, soft limestone, or chalk. Soils are typically fine textured, formed in bedrock on
uplands and in clayey and loamy alluvium on flood plains. Less than 1 percent of the SMP Project
pipeline facilities would be within MLRA 135A.
TABLE 3.2.1-1
Land Resource Regions and Major Land Resource Areas
Crossed by the Southeast Market Pipelines Project Pipelines
Land Resource
Region (LRR)
South Atlantic and
Gulf Slope Cash
Crops, Forest, and
Livestock Region

Hillabee
Expansion Project

Sabal Trail Project

Southern Piedmont (136)

19.4

56.8

-

Alabama and Mississippi
Blackland Prairie (135A)

-

5.2

-

24.0

197.7

-

65.5

-

Major Land Resource Area

Florida Southeast
Connection Project

(miles)

Southern Coastal Plain (133A)
North-Central Florida Ridge (138)
LRR Total

43.5

325.2
17.5

Atlantic and Gulf
Coast Lowland Forest
And Crop Region

Eastern Gulf Coast Flatwoods
(152A)

-

LRR Total

-

17.5

Florida Subtropical
Fruit, Truck Crop, and
Range Region

South Central Florida Ridge (154)

-

144.8

26.5

Southern Florida Flatwoods (155)

-

28.1

99.9

-

172.9

126.3

43.5

515.2

126.3

LRR Total

Total

-

The Southern Coastal Plain MLRA (133A) consists of unconsolidated coastal plain sediments
underlain by eroded igneous and metamorphic bedrock. The soils common to this MLRA are generally
very deep, somewhat excessively drained to poorly drained, and loamy. About 32 percent of the SMP
Project pipeline facilities would be within MLRA 133A.
The North Central Florida Ridge MLRA (138) consists of a sand-mantled karstic limestone
upland that has an irregular, gently rolling topography. Soils are excessively drained through poorly
drained, and are typically sandy throughout or sandy over loamy or clayey sediments reflecting
weathering of the variably textured underlying bedrock. About 10 percent of the SMP Project pipeline
facilities would be within MLRA 138.
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The Eastern Gulf Coast Flatwoods MLRA (152A) is a nearly level, low coastal plain covered by
a thin veneer of sand with silt, sand, and gravel valley fill deposits. The soils in this MLRA are typically
deep to very deep, somewhat poorly drained to very poorly drained. About 2.5 percent of the SMP
Project pipeline facilities would be within MLRA 152A.
The South Central Florida Ridge MLRA (154) is nearly level to gently rolling with many
irregularities in topography resulting from sinkhole formation. A sandy marine deposit overlies the
limestone in most of the area. The soils common to this MLRA are excessively drained to somewhat
poorly drained loam and sand formed in mixed eolian and marine sediments. About 25 percent of the
SMP Project pipeline facilities would be within MLRA 154.
The Southern Florida Flatwoods MLRA (155) a nearly level coastal plain with large areas of
swamps and marshes. Streams and lakes are common. A sandy marine deposit overlies the limestone in
most of the area. The soils in this MLRA are excessively drained to somewhat poorly drained loam and
sand formed mixed eolian and marine sediments. About 18.5 percent of the SMP Project pipeline
facilities would be within MLRA 155.
3.2.2

Soil Characteristics and Limitations

The types and characteristics of soils crossed by the SMP Project were identified using NRCS
Soil Surveys and the computerized Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO) database for each county affected
by the SMP Project.1 SSURGO provides the most detailed level of information of soil mapping done by
the NRCS. The Web Soil Survey was also reviewed to provide interpretations of the sensitivity of soils to
specific types of disturbance and soil suitability for specific types of uses such as roads and excavations.
Based on information contained in the SSURGO database, the SMP Project would cross about
19,100 individual soil map units consisting of one major soil type or complexes of two or more soil types
which can contain a minor percentage (generally not more than 10 percent) of dissimilar soils. Our
analysis focused on the major soil characteristics for the dominant soils within the map unit.
Soils in the region possess characteristics that could impact construction and restoration of the
SMP Project. These include: soils that are susceptible to water and wind erosion; hydric soils;
compaction prone soils; soils that are stony, rocky, or underlain by shallow bedrock; droughty soils; and
prime farmland. Table 3.2.1-2 identifies the characteristics of soils that would be crossed by the SMP
Project.
3.2.2.1

Erosion Potential

Erosion is a natural process generally resulting from water and wind forces that can be
accelerated by human disturbance. Factors that influence the magnitude of erosion include soil texture,
soil structure, length, and percent of slope, existing vegetative cover, and rainfall.

1

SSURGO2 spatial and soil-attribute data are available as ESRI shapefiles from the NRCS Web Soil Survey,
http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm.

3-19

Soils

Soils

TABLE 3.2.1-2
Soil Characteristics Affected by the Southeast Market Pipelines Project a
Hydric b

Highly Erodible
Water
Project

Const.

b

Wind

Compaction
Prone d

Stony/Rocky e

Shallow to
Bedrock f

Droughty g

c

Prime Farmland h
Prime

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

State Classified

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Hillabee Expansion Project
Pipeline i

491.0

174.4

115.6

43.9

29.4

13.4

29.4

11.9

172.2

62.1

111.9

40.5

477.7

175.4

120.0

34.7

19.9

6.6

Aboveground
Facilities

50.0

7.2

19.0

3.0

0.0

0.0

17.6

<0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

65.3

14.0

44.7

8.5

0.0

0.0

Yards l

31.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

2.6

0.0

1.6

0.0

13.2

0.0

1.6

0.0

89.8

0.0

49.0

0.0

<0.1

0.0

Access
Roads

40.4

5.4

9.9

<0.1

1.0

0.0

<0.1

<0.1

14.5

1.0

20.4

<0.1

36.7

5.3

13.9

2.5

<0.1

<0.1

Hillabee
Expansion
Project
Subtotal

612.5

187.0

144.5

46.9

33.0

13.4

48.6

11.9

199.9

63.1

133.6

40.5

669.5

194.7

227.6

45.7

19.9

6.6

5,527.7 2,203.5 865.6

Sabal Trail Project
Pipeline i
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1,009.9

360.7

429.9

341.7

180.4

470.8

156.0

174.6

57.1

5,292.3

676.4

546.7

200.5

Aboveground
Facilities

60.9

31.7

161.5

143.3

56.9

35.8

4.4

3.5

10.5

8.0

74.8

38.2

146.0

101.6

120.2

84.0

63.7

56.0

Yards l

41.2

0.0

295.7

0.0

14.0

0.0

2.3

0.0

23.0

0.0

18.3

0.0

241.2

0.0

65.7

0.0

97.3

0.0

Access
Roads

63.7

0.0

249.4

4.5

45.8

0.8

16.1

0.0

10.1

0.0

18.5

0.0

190.7

1.2

70.8

0.0

25.3

1.2

1,149.8

392.4

466.5

361.1

183.9

503.9

164.0

221.2

95.3

5,870.2

760.4

702.5

257.7

Sabal Trail
Project
Subtotal

6,234.3 2,346.8 936.1

2,032.2 1,821.9

2,135.0 1,992.1

Florida Southeast Connection Project
Pipeline i

1.5

0.7

1,468.2

700.4

310.7

159.1

79.2

45.4

0.0

0.0

12.4

3.7

391.5

181.4

0.0

0.0

655.6

301.1

Aboveground
Facilities

0.0

0.0

<0.1

2.7

0.0

0.9

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.7

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

<0.1

1.4

Yards l

0.0

0.0

210.7

0.0

39.8

0.0

<0.1

0.0

2.3

0.0

1.3

0.0

33.9

0.0

0.0

0.0

117.4

0.0

Access
Roads

0.0

0.0

109.0

4.5

25.6

0.8

6.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

2.2

0.0

28.5

1.2

0.0

0.0

62.7

1.2

Florida
Southeast
Connection
Project
Subtotal

1.5

0.7

1,792.2

707.6

376.1

160.8

85.2

45.6

2.3

0.0

15.9

4.4

453.9

182.6

0.0

0.0

836.8

303.7

TABLE 3.2.1-2 (cont’d)
Soil Characteristics Affected by the Southeast Market Pipelines Project a
Hydric b

Highly Erodible
Water

b

Project

Const.

Op.

Southeast
Market
Pipelines
Project Total

1763.8

580.1

Wind
Const.

Compaction
Prone d

Stony/Rocky e

Shallow to
Bedrock f

Droughty g

c

Op.

Prime Farmland h
Prime

Const.

Op.

8,171.0 3,101.3 1345.2 640.7

State Classified

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.
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a
Soil may have more than one characteristic.
b
Highly Erodible Soil as defined by the NRCS includes soil where the soil Erosion Index (EI) is greater than 8, using Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation parameters.
Where necessary parameters (T and/or L) are missing from the SSURGO2 database, highly erodible land (HEL) includes land in capability subclasses 6e through 8e and
soils with an average slope greater than 9 percent. Urban Land and Water have no information and are not included as HEL.
c
Includes soils in wind erodibility group designation of 2 or less.
d
Includes soils in somewhat poor to very poor drainage classes with surface textures of sandy clay loam and finer.
e
Includes soils with a cobbley, stony, bouldery, shaly, very gravelly, or extremely gravelly modifier to the textural class of the surface layer and/or that have a surface layer
that contains greater than 5 percent by weight rock fragments larger than 3 inches.
f
Includes soils identified with bedrock at a depth of 5 feet or less from the surface.
g
Includes soils with a surface texture of sandy loam or coarser that are moderately well to excessively drained.
h
As designated by the Natural Resources Conservation Service, SSURGO database. Prime Farmland includes Prime if Drained, all states.
i
Includes mainline valves, meter and regulating stations, and launcher/receiver facilities not contained within the boundary of a compressor station.
l
Includes pipe/contractor yards and storage areas.

Soils

Soils most susceptible to water erosion are typified by bare or sparse vegetative cover, noncohesive soil particles, low infiltration rates, and/or moderate to steep slopes. Soils more typically
resistant to water erosion include those that occupy low relief areas, are well vegetated, and have high
infiltration capacity and internal permeability. The potential for soils to be eroded by water was evaluated
based on the K factor, where available, and slope. The K factor represents a relative quantitative index of
the susceptibility of bare soil to particle detachment and transport by water, and is one of the factors used
in the Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation to calculate soil loss.
Susceptibility to wind erosion is less affected by slope angles and is more directly influenced by
physical soil factors including moisture, texture, calcium carbonate content, and organic matter; and
landform and landscape conditions including soil roughness factors, unsheltered distance, and vegetative
cover. Wind Erodibility Groups (WEGs) are a direct indicator of the inherent susceptibility of soils to
wind erosion. Soils with WEGs of 2 or less are considered highly erodible due to wind.
About 1,763.8 acres of soils that are susceptible to water erosion would be affected by
constructing the SMP Project, including about 612.5 acres for the Hillabee Expansion Project, 1,149.8
acres for the Sabal Trail Project, and 1.5 acres for the FSC Project. About 8,171 acres of soils that are
susceptible to wind erosion would be affected by constructing the SMP Project, including about 144.5
acres for the Hillabee Expansion Project, 6,234.3 acres for the Sabal Trail Project, and 1,792.2 acres for
the FSC Project.
3.2.2.2

Hydric Soils

Hydric soils are soils developed under sufficiently wet conditions to support the growth and
regeneration of hydrophytic vegetation; soils which are sufficiently wet because of artificial measures; or
soils that were considered hydric prior to hydrology modifications (e.g., drained) (NRCS, 2010). Some
soils designated as hydric have phases that are not hydric depending on water table, flooding, and ponding
characteristics.
About 1,345.2 acres of hydric soils would be affected by constructing the SMP Project, including
about 33 acres for the Hillabee Expansion Project, 936.1 acres for the Sabal Trail Project, and 376.1 acres
for the FSC Project.
3.2.2.3

Compaction and Rutting Potential

Compaction occurs when soil is subjected to heavy loads or traffic which reduce soil aggregation
and porosity and increase soil density. Similarly, rutting is caused by the plastic deformation of soil when
subject to an external load. The potential for soils in the SMP Project area to become compacted was
evaluated based on SSURGO data using texture and drainage class data. Soils that are compactable are
limited to sandy loams and finer soils that are classified as very poorly drained, poorly drained, and
somewhat poorly drained. In general, compaction and rutting become more pronounced when soils are
wet.
About 494.9 acres of soils that are susceptible to compaction and rutting would be affected by
constructing the SMP Project, including about 48.6 acres for the Hillabee Expansion Project, 361.1 acres
for the Sabal Trail Project, and 85.2 acres for the FSC Project.
3.2.2.4

Stony/Rocky Soils and Shallow Bedrock Soils

The SSURGO database identifies stony/rocky soils as soils with a cobbley, stony, bouldery,
shaly, channery, very gravelly, or extremely gravelly modifier to the textural class of the surface layer
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and/or that have a surface layer that contains greater than five percent by weight rock fragments larger
than 3 inches. The SSURGO database also identifies soils that occur where bedrock is within 5 feet of the
ground surface, which can contribute to the stony or rocky characteristic.
About 1,076.8 acres of stony/rocky soils and soils over shallow bedrock would be affected by
constructing the SMP Project, including about 333.5 acres for the Hillabee Expansion Project, 725.1 acres
for the Sabal Trail Project, and 18.2 acres for the FSC Project.
3.2.2.5

Droughty Soils

Soils that are unable to retain moisture may dry excessively during periods of little or no
precipitation. The SSURGO identifies drought-prone soils as soils that have a texture of sandy loam or
coarser and which are moderately well to excessively well drained.
About 6,993.6 acres of soils that are susceptible to drought conditions would be affected by
constructing the SMP Project, including about 669.5 acres for the Hillabee Expansion Project, 5,870.2
acres for the Sabal Trail Project, and 453.9 acres for the FSC Project.
3.2.2.6

Prime Farmland

Prime farmland and related state farmland classifications are attributes of soil map units, and not
component soil series, and were obtained by a direct query of the SSURGO database. Prime farmland is
defined as land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food,
feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops, and is also available for these uses (the land could be cropland,
pastureland, rangeland, forest land, or other land, but not urban built-up land or water). In general, prime
farmlands have an adequate and dependable water supply from precipitation or irrigation, a favorable
temperature and growing season, acceptable acidity or alkalinity, acceptable salt and sodium content, and
few or no rocks. Prime farmlands are not excessively erodible or saturated with water for a long period of
time, and they either do not flood frequently or are protected from flooding.
The NRCS also recognizes unique farmlands and farmlands of statewide importance. Unique
farmlands are defined as lands other than prime farmland that are used for production of specific highvalue food and fiber crops (e.g., citrus, tree nuts, olives, fruits, and vegetables). Unique farmlands have
the special combination of soil quality, location, growing season, and moisture supply needed to
economically produce sustained high quality or high yields of specific crops when treated and managed
according to acceptable farming methods. Farmland of statewide importance is similar to prime farmland
but with minor shortcomings such as greater slopes or less ability to store soil moisture.
About 3,778.9 acres of prime farmland and state classified farmland would be affected by
constructing the SMP Project, including about 247.5 acres for the Hillabee Expansion Project, 2,694.6
acres for the Sabal Trail Project, and 836.8 acres for the FSC Project. Operating the aboveground
facilities and permanent access roads would impact about 154.8 acres of prime farmland and state
classified farmland. An additional 1,219.3 acres of prime and state classified farmland would be within
the operating right-of-way of the pipeline facilities; however agricultural use would be allowed to
continue within the right-of-way in most cases (see section 3.9).
3.2.3

General Impacts and Mitigation

Constructing pipelines and aboveground facilities could impact soil resources. Potential impacts
include soil erosion, soil compaction, reduction of soil fertility, and changes to other soil characteristics.
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Clearing and grading removes protective vegetation cover and exposes the soil to the effects of
wind and rain, resulting in an increased potential for erosion within the workspace and
deposition/sedimentation into nearby sensitive areas including wetlands and waterbodies. The loss of
topsoil due to erosion also reduces soil fertility, potentially inhibiting revegetation of the right-of-way and
reducing agricultural yields. Soils on moderate to steep slopes would be more prone to water-related
erosion, and dry, coarse textured soils in open areas, including trench spoil stockpiles, would be more
prone to wind erosion and the creation of dust.
Construction activities such as grading, trenching, and backfilling can also cause mixing of soil
horizons. Mixing of topsoil with subsoil, particularly in agricultural lands, dilutes the chemical and
physical properties of the topsoil and lowers soil fertility. Trenching or blasting of stony or shallowdepth-to-bedrock soils can bring stones or rock fragments to the surface which could interfere with
agricultural practices and further reduce soil fertility. Soil fertility could also be affected by spills of fuel
or other hazardous materials during construction or operations at aboveground facilities where hazardous
materials are stored and used, or when constructing in areas of pre-existing soil contamination.
Grading, spoil storage, and equipment traffic can compact soil, reducing porosity and percolation
rates and increasing runoff potential. Compaction can also impede plant root establishment, thereby
inhibiting revegetation of the right-of-way or reducing crop yields. Hydric soils and soils that have been
recently wet by precipitation would be more prone to compaction and rutting.
In general, the Applicants would reduce impacts on soils by limiting the area of disturbance to the
area needed for safe construction of the proposed facilities; collocating the workspace with previously
disturbed areas where possible; initiating restoration as soon as reasonably possible after final grading;
and utilizing existing roads for temporary and permanent access to the extent possible. The Applicants
would further minimize impacts on soil resources by constructing and operating the SMP Project in
accordance with their respective construction and restoration plans identified in section 2.3 and discussed
throughout the EIS. The measures applicable to soils include:
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Removing topsoil from either the full work area or from the trench and subsoil storage
area in cultivated or rotated cropland and managed pastures; residential area; hayfields; or
other areas at the landowner or land managing agency’s request. At least 12 inches of
topsoil would be removed in areas of deep topsoil and every effort would be made to
segregate the entire topsoil layer in soils with less than 12 inches of topsoil. Topsoil piles
would be segregated from subsoil throughout construction and would be stabilized with
sediment barriers, mulch, temporary seeding, tackifiers, and functional equivalents,
where necessary.



Installing temporary erosion control devices within the trench and workspace
immediately after initial disturbance of the soil and maintaining the devices throughout
construction until replacement by permanent controls or completion of restoration.
Temporary and permanent controls may include slope breakers, trench plugs, sediment
barriers, and mulch.



Implementing measures to reduce wind erosion and control dust including applying water
to work areas, reducing vehicle speeds on unpaved surfaces, covering haul trucks in
transit, and using gravel at paved road access points as needed.



Controlling rock removed during blasting operations.
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Using excavated rock to backfill the trench only to the top of the existing bedrock profile.
Excess rock would be considered construction debris unless approved for use on the
right-of-way by the landowner or managing agency. Excess rock would also be removed
from the top 12 inches of soil in all cultivated or rotated cropland, managed pastures,
hayfields, residential areas, and other areas at landowner request. The size, density, and
distribution of rock within the restored right-of-way would be similar to adjacent areas.



Testing topsoil and subsoil for compaction at regular intervals in agricultural and
residential areas. Severely compacted soils in agricultural areas would be plowed with a
paraplow or other deep tillage equipment; the subsoil would be plowed in areas where
topsoil has been segregated prior to topsoil replacement. Appropriate soil compaction
mitigation would also be conducted in severely compacted residential areas.



Conducting trench dewatering in a manner that does not cause erosion.



Segregating the top 12 inches of topsoil from the area of the trench in wetlands, except
where standing water is present or soils are saturated.



Using low-ground-weigh equipment in areas of standing water or saturated soils in
wetlands, or if equipment causes rutting or mixing of wetland soils. Alternatively,
normal equipment could be supported on timber riprap or similar supports in wetlands.



Managing fuel and other hazardous materials in accordance with applicable regulations
designed to prevent inadvertent spills, and implementing specific measures to limit and
cleanup any spills that occur as well as manage pre-existing soil contamination, if
encountered.

Additionally, we received several comments concerning the potential for the FSC Project to
encounter sandy soils that could result in trench maintenance difficulties. FSC indicated that trench boxes
or sheet piling could be implemented in areas where a trench cannot be maintained due to soil conditions.
3.2.4

Conclusion

Construction-related impacts on soils would be temporary and localized to the construction
workspace and would be minimized through the use of the Applicants’ construction and restoration plans
summarized above and discussed throughout this EIS. We have reviewed these plans and find them
acceptable. Based on the overall soil conditions in the SMP Project Area and the Applicants’ proposed
construction and operation methods, we conclude that the SMP Project would not significantly alter the
soils of the region.
3.3

WATER RESOURCES

3.3.1

Groundwater

3.3.1.1

Regional Aquifers

As discussed in section 3.1.1, the SMP Project occurs within two physiographic provinces: the
Piedmont Province in east-central Alabama; and the Coastal Plain Province for the remainder of the
project in southern Alabama, Georgia, and Florida. The physiography and geology of these provinces
influence water resources of the region, which is drained by numerous rivers and streams that supply
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water to cities and other communities. However, the majority of the population, particularly in the
Coastal Plain Province, depends on groundwater for its water supply.
Four major aquifer systems2 occur in the SMP Project area including the Piedmont/Blue Ridge,
Southeastern Coastal Plain, Floridan (FAS), and Surficial systems. The Southeastern Coastal Plain and
Piedmont/Blue Ridge aquifer systems underlie project facilities in Alabama. Georgia and Florida areas of
the project are underlain by surficial aquifers, the FAS, and the Southeastern Coastal Plain system. These
major aquifer systems are described below. Milepost ranges for the proposed pipeline facilities are
generally used to describe the location of the SMP Project components relative to groundwater resources;
the groundwater resources would be the same for the aboveground facilities and other components of the
SMP Project that occur within the approximate milepost ranges indicated.
Piedmont/Blue Ridge Aquifer System
Piedmont/Blue Ridge aquifers (undifferentiated) consist of indurated metamorphic rocks, such as
gneiss and schist, and igneous rocks, such as granite, that underlie the rolling hills of the Piedmont
Province. Although rocks of the Piedmont/Blue Ridge aquifers extend under the Southeastern Coastal
Plain aquifer system, these rocks generally yield less water and are not extensively used because
groundwater can be more readily obtained from shallower aquifers in the Southeastern Coastal Plain
aquifer. The Piedmont/Blue Ridge aquifers are primarily used as a water supply for domestic or
agricultural wells. Well yields generally are small because groundwater occurs in fractured or weathered
crystalline bedrock. The USGS (1990) reports that this aquifer system is used for domestic and
commercial purposes (62.5 percent), agriculture (22.2 percent), industry (4.3 percent), and public water
supply by small communities (11 percent). Larger cities and towns in the Piedmont/Blue Ridge aquifer
region rely on surface water.
Southeastern Coastal Plain Aquifer System
The Southeastern Coastal Plain aquifer system consists of four aquifers comprised predominately
of sand, with some beds of gravel and limestone. The system either grades into or underlies the FAS in
areas of the SMP Project and, in many places, groundwater moves easily between the Southeastern
Coastal Plain system and the FAS. Southeastern Coastal Plain aquifers generally yields large volumes of
water in updip areas, where they are composed of mostly sand, but the aquifers generally become less
permeable in a coastward direction due to increasing clay content. The system extends south and east
from the Fall Line and generally underlies Transco’s proposed Rock Springs, Butler, Billingsley, and
Autauga Loops and Sabal Trail’s proposed Mainline from about MP 55 in eastern Alabama to MP 320 in
Gilchrist County, Florida. The USGS (1990) reports that water from this aquifer system is used for public
water supply (36.5 percent); agriculture (25.7 percent); industry, mining, and power (22.3 percent); and
domestic and commercial use (15.5 percent).
Floridan Aquifer System
The FAS extends for more than 100,000 square miles throughout all of Florida and through
portions of Alabama, Georgia, and South Carolina. The most productive part of the FAS occurs beneath
the Sabal Trail Project from approximate Mainline MP 140 in central Terrell County, Georgia south
beneath all of the Sabal Trail Project and FSC Project in Florida.

2

An aquifer system consists of two or more aquifers that are hydraulically connected. Their flow systems
function similarly, and a change in conditions in one aquifer affects the other aquifer(s) (USGS, 1990).
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The FAS consists primarily of a sequence of limestone and dolomite, which thickens from about
250 feet in Georgia to more than 3,000 feet in south Florida, and some equivalent clastic units in updip
areas. The FAS is divided into an Upper and Lower aquifer separated by at least one unit of lower
permeability. Only the Upper Floridan is present in southern Georgia; regionally extensive confining and
semi-confining units separate the Upper and Lower Floridan beginning near the Florida – Georgia state
line and increasingly further south.
The FAS is the most productive aquifer in the SMP Project area and is one of the highest
producing aquifers in the world (FDEP, 2007; Chalmers et al., 2002). The FAS currently provides
drinking water to about 10 million people including residents of Savannah and Brunswick in Georgia; and
Jacksonville, Tallahassee, Orlando, and St. Petersburg in Florida (Williams and Kuniansky, 2015). An
estimated 4 billion gallons of water per day was withdrawn from the FAS in 2000, equating to 1.4 trillion
gallons of water withdrawn from the FAS annually (Marella and Berndt, 2005). Approximately 78
percent of this withdrawal occurred in Florida, and approximately 90 percent of the withdrawal came
from the Upper Floridan, which contains potable quality water in most places (Marella and Berndt, 2005).
In southern Florida, where it is deeper and contains brackish water, the Lower Floridan has been used for
the injection of sewage and industrial waste.
As described in section 3.1.2.2, the Sabal Trail Project would cross areas where the FAS is
unconfined or thinly confined in Terrell, Lee, Dougherty, and Mitchell Counties, Georgia; and Hamilton,
Madison, Suwannee, Gilchrist, Alachua, Levy, Marion, Sumter, and Lake Counties in Florida. Extensive
networks of karst features in these areas are critical in controlling recharge and discharge of the FAS and
is a principal reason the FAS is highly productive (Williams and Kuniansky, 2015). Where the aquifer
system is thickly confined, much less dissolution occurs and transmissivities3 tend to be lower.
Transmissivity in the aquifer typically range from 6,700 to 67,000 gallons per day per foot, but may be as
large as 1,700,000 gallons per day per foot near large springs (Ryder, 1985). As distance from a spring
increases, flow becomes more diffuse (laminar) through an interconnected network of saturated
secondary permeability (fractures) that has not been enlarged through dissolution of the bedrock.
We received numerous comments from affected landowners, the FGS, FDEP, Florida WMDs, the
GGS, and other stakeholders concerning the importance of the FAS in southwest Georgia and Florida as a
source of potable water and as the source of water to springs and other surface waterbodies in the area.
Scott and others (2004) estimate that the cumulative discharge of the FAS from springs is nearly 8 billion
gallons per day, or nearly 3 trillion gallons of water on an annual basis. Springs are addressed in section
3.3.1.5 below.
Surficial Aquifer System
The Surficial aquifer system consists of a thin, widespread layer of unconsolidated sand with a
few beds of shell and limestone that are present at the land surface. The Surficial aquifer system is not
mapped as present in the SMP Project area in Alabama. In Georgia it is mapped in the project area in
Colquitt and Brooks Counties. In Florida it is present in the project area in Polk, Osceola, St. Lucie,
Okeechobee, and Martin Counties.
This aquifer system generally yields small volumes of water under unconfined (water table)
conditions, and is primarily used for domestic, commercial, or small municipal supplies (USGS, 1990;
FDEP, 2007; Chalmers et al., 2002). The Surficial aquifer is only thick and productive in two areas; in
southern Florida and the westernmost panhandle of Florida (Williams and Kuniansky, 2015). In 2005,
3

Transmissivity is a measure of how much water can be conveyed through an aquifer.
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approximately 532 million gpd were withdrawn from the Surficial aquifer for public water supply and
domestic and commercial uses (Marella, 2009).
3.3.1.2

Sole Source Aquifers

A Sole Source Aquifer (SSA) is defined by the EPA as an underground water source that supplies
at least 50 percent of the drinking water consumed in the area overlying the aquifer. These areas have no
alternative drinking water source(s) that could physically, legally, and economically supply all those who
depend upon the aquifer for drinking water.
The SMP Project would not be located within a designated SSA, although in its comments on the
draft EIS, the EPA noted that it has been petitioned to designate the FAS as a SSA. The Sabal Trail
Mainline (MP 465.8 to MP 474.4), the HCL, and approximately 70 percent of the FSC Project overlie the
stream flow and/or recharge source zone of the Biscayne SSA which supplies all municipal water supply
systems from southern Palm Beach County, Florida, southward. No land use restrictions were identified
for the stream flow and/or recharge source zone of the Biscayne SSA. As discussed in sections 3.2.3 and
3.3.1.7, Sabal Trail and FSC would implement construction and restoration procedures that would avoid
and minimize potential impacts on groundwater resources including the Biscayne SSA stream flow and/or
recharge zone.
3.3.1.3

State Designated Aquifers

The SMP Project would not cross any state designated aquifers in Alabama or Georgia but would
cross state designated aquifers in Florida. In Chapter 62-520 of the Florida Administrative Code
(F.A.C.), the State of Florida classifies aquifers used for public water supplies based on potability, total
dissolved solids, and whether the water is located in a confined or unconfined aquifer. The highest
aquifer classification is Class G-I which is potable water in a single source aquifer with less than 3,000
milligrams per liter of total solids. Aquifer classifications for the Sabal Trail Project and the FSC Project
would be determined by the FDEP in the ERP review process. Based on initial consultation with the
FDEP, Sabal Trail and FSC conclude that their respective projects would generally cross Class G-II
aquifers, which are defined as potable but have a total dissolved solids content up to 10,000 milligrams
per liter.
No land use restrictions were identified for these areas and, as discussed in section 3.3.1.8, the
Applicants would implement numerous measures to avoid and minimize potential impacts on underlying
aquifers.
3.3.1.4

Water Supply Wells and Wellhead Protection Areas

Public and private water supply wells within 150 feet of the construction workspace identified to
date are included in table 3.3.1-1 in appendix D. The Applicants would continue to identify nearby wells
in consultation with landowners and agencies.
The Safe Drinking Water Quality Act requires that states develop programs to identify areas
around public water supply wells in which contaminants could impact the well. These Wellhead
Protection Areas (WHPAs) involve hydrogeologic characterization of the water source; inventory of
existing potential contaminant sources that could impact the well; an assessment of contaminant risk; and
a program to inform industry and the public of chemical and waste practices to reduce the risk of impact
to the water supply.
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In Alabama, ADEM Administrative Code Chapter 335-7-12.01 implements the Alabama
wellhead protection program. Neither the Hillabee Expansion Project nor the Sabal Trail Project would
be located in any designated WHPAs or groundwater protection areas in Alabama (Wilson ADEM,
2014b; Arnold ADEM, 2014).
In Georgia, the source of water supply for all public water systems must be approved by the
Georgia Environmental Protection Division (GEPD) in accordance with Chapter 391-3-5.06. The
Georgia Wellhead Protection Plan establishes a Control Zone in which the well owner must control all
activities in the immediate vicinity of a public water supply well, and a Management Zone in which
certain activities may be prohibited (e.g., siting a hazardous waste landfill), and other activities must be
performed in accordance with certain rules (e.g., management of hazardous materials in accordance with
applicable regulations). Inner Management Zones are typically a defined distance that extends 100 to 500
feet from a well, whereas Outer Management Zones can extend miles from a well based on site-specific
hydrologic studies. The City of Albany raised concern that the Sabal Trail Project could impact
municipal wells, including a well field on the southern outskirts of the City. The Mainline route parallels
the southern boundary of the well field between MP 159.5 and MP 161.2, where it is collocated with an
existing Dixie natural gas liquids product pipeline; the SONAT natural gas transmission pipeline also
crosses the well field diagonally for 1.5 miles. The City was also concerned that the Albany Compressor
Station could impact Well #135. Potential impacts on the municipal water wells are discussed in section
3.3.1.7.
In Florida, the FDEP Wellhead Protection program incorporates the Wellhead Protection Rule,
Chapter 62-521, FAC, and groundwater protection measures administered by the FDEP regulatory
programs. The Wellhead Protection Rule establishes a 500-foot radius Source Water Assessment and
Protection Program (SWAPP) area around all wells that serve community and non-transient noncommunity public water systems; SWAPP areas around larger public water systems are determined based
on groundwater travel times. The Sabal Trail Project and FSC Project would cross five and eight SWAPP
areas, respectively (FDEP, 2008) (see table 3.3.1-1 in appendix D).
Two of the SWAPP areas associated with the Sabal Trail Project are located between
approximate MPs 408.5 and 420.5 of the Mainline route and are associated with City of Wildwood, and
three are located between approximate MPs 1.5 and 11.4 of the Hunters Creek Line and are associated
with the Toho Water Authority. The City of Wildwood expressed concern that the Mainline could affect
operation of their West Well and nearby water and sewer utility lines and we address this in section
3.3.1.7. Sabal Trail has committed to work with the City of Wildwood and the Toho Water Authority to
avoid impacts on municipal water facilities. The pipeline facilities in these areas would all be installed
using standard overland methods; in section 3.3.1.7 we conclude that any impacts on water resources and
wells that could occur in conjunction with overland construction would be minor and temporary.
3.3.1.5

Springs

A spring occurs where groundwater flows naturally from bedrock or soil onto the land surface or
into a body of water. As described in table 3.3.1-2, Alabama, Georgia, and Florida classify springs
according to the volume of flow per unit time.
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TABLE 3.3.1-2
Classification of Spring Flow
Magnitude

Flow

1st

≥ 100 cfs (≥ 64.6 mgd)

2nd

≥ 10 to100 cfs (≥ 6.46 to 64.6 mgd)

3rd

≥ 1 to 10 cfs (≥ 0.646 to 6.46 mgd)

4th

≥ 100 gpm to 1 cfs (≥ 100 to 448 gpm)

5th

≥ 10 to 100 gpm

6th

≥ 1 to 10 gpm

7th

≥ 1 pint/min to 1 gpm

8th

< 1 pint/min

____________________
cfs = cubic feet per second
gpm = gallons per minute
mgd = million gallons per day
From Meinzer (1927).

Springs can occur in a variety of geologic settings but are most prevalent in areas where
carbonate bedrock is at or near the ground surface. The presence of springs, especially 1st and 2nd
magnitude springs, is a major indication of karst conditions (Williams and Kuniansky, 2015). Similar to
drainage basins associated with surface waters, springs occur within springsheds in which precipitation
that falls on the surface infiltrates into the underling limestone bedrock where it becomes entrained in the
hydraulic flow system to eventually discharge at a spring or group of springs. As noted in section 3.3.1.1,
the flow system near a karst spring is likely to be dominated by conduit flow and, as distance from a
spring increases, greater diffuse-type flow through the formation becomes more prevalent. Based on the
aerial extent of the springshed and the type of flow within the system, the residence time of groundwater
within a springshed can range from days to decades (Jones and Upchurch, 1996; Katz and Hornsby,
1999).
We received numerous comments from landowners, agencies, and other stakeholders expressing
concern that constructing the Sabal Trail Project in karst sensitive areas of Georgia and Florida could
adversely impact important springs in the area, particularly due to the inadvertent release of drilling mud
during HDD installations. Geotechnical investigations conducted by Sabal Trail determined that five of
the proposed HDDs would encounter carbonate bedrock and be located in proximity to mapped springs,
including Mainline crossings of the Flint River and Withlacoochee River in Georgia and the Suwannee
River and Santa Fe River in Florida, and the CCL crossing of the Withlacoochee River in Florida.
Figures 3.3.1-1 through 3.3.1-5 depict potentiometric contours of the FAS as well as springs, fracture
traces, and cave systems within at least 1 mile of each of the referenced HDD crossing locations. The
HDD construction method is described in section 2.3.2.1 and potential impacts of the HDD method on
surface water resources other than springs are discussed in section 3.3.2.5.
Alabama
Hillabee Expansion Project
Alabama contains no 1st magnitude springs, eight 2nd magnitude springs, and several hundred
smaller magnitude springs (Chandler and Moore, 1987). The GSA identifies eight springs in the counties
crossed by the Hillabee Expansion Project (Chandler and Moore, 1987), none of which occur within 1
mile of the proposed facilities, and Transco has not identified any springs within 150 feet of the project.

Water Resources

3-30

Sabal Trail Project
The GSA identifies nine springs in the counties crossed by the Sabal Trail Project, none of which
occur within 1 mile of the proposed facilities (Chandler and Moore, 1987). However, Sabal Trail
identified two non-karst springs within 150 feet of the Mainline construction workspace in Alabama, at
MP 0.6 in Tallapoosa County and MP 57.9 in Lee County. The spring at MP 0.6 is located approximately
60 feet from the pipeline centerline but outside the proposed construction workspace. The spring at MP
57.9 is located about 55 feet from the pipeline centerline and within the proposed workspace. Neither
spring is a potable water source; however, Sabal Trail would mark the springs with flagging during preconstruction surveys and alert construction personnel and the EI of the springs. At the landowner’s
request, an expert would review the springs and recommend construction modifications if impacts would
likely occur.
Georgia
Statewide databases identifying springs and springsheds are not available for Georgia; therefore,
information regarding the location and magnitude of springs and their springsheds is limited. However,
Sabal Trail identified two major springs in the general vicinity of the Sabal Trail Project. These include
Radium Spring, approximately 1.7 miles northeast and upstream from the proposed HDD crossing of the
Flint River in Dougherty County (see figure 3.3.1-1); and Blue (Wade) Spring, approximately 0.9 mile
southwest and downstream from the proposed HDD crossing of the Withlacoochee River between Brooks
and Lowndes Counties (see figure 3.3.1-2). Radium Springs is the only historical 1st magnitude spring
associated with the FAS in Georgia. Due to the significance of Radium Springs, Sabal Trail used USGS
potentiometric surface data of the FAS to estimate the extent of the Radium Springs springshed and
concluded that the proposed HDD crossing location of the Flint River would not be within the springshed.
Other springs are reported to discharge to the Flint River, but most of these springs are within the river
bed and are unmapped (Hayes and Maslia, 1983).
Florida
Florida has more than 1,000 freshwater springs, including 33 of the 75 1st magnitude springs in
the United States. Nearly all of the first-magnitude springs occur in areas where the FAS is unconfined or
thinly confined. In addition to their hydrologic role, springs are an important recreational and
socioeconomic resource as nineteen state parks are named for springs and other springs are recreational
and ecological tourism destinations. Springs also provide habitat for fish, reptiles, birds, and mammals,
and in coastal areas, the constant 70-degree water temperatures provide habitat for the federally
endangered West-Indian manatee. In 2013 and 2014, the State of Florida and private partners allocated
$92 million for spring restoration and protection.
Electronic databases maintained by the State of Florida and WMDs were accessed to identify the
location and magnitude of springs, and the areal extent of springsheds in the Sabal SMP Project area,
where available. USGS potentiometric surface maps for the FAS were also obtained for the area around
Sabal Trail’s proposed HDDs of the Santa Fe, Suwannee, and Withlacoochee Rivers, and maps depicting
the FAS aquifer discharge zones around the proposed HDDs of the Santa Fe and Suwannee Rivers were
obtained from the Suwannee River WMD. Potentiometric surface maps are used to estimate the direction
that groundwater flows within an aquifer, and aquifer discharge zones indicate the area in which
groundwater in a flow system discharges from the aquifer via either springs or as greater laminar, diffusetype flow through the aquifer.
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Sabal Trail Project
Horizontal Directional Drill Crossing
at the Flint River
Dougherty County, Georgia
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The State of Florida utilized similar information, including the amount of cover over the FAS, to
identify a 32-county area in northern and northwestern Florida as the Florida Springs Protection Area
(SPA). The SPA was developed to assist counties and municipalities in land use planning and resource
protection practices relative to springs. Except for the HCL, the entire Sabal Trail Project in Florida
occurs within the SPA.
Sabal Trail Project
The FDEP Springs Location database is a compilation of data from various agencies and includes
location and magnitude information for more than 1,000 named and unnamed springs in the state, ranging
from 1st magnitude to 8th magnitude springs (FDEP, 2011). As indicated in table 3.3.1-3, four springs are
located within 0.5 mile of the Mainline route, the nearest of which is about 1,000 feet from the project.
There are no springs within 1 mile of the proposed compressor station sites, the CCL, or the HCL.
TABLE 3.3.1-3
Springs Within 0.5 mile of the Sabal Trail Project Mainline in Florida a
Nearest
Approach to
Spring (miles)

Construction
Method

Estimated Hydrologic
Position of Spring
Relative to Project b

Withlacoochee
River/Hamilton

0.3

Overland

Downgradient

267.3R

Suwannee River/
Hamilton and
Suwannee

0.2

HDD

Downgradient

4th

308.4

Santa Fe River/
Suwannee and
Gilchrist

0.4

HDD

Upgradient

Unknown

411.5

Little Jones
Creek/Sumter

0.2

Overland

Downgradient

Magnitude

Nearest
Milepost

Waterbody/
County

Tanner

2nd

260.5

SUW923972 c

4th

SUW917972

Spring Name

A. Wayne Lee

____________________
a
Florida Department of Environmental Protection Agency Springs Location database (FDEP, 2011).
b
Based on potentiometric surface maps of the Floridan Aquifer System (USGS, 2010).
c
Sabal Trail would monitor this spring during HDD activities in accordance with its Best Drilling Practices Plan.

As previously noted, three of Sabal Trail’s proposed HDDs in Florida would encounter
carbonate karst bedrock including the proposed crossings of the Suwannee River (Mainline MP
267.3A), Santa Fe River (Mainline MP 308.3), and Withlacoochee River (CCL MP 1.3). As discussed
in section 3.3.1.8, due to the karstic nature and high transmissivity of the FAS, HDD installation at
these locations represent an increased potential to impact springs primarily through an inadvertent
release of drilling mud into the FAS. Therefore, springs were identified within 1 mile of these HDD
crossings as depicted on figures 3.3.1-3 through 3.3.1-5. As discussed in more detail below, springs
located hydrologically upgradient and increasingly distant from the HDD crossings would be less likely
to be affected by HDD activities than springs located hydrologically downgradient and in closer
proximity to the HDD activities.
At the Suwannee River, an unnamed 4 th magnitude spring (SUW923972 in table 3.3.1-3) is
located about 0.2 mile downstream from the proposed HDD. Three other springs are located within 1
mile of the HDD crossing, all of which are upstream from the crossing location. The nearest of these
springs is Stevenson Spring, a 2 nd magnitude spring located about 0.8 mile upstream from the HDD
crossing.

Water Resources

3-34

3
4

Ca
ve

267A

4

268A

0

1,000

2,000
Feet

Figure 3.3.1-3
Sabal Trail Project
Horizontal Directional Drill Crossing
at the Suwannee River
Hamilton and Suwanee Counties, Florida
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Sabal Trail Project
Horizontal Directional Drill Crossing
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There are five springs within 1 mile of the proposed HDD crossing of the Santa Fe River, all of
which are upstream from the crossing location. The springs are all either 3 rd or 4th magnitude springs,
the nearest of which is an unnamed 4 th magnitude spring (SUW917972 in table 3.3.1-3) about 0.4 mile
upstream from the crossing location.
No mapped springs were identified within 1 mile of the proposed CCL HDD crossing of the
Withlacoochee River.
Information regarding the aerial extent of springsheds was obtained from a number of sources
including Upchurch (2007) and GIS data from the Suwannee River WMD and South Florida WMD.
Table 3.3.1-4 identifies the 1st and 2nd magnitude springsheds that would be crossed by the Sabal Trail
Project, and figures included in Sabal Trail’s karst characterization report for Florida depict boundaries
for most of the listed springs (appendix H). Table 3.3.1-4 and the figures indicate that the majority of
pipeline routes and aboveground facilities occur within a major springshed; because most of the karst
sensitive area of northern Florida is internally drained, it is likely that facilities outside the mapped
boundaries of major springsheds occur within springsheds that have not yet been delineated.
TABLE 3.3.1-4
st

nd

Mapped 1 and 2

Magnitude Springsheds Crossed by the Sabal Trail Pipeline Facilities in Florida a
County

Spring
Magnitude

Milepost Range

Miles
Crossed

Nearest Approach
to Spring (miles)

Hamilton

1st

247.7 – 259.2

11.5

1.7

Royal

Suwannee

2nd

278.0 – 284.8

6.8

8.0

Troy

Suwannee

1st

284.8 – 296.7

11.9

8.1

Santa Fe b

Gilchrist, Alachua, Levy

2nd

319.1 – 351.0

31.9

6.2

Rainbow c

Levy, Marion

1st

351.0 – 384.7

33.7

1.8

d

Marion, Sumter

2nd

395.0R – 407.1

12.1

0.7

Panasoffkee

Sumter

2nd

411.2 – 424.2

13.0

1.8

Polk

2nd

461.2 – 462.4

1.2

31

Citrus

2nd

1.5 – 17.1

15.6

4.3

Facility/Springshed Name
Mainline
Madison Blue

Gum

Wekiwa
Citrus County Line
Kings Bay e

____________________
a
Upchurch (2007) and GIS data from the Suwannee River WMD and Southwest Florida WMD.
b
There are 23 1st and 2nd magnitude springs associated with the Santa Fe River; the nearest approach of the proposed
Mainline within a major springshed is to the 2nd magnitude Ginnie Spring. The proposed HDD crossing of the Santa Fe
River is approximately 15 miles downstream (river length) from Ginnie Spring.
c
Rainbow Springs consists of 16 springs; the nearest approach of the proposed Mainline within a major springshed is to
the 1st magnitude Main Spring.
d
Gum Spring consists of four springs; the nearest approach of the proposed Mainline within a major springshed is to the
2nd magnitude Gum #1.
e
Kings Bay Spring consists of 46 mapped springs, including 13 2 nd magnitude springs; the nearest approach of the
Citrus County Line to the group is indicated.

Sabal Trail’s pipeline facilities would cross 11 mapped 1st and 2nd magnitude springsheds, with
the nearest approach of the pipeline facilities to a major spring of 0.7 mile near Gum Spring in Sumter
County. The pipeline facilities would be at considerably greater distance from the other major springs
listed in table 3.3.1-4. All of the pipeline facilities within the above referenced springsheds would be
installed using standard overland construction methods; no HDDs are planned within the MP ranges of
the springshed crossings. Marion County has identified primary and secondary SPAs for Rainbow
Springs, which consists of 16 springs in Rainbow Springs State Park, the nearest of which is
approximately 1.8 miles from Mainline MP 380. Sabal Trail states that Marion County has not
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established land use restrictions that apply to the construction/operation of transmission pipelines in the
Rainbow Springs SPA.
Florida Southeast Connection Project
The FSC Project would not occur within any state or county-designated SPAs, and no springs
were identified within at least 1 mile from the FSC Project facilities. In addition, carbonate bedrock
would not be encountered during construction of the project, including during installation of the nine
proposed HDDs.
3.3.1.6

Caves

As discussed in section 3.1.2.2, the dissolution of carbonate rock units can result in large,
interconnected caverns that provide conduit flow within the FAS. Some of these caverns are accessible to
human exploration, including via underwater diving.
No mapped cave systems were identified within at least 10 miles of the Sabal Trail Project in
Georgia. In Florida, Sabal Trail’s Mainline route crosses the Falmouth/Cathedral cave system near MP
270.5 A, near the pipeline crossing of Interstate I-10 in Suwannee County. At this location, the pipeline
would be installed using standard overland construction techniques which would limit disturbance to
within about 7 feet of the ground surface, whereas the cave occurs approximately 150 feet below ground.
As depicted on figure 3.1.2-3, the Sabal Trail Mainline would also approach to within about 1,000 feet to
the southeast of the Lineater Cave system in Suwannee County. The Lineater Cave is accessed through
Stevenson Spring, a 2nd magnitude spring located about 0.8 mile upstream from the proposed HDD
crossing of the Suwannee River. At its nearest approach to the cave, the Mainline would be installed
using overland construction techniques which would limit disturbance to within 10 feet of the ground
surface, whereas the cave occurs at a depth of 30 to 60 feet. The HDD entry point on the east side of the
Suwannee River would be approximately 1,500 feet from the cave system, and the HDD drill path would
extend westerly, away from Lineater Cave.
The FSC Project is not expected to cross any mapped cave systems.
3.3.1.7

Impacts and Mitigation

Construction
Overland Construction
The Applicants would install more than 98 percent of the pipeline facilities using standard
overland construction methods involving shallow, temporary, and localized excavation (see section 2.3.1).
The water table in the SMP Project area is generally below excavation depth, but could be
intersected especially near springs, wetlands, and surface water bodies. In those areas, the elevation and
flow characteristics of shallow groundwater resources could be affected by dewatering, and excavation
could increase turbidity within the resource. These impacts would be temporary, minor, and localized to
the area near to construction, and would be further reduced by restoring surface contours to preconstruction conditions and implementing the Applicants’ construction and restoration plans which
include measures to avoid or minimize soil erosion in the trench and on the right-of-way, control the
discharge of water in nearby uplands, and encourage revegetation after construction.
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We received comment that the use of sand, gravel, and grout to mitigate karst features could
adversely impact the FAS. As noted in section 3.1.2.3, these procedures are commonly utilized in the
SMP Project area with the overarching goal of stabilizing the karst feature while maintaining infiltration
of recharge waters to the aquifer. Therefore, we do not expect the use of common karst mitigation
measures and materials to have a significant impact on the hydrology or groundwater quality of the FAS.
As described previously, the SMP Project would cross the Falmouth/Cathedral cave system in
Suwannee County. At this location the Mainline would be about 150 feet above the cave and would not
be expected to impact groundwater quality or hydrology in the cave. Sabal Trail’s implementation of
erosion and sediment control procedures, water management practices, and spill prevention and
mitigation measures (discussed below) would further reduce the potential to impact the
Falmouth/Cathedral cave or other caves in the project area. The potential impact of the HDD
construction method on caves is discussed below.
Overland construction could increase turbidity and impact flow at nearby springs. No major
springs were identified within 1 mile of overland construction areas in karst sensitive areas of Georgia.
Two springs were identified within 0.5 mile of overland construction areas in karst sensitive areas of
Florida (see table 3.3.1-3), the nearest of which is the A. Wayne Lee Spring approximately 0.2 mile
downgradient from MP 411.5 of Sabal Trail’s Mainline in Sumter County. Based on these distances and
considering that impacts on groundwater resources that could occur in conjunction with overland
construction would be temporary, minor, and localized, overland construction would not significantly
impact springs. Sabal Trail would continue to consult with affected landowners regarding the location of
springs on their property. At the landowner’s request, any springs within 150 feet of construction
workspaces would be reviewed in the field by an expert who would recommend construction
modifications if impacts would likely occur.
Overland construction could increase turbidity and reduce capacity in nearby water supply wells.
The Applicants have identified wells within 150 feet of the construction workspaces and would verify
well locations through final civil surveys and landowner communication. Blasting would be conducted in
accordance with specific plans designed to avoid damage to nearby structures including wells. The
Applicants would offer to conduct pre- and post-construction testing of water quality and yield in all wells
within 150 feet of the construction workspace, and would repair or replace any wells that are damaged, or
otherwise compensate the well owner. Fueling would be prohibited within 200 feet of a private well and
within 400 feet of a public well. Based on the implementation of these measures, we anticipate that any
increased turbidity or capacity reduction in wells near overland construction would be minor and
temporary, and conclude that the Applicants’ well identification, testing, and mitigation procedures would
adequately mitigate any impacts on wells.
Hazardous Material Spills
An inadvertent release of fuel, lubricants, and other substances could impact groundwater quality.
The degree of impact would depend on the type, amount, and duration of material released; the type of
soil or geologic material at the land surface; the depth to groundwater; and the characteristics of the
underlying aquifer. The potential for a release to impact groundwater is greater in areas where the Sabal
Trail Project crosses karst sensitive areas of southwest Georgia and northern Florida, as near-surface karst
features provide connectivity to the FAS. To minimize and mitigate impacts, the Applicants provided
project-specific plans that specify contractor training; the use of environmental inspectors; procedures for
the safe storage and use of hazardous materials; and remedial actions that would be taken to address a
release. We have reviewed these plans and conclude that they would sufficiently protect groundwater
resources throughout the SMP Project area.
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HDD Installation
As indicated in table 2.3.2-1, Sabal Trail would use the HDD method to install its pipeline
facilities at 17 locations, and FSC would use the HDD method at 12 locations. Transco does not propose
to use the HDD method to install the Hillabee Expansion Project loops.
The loss of drilling mud during an HDD could impact water quality and capacity in nearby water
supply wells. The HDD drilling process, including the loss of drilling mud, could also impact water
quality and flow in springs and caves in proximity to the five Sabal Trail HDDs that would be installed in
the carbonate bedrock of the FAS (see figures 3.3.1-1 through 3.3.1-5). None of FSC’s HDD installations
would occur within the carbonate bedrock of the FAS and there are no springs in proximity to FSC’s
proposed HDDs. Therefore, FSC’s HDD operations would not impact springs, but could impact nearby
wells.
As described in section 2.3.2.1, drilling mud used in the HDD process is comprised of 95 percent
water plus bentonite, a naturally occurring, non-toxic, and non-hazardous clay mineral that is commonly
used in the installation of potable water wells. Sabal Trail could use grout or introduce additives into the
drilling mud to stop or reduce the amount of drilling mud loss. These additives could include walnut
shells, paper, other biodegradable solids, or polymers that would increase the viscosity and gel strength of
the drilling mud. To ensure that these additives would be protective of groundwater quality, Sabal Trail
would review the HDD contractor’s list of additives for compliance with NSF Standard 60, which
establishes health and safety criteria for drinking water treatment and well development, and other
applicable state and federal requirements. Sabal Trail would provide the final list of potential HDD
additives to the Commission prior to construction. FSC does not anticipate the use of drilling mud
additives during its HDD operations. Because of the increased sensitivity of groundwater resources in the
karst sensitive areas of Georgia and Florida, the remainder of this discussion focuses on the HDDs that
Sabal Trail would install at the Flint and Withlacoochee Rivers in Georgia, and the Suwannee, Santa Fe,
and Withlacoochee Rivers in Florida; references to HDDs proposed by FSC are made where appropriate.
Based on the discussion above, the impact that a loss of drilling mud would have on groundwater
quality at springs, wells, and in caves would be increased turbidity. For a receptor to experience turbidity
due to the loss of drilling mud, a flow path must exist between the receptor and the point of mud loss, and
the receptor must by hydrogeologically downgradient from the point of the loss. In general, the
magnitude and duration of increased turbidity would depend on the volume of mud lost, and would
diminish with distance and time after the loss occurs. To reduce the likelihood and impact of a drilling
mud loss, Sabal Trail selected the HDD locations to avoid construction in close proximity to major
springs and caves (see sections 3.3.1.5 and 3.3.1.6, respectively). With the exception of Blue (Wade)
Spring in Brooks County, Georgia, no 1st, 2nd, or 3rd magnitude springs were identified within 1 mile
downgradient from any of the HDDs. Blue (Wade) Spring is 0.9 mile from the proposed Withlacoochee
River crossing.
We recognize that high flow rates and conduits within the FAS could rapidly transmit drilling
mud over great distances. However, based on the distance between the HDD locations and major springs
and caves, the predominant groundwater gradient at the crossing locations (see figures 3.3.3-1 through
3.3.3-5), we conclude that it is unlikely that a major spring or cave would be affected by the loss of
drilling mud during HDD operations. Additionally, at stream crossing locations showing gaining flow
conditions (groundwater discharging into the stream segment), the potential for a significant loss of
drilling mud into the karst groundwater system becomes less likely. For the same reasons, it would be
unlikely for springs or caves located hydraulically upgradient from the proposed HDDs to be affected by
the loss of drilling mud; the nearest upgradient 1st, 2nd, or 3rd magnitude spring is 0.7 mile north from the
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proposed Suwannee River crossing, and the Lineater Cave approaches to within 0.2 mile east from the
Suwannee River crossing.
Based on site-specific geotechnical and geophysical studies (see section 3.1.2.3) Sabal Trail also
designed the drill path of the HDDs to minimize the potential to encounter large caverns. In addition,
Sabal Trail prepared a project-specific Best Drilling Practices Plan that describes HDD drilling techniques
that would be implemented to minimize drilling mud loss (see appendix E). Once it becomes apparent
that drilling mud circulation is dissipating or that a release has occurred, the drilling contractor may
decrease pump pressure; decrease penetration rate; retract the drill string to restore circulation; introduce
additional drilling mud along the hole using “weeper” subs; or introduce lost circulation additives as
described above.
Sabal Trail’s Best Drilling Practices Plan also outlines individual responsibilities and reporting
requirements for drilling mud loss events, which includes reporting and documentation of the event to the
Commission and other appropriate permitting agencies within 24 hours. The plan also details field
monitoring and sampling of wells and springs that would be conducted, including:


Prior to the start of HDD operations, Sabal Trail would establish baseline turbidity levels
of mapped springs within 2,000 feet downgradient of HDD locations. This program
would apply to only one spring, SUW923972, a 4th magnitude spring approximately 0.2
mile downgradient from the proposed Suwannee River HDD crossing. Sabal Trail’s
monitoring of this spring would be contingent upon landowner approval.



If a drilling mud loss event occurs during the Suwannee River HDD, Sabal Trail would
conduct turbidity sampling of spring SUW923972 twice daily until turbidity returns to
background levels or are below turbidity concentrations established by the FDEP for
Class III waters (F.A.C. 62-302.530).



Sabal Trail would finalize the identification of wells within 150 feet in any direction from
HDD activities and would establish baseline turbidity levels within these wells prior to
the start of HDD activities, subject to landowner approval. Sabal Trail would also
finalize identification of wells within 2,000 feet downgradient from HDD activities and
establish baseline turbidity levels within select wells, subject to landowner approval. In
the event of a drilling mud loss event, Sabal Trail would sample any wells within 150 feet
for turbidity twice daily, and would extend the monitoring to select wells located up to
2,000 feet downgradient if changes in water quality are detected in more proximal wells.
Monitoring would continue until turbidity levels return to baseline conditions.

In the event of a confirmed or suspected impact of drilling mud on a spring, Sabal Trail would
consult with appropriate agency staff and other experts to the extent practical in the development of
remedial clean-up techniques. For wells affected by HDD operations (or any other project activity) Sabal
Trail would provide the affected landowner with an alternative source of water until water quality returns
to pre-construction conditions. If water quality does not return to pre-construction conditions within a
reasonable length of time, Sabal Trail would compensate the landowner for a new well or arrange for
other suitable water supply. FSC would also monitor for potential project-related impacts on wells within
150 feet of construction work areas and would similarly mitigate any project-related impacts on wells.
We also received comments expressing concern that the HDD method and installation of the
Mainline within the aquifer could block conduit flow paths and alter the flow regime within the FAS, or
potentially reduce Florida-state mandated Minimum Flows and Levels (MFLs) in springs and rivers,
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where established. The loss of drilling mud could block or partially block pore spaces, fractures, and
larger conduits depending on the volume and viscosity of drilling mud lost, and the presence of the
impermeable steel pipeline itself would inhibit flow. However, due to the high degree of karst
development in the FAS, the impact of any blockage of groundwater flow paths that may occur would be
expected to be localized and minor as groundwater would make its way into the nearby rivers via other
interconnected conduits or fractures in the limestone. Therefore, we conclude that use of the HDD
method would not significantly impact the flow regime or flow rates within the FAS, or MFLs, where
established.
Groundwater Use
As indicated in table 3.3.3-1, Sabal Trail would use a total volume of up to approximately 47
million gallons of groundwater during construction of the SMP Project. This majority of this water would
be obtained throughout Phase 1 of construction (about 12 months) from municipal sources and private
wells that would be installed at compressor stations. FSC would utilize up to approximately 29 million
gallons of water during construction, but has not identified all of the proposed sources to date. As
described in section 3.3.1.1, in 2000 about 1.4 trillion gallons of water was withdrawn from the FAS and
an additional 3 trillion gallons of water was discharged from the FAS via springs, where a single 1st
magnitude spring discharges more than 64.6 million gallons per day from the FAS. Considering the large
extent and tremendous productivity of the FAS, and that groundwater would be obtained from multiple
sources over a period of about 12 months, the volume of groundwater proposed for use by Sabal Trail
would not impact the availability or productivity of groundwater resources in the area. Similarly, the
amount of water proposed over the course and extent of construction by FSC would not impact the
availability of groundwater in the area, even if obtained entirely from groundwater sources. Transco
would not appropriate groundwater for construction of the Hillabee Expansion Project.
Operation
We received numerous comments expressing concern that operation of the SMP Project could
impact drinking water aquifers and public water supply wells, with the great majority of these comments
coming from the City of Albany, Georgia area. The City of Albany and other stakeholders are most
concerned about the potential for Sabal Trail’s Mainline to leak and impact the municipal well field on
the southern outskirts of the City, and for a release of hazardous materials at the Albany Compressor
Station to impact Well #135, which some commentors believe is located at the proposed compressor
station site. We reviewed the City of Albany Wellhead Protection Plan issued by the GDNR in February
2015. The plan identifies the location of the City’s 39 active wells; establishes Control Zones and larger
Management Zones around each well; identifies potential sources of pollution within each Management
Zone; and recommends best management practices for each potential pollution source. The plan also
indicates that new landfills and the land application of hazardous waste, waste water, or sludge would not
be permitted within a well Management Zone, and requires that mitigation measures be implemented for
certain other activities in the Management Zone (e.g., agricultural waste impoundments, quarries,
underground storage tanks).
Based on the Albany Wellhead Protection Plan, the proposed Albany Compressor Station site is
2.2 miles from Well #135 and outside of the Management Zone for the well. During the draft EIS
comment period, no information was provided to FERC staff to document any municipal wells closer to
the proposed Albany Compressor Station. In addition, Sabal Trail would implement measures such as
secondary containment which would prevent inadvertent spills of hazardous substances. At the municipal
well field to the south of town, the Wellhead Protection Plan establishes a 15-foot-radius Control Zone
and a 500-foot-radius Inner Management Zone around each well, and an approximately 40 square-mile
Outer Management Zone around the field, which includes much of south and west Albany. The Mainline
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would parallel an existing Dixie natural gas liquids pipeline along the southern boundary of the well field
and would be within 350 to 450 feet from four of the eight wells in the field. The Dixie pipeline is within
250 to 450 feet of three of the wells, and the existing SONAT natural gas pipeline is within 200 to 400
feet of two of the wells. The existing pipelines pre-date construction of the well field by at least 30 years
and are not identified as potential sources of contamination in the Wellhead Protection Plan. Based on
our review, the Wellhead Protection Plan does not specifically prohibit the construction and operation of
natural gas pipeline facilities in the Inner or Outer Management Zone. Furthermore, the Mainline would
be installed across these zones using standard overland trench methods (not HDD), and Sabal Trail would
implement specific measures to manage hazardous materials during construction and operation of the
project. During the draft EIS comment period, no information was provided to FERC staff to document
any impacts on the municipal well field from the existing SONAT or Dixie pipeline systems. Based on
the above, we conclude that construction and operation of the Sabal Trail Project would not pose a
significant risk to groundwater resources or wells in the Albany area.
We also received comments expressing concern that the Dixie pipeline near the City well field
could be damaged during construction of the Mainline, causing a release of natural gas liquids. Based on
Sabal Trail’s alignment sheets, the Mainline would be offset from the Dixie pipeline by 60 feet, and no
construction activity would occur over the pipeline. The surficial geologic materials in the area are
unconsolidated; thus, blasting would not be required for installation of the Mainline. Therefore,
construction of the Mainline would not impact the Dixie pipeline. Furthermore, a release of natural gas
liquids from the Dixie pipeline would not pose a significant risk to groundwater as the liquid would
quickly vaporize and disperse to the atmosphere and, as noted above, the GDNR does not consider the
Dixie pipeline as a potential source of groundwater contamination.
After installation of the pipeline and aboveground facilities, the Applicants would restore the
natural grade and soils to as close to pre-construction conditions as practicable, and initiate revegetation
efforts, thereby minimizing impacts on groundwater recharge areas. Herbicides would be used only as
needed and would not be applied within 100 feet of a wetland or waterbody except as allowed by the
appropriate land management agency or state agency.
The SMP Project would transport natural gas, not a liquid. Unlike a spill from a pipeline that
conveys a liquid such as oil or gasoline, a leak of natural gas from a pipeline would dissipate quickly to
the atmosphere and not contaminate surrounding media. In addition, the storage and use of hazardous
materials at aboveground facilities would be conducted in accordance with applicable regulations, which
would include specifically designed containers and secondary containment structures, where necessary.
For these reasons and in our experience in overseeing the environmental restoration of interstate natural
gas transmission projects, we conclude that operation of the SMP Project would not result in any
significant impact on groundwater resources.
3.3.2

Surface Waters Resources

Surface waters support multiple public uses including drinking water, recreation, fish and wildlife
habitat, and industrial and agricultural production. Alabama is home to 77,242 miles of streams and
rivers (Hairston et al., 2014) and almost 1 million acres of lakes (ADCNR, 2015). Similarly, Georgia is
home to 70,150 miles of streams and rivers, and has more than 425,000 acres of lakes (GDNR, 2014),
while Florida is home to 10,000 miles of streams and rivers and 7,800 lakes (Purdum, 2002). These
surface water resources are managed and protected on national, state, and local levels.
As identified in table 3.3.2-1, the SMP Project facilities would be located through 23 major
watersheds, which are the land areas that contribute surface drainage to a specific point such as a
waterbody. This includes 5 watersheds crossed by Transco, 16 by Sabal Trail, and 4 crossed by FSC.
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TABLE 3.3.2-1
Watersheds Crossed by the Southeast Market Pipelines Project
Approximate Milepost Range

State

Watershed
(8-Digit Hydrologic Unit Code)

782.8 to 796.7

Alabama

Middle Tombigbee-Chickasaw (03160201)

Compressor Station 95

851.4

Alabama

Middle Alabama (03150203)

Billingsley and Autauga
Loops; Compressor
Station 100

886.0 to 898.2

Alabama

Upper Alabama (03150201)

Verbena, Proctor, and
Hissop Loops;
Compressor Station 105

905.7 to 926.9

Alabama

Lower Coosa (03150107)

Alexander City Loop

941.8 to 949.4

Alabama

Middle Tallapoosa (03150109)

Project
Hillabee Expansion Project
Rock Springs and Butler
Loops; Compressor
Station 84

Sabal Trail Project
Mainline

0.0 to 29.8

Alabama

Middle Tallapoosa (03150109)

29.8 to 48.8

Alabama

Middle Chattahoochee – Lake Harding
(03130002)

48.8 to 86.4 and 110.3 to 111

Alabama

Middle Chattahoochee – Walter F (03130003)

110.0 to 115.0 and 121.3 to 146.7

Georgia

Ichawaynochaway (03130009)

115 to 143.5

Georgia

Kinchafoonee - Muckalee (03130007)

146.7 to 183.4

Georgia

Lower Flint (03130008)

183.4 to 200.8R

Georgia

Upper Ochlocknee (03120002)

200.8R to 222.6 and 231.9 to 247.8

Georgia

Withlacoochee (03110203)

222.6 to 224.6

Georgia

Little (03110204)

247.8 to 265.5 and 369.7 to 435.8

Florida

Withlacoochee (03110203)

264.7 to 266.8 and 267.5 to 269.2

Florida

Upper Suwannee (03110201)

269.1 to 306.2 and 311.1 to 318.5

Florida

Lower Suwanee (03110205)

306.2 to 308.2 and 308.6 to 332.9

Florida

Santa Fe (03110206)

332.9 to 356.9

Florida

Waccasassa (03110101)

428.3 to 428.8, 454.6 to 454.7, and
460.6 to 464.8

Florida

Oklawaha (03080102)

464.8 to 474.4

Florida

Kissimmee River (03090101)

0.0 to 12.1

Florida

Withlacoochee (03110203)

12.1 to 21.4

Florida

Crystal-Pithlachascotee (03010207)

0.0 to 13.1

Florida

Kissimmee River (03090101)

0.0 to 70.0

Florida

Kissimmee River (03090101)

70 to 92

Florida

St. John’s River (03080101)

92 to 97

Florida

Vero Beach (03080203)

97 to 126

Florida

Southeast Florida Coast (03090206)

Citrus County Line
Hunters Creek Line
Florida Southeast Connection Project

____________________
a
Hydrologic Unit Code is a classification system developed by the U.S. Geologic Survey to classify drainage basins from
the regional level to individual watersheds
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3.3.2.1

Surface Water Use Classifications

Surface waters are generally assigned water use classifications based on water quality criteria and
state-specific regulations and guidelines. These classifications are summarized in table 3.3.2-2.
Additionally, waterbody-specific classifications are identified in table 3.3.2-3 in appendix D. This table
also includes each waterbody crossed by pipeline facilities and access roads, including its location (state
and MP), name, approximate width, flow type (i.e., perennial, intermittent, ephemeral), state water quality
classification, and proposed crossing method.
TABLE 3.3.2-2
State Water Classifications Affected by the Southeast Market Pipelines Project
State/Designated Use

Description

Alabama a
Public Water Supply (PWS)

Waters that provide a source of water supply for drinking or food-processing
purposes. Waters may be used for incidental water contact and recreation
June through September.

Swimming and Other Whole Body WaterContact Sports (S)

The waters that meet accepted standards of water quality for outdoor
swimming other whole body water-contact sports

Fish and Wildlife (F&W)

Waters suitable for fishing, propagation of fish, aquatic life, and wildlife
(including shrimp and crab), and any other usage except for swimming and
water-contact sports or as a source of water supply for drinking or foodprocessing purposes. Waters maybe used for incidental water contact and
recreation June through September.

Georgia b
Recreation

General recreational activities such as water skiing, boating, and swimming; or
any other use requiring water of a lower quality.

Fishing: Propagation of Fish, Shellfish and
other Aquatic Life

Propagation of fish, shellfish game, and other aquatic life; secondary contact
recreation in and on the water; or for any use requiring water of a lower quality.

Florida c
Class III - Fish Consumption; Recreation;
Propagation and Maintenance of a Healthy,
Well-Balanced Population of Fish and Wildlife

All surface waters of the state fall into this category unless specified in rule 62302.400, F.A.C.

____________________
a
Alabama Chapter 335 6-2.
b
Georgia Rule 391-3-6-.03.
c
Florida Rule 62-302.530 F.A.C.

Alabama
Alabama state water classifications are implemented by the ADEM under Administrative Code R.
335-6-10 (ADEM, 2014a). All the waterbodies that would be crossed by the Hillabee Expansion Project
and Sabal Trail Project in the state of Alabama are classified as F&W. In addition, on the Hillabee
Expansion Project, Swift Creek (MP 892.9) and Autauga Creek (MP 890.7) are classified as S, and
Hillabee Creek (MP 945.0) is classified as PWS. On the Sabal Trail Project, Uchee Creek (MP 70.8) is
also classified as PWS and S, and Ihagee Creek (MP 79.2) is classified as S.
Georgia
The GEPD assigns water use classifications under GDNR Rule 391-3-6.03. Classifications are
designed to be the best use of surface waters from an environmental and economic standpoint. All
streams not specifically listed under the rule are classified for Fishing. All waterbodies crossed by the
Sabal Trail Project in Georgia are classified for Fishing except for the Flint River, which is classified for
Recreation.
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Florida
The FDEP classifies waterbodies in terms of the level of protection required. All waterbodies
crossed by the Sabal Trail Project and FSC Project in Florida are classified as Class III. In Florida,
special authorization is also required from the FDEP WMDs for crossings of Sovereign Submerged Lands
(SSLs), which are surface waters located within lands owned by the state and regulated as part of the
Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) program. Certain WMDs also require permits for crossings of
designated canals and levees to ensure continued canal function and operation.
3.3.2.2

Waterbody Crossings

We define waterbodies as “any natural or artificial stream, river or drainage with perceptible flow
at the time of crossing, and other permanent waterbodies such as ponds and lakes.” Waterbodies are
further classified as minor if they are 10 feet wide or less, intermediate if they are between 10 and 100
feet wide, and major if they are greater than 100 feet wide at the crossing location. In addition, section
404 of the CWA gives the USACE jurisdiction over waters of the United States, which includes all waters
listed in 33 CFR 328.3, including streams. Further, 33 CFR 330 provides the following definitions for
perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral streams:
Perennial stream: Has flowing water year-round during a typical year. The water table is located
above the stream bed for most of the year. Groundwater is the primary source of water for stream flow.
Runoff from rainfall is a supplemental source for stream flow.
Intermittent stream: Has flowing water during certain times of the year, when ground water
provides water for stream flow. During dry periods, intermittent streams may not have flowing water.
Runoff from rainfall is a supplemental source of water for stream flow.
Ephemeral stream: Has flowing water only during, and for a short duration after, precipitation
events in a typical year. Ephemeral stream beds are located above the water table year-round.
Groundwater is not a source of water for the stream. Runoff from rainfall is the primary source of water
for stream flow.
As identified in table 3.3.2-4, the SMP Project pipelines would require 699 waterbody crossings.
Table 3.3.2-4 also summarizes the number of minor, intermediate, and major waterbodies, and the
perennial, intermittent, ephemeral, and ponds or other open water waterbodies, crossed by the SMP
Project pipelines.
Five waterbodies would be affected by aboveground facilities including three intermittent streams
and one ephemeral stream at Transco’s Compressor Station 84, and one pond at Sabal Trail’s Citrus
County M&R Station. In addition, access roads would cross 78 waterbodies during construction of the
SMP Project including three waterbodies that would be permanently crossed by Transco’s new access
road for Compressor Station 84. In addition, Sabal Trail identified 10 access roads and FSC identified 1
access road which would be adjacent to or in close proximity to waterbodies, but would not be crossed.
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TABLE 3.3.2-4
Number of Waterbodies Crossed by the Southeast Market Pipelines Project Pipeline Facilities a
Size Classification

Flow Classification

Major

Intermediate

Minor

Perennial

Intermittent

Ephemeral

Open
Water

3

19

120

53

47

37

5

Alabama

4

55

139

110

52

35

1

Georgia

9

39

93

49

54

27

11

Florida

7

26

0

15

5

0

13

20

120

232

174

111

62

25

23

116

46

36

143

2

4

46

255

398

266

301

101

34

Project/State
Hillabee Expansion Project
Alabama
Sabal Trail Project

Sabal Trail Project Subtotal
Florida Southeast Connection
Project
Florida
Southeast Market Pipelines
Project Total

____________________
a
Does not include access roads.

Sensitive Waters
Sensitive waterbodies include:


waters that do not meet the water quality standards associated with the water’s
designated beneficial uses or has a presence of contaminated sediments, or have been
designated for intensified water quality management and improvement;



waterbodies that contain sensitive fisheries, threatened or endangered species, or critical
habitat;



waterbodies that are crossed less than 3 miles upstream of potable water intake
structures;



waters that have outstanding or exceptional quality, particular ecological and recreational
importance, or are located in sensitive and protected watershed areas;



waterbodies that have steep, unstable, and actively eroding banks;



rivers on or designated to be added to the Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI) or a state
river inventory; and/or



navigable waterbodies subject to USACE permitting under the RHA.

Other waterbodies identified by state agencies or with special state or local designations may also
be considered sensitive. The Hillabee Expansion Project would not cross any sensitive waterbodies and
no waterbodies are crossed near potable water intakes. Table 3.3.2-5 lists the sensitive waterbodies
crossed by the Sabal Trail and FSC facilities.
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Waterbodies That Do Not Meet Designated Uses
Section 303(d) of the CWA requires states to develop and maintain lists of waters that are
impaired and do not meet water quality requirements. The SMP Project would cross 17 impaired
waterbodies that are included in the EPA’s 303(d) list for each state. None are located along the Hillabee
Expansion Project. The Sabal Trail Project would cross 16 impaired waterbodies, including 14 along the
Mainline and 2 along the HCL. The FSC Project would cross one impaired waterbody. The impaired
waterbodies that would be crossed and the basis for their impairment are identified in table 3.3.2-5.
Waterbodies with Exceptional Quality or Importance
Federally Recognized Exceptional Waters
The federal government identifies outstanding waters under both the National River Inventory
(NRI) (NPS, 2011) and National Wild and Scenic River (WSR) System. The NRI is a listing of freeflowing river segments that are identified as having at least one outstandingly remarkable natural or
cultural value (ORV). Federal agencies must avoid or mitigate actions that have the potential to
negatively impact any listed segments. The 1968 National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Public Law 90542; 16 United States Code (U.S.C.) 1271 et. seq) identifies rivers as having exceptional natural, cultural
and recreational values and seeks to preserve them for enjoyment of present and future generations
(National Wild and Scenic River System, 2014).
No NRI- or WSR-listed waterbodies would be crossed by the Hillabee Expansion or FSC
Projects, and no WSR-listed waterbodies would be crossed by the Sabal Trail Project (NPS, 2011). The
Sabal Trail Project would cross eight NRI-listed waterbodies, including seven by the Mainline and one by
the CCL (see table 3.3.2-5). These include Mainline crossings of the Tallapoosa River (MP 7.3),
Hilawakee Creek (MP 42.9), and Uchee Creek (MP 70.8) in Alabama; the Flint River (MP 161.3) and
Withlacoochee River (MP 231.3) in Georgia; and the Santa Fe River (MP 308.3) and Unnamed Tributary
to the Withlacoochee River (MP 458.9) in Florida; plus the CCL crossing of the Withlacoochee River
(MP 1.3). All of these waterbodies are listed with ORVs related to scenery, recreation, fish, and wildlife.
The waterbodies crossed in Georgia and the Santa Fe River are also NRI-listed for their history and
cultural values. In addition, the waterbodies crossed in Georgia and Florida, and the Hilawakee Creek
crossed in Alabama are NRI-listed for their geologic values.
Alabama Recognized Exceptional Waters
The State of Alabama has a national trail system known as the Alabama Scenic River Trail
(ASRT), which is a network of scenic rivers valuable for recreation. The ASRT system includes the
Tallapoosa and other major rivers in Alabama (ASRT, 2014).
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Tallapoosa River portion of the ASRT at MP 7.3. No
other state recognized exceptional waterbodies would be crossed by either the Hillabee Expansion or
Sabal Trail Projects in Alabama.
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TABLE 3.3.2-5
Sensitive Waterbodies Crossed by the Southeast Market Pipelines Project

State/Facility

Waterbody
Name

Proposed
Crossing
Method

Basis for Sensitivity a

Milepost

County

7.3

Tallapoosa

Tallapoosa
River

HDD

NRI

42.9

Lee

Halawakee
Creek

Open Cut

NRI, Impaired (sedimentation/siltation)

70.8

Russell

Uchee Creek

HDD

NRI, Designated Critical Habitat
(mussels)

79.2

Russell

Ihagee Creek

Open Cut

Impaired (sedimentation/siltation)

86.4

Russell
(Alabama)/
Stewart
(Georgia)

Chattahoochee
River

HDD

Georgia (GA) Protected River Corridor,
Impaired (fecal coliform), Section 10
Waterbody

91.4

Stewart

Hannahatchee
Creek

HDD

GA High Priority Water, Impaired (fecal
coliform), GA state-listed Broadstripe
shiner (GA-R) potential

102.3

Stewart

Hodchodkee
Creek

Open Cut

GA High Priority Water, GA state-listed
Broadstripe shiner (GA-R) potential

105.7

Stewart

UT Patula
Creek

Open Cut

GA state-listed Broadstripe shiner (GAR)

106.8

Stewart

Patula Creek

Open Cut/
Conventional
Bore

GA High Priority Water, Impaired
(benthic assessments), GA state-listed
Broadstripe shiner (GA-R)

152.3

Dougherty

Cooleewahee
Creek

Open Cut

GA High Priority

163.1

Dougherty

Flint River

HDD

NRI, GA High Priority Water, GA
Protected River Corridor, Designated
Critical Habitat (mussels), Section 10
Waterbody

188.6

Colquitt

Bridge Creek

Open Cut

Impaired (fecal coliform)

192.4

Colquitt

Little Creek

Open Cut

Impaired (fecal coliform)

199.3

Colquitt

Ochlockonee
River

HDD

GA High Priority Water, Impaired
(mercury)

219.4

Brooks

Okapilco Creek

Open Cut

Impaired (fecal coliform)

231.3

Brooks/Lowndes

Withlacoochee
River

HDD

NRI, GA High Priority Water, Impaired
(mercury), Section 10 Waterbody

248.2

Hamilton

Jumping Gully
Creek

Open Cut/
Conventional
Bore

Impaired (dissolved oxygen, nutrients,
turbidity)

267.4R

Madison

Suwannee
River

HDD

Impaired (dissolved oxygen, mercury,
nutrients), OFW (SP), Designated
Critical Habitat (Gulf Sturgeon), Section
10 Navigable River

308.3

Suwannee

Santa Fe River

HDD

NRI, OFW (SP), Section 10 Waterbody

458.9

Polk

UT
Withlacoochee
River

Open Cut/
Conventional
Bore

NRI b

463.7R

Polk

Big Creek
Reach

Open Cut

Impaired (dissolved oxygen)

1.3

Osceola

Reedy Creek

Conventional
Bore

Impaired (fecal coliform, dissolved
oxygen, nutrients, turbidity)

Alabama
Sabal Trail
Project Mainline

Georgia
Sabal Trail
Project Mainline

Florida
Sabal Trail
Project Mainline

Sabal Trail
Project Hunters
Creek Line
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TABLE 3.3.2-5 (cont’d)
Sensitive Waterbodies Crossed by the Southeast Market Pipelines Project

State/Facility

Sabal Trail
Project Citrus
County Line
Florida
Southeast
Connection
Project Mainline

Waterbody
Name

Proposed
Crossing
Method

Basis for Sensitivity a

Milepost

County

9.2

Osceola

Shingle Creek

HDD

Impaired (biochemical oxygen demand,
fecal coliform, dissolved oxygen,
nutrients, turbidity)

1.3

Citrus/Marion

Withlacoochee
River

HDD

NRI, OFW (SP), Section 10 Waterbody

53.253.4

Polk/Osceola

Lake
Kissimmee

HDD

Recreational and Fisheries Uses

87.0

Okeechobee

Fort Drum
Creek

Open Cut

Impaired (fecal coliform)

_________________________
a
NRI = National Rivers Inventory (NPS, 2011); Impaired; GA High Priority Streams (GDNR, 2014); GA Protected River
(GDNR, 1996); OFW = Outstanding Florida Water, SP = Special Water (FAC 62-302.700). More details regarding
waterbodies that contain sensitive species or habitats is provided in sections 3.7 and 3.8.
b
A downstream segment of this waterbody is designated as a section 10 waterbody and not expected to extend to this
location.
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Georgia Recognized Exceptional Waters
The Sabal Trail Project would not cross any Outstanding Natural Resource Waters or scenicdesignated waters in Georgia (Georgia Rivers Network, 2014c). Seven high-priority waters (GDNR,
2014) would be crossed, including Hannahatchee Creek (MP 91.4), Hodchodkee Creek (MP 102.3),
Pataula Creek (MP 106.8), Cooleewahee Creek (MP 152.3), Flint River (MP 163.1), Ochlochnee River
(MP 199.3), and Withlacoochee River (MP 231.3). In addition, two protected river corridors would be
crossed in association with the Chattahoochee River (MP 86.4) and Flint River (GDNR, 1996).
Florida Recognized Exceptional Waters
The State of Florida designates waterbodies as Outstanding Florida Waters (OFW) for protection
based on a variety of criteria. The OFW list may include the following waterbodies:


waters in National Parks, Preserves, Memorials, Wildlife Refuges and Wilderness Areas;



waters within the State Park System and Wilderness Areas;



waters within areas acquired under the Environmentally Endangered Lands Bond
Program, Conservation and Recreation Lands Program, Land Acquisition and Trust Fund
Program and Save our Coast Program;



rivers designated under the Florida Scenic and Wild Rivers Program, Federal Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, and Myakka River Wild and Scenic Designation and
Preservation Act;



waters within National Seashores, National Marine Sanctuaries, National Estuarine
Research Reserves, and certain National Monuments;



waters within aquatic preserves; and



certain waters within the boundaries of National Forests (FAC 62-302.200 (26)).

Each OFW may also be designated as Special Waters (SP) if it is demonstrated to be of
exceptional recreational or ecological significance as defined under FAC 62-302.700. The Sabal Trail
Project would cross three waterbodies designated as OFW/SP including the Mainline crossings of the
Suwannee River (MP 267.4R) and Santa Fe River (MP 308.3); and the CCL crossing of the
Withlacoochee River (MP 1.3). The FSC Project would not cross any OFW or SP designated
waterbodies.
In addition, we received comments expressing concern that construction of HDD crossings could
impact subsurface flow patterns in the Suwannee, Santa Fe, and Withlacoochee Rivers such that
minimum flow levels (MFLs) would not be maintained. The Florida legislature has directed WMDs to
designate MFLs for streams, springs and rivers within their management boundaries, and the MFLs
reflect the lower flow limit at which additional water withdrawals would be harmful to a given water
resource or its ecology. Based on consultations with the WMDs crossed by the SMP Project, a MFL for
the Suwannee River has not yet been established due to on-going technical evaluations; seasonal flows
have been documented below the proposed MFL for the Santa Fe River which requires that the WMD
develop a recovery plan; and seasonal flows are above the MFL for the Withlacoochee River in Citrus
County, Florida. A discussion about the designated MFLs for major springs near the SMP Project in
Florida is provided in section 3.3.1.5.
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USACE Navigable Waters
Navigable waters are defined by the USACE as waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide that
are presently used, or have been used in the past, or may be susceptible for use to transport interstate or
foreign commerce. Navigable waters are designated by the USACE and regulated under section 10 of the
RHA. Furthermore, in accordance with section 14 of the RHA (33 U.S.C. §408) (section 408), the
USACE has the authority to review requests that could modify federal projects (e.g., federal channels) to
ensure that proposed modifications would not impair the usefulness of federal projects and are not
injurious to the public interest.
No section 10 waters would be crossed by the Hillabee Expansion Project or FSC Project. The
Sabal Trail Project Mainline would cross five section 10 waters, including one on the Alabama/Georgia
border, two in Georgia, and two in Florida. The Sabal Trail Project CCL would also cross one section 10
waterbody. The section 10 waterbody crossings are identified in table 3.3.2-5. No section 408
authorizations would be required for the SMP Project.
3.3.2.3

Designated Flood Zones

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) defines flood zones at varying levels
based on flood risk and type of flooding. Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs) are those that are subject
to inundation by a 1-percent-annual chance, or 100-year flood, and FEMA also defines areas of minimal
flood hazard that are within the 0.2-percent-annual chance, or 500-year flood (FEMA, 2014). Executive
Order 11988 (Order 11988) directs federal agencies to demonstrate a comprehensive approach to
floodplain management and establishes avoidance of actions within the 100-year floodplain as the
preferred method for complying with Order 11988. Based on review of FEMA flood hazard maps,
Transco’s proposed pipeline facilities would cross 16 SFHAs and 30 areas of minimal flood hazard, and
all four compressor stations and two contractor yards would be within areas of minimal flood hazard.
Sabal Trail’s proposed pipeline facilities would cross 369 SFHAs; a portion of the Alexander City
Compressor Station,4 the Dunnellon Compressor Station, and DEF Citrus County M&R Station would be
within SFHAs; and the Reunion Compressor Station (and associated CFH facilities) would be within an
area of minimal flood hazard. FSC’s proposed pipeline facilities would cross 85 SFHAs, and 2 MLVs
would be located within SFHAs. Details on the flood zones crossed, including the FEMA flood zone
designations and locations are provided in table 3.3.2-6 in appendix D.
3.3.2.4

Surface Water Resource Impacts and Mitigation

General Impacts and Mitigation
As described in section 2.3.2-1, one of three general methods would be used by the Applicants to
install the proposed pipeline across waterbodies. These include the open-cut method, dry-ditch methods
(flumed and dam and pump), and the HDD method. Sabal Trail may also use the conventional bore
(bore) method at select waterbody crossings. The proposed crossing method for each waterbody crossed
is identified in table 3.3.2-3 in appendix D. Where more than one crossing method is identified at a given
location, the method used would be dependent on site-specific conditions at the time of construction (e.g.,
whether perceptible flow is present).

4

Another portion of the Alexander Compressor Station and the associated Transco Hillabee Meter Station are
located in areas of minimal flood hazard.
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With the exception of the initial clearing equipment, only equipment necessary for in-stream
excavation and backfilling would be allowed in a stream channel. All other equipment would cross
waterbodies on temporary equipment bridges that would be constructed in accordance with the
Applicants’ construction plans. In addition, where access roads would be in close proximity to a
waterbody, the Applicants would install silt fence along the edge of the access road to avoid impacts on
the waterbody and minimize sedimentation.
Constructing and operating the pipelines would impact surface waters. Construction activities
including clearing and grading of adjacent land, in-stream trenching, trench dewatering, and backfilling
would temporarily increase sedimentation and turbidity rates, decrease dissolved oxygen concentrations,
result in the loss and modification of aquatic habitat, and increase the potential for the introduction of
fuels and oils from accidental spills. Indirect or secondary impacts could occur to fisheries and other
aquatic organisms that utilize the water resource. However, the impacts of the open-cut construction
method would generally be localized, short term, and minor. The degree of impact would depend, in part,
on the flow volume in the streams during construction and the waterbody substrate that would be affected
by the crossing. If construction occurs during a dry period, most of the impacts on streams would be
avoided.
Waterbody crossings completed using the HDD method generally avoid and significantly
minimize surface water impacts resulting from erosion, sedimentation, and/or excess turbidity, by limiting
the surface disturbance in and immediately adjacent to the waterbody. However, as described in section
2.3.2.1, the HDD method could result in a frac-out, which could occur in a waterbody. Accidental
releases of drilling mud can result in negative impacts on waterbodies. When drilling mud is released into
a waterbody it will settle out and disperses downstream by the current depending on the nature of the
waterbody (e.g., stream size and flow rate). The effects of releasing drilling mud to a waterbody could
range from localized turbidity and sedimentation, which could be quickly diluted by the waterbody’s
flow, to significant turbidity and sedimentation, which could be carried several miles downstream. Small
or slow moving waterbodies may exhibit minimal dispersal of drilling mud and, thus, increased
sedimentation at the release point. Large-scale drilling mud releases could be capable of killing fish,
altering water chemistry, changing water temperature, and altering habitat.
To avoid and minimize impacts should they occur, Sabal Trail and FSC prepared HDD
contingency plans (appendix E) which outline their HDD-specific procedures and methods for addressing
an inadvertent drilling mud release. In addition, they would obtain the necessary USACE and state
permits and would conduct drilling in accordance with permit conditions. We have reviewed the HDD
contingency plans and find the proposed measures would adequately respond to a release of drilling mud.
We have reviewed the measures outlined in the Applicants’ construction and restoration plans
and find that they are acceptable and would adequately reduce potential impacts on waterbodies by
minimizing streamside vegetation clearing, requiring installation and maintenance of temporary and
permanent erosion controls, and minimizing the duration of in-stream construction. Disruption to water
flow would be limited to only that necessary to construct the crossing, and would reduce the suspension
and deposition of sediments downstream of the crossing location. Adequate flow rates would be
maintained in streams to limit the potential impacts on aquatic life. Temporary equipment crossing
bridges would be installed to allow equipment access across waterbodies. Any necessary trench
dewatering would be monitored and directed into appropriate receiving structures for filtration prior to
release, and water would be directed into well vegetated areas and allowed to infiltrate.
Following installation and backfilling of the pipeline, suspended sediments and turbidity within
waterbodies would decline to pre-construction levels. Waterbody banks would be stabilized as soon as
possible after construction to prevent indirect impacts such as sloughing. Permanent erosion control
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structures would be installed in accordance with the Applicants’ construction plans, which we have
reviewed and find acceptable. Stabilization, restoration, and revegetation of the pipeline rights-of-way
and extra workspaces would also be completed in accordance with these measures and state stormwater
discharge permits.
ATWS would be required adjacent to waterbody crossings to facilitate pipeline construction
techniques used for crossing these resource areas. Typically, ATWS are used for staging equipment,
assembly and fabrication of the pipe section(s), or for spoil storage. The Applicants’ construction and
restoration plans require that ATWS be setback at least 50 feet from the edge of waterbodies. However,
in some instances those setback distances may not be met due to site-specific conditions (e.g., topographic
conditions, proximity to other features such as roadways). As described in table 2.3-1, we have reviewed
the proposed variances in setback distances and find they are acceptable.
Spills of gas, lubricants, and other materials during construction have the potential to impact
surface water quality and aquatic organisms. As described in section 2.3, each applicant has prepared a
spill plan detailing procedures for fueling, storage, containment, and cleanup of hazardous materials to
minimize the potential for a release into a waterbody. Copies of the spill plans are included in appendix I.
We have reviewed these plans and find them acceptable.
Flood events (severe storms and hurricanes) could impact construction activities. Each Applicant
identified specific measures that would be implemented should high precipitation or flooding occur
during construction, and committed to comply with stormwater permit requirements to minimize impacts
on waterbodies. During operation, flood events have the potential to affect pipeline buoyancy, and could
result in loss of soil cover over the pipeline. To prevent pipeline buoyancy in floodplains, the Applicants
would conduct buoyancy studies prior to construction, and pipeline segments with particular buoyancy
concerns would be fitted with concrete coating, concrete weights, or geotextile saddlebag weights to
control buoyancy. If the pipeline were to float, remediation would be required to return the pipeline to the
appropriate depth of cover. Sabal Trail also verified that where its aboveground facilities would be
located in SFHAs, the facilities would not cause a stage increase in FEMA flood elevations. Similarly,
the two FSC MLVs in SFHAs are considered very minor and not likely to cause any flooding. Our
review indicates that constructing the SMP Project would result in minor modifications to
floodplains. Constructing the pipeline facilities would not result in a reduction in flood storage capacity
within the floodplain, and constructing the aboveground facilities could, but we conclude it is minor
based on the overall storage capacity of the affected floodplains. Based on the Applicants’ construction
and restoration measures, and the minor modifications that would occur to floodplains, we conclude that
constructing and operating the SMP Project would not conflict with the intent of Order 11988.
We received a comment on the draft EIS expressing concern that streambed scour could expose
the pipeline, even where crossings have been completed using the HDD method. However, we conclude
that streambed scour would not pose a significant concern to the SMP Project for the following reasons:
1) The majority of the waterbodies crossed by the project are low-gradient streams which do not
commonly experience deep, incisive events; 2) all of the major waterbodies would be crossed using the
HDD method, which would install the pipeline at least 40 feet below the stream bed and in bedrock in
many instances; and 3) the Applicants have committed to monitoring their pipeline facilities, including
after high-precipitation or flood events, and would act to mitigate any pipeline that may become exposed
(e.g., by armoring, reburial).
We received several comments expressing concern about the impacts on water quality, including
specific comment expressing concerns due to the potential release of natural gas, trenching through acid
producing mineral formations in the Piedmont physiographic region, and use of herbicides. The SMP
pipelines would transport natural gas which, if released, is not water soluble, and would dissipate into the
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air without affecting water quality. Therefore, we conclude that a pipeline release would not significantly
affect surface water quality.
Constructing through areas with acid producing minerals has the potential to accelerate acid
drainage which typically occurs due to the natural weathering process. Based on consultation with
Alabama Department of Labor’s Abandoned Mine Land Reclamation Program, shallow bedrock and
subsurface soils that would be exposed during construction activities do not contain potentially acidproducing minerals, such as pyrite and sulfite, in high enough concentrations to increase acidity levels in
drainage waters. Therefore, we conclude that constructing through acid-producing rock formations would
not significantly impact surface water quality.
Operating the SMP pipelines would not impact surface water use or quality unless maintenance
activities involving pipe excavation and repair in or near streams are required. In such a case, the impacts
would be similar to those described for pipeline construction. Vegetative maintenance along the pipeline
corridor using herbicides would be prohibited within 100 feet of water resources, which we believe
provides an adequate level of protection. Therefore, we conclude that herbicide use would not impact
surface water quality.
In summary, the Applicants would implement a variety of measures to minimize impacts on
aquatic habitats and water quality, including the use of dry-crossing methods to ensure that aquatic
species are not directly affected by construction; HDD crossings to avoid disruption of habitat; restoration
of disturbed habitat to preconstruction conditions to the extent practicable; minimization of vegetation
clearing along waterbodies; setbacks from waterbodies for storage and use of potentially hazardous
materials; and implementation of erosion and sediment control to avoid sedimentation. Further, as
discussed above, the Applicants would implement the measures in their HDD contingency plans to avoid
or minimize the risk of drilling mud release, as well as procedures that would be followed if an
inadvertent release does occur. Therefore, through implementation of these measures, we conclude that
impacts on aquatic and riparian habitats, and water quality, would be mitigated to the extent practicable.
3.3.2.5

Project-specific Waterbody Impacts and Mitigation

Hillabee Expansion Project
Transco would cross all waterbodies using dry open cut crossing methods except for two
(Hillabee Creek at MP 945.0 and Town Creek at MP 944.9), which would be crossed by the wet open-cut
crossing method. Transco also provided site-specific plans for each major waterbody crossing (see
appendix J), and we find these plans acceptable. In addition, all of these crossings would be directly
adjacent to other previously installed Transco pipeline loops. Based on these factors, we conclude the use
of these crossing methods would result in minor and temporary impacts, as described above.
At Compressor Station 84, Transco would install culverts to cross two ephemeral and one
intermittent streams for site access, permanently affecting a total of about 940 linear feet. Two other
intermittent streams would be affected within the workspace required to construct the facility, but would
be restored to pre-construction conditions. We have reviewed these impacts and find they are
unavoidable and would be mitigated adequately.
As described in section 3.1.2.2, blasting may be required to install the pipeline where shallow
bedrock may be encountered in Alabama. If blasting is necessary, instream turbidity and downstream
sedimentation could occur, and fish and other aquatic organisms could be directly affected if in the blast
zone at the time of blasting. Transco has provided a blasting plan that describes the precautions and preblast planning would implement for needed to minimize impacts and would develop site-specific plans
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where needed. Scare techniques would be used to chase aquatic organisms from the blast area prior to
blasting, and rock would immediately be removed from the blast site to maintain stream flow. In
addition, other necessary federal and state permits would be obtained. Implementation of these measures
would reduce the potential for adverse blasting impacts on waterbodies.
Sabal Trail Project
Sabal Trail would cross waterbodies using wet open cut, dry open cut, the bore, or HDD methods.
In Alabama, all three major waterbody crossings would be crossed using the HDD method, including
Hillabee Creek (MP 1.3), the Tallapoosa River (MP 7.3), and Uchee Creek (MP 70.8). Of those, the
Tallapoosa River and Uchee Creek are considered sensitive due to their listing on the NRI, and the
Tallapoosa River is also listed as part of the ASRT system and as a Section 10 water. Crossing Hillabee
Creek, the Tallapoosa River, and Uchee Creek by HDD would generally avoid and significantly minimize
potentials impacts on these resources.
The other sensitive waterbodies in Alabama, including Halawakee Creek (MP 42.9) and Ihagee
Creek (MP 79.2), would be crossed by dry open cut methods. The Halawakee Creek crossing is directly
adjacent to an existing 100-foot-wide powerline corridor, and Ihagee Creek is directly adjacent to two
existing Southern Natural Gas Pipeline Company (SONAT) pipelines. We find that by collocating with
these existing facilities and implementation of the proposed crossing measures would adequately
minimize and mitigate impacts on these sensitive waterbodies.
In Georgia, four of the seven major (and sensitive) waterbodies crossings would be completed
using the HDD method, including the Chattahoochee River (MP 86.4), Hannahatchee Creek (MP 91.4),
Flint River (MP 163.1), and the Withlacoochee River (MP 231.3). The other three major waterbodies are
private ponds of which two (MPs 114.1 and 225.0) would be crossed using the dry open-cut method, and
one (MP 169.3) would be crossed by either wet or dry open-cut method depending on conditions at the
time of construction. The HDD method would also be used to cross the intermediate and sensitive
Ochlockonee River (MP 199.3).
Of the Georgia waterbodies being crossed by HDD method, all are sensitive due to their status as
Georgia high priority waters except the Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers, which are designated as Georgia
protected river corridors. They are all also impaired except for the Flint River which is also designated on
the NRI, contains designated critical habitat for four endangered and one threatened mussel species, and
is a Section 10 water. For waterbodies crossed by HDD, Sabal Trail has prepared a Best Drilling
Practices Plan (see appendix E), that identifies alternative construction methods that would be considered
in the event that an HDD crossing cannot be completed. The Best Drilling Practices Plan also identifies
potential polymers that may be added to bentonite drilling mud to facilitate the HDD process. The
polymers would generally consist of commercially available cellulosic fibers, flakes, and other thickening
agents that would be compliant with NSF/ANSI Standard 60 which provides health effects criteria for
many water treatment chemicals, including drilling aids (NSF, 2015). We reviewed Sabal Trail’s sitespecific crossing plans for the major waterbody crossings and HDD crossings, and conclude that their
implementation would minimize the potential for significant impacts on sensitive waterbodies.
Other Georgia sensitive waterbodies would be crossed by the dry open-cut method if there is
perceptible flow at the time of construction, or by the wet open-cut method if there is no perceptible flow
is present. The crossings would be adjacent to the existing SONAT pipeline crossings except for
Cooleewahee Creek, which would be near a Dixie Pipeline crossing, where the creek has been previously
channelized. Based on these proposed crossing methods and general impacts and mitigation measures
described above, we conclude impacts on these waterbodies would be adequately minimized and
mitigated.
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In Florida, five of the seven major waterbody crossings would be completed using the HDD
method, including Mainline crossings of the Suwannee River (MP 267.4R) and Santa Fe River (MP
308.3); two ponds adjacent to Toll Road 429 (MP 469.7) and Interstate 4 (MP 471.3), respectively; plus
the CCL crossing of the Withlacoochee River (CCL MP 1.3). The HDD method would also be used to
cross Shingle Creek (HCL MP 9.2) on the HCL. The other two major waterbody crossings, a private
pond (MP 408.7) crossed by the Mainline and Reedy Creek (HCL MP 1.3) crossed by the HCL, would be
installed by either the wet or dry open cut and conventional boring methods, respectively. Site-specific
crossing plans have been prepared for each of the major and HDD waterbody crossing, which detail such
details as the depth of the pipe burial, workspace limits, setbacks, and erosion and sediment control
measures. We have reviewed these plans and conclude the proposed crossing methods would avoid and
minimize the potential for significant impacts on these sensitive waterbodies and ponds. Further, Sabal
Trail assessed the potential for the HDDs at the Suwannee, Santa Fe, and Withlacoochee Rivers to impact
designated MFLs, and stated that while it may be possible for drilling mud to reduce or obstruct some
groundwater flow paths, HDD activities are not likely to impact overall flow patterns or volumes due to
the diffuse nature of groundwater flow within the karst terrain at each crossing. We reviewed Sabal
Trail’s assessment and conclude that the potential for HDD activities to impact groundwater flow to these
rivers is negligible.
Other Florida sensitive waterbodies would be crossed by the dry open-cut method if there is
perceptible flow at the time of construction, or by the wet open-cut method if there is no perceptible flow
is present. These include Jumping Gully Creek (MP 248.2), Big Creek Reach (MP 463.7), and the
Unnamed Tributary to Withlacoochee River (MP 458.9). The Jumping Gully Creek crossing would be
directly adjacent to an existing SONAT pipeline crossing, and the Big Creek Reach crossing would be
directly adjacent to an existing roadway (Sand Mine Road). The Unnamed Tributary to Withlacoochee
River crossing would be a greenfield crossing and, like Jumping Gully Creek, would be limited to 75 feet
wide at the crossing location due to riparian wetlands. Based on the collocation and proposed crossing
methods and general impacts and mitigation measures described above, we conclude impacts on these
waterbodies would be adequately minimized and mitigated.
A small pond would be affected by fill for permanent access to the Citrus County M&R Station,
and we have reviewed the plan for constructing the access road and conclude that impact on the pond has
been avoided and minimized to the extent practical.
As described in section 3.1.2.2, blasting is not expected to be required to install the pipeline route
in Florida, but shallow bedrock may be encountered that requires blasting between approximately MPs
0.0 and 100.0 (in Alabama and western Georgia). Sabal Trail has developed a blasting plan similar to
Transco’s for any blasting that is necessary within Alabama or Georgia, and would limited blasting to the
depth necessary for pipeline installation and use the minimum number of charges in order to reduce
potential impacts. To identify if blasting is needed at a waterbody crossing, Sabal Trail would drill the
bank to determine if bedrock is present prior to construction. Where in-stream blasting is necessary, the
pipeline contractor would develop a specifically detailed blasting plan for that location that would comply
with regulatory requirements. Implementation of these measures would reduce the potential for adverse
blasting impacts on waterbodies.
Florida Southeast Connection Project
FSC would cross all waterbodies using either the dry open-cut or HDD crossing methods except
for one waterbody that would be crossed by the bore method in association with a road crossing. In
locations where access roads would be in close proximity to a waterbody, FSC would install silt fence
along the edge of the access road to avoid impacts on the waterbody and minimize the potential for
sedimentation.
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As indicated in table 2.3.2-1, FSC would use the HDD construction method to cross seven
waterbodies including two major waterbodies, Weohyakapka Creek (MP 38.6) and the Kissimmee River
(MP 53.3), and five intermediate waterbodies, including a pond (MP 12.0), Boggy Branch (MP 84.4), and
three unnamed waterbodies (MPs 98.8, 105.5, and 114.7). The HDD crossing at approximate MP 114.7
would result in the new pipeline easement encroaching on a portion of the C-23 Canal easement;
however, the pipeline would not physically cross the canal and there would be no disturbance to the canal
banks. Site-specific crossing plans have been prepared for each of the major and HDD waterbody
crossings. We have reviewed these plans and conclude the proposed crossing methods would avoid and
minimize the potential for significant impacts on these sensitive waterbodies and ponds.
Fort Drum Creek (MP 87) is the only sensitive waterbody that would be crossed by the FSC
Project, and is sensitive due to excessive fecal coliform levels. The crossing is located directly adjacent
to a roadway and planned to be completed by the dry open-cut crossing method, which would not affect
the basis for its sensitivity.
3.3.2.6

Modifications from our Procedures

As indicated in table 2.3-1, the Applicants would implement waterbody crossing procedures and
mitigation measures that are based on our Procedures, but have requested modifications to allow extra
workspaces within 50 feet of the boundary of certain waterbodies, as listed in table 2.2.1-1 in appendix D.
The most prevalent justifications include ATWS for road crossings, HDD entry and exit sites, and spoil
storage where sufficient space is not available to meet our setback requirements. For locations where
setback requirements would not be met, the Applicants would install and maintain sediment controls to
prevent the discharge of sediment into any wetland or waterbody. Based on our review of these requests,
we have determined that they are justified and that adequate measures would be implemented to minimize
the potential for waterbody impacts.
3.3.3
3.3.3.1

Water Use
Surface Water Withdrawal Permits

Constructing the SMP Project would require the use of water for hydrostatic testing, dust control,
and the HDD construction method.
The DOT requires hydrostatic testing to be completed on pipeline segments before they are
placed in service under 49 CFR Part 192. Hydrostatic testing involves the use of water that is pressurized
within pipeline segments to determine that the installed pipeline is free from leakage and possesses the
strength to safely operate at the proposed MAOP. Water withdrawal would also be required for dust
control and for mixing the bentonite slurry used as drilling mud for the HDD construction method. Each
state administers a program to regulate the withdrawal and discharge of water used for hydrostatic testing
under the federal NPDES, and this specifies measures to ensure consistency with each State’s water
quality standards and non-degradation requirements. As described below, each state also administers
programs to avoid conflicts in water uses and each Applicant would obtain necessary water use permits.
In Alabama, surface water withdrawals in excess of 100,000 gallons per day are required to be
registered with the Alabama Office of Water Resources (AOWR) and a Certificate of Use must be
obtained. Water withdrawals or diversions for temporary uses (e.g., hydrostatic testing) may be eligible
for exemption. Prior to beginning any withdrawal for a temporary use, information regarding the
temporary use must be submitted to AOWR to ensure compliance with any AOWR requirements.
Additionally the ADEM would require authorization under the General Permit for Discharges Associated
with Hydrostatic Test Waters from New and Existing Petroleum and Natural Gas Pipelines
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(ALG670000). Discharges of trench dewatering activities require coverage under the ADEM NPDES
General Permit for Construction Activities (ALR100000) and may include water quality monitoring.
In Georgia, surface water withdrawals at or above 100,000 gallons per day on a monthly average
are required to obtain a surface water withdrawal permit from the GEPD. Discharge of hydrostatic test
water is also regulated under the GEPD General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Industrial Activity (GAR100002) and may include water quality monitoring.
In Florida, Water Use Permits would be required from the WMDs for hydrostatic testing and
HDD surface water withdrawals. Temporary trench dewatering permits for construction may also be
required. The WMDs also require a permit modification for alteration of any previously approved Water
Use, Well Construction, and/or WMD-issued ERP. Hydrostatic test water discharges are regulated under
the FDEP NPDES program and may include water quality monitoring. Coverage is also required under
the FDEP NPDES General Permit for Discharge from Large and Small Construction Activities. Trench
dewatering for construction is regulated by WMDs in Florida. Three of the SMP Project-area WMDs
(Suwannee River, St. John’s River, and Southwest Florida) have exemptions for most dewatering
activities within their regulatory rules. The South Florida WMD does not provide an exemption for
dewatering activities, but does administer a No-Notice Short-Term Dewater Permit.
3.3.3.2

General Impacts and Mitigation

Withdrawal of hydrostatic test water has the potential to temporarily affect the recreational and
biological use of surface water sources if the diversion constitutes a large percentage of the source water
flow. Impacts may include an increase in water temperature, a reduction of dissolved oxygen levels, and
entrainment of aquatic species.
Surface waterbody withdrawals would be conducted by using pumps placed adjacent to the
waterbody with hoses placed into the waterbody. Intakes would be screened to prevent the uptake of
aquatic organisms and fish. Following depressurization, water would be discharged to well-vegetated
upland areas after being run through a dewatering structure designed to dissipate energy, retain suspended
solids, and encourage infiltration. The discharge rate would be regulated to decrease the potential for
erosion. Efforts would be made to reuse water between test segments to decrease water withdrawal
volumes.
In order to minimize impacts associated from water uses, low flow conditions would be avoided
and the intake hose would be screened to avoid entrapment of aquatic organisms. After the testing is
complete, the discharges would be directed to dewatering structures located in well-vegetated upland
areas and within the same watershed as the source, except where noted below. No significant water
quality impacts are anticipated as a result of discharge from hydrostatic testing. The new pipeline
installed as part of the project would consist of new steel pipe that would be free of chemicals or lubricant
and no additives would be used. Potential impacts resulting from the discharge of water to upland areas
would generally be limited to erosion of soils, which would be minimized by adhering to the measures
contained in the Applicants’ construction and restoration plans. Approximately 189 million gallons of
water would be required for the SMP Project, to be used for hydrostatic testing pipeline facilities and
aboveground facilities, and HDD pullback. Anticipated withdrawal sites, amounts, and rates are detailed
in table 3.3.3-1.
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TABLE 3.3.3-1
Water Use Associated with the Southeast Market Pipelines Project
Project/State/Facility

Water Source

Withdrawal
Location (MP)

Approximate
Volume (gallons)

Discharge
Location (MP)

Hillabee Expansion Project
Alabama
Rock Springs Loop

Wahalak Creek

791.1

2,458,819

791.1

Butler Loop

Tributary to Spear Creek

792.4

1,983,275

792.5

Billingsley Loop

Little Mulberry Creek

889.9

2,213,796

889.9

Autauga Loop

Swift Creek

892.9

2,750,043

892.7

Verbena Loop

Pond at beginning of
loop

905.7

1,445,063

906.0

Proctor Creek Loop

Proctor Creek

914.4

1,968,530

914.5

Hissop Loop

Dunlaps Lake

927.2

954,774

927.2

Alexander City Loop

Hillabee Creek

945.0

2,812,712

944.9

Hillabee Expansion Project/
Alabama Subtotal

16,587,012

Sabal Trail Project
Alabama
Mainline

Mainline HDD

Oaktassasi Creek

0.1

1,075,000

4.1

Tallapoosa River

7.4

4,610,000

28.2

Private Water Source

37.2

5,120,000

37.2

N/A

N/A

N/A

50.3

Uchee Creek

71.0

6,290,000

55.0

N/A

N/A

N/A

67.6

Chattahoochee River

86.4

2,280,000

77.8

Hillabee Creek

1.4

2,295,000

N/A

Tallapoosa River

7.4

1,595,000

N/A

Uchee Creek

70.9

845,000

N/A

Chattahoochee River

86.4

750,000

N/A

City Water

N/A

111,300

0.0

City Water

N/A

46,400

0.0

Compressor Stations
Alexander City
Meter and Regulating (M&R) Stations
Transco Hillabee

Sabal Trail Project Alabama Subtotal

25,017,700

Alabama Subtotal

41,604,712

Georgia
Mainline

Chattahoochee River
Private pond NE of
ROW
Withlacoochee River
(Georgia)
N/A

8,025,000

146.8

204.7R

11,100,000

189.1

231.3

9,650,000

231.2

N/A

Water Well

Mainline HDD

86.4

N/A

248.9

296.3

16,330,000

296.3

N/A

N/A

N/A

326.1

N/A

N/A

N/A

353.1

Private Source

91.23

704,840

N/A

Municipal Fire Hydrant

163.18

2,565,119

N/A

City of Moultrie, GA

199.1

967,000

N/A

Withlacoochee River

231.3

2,121,000

N/A
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TABLE 3.3.3-1 (cont’d)

Project/State/Facility
Compressor Stations
Albany

Water Use Associated with the Southeast Market Pipelines Project
Withdrawal
Approximate
Water Source
Location (MP)
Volume (gallons)

Commercial/Municipal
Water Source
Sabal Trail Project Georgia Subtotal

Florida
Mainline

Mainline HDD

Compressor Stations
Hildreth
Dunnellon
Reunion Compressor Station
M&R Stations
FGT Suwannee
FSC
Gulfstream
FGT Hunters Creek
Duke Energy Citrus
Citrus County Line

Water Well at CS5
N/A
Water Well at CS6 (end
MLV 30)
N/A
MLV 32 / Private Pond
(FL-OS-002.005)
Municipal Water Source
Santa Fe River
Private Pond at FL-OS002.005
Well
City Water
Private Pond

City Water
City Water
City Water
City Water
City Water
Withlacoochee River or
Water Well at CS6
Citrus County Line HDD
Withlacoochee River
Hunters Creek Line
Private pond S of ROW
Private Pond at HCL-FLHunters Creek Line HDD
OS-031.001
Municipal Water Source
Sabal Trail Project Florida Subtotal
Sabal Trail Project Subtotal
Florida Southeast Connection Project
Florida
Mainline
N/A
Loughman HDD
City Water
Johnson Avenue HDD
Unnamed Lake
Walk in Water HDD
Walk in Water Creek
Lake Kissimmee HDD
Lake Kissimmee
Blanket Bay Slough HDD
Blanket Bay Slough
Indian Hammock Trail HDD
Unnamed Lake
Cow Creek Wetlands HDD
Irrigation Ditch
State Road 70 HDD
Unnamed Canal
C-23 Canal HDD
Irrigation Ditch
C-23 Canal #2 HDD
Irrigation Ditch
Williamson Ranch/State Road 710 HDD Irrigation Ditch
Martin Conservation Easement HDD
Unnamed Canal
Florida Southeast Connection Project Subtotal
Florida Subtotal
Southeast Market Pipelines Project Total
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154.8

16,200

Discharge
Location (MP)
154.8

51,479,159
392.7R
N/A
409.5

11,300,000
N/A
7,571,000

372.4
392.7R
409.5

N/A
466.7

N/A
2,900,000

437.3R
466.7

91.23
308.4
466.7

2,198,000
1,325,000
3,055,000

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
0.3

78,300
140,600
148,300

196.4
392.7R
474.4

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
0.0/1.3

60,000
17,900
15,500
38,600
8,400
1,395,000

299.7
474.4
474.4
13.1
21.4
21.5

1.3
6.3
9.6

591,367
3,460,000
1,475,000

N/A
6.3
N.A

12.8

880,000
36,657,967
113,154,826

N/A

N/A
1.9
12.0
38.6
53.1
58.5
84.4
98.7
105.6
114.7
115.0
124.0
125.4

29,036,000
166,050
74,672
78,531
290,975
80,648
44,960
51,897
43,248
64,742
33,322
125,789
64,868
30,155,702
66,813,669
159,897,540

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

3.3.3.3

Hillabee Expansion Project

Transco proposes to withdraw approximately 16.6 million gallons of surface water in aggregate
from eight surface water sources to test the new pipeline loops. All water withdrawn would be discharged
back to the same watershed. Prior to water use, Transco would submit a beneficial use notification to the
ADCNR to appropriate from the surface waters. Transco would also apply for coverage under the ADEM
General Hydrostatic Discharge Permit for test water discharges, and would comply with applicable
requirements. Transco has indicated that the water sources identified as hydrostatic test water sources
may also be used for dust control along with municipal water. Table 3.3.3-1 identifies the planned
sources, locations, volumes, and discharge locations and rates that Transco would use for each pipeline
loop. Based on Transco’s proposed measures, we conclude the Hillabee Expansion Project would not
significantly affect any surface water resources due to its planned water uses.
3.3.3.4

Sabal Trail Project

Approximately 113 million gallons of water would be used to construct the Sabal Trail Project.
Sabal Trail would use 12 water withdrawal sources for testing of the pipeline facilities, including 4
private ponds, 2 wells, and 7 surface water resources. A total of 17 water sources would be used for HDD
construction, including 7 private ponds, 2 municipal sources, and 11 surface water resources. Eleven
water sources would be used for testing aboveground facilities, including 9 municipal water supplies, one
private water well, and one private pond.
Public water sources would be utilized for dust control. Sabal Trail estimates the volume of
water necessary for dust control at approximately 1,500,000 gallons per construction spread.
Prior to water use, Sabal Trail would obtain necessary state authorizations to appropriate surface
waters and discharge test waters, and would comply with applicable requirements. Similar to Transco,
Sabal Trail would submit beneficial use notifications for planned surface water uses in Alabama, and
would report uses that exceed 100,000 gpd to the Office of Water Resources. Discharges of hydrostatic
test water would be authorized under the ADEM NPDES General Permit for Discharge of Hydrostatic
Test Water No. ALG670000.
In Georgia, Sabal Trail would obtain a GEPD Surface Water Withdrawal Permit for surface water
withdrawals, and would discharge hydrostatic test water under NPDES General Permit for Storm Water
Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity (hydrostatic test waters) No. GAR100002.
Approvals to withdraw surface water in Florida would be requested from WMDs, who would
ensure no conflicts would be created with existing, authorized withdrawals. Sabal Trail has identified
several authorized withdrawals that have the potential to be affected by the project. In the event that one
of these permits does require modifications, Sabal Trail would work with the permit holder to ensure that
the modification does not adversely affect the landowner’s intended use for the water. Discharges in
Florida would be subject to an Individual NPDES Permit to be issued by the FDEP.
Table 3.3.3-1 identifies the planned sources, locations, volumes, and discharge locations and rates
that Sabal Trail would use. During water withdrawal, Sabal Trail would screen water intake hoses and
control the uptake rate to avoid entrainment and impacts on aquatic species. During discharges, the rate
would also be controlled and water would be directed into energy dissipation devices to avoid erosion.
We reviewed Sabal Trail’s proposed withdrawal and discharge measures and conclude they would avoid
and minimize the potential for significant impacts on surface water resources.
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3.3.3.5

Florida Southeast Connection Project

FSC would use approximately 29,036,000 gallons of water to conduct hydrostatic testing of the
pipeline and 1,119,702 gallons for testing the HDD pullback pipe strings. FSC has stated that municipal
water would be used when feasible and surface water would be used where surface water is not a viable
option for dust control. In addition, FSC stated it would not use groundwater as a water source. As
shown in table 3.3.3-1, FSC expects to use various commercial, municipal, and surface water sources for
testing the pipeline, and did not specify its plan for discharging water as requested in our draft EIS. FSC
would obtain authorization for water uses as part of the permit approval process from Florida WMDs and
FDEP. However, because FSC has not described its plans for discharging water associated with
hydrostatic testing, we recommend that:


3.3.4

Prior to construction, FSC should file with the Secretary the locations, rates, and
volumes of water that would be discharged following hydrostatic testing activities.
This should include the watershed associated with the source water, and the
respective discharge location.

Conclusion

Based on the Applicants’ use of standard overland construction methods, which would involve
shallow, localized areas of disturbance, their measures to avoid or reduce erosion and sedimentation, their
procedures to reduce the potential occurrence and impacts of hazardous material spills, and their use of
HDDs as described above, we conclude that constructing the SMP Project would not significantly impact
groundwater. We also conclude that operating the proposed facilities would not pose a significant risk to
groundwater resources because the SMP Project would transport natural gas (not miscible with water),
and hazardous materials at aboveground facilities would be stored and managed in accordance with
applicable regulations designed to prevent spills.
Additionally, as described above, the Applicants’ pipeline construction activities affecting surface
waters would be conducted in accordance with their respective construction and restoration plans, along
with any conditions that are part of other federal or state water approvals. Based on the measures
described in these plans, as well as the Applicants’ measures to avoid and minimize impacts on surface
waters, we conclude that constructing and operating the SMP Project would not significantly impact
water resources.
3.4

WETLANDS

Wetlands are areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and
duration sufficient to support, and in normal conditions do support, a prevalence of vegetation adapted for
life in saturated soil conditions (USACE, 1987). Wetlands serve several functions including, but not
limited to flood control, groundwater recharge, maintenance of biodiversity, wildlife habitat, and
maintenance of water quality.
Wetlands affected by the SMP Project are federally and state-regulated. On the federal level, the
USACE regulates wetlands under section 404 of the CWA and section 10 of the RHA, and the EPA
shares responsibility to administer and enforce the section 404 program. Wetland activities under section
401 of the CWA are delegated to the appropriate state agencies; the ADCNR in Alabama, GDNR in
Georgia, and FDEP in Florida. In Florida, the FDEP also has additional authority to regulate wetlands
under Florida Statutes Chapter 373, Section 373.019. Wetlands are not regulated at the state level in
Alabama or Georgia.
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3.4.1

Existing Wetland Resources

The Applicants conducted surveys to identify and determine the extent of wetlands crossed along
the pipeline routes and access roads, or within ATWS, aboveground facility sites, pipe/contractor yards,
and staging areas. Based on review of NWI data, Alabama, Georgia, and Florida currently have a total of
approximately 4.0, 5.8, and 12.0 million acres of existing wetlands, respectively. As detailed below, a
total of 877.7 acres of wetland would be affected by construction of the SMP Project, including 105.3
acres in Alabama, 127.6 acres in Georgia, and 641.7 acres in Florida. Wetlands were delineated in
accordance with the USACE 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual (USACE, 1987), Regional Supplement to
the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region (Version
2.0) and Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Eastern
Mountains and Piedmont Region (Version 2.0) (USACE, 2010; 2012). For wetlands in Florida, state
jurisdictional boundaries were also assessed using the methodology described in Chapter 62-340, F.A.C.
Three wetland types as described by Cowardin et al. (1979) would be crossed by the SMP
Project:


Palustrine emergent wetlands (PEM or emergent wetlands) are dominated by erect,
rooted, herbaceous, perennial hydrophytic vegetation.



Palustrine scrub-shrub wetlands (PSS or scrub-shrub wetlands) are dominated by woody
vegetation that is less than 20 feet tall, including tree shrubs, young trees, and trees or
shrubs that are small due to environmental conditions.



Palustrine forested wetlands (PFO or forested wetlands) are dominated by woody
vegetation that is equal to or greater than 20 feet tall.

In natural systems, these three wetland classifications are often interspersed creating a mosaic
landscape. These wetlands are further described in the subsections below. Table 3.4.1-1 summarizes the
wetland types crossed by the SMP Project, and table 3.4.1-2 in appendix D details each wetland crossing.
Constructing the SMP Project would impact 877.7 acres of wetland, including 562.7 acres of forested
wetlands, 45.5 acres of scrub-shrub wetlands, and 269.5 acres of emergent wetlands. Following
construction, affected wetlands (with the exception of forested wetlands within the permanent right-ofway) would be allowed to return to pre-construction conditions. Operating the SMP Project would
permanently impact about 200.3 acres of forested wetlands due to vegetative maintenance within 15 feet
of the pipeline centerline. Additionally, the Applicants would maintain a 10-foot-wide corridor centered
over the pipeline as herbaceous vegetation, impacting 5.0 acres of scrub-shrub wetlands during operation.
About 4.0 acres of wetlands would be permanently affected due to construction of new aboveground
facilities and associated access and fencing, as described in section 3.4.3, below.
Per the requirements of section 404 of the CWA, we generally defer qualitative wetlands analysis
to the USACE as part of its permitting and mitigation requirements. As required by the USACE and
FDEP permitting processes, the Applicants performed wetland functional assessments during field
surveys for the SMP Project. These involved using the Wetland Rapid Assessment Procedure (WRAP)
for wetlands identified in Alabama and Georgia, and the Universal Mitigation Assessment Methodology
(UMAM) for wetlands in Florida. At the request of the USACE, we are including this information below.
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TABLE 3.4.1-1
Summary of Wetland Impacts Associated with the Southeast Market Pipelines Project
Type/State a

Construction (acres)

Operation (acres)

PEM Wetlands
Alabama
32.3
0.1
Georgia
10.4
0.0
Florida
223.8
1.7
Total PEM Wetland Impacts
269.5
1.8
PSS Wetlands
Alabama
10.5
0.6
Georgia
7.1
1.0
Florida
27.8
3.5
Total PSS Wetland Impacts
45.5
5.0
PFO Wetlands
Alabama
62.5
17.7
Georgia
110.1
41.3
Florida
390.1
141.3
Total PFO Wetland Impacts
562.7
200.3
Total Wetland Impacts
877.7
207.2
____________________
a
Wetland classification according to Cowardin et al., 1979: PEM = Palustrine Emergent Wetland; PSS = Palustrine ScrubShrub Wetland; PFO = Palustrine Forested Wetland.
Note: Sum of addends may not equal total due to rounding.

The WRAP scored individual wetland functionality based on six ecological and anthropogenic
factors, including wildlife utilization; overstory/canopy; vegetative ground cover; upland buffer;
hydrology; and water quality characteristics. Each of these factors were assigned a numerical value
ranging from 0 to 3 in 0.5-point increments, with 0 indicating a system that is severely affected and 3 for
a highly functioning system. The sum of the rankings for each factor divided by the maximum potential
score provides an overall wetland functional assessment between 0 and 1, where values closer to 0 reflect
overall low wetland functions, and values closer to 1 reflect overall optimal wetland functions (South
Florida WMD, 2014).
The UMAM scored individual wetland functionality within three functional categories, including:
location and landscape support; water environment; and community structure characteristics. Each
category has several attributes that are assigned a score ranging from 0 to 10, with 0 indicating a low
functioning condition and 10 indicating an optimal functioning condition. When combined together and
divided by the total maximum score, a percentage of optimal function is assigned for each category.
Wetlands that score above 0.75 to 1.00 on the WRAP scale and 7 to 10 on the UMAM scale are
considered to be highly functional wetlands.
The majority (69 percent) of the 1,958 wetlands that would be affected by the SMP Project are
classified with moderate functionality; 14 percent are classified as low; and 18 percent are near optimal
functionality. The existing (i.e., pre-construction ) WRAP and UMAM scores for each wetland identified
within the SMP Project area are provided in table 3.4.1-2 in appendix D; a summary of the range of
scores for wetlands affected in each state are provided in table 3.4.1-3.
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TABLE 3.4.1-3
Wetland Functionality Ratings for Wetlands Crossed by the Southeast Market Pipelines Project
State

Wetland Type a

Alabama

Low Functionality b
(number)

Moderate Functionality b
(number)

Optimal Functionality b
(number)

Total

3
0
1
4
2
1
0
3
230
18
16
264
271

143
38
139
320
52
25
180
257
376
45
344
765
1,342

0
5
37
42
1
0
20
21
70
5
207
282
345

146
43
177
366
55
26
200
281
676
68
567
1,311
1,958

PEM
PSS
PFO

Alabama Subtotal
Georgia

PEM
PSS
PFO

Georgia Subtotal
Florida

PEM
PSS
PFO
Florida Subtotal
Southeast Market Pipelines
Project Total
____________________
a
Wetland classification according to Cowardin et al., 1979: PEM = Palustrine Emergent Wetland; PSS = Palustrine ScrubShrub Wetland; PFO = Palustrine Forested Wetland.
b
Low Functionality = WRAP score less than or equal to 0.30 or UMAM score less than 3.0; Moderate Functionality = WRAP
score between 0.31 and 0.74 or UMAM score between 3 to 7; and Optimal Functionality = WRAP score from 0.75 to 1.00
or UMAM score greater than 7 to 10.
Note: Sum of addends may not equal total due to rounding.

3.4.1.1

Emergent Wetlands

Emergent wetlands in Alabama include freshwater marshes, wet meadows, and sedge meadows.
Dominant species in freshwater marshes include giant cane, southern cattail, broomsedge bluestem, bushy
bluestem, broadleaf cattail, sensitive fern, cinnamon fern, giant goldenrod, netted chainfern, common
rush, shallow sedge, fragrant flatsedge, blunt spikerush, soft rush, beak sedge, common boneset, fowl
mannagrass, switchgrass, and woolgrass. Species dominant in wet meadows and sedge meadows, and
secondary in freshwater marshes include Cherokee sedge, giant sedge, seedbox, marshpepper knotweed,
swamp smartweed, spotted lady’s thumb, arrowleaf tearthumb, Handsome harry, and slender yelloweyed
grass. Emergent aquatic vegetation in areas with standing water includes water lettuce, spatterdock, water
hyacinth, and duckweed.
Emergent wetlands in Georgia are similar to the freshwater marsh and wet meadow type found in
Alabama, with the addition of regional species. Additional regional species include peppervine, bushy
bluestem, broomsedge bluestem, smallspike false nettle, common buttonbush, slender woodoats, velvet
panicum, Virginia buttonweed, dogfennel, rice cutgrass, Mexican primrose-willow, maidencane,
Pennsylvania smartweed, shortbristle horned beaksedge, southern beaksedge, broadleaf arrowhead,
lizard’s tail, southern waxy sedge, false hop sedge, and various bulrush sedges.
Emergent wetlands in Florida are similar to the freshwater marsh and wet meadow communities
found in both Alabama and Georgia, with some regional variation. Common regional additions in
freshwater marshes include little carpetgrass, narrowfruited horned beakrush, spadeleaf, southern
cutgrass, maidencane, lemon bacopa, dotted smartweed, and bluejoint panicum. Emergent aquatic
vegetation in areas with standing water includes water lily.
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3.4.1.2

Scrub-shrub Wetlands

Scrub-shrub wetlands in Alabama are dominated by hazel alder, black willow, sweetbay, black
elderberry, common buttonbush, common rush, silky dogwood, and sweet pepperbush. Saplings present
may include sweetgum, red maple, willow oak, and green ash, while herbaceous plants include giant
goldenrod, woolgrass, giant cane, netted chainfern, sugarcane plumegrass, Brookside alder, and cinnamon
fern.
Scrub-shrub wetlands in Georgia consist of the same dominant species as those in Alabama, with
some regional additions. Additional species include swamp titi, swamp doghobble, inkberry, redbay,
dwarf palmetto, poison sumac, Eastern baccharis, sawtooth blackberry, field blackberry, Cherokee sedge,
Frank’s sedge, fragrant flatsedge, strawcolored flatsedge, velvet panicum, blunt spikerush, flattened
pipewort, Virginia sweetspire, Elliot’s goldenrod, and broadleaf cattail.
Additional dominant species in Florida include the Florida anisetree, large galberry, gallberry,
odorless bayberry, fetterbush, myrtle dahoon, common buttonbush, black elderberry, Walter’s viburnum,
and sea myrtle. Chinese tallow and Brazilian pepper are also present in some disturbed areas.
3.4.1.3

Forested Wetlands

Three types of forested wetlands are present in the SMP Project area; wetland hardwood forests,
mixed forest wetland, and wetland coniferous forests. Forested wetlands in Alabama are primarily
wetland hardwood forests dominated by red maple, sweetgum, tulip poplar, river birch, black gum, and
sweetbay magnolia. Where these communities are adjacent to pine plantations, species such as loblolly
pine are also present.
Mixed and hardwood forested wetlands in Georgia include species similar to those described
above for Alabama, with the addition of species like pond cypress, swamp titi, slash pine, and longleaf
pine. Wetland coniferous forests in Georgia consist of pine flatwoods and cypress swamp. The species
identified in pine flatwoods include slash pine, redbay, sweetbay magnolia, cinnamon fern, Chinese
privet, and roundleaf greenbriar. The species identified in cypress swamp include bald and pond cypress,
common rush, giant cane, broadleaf arrowhead, blackgum, red maple, marsh pennywort, common
buttonbush, and sugarcane plumegrass.
Wetland hardwood forests in Florida include red maple, water oak, swamp tupelo, sweetbay
magnolia, laurel oak, sweetgum, swamp titi, black titi, loblolly bay, and black willow. Bay swamps,
cypress swamps, and gum swamps are also present. Bay swamps, or bayhead communities, are
dominated by loblolly bay, sweetbay magnolia, swamp bay, slash pine, and loblolly pine, with large
gallberry, fetterbush, wax myrtle, and titi in the understory. Cypress swamps and cypress domes
(depressional wetlands with a domed canopy) are dominated by pond cypress or bald cypress. Swamp
tupelo, slash pine, black titi, water tupelo, swamp cotton wood, red maple, American elm, pumpkin ash,
Carolina ash, overcup oak, water hickory, laurel oak, sweetbay, and sweetgum may also be found in these
communities. Gum swamps are dominated by swamp tupelo, water tupelo, or Ogeechee tupelo. Mixed
forest wetlands and wetland coniferous forest include the species described above. Bottomlands and
exotic hardwoods are also present in Florida, dominated by hardwood species such as red maple, river
birch, water oak, sweetgum, willows, and buttonbush, in bottom lands, with the addition of Brazilian
pepper and Melaleuca species in exotic hardwood communities.
During scoping, we received comments expressing concern about potential impacts on the Green
Swamp which is crossed by the Sabal Trail Mainline in Lake and Polk Counties, Florida. There are
numerous conservation easements and land use zoning restrictions associated with the Green Swamp as it
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has been described as the “liquid heart of Florida” and is an approximately 560,000-acre area that acts as
the headwaters to four major rivers in Florida, including the Withlacoochee, Hillsborough, Peace, and
Oklawaha Rivers. The Green Swamp is further described in section 3.9.2.5 and alternatives to avoid or
minimize impacts on the Green Swamp are evaluated in section 4.3.2.9.
3.4.2

General Impacts and Mitigation

3.4.2.1

Avoidance and Minimization

Consistent with state and federal guidelines and regulations, the Applicants attempted to avoid
wetlands, minimize impacts on them, and as applicable, mitigate impacts on them. State and federal
agencies require that “sequencing” be followed when proposing a project that may impact wetlands.
Sequencing involves three steps. First, wetlands must be avoided to the extent practicable. Second, if
avoidance is not an option, impacts must be minimized to the extent practicable. Third, if wetland
impacts are unavoidable, wetland replacement or compensatory mitigation is required to replace lost
wetland function.
The Applicants routed their respective pipelines and sited their associated aboveground facilities
to avoid wetlands to the extent practicable. Several factors influence pipeline routing, and therefore
wetland and other environmental impacts. First, the most direct route between receipt and delivery points
generally reduces environmental impacts. Second, collocation of new pipeline facilities with existing
linear infrastructure generally reduces impacts by using existing disturbed areas during construction and
incrementally expanding existing rights-of-way for operation. As discussed in section 4.3.1, we
considered several major route alternatives to the Applicants’ proposal. In addition and as discussed in
section 4.3.2, the Applicants revised their originally proposed routes in response to input from FERC
staff, affected landowners, agencies, and other stakeholders to avoid or minimize impacts on
environmental resources including, in many cases, wetlands. In section 4.4 we consider wetland impacts
as one factor in our evaluation of pipeline route alternatives and alternative locations for aboveground
facilities. We also consider the No Action Alternative, which would avoid all wetland impacts but would
not meet the Applicants’ stated purpose and need for the SMP Project. Therefore, based on the pipeline
routes and amount of collocation, and configuration of aboveground facilities, we have determined that
wetland impacts have been avoided to the extent practicable.
Where wetland impacts could not be avoided, impacts would be minimized by implementing the
Applicants’ specialized construction and restoration plans, which are generally consistent with our
Procedures, as summarized below and in section 2.3.2. These include:


segregating topsoil excavated from the trench in non-saturated wetlands and returning it
to the appropriate horizon upon backfill of the trench;



generally using a reduced, 75-foot-wide, nominal construction right-of-way through
wetlands;



restoring preconstruction contours to the extent practicable;



sealing trench line at upland/wetland boundaries, and along the trench bottom, if
necessary, to maintain wetland hydrology;



storing all hazardous materials, including fuels, chemicals, and lubricating fluids, a
minimum of 100 feet from any wetland boundary; installing erosion and sediment control
devices; and
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prohibiting parking or refueling of vehicles within 100 feet of a wetland unless the onsite
EI determines that there is no practicable alternative; preventing the introduction and
spread of invasive species.

In addition to the routing principals, alternatives review, and typical construction mitigation
measures described above, the Applicants would implement certain specialized construction methods,
including the HDD method, to avoid impacts on local resources including wetlands, and have adjusted
workspace boundaries along pipeline routes and at aboveground facilities to avoid wetlands.
3.4.2.2

General Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Constructing and operating the SMP Project would temporarily and permanently impact
wetlands. Construction activities would temporarily and permanently impact wetland vegetation and
habitats, and could temporarily impact wetland soils characteristics, hydrology, and water quality. The
effects on wetland vegetation would be greatest during and immediately following construction. In
general, wetland vegetation would eventually transition back into a community with a function similar to
that of the wetland before construction. Emergent wetlands would recover to their pre-existing vegetative
conditions in a relatively short period (typically within 1 to 2 years). Scrub-shrub wetlands could take 2
to 4 years to reach functionality similar to preconstruction conditions depending on the age and
complexity of the system. In forested wetlands, the impact of construction would be much longer due to
the time needed to regenerate a forest community. Given the species that dominate the forested wetlands
crossed by the Project, regeneration to preconstruction conditions may take 30 years or longer. Impacts
on the vegetative communities may also include changes in the density, type, and biodiversity of
vegetation, including invasive species. Impacts on habitats may occur due to fragmentation, loss of
riparian vegetation, and microclimate changes associated with gaps in canopy.
Wetland soils would be restored to their original profile to the extent possible. During
construction, failure to segregate topsoil could result in the mixing of the topsoil with the subsoil. This
disturbance could result in reduced biological productivity or modify chemical conditions in wetland soils
that could affect the reestablishment and natural recruitment of native wetland vegetation. In addition,
inadvertent compaction and rutting of soils during construction could result from the movement of heavy
machinery and the transportation of pipe sections. The resulting alteration of the natural hydrologic
patterns of the wetlands could inhibit seed germination and regeneration of vegetative species. The
discharge of stormwater, trench water, or hydrostatic test water could also increase the potential for
sediment-laden water to enter wetlands and cover native soils and vegetation. Finally, construction
clearing activities and disturbance of wetland vegetation could also temporarily affect the wetland’s
capacity to buffer flood flows and/or control erosion. Wetland hydrology would be maintained by
installation of trench breakers at the wetland/upland boundary, sealing the trench bottom where necessary,
and by restoring wetlands to original contours without adding new drainage features that were not present
prior to construction. Impacts on water quality may include changes in temperature, biochemistry, or
water chemistry; sedimentation or release of hazardous materials (e.g., fuels, lubricants); addition of
nutrients; and turbidity.
Impacts on wetlands due to temporary access roads would be avoided. Minor and permanent
impact on wetlands would occur at four locations where access or fencing is needed for new aboveground
facilities as described in section 3.4.3, including at Compressor Station 84 for the Hillabee Expansion
Project, and at the Reunion Compressor Station and two M&R stations for the Sabal Trail Project.
Impacts on wetlands at pipe/contractor yards and staging areas would be avoided.
Secondary and indirect effects are impacts on adjacent or other nearby environmental resources,
such as the sedimentation of water resources down-gradient of disturbed areas or habitat loss due to
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microclimate changes following clearing of forested vegetation that could result from the principal
pipeline construction activities. The Applicants propose measures in their construction and restoration
plans to prevent secondary and indirect impacts on adjacent wetland areas. These include such measures
as minimizing the length of open trench at any given time, using HDD installation methods in sensitive
areas, installing trench breakers or sealing the trench bottom to maintain hydrology, employing erosion
and sediment control measures to prevent discharge of sediment into adjacent wetlands and waterbodies,
and limiting refueling and storage of hazardous materials. In addition, where secondary and indirect
effects cannot be avoided or minimized, they would be mitigated as part of applicable USACE and state
wetland impact mitigation requirements described below.
Operating the SMP Project would require periodic vegetation maintenance over the pipeline
centerline. The Applicants would conduct annual vegetative maintenance of a 10-foot-wide strip centered
over the pipelines, but herbaceous wetland vegetation would not generally be mowed or otherwise
maintained, and therefore would not be permanently affected. Scrub-shrub wetlands would be allowed to
regenerate but would be affected by maintenance of the 10-foot-wide strip. Most of the permanent
impacts on wetland vegetation would be in forested wetlands where trees within 15 feet of the pipeline
centerline that are greater than 15 feet tall would be selectively cut and removed once every 3 years.
Therefore, by maintaining the right-of-way and limiting revegetation of a portion of scrub shrub and
forested wetlands, some of the functions (primarily habitat) of these wetlands would be permanently
altered by conversion to scrub shrub and/or emergent wetlands.
Each company has requested specific modifications, most commonly in regard to ATWS within
wetlands or within the 50-foot setback required by their construction and restoration plans. The specific
modifications requested by each company, supporting justifications, and our acceptance status are
summarized in table 2.3-1 in appendix D. We have reviewed these requested modifications and find they
are acceptable.
As described previously, the USACE requires mitigation for unavoidable wetland impacts to
preserve no net loss of wetland function. The Applicants, as regulated by the USACE, would prepare
wetland mitigation plans to maintain no net loss of wetlands and adequately replace lost functions.
The USACE would determine mitigation requirements using pre- and post-construction WRAP
or UMAM scores, the Ratio Method,5 wetland type indicators, acreage of impact, and secondary or
indirect impacts to adjacent resources, as applicable. The FDEP would categorize impacts by duration of
impact and utilize UMAM scores to determine mitigation requirements. Due to the differences in the
state and federal approaches to determining mitigation ratios, Sabal Trail and FSC would prepare specific
mitigation plans for both the USACE and FDEP for work proposed in the State of Florida. A summary of
the specific wetland impacts and potential mitigation banks that may be used for each SMP Project
component is provided in the following subsections.
3.4.3
3.4.3.1

Project Specific Impacts and Mitigation
Hillabee Expansion Project

As identified in table 3.4.3-1, constructing the Hillabee Expansion Project would impact about
82.8 acres of wetlands, including 45.4 acres of forested wetlands, 33.0 acres of emergent wetlands, and
4.4 acres of scrub-shrub wetlands. Individual wetland impact information, including locations and
UMAM scores, are provided in table 3.4.1-2 in appendix D.
5

The Ratio Method is a qualitative approach to determining the amount of credits available within the Alabama
Port Mitigation Bank.
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TABLE 3.4.3-1
Hillabee Expansion Project Wetland Impacts
Facility

Type a

Crossing Length (feet)

Construction (acres)

Operation (acres)

PEM

6,698

9.1

0.0

PSS

281

0.6

0.0

PFO

3,406

14.5

2.2

10,385

24.2

2.2

PEM

602

2.8

0.0

PSS

N/A b

0.8

0.0

PFO

2,225

4.2

1.5

2,827

7.8

1.5

PEM

1,237

5.3

0.0

PFO

6,598

12.7

4.5

7,835

18.0

4.5

PEM

3919

6.4

0.0

PSS

879

2.8

0.2

PFO

1,301

5.3

1.0

6,099

14.5

1.2

PEM

781

1.0

0.0

PFO

150

0.8

0.1

931

1.8

0.1

PEM

1,621

2.5

0.0

PSS

N/A b

0.1

0.0

PFO

798

2.2

0.5

2,419

4.8

0.5

PEM

388

0.6

0.0

PFO

N/A b

0.2

0.0

388

0.8

0.0

PEM

1,413

2.6

0.0

PSS

15

0.1

<0.1

Loops
Rock Springs

Rock Springs Loop Subtotal
Butler

Butler Loop Subtotal
Billingsley
Billingsley Loop Subtotal
Autauga

Autauga Loop Subtotal
Verbena
Verbena Loop Subtotal
Proctor Creek

Proctor Creek Loop Subtotal
Hissop
Hissop Loop Subtotal
Alexander City

PFO

426

1.3

0.2

1,854

4.0

0.2

PEM

16,659

30.3

0.0

PSS

1,175

4.4

0.2

PFO

14,904

41.2

10.0

Alexander City Loop Subtotal
Loops Subtotal

Loops Total
Aboveground Facilities

32,738

75.9

10.2

PEM

N/A

2.7

0.1

PFO

N/A

3.9

0.7

N/A

6.6

0.8

Aboveground Facilities Total
Access Roads

PFO

N/A

0.3

0.3

Wetland Type Totals

PEM

16,659

33.0

0.1

PSS

1,175

4.4

0.2

PFO

14,904

45.4

11.0

32,738

82.8

11.3

Hillabee Expansion Project Total

____________________
a
Wetland classification according to Cowardin et al., 1979: PEM = Palustrine Emergent Wetland; PSS = Palustrine ScrubShrub Wetland; PFO = Palustrine Forested Wetland; PUB = Palustrine Unconsolidated Bottom.
b
Wetlands not crossed by the centerline but within the construction workspace.
Note: Sum of addends may not equal total due to rounding.
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The operational right-of-way for the Hillabee Expansion Project would overlap about 37.6 acres
of wetlands including 19.1 acres of emergent wetlands, 17.1 acres of forested wetlands, and 1.4 acres of
scrub-shrub wetlands. Vegetative maintenance during operations would permanently convert about 10.3
acres of forested wetlands to scrub shrub and/or emergent wetlands, and 0.2 acre of scrub-shrub wetland
to emergent wetland. Compressor Station 84 would permanently impact about 0.8 acre of wetland
including 0.1 acre of emergent wetland and 0.7 acre of forested wetland that could not be avoided due to
the presence of an existing propane pipeline and grave site that had to be avoided. In addition,
approximately 0.3 acre of forested wetland would be permanently affected by two Compressor Station 84
access roads. No wetlands were identified at Transco’s proposed contractor yard in Lauderdale County,
Mississippi.
In consultation with the USACE, Transco proposes to create a project-specific wetland mitigation
plan which could include the purchase of wetland mitigation credits from established wetland mitigation
banks. Table 3.4.3-2 provides the list of potentially available mitigation banks based upon a review of the
USACE’s Regulatory In-lieu Fee and Bank Information Tracking System (RIBITS).
TABLE 3.4.3-2
Potential Wetland Mitigation Banks for the Hillabee Expansion Project
Loop

HUC-8 Watershed

Potential Mitigation Banks

Available Credits

Rock Springs
Butler

03160201

Alabama Port

11.04

Billingsley
Autauga

03150201

Verbena
Proctor Creek
Hissop

03150107

Alexander City

03150109

McLemore

84.18

Alabama River

56.91 a

Yellowleaf

13.00

Canoe Creek

17.96 a

Yellowleaf

13.00 a

Canoe Creek

17.96 a

____________________
HUC = Hydrologic Unit Code
a
Available credits in secondary service area and would require an additional proximity mitigation factor.

Transco has stated that there are limited options for mitigation bank credit purchase within the
same watersheds as the proposed project facilities. As such, Transco has stated it would work with the
USACE to develop an adequate mitigation plan to address impacts in the watersheds where wetlands
impacts would occur. The mitigation plan would also detail measures for restoring affected wetlands and
monitoring restoration efforts. However, because this mitigation plan has not been finalized, we
recommend that:

3.4.3.2

Prior to construction, Transco should file a copy of its final wetland mitigation plan
and documentation of USACE approval of the plan.
Sabal Trail Project

As identified in table 3.4.3-3, constructing the Sabal Trail Project would impact about 567.8 acres
of wetlands, including 424.8 acres of forested wetlands, 121.1 acres of emergent wetlands, and 21.9 acres
of scrub-shrub wetlands. Individual wetland impact information, including locations and WRAP/UMAM
scores are provided in table 3.4.1-2 in appendix D.
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TABLE 3.4.3-3
Sabal Trail Project Wetland Impacts
State/Facility

Crossing Length
(feet)

Construction (acres)

Operation (acres)

PEM

847

1.6

0.0

PSS

1,550

4.1

0.4

PFO

9,427

16.0

6.3

11,824

21.7

6.7

PEM

N/A

0.0

0.0

PSS

N/A

1.4

0.0

PFO

N/A

0.8

0.2

N/A

2.2

0.2

PEM

76

<0.1

0.0

PSS

602

0.7

0.0

Type a

Alabama
Mainline

Mainline Subtotal
Aboveground Facilities

Aboveground Facilities Subtotal
Access Roads

PFO

494

0.2

0.0

1,172

0.9

0.0

12,996

24.8

6.9

PEM

5,505

10.4

0.0

PSS

4,189

7.1

1.0

PFO

60,111

109.4

41.3

Access Roads Subtotal
Alabama Subtotal
Georgia
Mainline

Mainline Subtotal

69,805

126.9

42.3

Aboveground Facilities

PFO

N/A

0.5

0.0

Access Roads

PFO

560

0.3

0.0

70,395

127.7

42.3

PEM

49,523

88.0

0.8

PSS

3,321

6.5

0.8

PFO

118,867

218.6

82.0

Georgia Subtotal
Florida
Mainline

Mainline Subtotal
Citrus County Line

171,711

313.1

83.6

PEM

5,619

11.1

0.0

PFO

1,322

3.6

0.9

6,941

14.7

0.9

1,789

7.4

0.0

Citrus County Line Total
Hunter’s Creek Line

PEM
PSS

None
31,666

66.0

Hunter’s Creek Line Total

PFO

33,455

73.4

24.6

Pipeline Facilities Subtotal

212,107

401.2

109.1

PEM

N/A

1.7

0.9

PSS

N/A

1.9

0.0

PFO

N/A

2.3

1.4

N/A

5.9

2.3

PEM

787

0.9

0.0

PSS

171

0.2

0.2

PFO

9,370

7.1

0.2

Access Roads Subtotal

10,328

8.2

0.4

Florida Subtotal

222,435

415.3

111.8

Aboveground Facilities

Aboveground Facilities Subtotal
Access Roads
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TABLE 3.4.3-3 (cont’d)
Sabal Trail Project Wetland Impacts
Type a

Crossing Length
(feet)

Construction (acres)

Operation (acres)

PEM

64,146

121.1

1.7

PSS

9,833

21.9

2.4

PFO

231,817

424.8

156.9

Mainline and Laterals

293,736

549.8

158.1

Aboveground Facilities

N/A

8.6

2.5

Access Roads

12,060

9.4

0.4

Sabal Trail Project Total

305,796

567.8

161.0

State/Facility
Wetland Type Totals

____________________
N/A = Not Applicable
a
Wetland classification according to Cowardin et al., 1979: PEM = Palustrine Emergent Wetland; PSS = Palustrine ScrubShrub Wetland; PFO = Palustrine Forested Wetland.
Note: Sum of addends may not equal total due to rounding.
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The operational right-of-way for the Sabal Trail pipeline facilities would overlap about 158.1
acres of wetlands, including approximately 155.1 acres of forested wetlands, 0.8 acre of emergent
wetlands, and 2.2 acres of scrub-shrub wetlands. Vegetative maintenance during operations would
permanently convert 156.8 acres of forested wetlands to scrub shrub and/or emergent wetlands, and 2.3
acres of scrub-shrub wetlands to emergent wetlands.
Construction of the Alexander City Compressor Station would temporarily impact about 1.4 acres
of scrub-shrub wetland and 0.8 acre of forested wetland within the ATWS, and permanently impact about
0.2 acre of forested wetland due to placement of fencing. Construction of the Albany Compressor Station
would temporarily impact about 0.5 acre of forested wetland. Approximately 2.1 acres of permanent
wetland impact would occur at the Reunion Compressor Station, including 1.2 acre of forested and 0.9
acre of emergent wetlands, due to construction of access and perimeter fencing. No wetlands would be
affected by construction or operation of the Dunnellon or Hildreth Compressor Stations or the FGT
Suwannee, FSC, or Gulfstream M&R Stations. Construction of the FGT Hunters Creek M&R Station
would permanently impact less than 0.1 acre of emergent wetland and 0.2 acre of scrub-shrub wetland by
construction of the access road to the station. In addition, constructing the DEF Citrus County M&R
Station would permanently impact 0.2 acre of forested wetland.
We received comments from the EPA regarding potential impacts on limesink wetlands.
Limesink wetlands are not currently defined or addressed in USACE regulatory guidance documents, but
they have been described as seasonally inundated, shallow depressions formed by dissolution of
limestone bedrock and collapse of surface sands (Golladay et al., 1997), and they function through a
confining layer of silt and clay that could be affected by trenching. Additionally, Limesink wetlands have
been described as having high biological diversity, and providing important wildlife habitat. Sabal Trail
identified 17 potential limesink wetlands and 2 limesink waterbodies (ponds) that would be crossed by the
Mainline route in Terrell, Lee, Dougherty, and Mitchell Counties, Georgia which are identified in tables
3.4.1-2 and 3.3.2-1 in appendix D, respectfully. Based on our review of these wetlands, as well as the
measures that Sabal Trail would implement to avoid and minimize impacts on wetlands (described in
section 3.4.2.2), we have determined that impacts on limesink wetlands would be minimized to the extent
practical.
We also received comments from the Lake County Water Authority regarding the need to
carefully restore contours following construction to protect the flow of surface waters across wetlands in
Lake County, Florida. Sabal Trail has committed to restore original topographic conditions and contours
to as close to pre-construction as possible following construction, and we would require Sabal Trail to
meet its commitments following construction.
In consultation with the USACE and FDEP, Sabal Trail proposes to create a project-specific
wetland mitigation plan which could include the purchase of wetland credits from established wetland
mitigation banks. Sabal Trail is currently in the process of identifying established wetland mitigation
banks, with available credits in the types needed, within the watersheds that would be affected by the
project using the USACE’s RIBITS database. Mitigation credits would be selected using WRAP or
UMAM scores.
To date, the following mitigation banks have been identified by Sabal Trail for potential use:


Alabama and Georgia: Canoe Creek, Martin Creek, MidCreeks, Enon-Sehoy, Bradley
Farms Preserve, Upatoi Creek, Kolomoki, Cecil Bay, and Cherry Creek.



Florida: Bayfield, Upper Coastal, Green Swamp, Withlacoochee, Hammock Lake, and
Southport Ranch.

Wetlands
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Sabal Trail has stated it would work with the Savannah, Mobile, and Jacksonville Districts of the
USACE, as well as the FDEP in Florida, to develop adequate mitigation plans to address impacts in the
watersheds where wetland impacts would occur. These mitigation plans would also detail measures for
restoring affected wetlands and monitoring restoration efforts. However, because these mitigation plans
have not been finalized, we recommend that:

3.4.3.3

Prior to construction, Sabal Trail should file a copy of its final wetland mitigation
plans and documentation of USACE approvals of each plan.
Florida Southeast Connection Project

As identified in table 3.4.3-4, construction of the FSC Project would impact about 229.7 acres of
wetlands, including 117.8 acres of emergent wetlands, 92.6 acres of forested wetlands, and 19.3 acres of
scrub-shrub wetlands. Individual wetland impact information, including locations and UMAM scores, are
provided in table 3.4.1-2 in appendix D.
TABLE 3.4.3-4
Florida Southeast Connection Project Wetland Impacts
Facility

Type a

Crossing
Length (feet)

Construction (acres)

Operation (acres)

Mainline

PEM

58,397

114.0

0.0

PSS

10,918

19.0

2.5

PFO

48,365

92.0

32.3

117,680

225.0

34.8

Mainline Subtotal
Aboveground Facilities

None

Pipe/Contractor Yards and
Storage Areas

None

Access Roads

PEM

N/A

3.8

0.0

PSS

N/A

0.3

0.0

PFO

N/A

0.6

0.0

N/A

4.7

0.0

Total PEM

58,397

117.8

0.0

Total PSS

10,918

19.3

2.5

Total PFO

48,365

92.6

32.3

Florida Southeast Connection Project Total

117,680

229.7

34.8

Access Road Subtotal

____________________
a
Wetland classification according to Cowardin et al., 1979: PEM = Palustrine Emergent Wetland; PSS = Palustrine ScrubShrub Wetland; PFO = Palustrine Forested Wetland; PUB = Palustrine Unconsolidated Bottom.
Note: Sum of addends may not equal total due to rounding.

The operational right-of-way for the FSC Project would overlap about 34.8 acres of wetlands,
including less than 0.1 acre of emergent wetlands, 32.3 acres of forested wetlands, and 2.5 acres of scrubshrub wetlands. Vegetative maintenance during operations would permanently convert 32.3 acres of
forested wetlands to scrub shrub and/or emergent wetlands, and 2.5 acres of scrub-shrub wetlands to
emergent wetlands. No wetlands would be affected during construction and operation of the M&R station
and pig receiver at the FPL Martin Clean Energy Center and the pig launcher at the start of the project.
In consultation with the USACE and FDEP, FSC proposes to create a project-specific wetland
mitigation plan which could include the purchase of wetland credits from established wetland mitigation
banks. The mitigation plan would also detail measures for restoring affected wetlands and monitoring
restoration efforts. FSC is currently in the process of identifying established wetland mitigation banks,
with available credits in the types needed, within the watersheds that would be affected by the project
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using the USACE’s RIBITS database. However, because this mitigation plan has not been finalized, we
recommend that:

3.4.4

Prior to construction, FSC should file a copy of its final wetland mitigation plan and
documentation of USACE approval of the plan.

Conclusion

Constructing the SMP Project would temporarily impact a total of about 877.7 acres of wetlands.
Following construction, a majority of these wetlands (670.5 acres) would be allowed to return to preconstruction conditions. Based on the types and amounts of wetlands that would be affected and the
Applicants’ measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate wetlands impacts as described above and in their
construction and restoration plans, we have determined that the SMP Project would not significantly
impact wetlands. These impacts would be further minimized and mitigated by the Applicants’
compliance with USACE section 404 and state permit requirements.
3.5

VEGETATION

3.5.1

General Vegetation Resources

The SMP Project would be located in the Southeastern Plains, Piedmont, and Southern Coastal
Plain ecoregions. The Southeastern Plains ecoregion is comprised of cropland, pasture, woodland, and
mixed oak-hickory-pine forest. The Piedmont ecoregion lies is a transitional zone between the
Appalachian Mountains and the relatively flat coastal plain and is dominated by pine and mixed
hardwood deciduous forests. The Southern Coastal Plain ecoregion consists of flat plains comprised of
slash and loblolly pine forests, oak-gum-cypress forests in lowlands, pasture land primarily for beef cattle,
marshes and swamps, citrus groves, and urban development.
The ecoregions crossed by the SMP Project have been categorized into six primary vegetative
cover types which include upland forest, pine plantation, open upland, agriculture, wetlands (forested
wetlands, scrub-shrub wetlands, and emergent wetlands), and developed land (commercial/industrial land
and residential areas). Wetland cover types are described in section 3.4.1. Descriptions of each upland
vegetation cover type crossed by the SMP Project are provided in table 3.5-1.
3.5.2

Vegetation Communities of Special Concern or Value

Sensitive vegetation communities that could be affected by the SMP Project include longleaf pine
forests, the Lake Wales Ridge ecosystem, and habitat management or conservation easement areas.
Threatened and endangered plant species are analyzed in section 3.8.
Longleaf pine forests once stretched across vast portions of the Southeast. Today less than 5
percent of the 90-million acre original forest system remain intact. Longleaf pine forests provide a unique
ecosystem for numerous wildlife species, including several sensitive species. The Sabal Trail Project
would cross intermittent tracts that are dominated by longleaf pine. Potential impacts on forest lands,
which include longleaf pine, are discussed in section 3.5.3.
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TABLE 3.5-1
Upland Vegetation Cover Types Crossed by the Southeast Market Pipelines Project
Vegetation Cover Types

Project

Typical and Observed Vegetation Species in each Project Area

Upland Forest

Hillabee Expansion
Project

Common trees include southern red oak, white oak, turkey oak, American
beech, sweetgum, flowering dogwood, tulip poplar, pignut hickory, black
cherry, eastern redbud, hornbeam/muscle wood, and loblolly pine.
Common shrubs include buckeye, blueberry, mountain laurel, American
elderberry, sumac, witch hazel, Chinese privet, and flowering dogwood.
Common herbs and vines include blackberry, Japanese honeysuckle,
Virginia creeper, Christmas fern, and greenbrier.

Sabal Trail Project

Common trees include live oak, loblolly pine, shortleaf pine, oak, hickory,
sweetgum, blackgum, red maple, and winged elm. Common understory
species include dogwoods, viburnums, blueberry, farkleberry, Christmas
fern, American beautyberry, yaupon, and numerous woody vines including
muscadine grape and greenbrier.

Florida Southeast
Connection Project

Mixed hardwood-conifer forests include live oak, laurel oak, water oak,
slash pine, and occasionally longleaf pine, cabbage palm, sweetgum,
common persimmon, and red maple. Understory includes palmetto with
scattered gallberry. Shrubs typically include saw palmetto, wax myrtle,
groundsel tree, and American beautyberry.
Xeric oak forests include sand live oak, bluejack oak, turkey oak, sand post
oak, live oak, and scattered longleaf or sand pine.
Pine flatwoods include slash pine and/or longleaf pine. The understory
includes saw palmetto with scattered fetterbush, tarflower, wax myrtle,
gallberry, American beautyberry, live oak, sand live oak, wiregrass,
roadgrass, broomsedges, pale meadowbeauty, hemlock witchgrass,
pinebarren, and Carolina elephantsfoot.

Pine Plantation

Southeast Market
Pipelines Project

Consists of land managed primarily for loblolly pine and longleaf pine timber
harvest. These areas may be maintained by prescribed fire, herbicide
applications, or selective thinning. Mixed hardwood species may encroach
into pine plantations if these areas are not maintained.

Open Upland

Hillabee Expansion
Project and Sabal
Trail Project

Open upland includes pastures, utility rights-of-way, and fallow crop fields.
Common herbaceous species include tall fescue, bermudagrass,
bahiagrass, broomsedge bluestem, ragweed, and goldenrod. Thickets of
blackberry and Japanese honeysuckle, as well as scattered pine and
hardwood seedlings and saplings, may also occur.

Florida Southeast
Connection Project

Includes dry prairie, palmetto prairie, and pasture/rangeland. Common
herbaceous species of dry prairie include broomsedges, bluestems,
Bahiagrass, wiregrass, crabgrasses, love grasses, dogfennel, sweet broom,
slender goldenrod, smutgrass, finger grass, buttonweeds, paspalums,
witchgrasses, and blackberries. Palmetto prairie species include saw
palmetto with wax myrtle, gallberry, muscadine grape, fetterbush, shiny
blueberry, coastal plain staggerbush, winged sumac, tar flower, and fourpetal St. John’s wort. Rangeland species include bahiagrass, limpograss,
Bermuda grass, smutgrass, pangola grass, and carpetgrass, with old field
species such as dog fennel, sweet broom, common ragweed, slender
goldenrod, slender flattop goldenrod, spadeleaf, tropical soda apple,
cogongrass, pokeweed, manyflower marshpennywort, and blackberry.

Agriculture Land

Southeast Market
Pipelines Project

Agricultural land includes actively cultivated cropland and hay fields,
orchards, citrus groves, and pecan farms.

Developed Land

Southeast Market
Pipelines Project

Developed land include residential lands, industrial and commercial lands,
utility stations, manufacturing or industrial plants, landfills, mines, quarries,
and commercial or retail facilities. Residential land generally include tall
fescue, bermudagrass, or bahiagrass.
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The FSC and Sabal Trail Projects would cross approximately 50 miles of the Lake Wales Ridge
ecosystem between Sabal Trail Project MP 449 to FSC Project MP 39 and would include the proposed
Reunion Compressor Station and the junction of the two projects. The Lake Wales Ridge is one of the
oldest ecosystems in the Southeast and is home to numerous rare species that are endemic to this
ecosystem. Roughly 85 percent of the ecosystem has been altered and fragmented by citrus farms,
ranches, and residential development. We received multiple comments that undisturbed lands within this
ecosystem should be avoided. The proposed pipelines through the Lake Wales Ridge would cross several
small areas of relatively undisturbed land, most of which is comprised of undeveloped wetland areas. In
most of these undeveloped wetland areas, Sabal Trail and FSC propose to collocate the pipelines along
existing road and utility rights-of-way to minimize habitat impacts and would reduce the construction
right-of-way to 75 feet in width.
Several public recreational areas and habitat enhancement areas would be crossed by the Sabal
Trail and FSC Projects, some of which have vegetation management and conservation objectives. Sabal
Trail and FSC have been consulting with these land management agencies to minimize vegetation and
recreational impacts. Additional details about these land management areas are provided in section 3.9.
We received several comments expressing concern about impacts on “old growth” forest. Based
on our review of the SMP Project, we observed isolated mature forested areas and older trees, but did not
identify large contiguous old growth forests. Therefore, we have determined that constructing and
operating the SMP Project would not impact old growth forest and do not discuss this vegetation type
further in this analysis.
3.5.3

Vegetation Impacts

Table 3.5.3-1 identifies the amount of the vegetation (cover types) that would be affected by
constructing and operating the SMP Project. Cutting, clearing, and removing existing vegetation for
construction would temporarily and permanently impact vegetation. Removing vegetation would increase
the potential for soil erosion (see section 3.2), the introduction and establishment of noxious or invasive
species (see section 3.5.5), edge effects (see section 3.5.6), and reduce the amount of available wildlife
habitat (see section 3.6). The degree of impact would depend on the type and amount of vegetation
affected, the rate at which vegetation would regenerate after construction, and the frequency of vegetation
maintenance conducted on the right-of-way during pipeline operation. Site-specific conditions such as
grazing, rainfall amounts, elevation, weeds, and soil type would also influence the length of time required
to achieve successful revegetation.
Impacts on upland open land, herbaceous wetlands, and agricultural lands (approximately 5,802.0
acres) would be short-term as these vegetation cover types would likely return to their pre-construction
states within one to three growing seasons after restoration is complete. Impacts on these communities
during operation of the pipeline facilities would be minimal because these areas would be allowed to
recover following construction and would typically not require maintenance mowing. The construction or
modification of aboveground facilities would result in the permanent loss of vegetation and would convert
open land vegetation into industrial facility use. Citrus grove impacts are discussed further in section
3.5.7.
Regeneration of shrub areas within upland open land and scrub-shrub wetland may take 10 to 15
years or longer. Permanent impacts on shrub vegetation would result primarily from right-of-way
maintenance activities and the construction of aboveground facilities.
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TABLE 3.5.3-1
Vegetation Communities Affected by Construction and Operation of the Southeast Market Pipelines Project (in acres) a
Forested
Wetland

Upland Open
Land

Herbaceous
Wetland

Scrub-Shrub
Wetland

Op.

Con.

Op.

Con.

Op.

Con.

Op.

Con.

Op.

Con.

Op.

32.8

18.3

234.0

141.9

27.2

18.6

3.0

1.6

9.1

2.9

543.3

257.9

7.8

0.0

79.8

0.0

2.6

0.0

1.4

0.0

4.4

0.0

170.8

0.0

1.6

3.9

0.6

77.4

10.6

2.7

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

110.3

15.7

1.8

0.7

0.2

0.2

2.4

1.6

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

6.8

3.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

55.8

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

26.4

0.0

82.2

0.0

29.4

229.1

50.9

44.7

19.1

449.4

154.1

32.5

18.7

4.4

1.6

39.9

2.9

913.4

276.7

Pine Plantation

Upland Forest

Con.

Op.

Con.

Op.

Con.

Pipeline Right-of-Way c, d

70.4

26.0

166.8

48.6

Additional Workspaces

21.6

0.0

53.2

0.0

Aboveground Facilities

19.0

2.8

7.3

Access Roads

2.4

0.6

Pipe/Contractor Yards
and Storage Areas

0.0
113.4

Vegetation Component

Agriculture

Project Totals b

Hillabee Expansion Project
Alabama

Alabama Subtotal
Mississippi
Pipe/Contractor Yard

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

8.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

8.2

0.0

113.4

29.4

229.1

50.9

44.7

19.1

457.6

154.1

32.5

18.7

4.4

1.6

39.9

2.9

921.6

276.7

Pipeline Right-of-Way c, d

202.0

96.2

531.4

255.2

15.4

6.3

227.7

119.3

1.6

0.0

4.0

0.4

16.7

8.5

998.8

485.9

Additional Workspaces

66.7

0.0

180.7

0.0

0.6

0.0

145.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

7.9

0.0

401.3

0.0

Aboveground Facilities

17.3

2.2

12.1

4.6

0.8

0.2

36.9

24.5

0.0

0.0

1.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

68.5

31.5

Access Roads

2.6

2.6

7.2

6.9

0.2

0.0

54.6

46.2

<0.1

0.0

0.7

0.0

0.9

0.0

66.2

55.7

Pipe/Contractor Yards
and Storage Areas

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

47.7

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

47.7

0.0

288.6

101.0

731.4

266.7

17.0

6.5

512.2

190.0

1.6

0.0

6.2

0.4

25.5

8.5

1,582.5

573.1

Pipeline Right-of-Way c, d

517.8

249.7

409.7

197.8

105.5

41.3

276.9

146.6

10.4

0.0

7.1

1.0

532.8

258.5

1,860.2

894.9

Additional Workspaces

137.0

0.0

102.7

0.0

4.2

0.0

95.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

178.7

0.0

517.6

0.0

Aboveground Facilities

20.4

20.4

5.3

5.0

0.5

0.0

1.0

1.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.2

27.3

26.6

Access Roads

4.7

2.2

7.7

2.7

0.3

0.0

88.9

31.6

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.1

2.0

111.7

38.5

Pipe/Contractor Yards
and Storage Areas

11.6

0.0

2.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

71.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

62.1

0.0

147.2

0.0

Georgia Subtotal

691.5

272.3

527.6

205.5

110.5

41.3

533.1

179.2

10.4

0.0

7.1

1.0

783.9

260.7

2,664.1

960.0

Pipeline Right-of-Way c, d, e

459.8

219.2

754.2

376.0

263.5

107.5

203.1

101.8

100.1

0.0

5.9

0.8

1,140.0

548.8

2,926.6

1,354.1

Additional Workspaces

75.3

0.0

134.8

0.0

24.6

0.0

67.6

0.0

6.3

0.0

0.5

0.0

331.3

0.0

640.4

0.0

Project Total
Sabal Trail Project
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TABLE 3.5.3-1 (cont'd)
Vegetation Communities Affected by Construction and Operation of the Southeast Market Pipelines Project (in acres)a
Forested
Wetland

Upland Open
Land

Herbaceous
Wetland

Scrub-Shrub
Wetland

Op.

Con.

Op.

Con.

Op.

Con.

Op.

Con.

Op.

Con.

Op.

2.3

1.4

3.9

1.0

1.7

0.9

2.0

0.0

19.9

19.3

120.0

101.5

1.7

7.1

0.1

7.1

0.3

0.9

0.0

0.2

0.2

50.2

0.5

105.9

3.1

1.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

133.4

0.0

135.2

0.0

Pine Plantation

Upland Forest

Con.

Op.

Con.

Op.

Con.

Aboveground Facilities

36.8

30.1

53.4

48.8

Access Roads

17.3

0.3

23.1

Pipe/Contractor Yards
and Storage Areas

0.7

0.0

Vegetation Component

Florida Subtotal

Agriculture

Project Totals b

589.9

249.6

966.6

426.5

297.5

109.0

281.7

103.1

109.0

0.9

8.6

1.0

1,674.8

568.6

3,928.1

1,458.7

1,570.0

622.9

2,225.6

898.7

425.0

156.8

1,327.0

472.3

131.0

0.9

21.9

2.4

2,484.2

837.8

8,174.7

2,991.8

Pipeline Right-of-Way c, d

1.1

0.5

178.2

80.9

82.2

52.5

701.2

369.6

102.4

72.4

18.1

12.8

240.1

121.2

1,323.3

709.9

Additional Workspaces

0.2

0.0

20.5

0.0

9.8

0.0

69.4

0.0

11.7

0.0

0.9

0.0

47.5

0.0

160.0

0.0

Aboveground Facilities

0.0

0.0

<0.1

<0.1

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.3

0.3

Access Roads

<0.1

0.0

1.6

0.2

0.6

0.0

33.1

1.2

3.8

0.0

0.3

0.0

6.5

0.2

45.9

1.6

Pipe/Contractor Yards
and Storage Areas

0.0

0.0

30.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

113.8

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

143.8

0.0

Project Total
Florida Southeast
Connection Project
Florida
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Project Total
Overall Projects Total
Mississippi Impacts

1.3

0.5

230.3

31.1

92.6

52.5

917.7

371.0

117.9

72.4

19.3

12.8

294.2

121.5

1,673.3

711.8

1,684.7

652.8

2,685.0

980.7

562.3

228.4

2,702.3

997.4

281.4

92.0

45.6

16.8

2,818.3

962.2

10,769.6

3,980.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

8.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

8.2

0.0

Alabama Impacts

401.9

130.5

960.5

317.6

61.7

25.7

961.7

644.1

34.1

18.7

10.6

2.0

65.5

11.4

2,495.9

849.8

Georgia Impacts

691.5

272.3

527.6

205.5

110.5

41.3

533.1

179.2

10.4

0.0

7.1

1.0

783.9

260.7

2,664.1

960.0

Florida Impacts

591.2

250.1

1,196.9

457.6

390.1

161.5

1,199.4

474.1

226.9

73.3

27.9

13.8

1,969.0

690.1

5,601.4

2,170.5

____________________
a
Approximately 585.6 and 142.9 acres of developed land would be affected by construction and operation of SMP Project, respectively, which is not included in the impacts
above. Con. = Construction impacts; Op. = operational impacts.
b
Does not include open water impacts. See section 3.3.2 of the final EIS for waterbody impacts associated with the projects.
c
Project-specific construction right-of-way widths are discussed in the project-specific sections above. Note that impacts presented are based on typical construction right-ofway widths (100, 110, 120, etc.) for the entire length of the pipeline discussed by project below. However, the construction right-of-way would be reduced at certain locations
(e.g., wetlands), some portions of the right-of-way would overlap with existing rights-of-way that have been previously disturbed, and/or the HDD method would be used to
avoid direct impacts on vegetation.
e
Project-specific operational right-of-way widths are discussed in the project-specific sections above. Note that impacts presented are based on a typical operational right-ofway width of 50 feet for the entire length of the pipeline discussed by project below. However, most vegetation types would be allowed to revert to pre-construction
conditions, limited vegetation maintenance would be allowed in wetlands, some portions of the right-of-way would overlap with existing rights-of-way that are maintained,
and/or the HDD method would be used to avoid direct impacts on vegetation.
d
Impacts in Florida include the Sabal Trail Mainline Pipeline, the Citrus County Line, and the Hunter’s Creek Line.

Impacts on upland forest, forested wetland, and pine plantation (4,906.8 acres) would constitute
the most pronounced change in vegetation strata, appearance, and habitat. Trees would be cleared along
the construction right-of-way and replaced by herbaceous plants, shrubs, saplings, and other successional
species until trees can again flourish, which can take several decades or longer to occur. As specified in
the Applicants’ construction and restoration plans, vegetation maintenance activities may be conducted
annually over a 10-foot-wide corridor centered over the pipeline, and vegetation clearing may occur every
3 years within the 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way in non-riparian areas. The Applicants would
maintain a 30-foot-wide pipeline right-of-way in forested wetland areas. These clearing activities would
prevent the establishment of larger woody species within the maintained pipeline right-of-way. The
temporary and permanent removal of shrub and forested vegetation from construction and operation of
the project facilities would result in habitat fragmentation, loss of wildlife habitat (see sections 3.5.6), loss
of natural noise barriers and buffers, and other impacts as described at the beginning of this section.
3.5.4

General Construction and Restoration Procedures

Vegetation clearing impacts can be minimized by using special construction techniques, proper
restoration measures, and post-construction monitoring. The Applicants’ construction and restoration
plans include specific measures for construction and restoration in upland and wetland areas, plans to
control invasive species, and plans to prevent or mitigate spills of hazardous substances (see section 2.3).
The Applicants have proposed, at a minimum, to segregate topsoil over the trench line and spoil storage
area for the entire length of the SMP Project pipeline facilities except in certain locations (e.g., saturated
soils) as discussed in section 3.2.3. Vegetation on the working side of the construction right-of-way
would be mowed or scraped to allow for equipment passage. The Applicants may also segregate topsoil
over the entire construction right-of-way in agricultural areas, pastures or hayfields, in residential areas,
and at a landowner’s or land-managing agency’s request. The existing seedbank within the replaced
topsoil should increase revegetation success. However, the results of this process can be less than
favorable. Weedy species are among the largest component of grassland seed banks (Rice, 1989; Leck, et
al., 1989). The presence of noxious and invasive weed species identified during environmental field
surveys indicate that weed colonization or at least initial recruitment in disturbed sites would likely occur.
Noxious and invasive weed mitigation is discussed further in section 3.5.5.
Seeding would be the primary method of reestablishing vegetation on affected lands. Following
construction, seed and fertilizer would be applied to all upland areas. The fertilizer type, seed species
composition, and application rates would be in accordance with recommendations from local NRCS
offices or as requested by the landowner or land managing agency. Disturbed areas would be seeded
within six working days after final grading is complete, weather and soil conditions permitting. Seed
would be applied using the drill seeding, hydroseeding, or broadcast seeding methods. If construction is
completed during the fall and winter months, a temporary seed mix would be applied to provide
temporary vegetative cover until the spring planting season.
Revegetation would be considered successful when the cover and density of non-noxious
vegetation within the construction right-of-way is similar to the adjacent undisturbed land. According to
each Applicants’ restoration plans and procedures, the Applicants would monitor disturbed areas for the
first and second growing seasons after construction. It should be noted that this monitoring timeframe is
the minimum baseline requirement adopted from the FERC’s Plan; the Applicants would be required to
monitor the success of revegetation and restore all disturbed areas until restoration and revegetation is
deemed successful, regardless of the length of time this may take. During the restoration phase of the
SMP Project, landowners may identify areas where additional seeding or restoration actions may be
required, including areas of weed infestations. The FERC and various land managing agencies, as
appropriate, would also monitor restoration and revegetation success and would determine when
restoration is successful.
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3.5.5

Noxious Weeds and Pathogens

Invasive species are those that display rapid growth and spread, becoming established over large
areas (U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), 2013a). Most commonly they are exotic species that
have been introduced from another part of the United States, another region, or another continent,
although some native species that exhibit rapid growth and spread are also considered invasive. Invasive
plant species can change or degrade natural vegetation communities, which can reduce the quality of
habitat for wildlife and native plant species. Similar to invasive species, noxious weeds are frequently
introduced but occasionally are native. Noxious weeds are defined as those that are injurious to
commercial crops, livestock, or natural habitats and typically grow aggressively in the absence of natural
controls (USDA, 2013b).
Executive Order 13112 directs federal agencies to prevent the introduction of invasive species;
provide for their control; and minimize the economic, ecological, and human health impacts that invasive
species can cause. The Executive Order further specifies that federal agencies shall not authorize, fund,
or carry out actions likely to cause or promote the introduction or spread of invasive species in the United
States or elsewhere unless it has been determined that the benefits of such actions outweigh the potential
harm caused by invasive species, and that all feasible and prudent measures to minimize the risk of harm
would be taken in conjunction with the actions.
Vegetation communities are more susceptible to infestations of invasive or noxious weed species
following soil disturbances. Vegetation removal and soil disturbance during construction of the SMP
Project could create optimal conditions for the establishment or spread of undesirable species. Invasive or
noxious plants could negatively affect habitat by competing for resources such as water and light,
changing the community composition, eliminating or reducing native plants, or by changing the
vegetation structure. The changes in community composition or vegetation structure could reduce native
plant populations and can also negatively affect wildlife habitat. Equipment movement along the
construction right-of-way and access roads also could provide opportunities for seed transport into
uninfested areas. Due to the connectivity of lands by access roads and equipment transport, the potential
to spread invasive or noxious weeds would not be limited to the SMP Project’s area of disturbance.
Noxious weed and invasive species lists have been developed for Alabama, Georgia, and Florida.
The Alabama Department of Agriculture and Industries Administrative Code, Chapter 80-10-14 lists
noxious or invasive weeds species that must be controlled within the state and establishes regulations
pertaining to these species. The GADNR utilizes a list of invasive weeds that was developed by the
Georgia Exotic Pest Plant Council. The FFWCC, Invasive Plant Management Section is responsible for
controlling invasive aquatic and upland plants within waterways and natural areas in Florida. Through
field surveys and evaluation of habitats crossed by the SMP Project, the Applicants have identified
several areas where noxious weeds or invasive species are present or are located near the construction
right-of-way.
Each Applicant has developed an invasive species management plan (ISMP) to minimize and
control the spread of the noxious and invasive species. Some of the management and control measures
that would be implemented by each Applicant are discussed below.


Vegetation

The Applicants would inform and train construction personnel regarding noxious weed
and invasive species identification and the protocols to prevent or control the spread of
invasive species. EIs would be employed during construction to monitor and provide
oversight and implementation of the Applicants’ ISMP.
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The Applicants have documented areas that are currently infested with noxious or
invasive species during field surveys and would continue to survey for and document the
location of noxious and invasive species until construction.



Vehicles and equipment will be inspected for remnant soils, vegetation, and debris, and
would be cleaned of these materials before they are brought to the SMP Project area.



To prevent the spread of seeds, roots, or other viable plant materials, equipment used in
areas containing invasive plant species would be cleaned before moving to an uninfested
area.



The Applicants would ensure that straw or hay bales used for sediment barrier
installations or mulch distribution, where appropriate, are certified weed-free and
obtained from state-cleared sources.



Post-construction monitoring of invasive plant species populations and colonization of
the right-of-way would be conducted for a minimum of two years. Monitoring reports
detailing the success of right-of-way restoration and revegetation measures would
identify invasive plant species’ colonization locations and densities and the management
measures that would be implemented to control the identified populations.



The Applicants would utilize mechanical treatment or herbicide application to control the
spread of invasive species during and after construction. Herbicides would be applied
according to manufacturer’s printed recommendations and in accordance with applicable
agency regulations governing herbicide application. As stated in each Applicant’s
construction plans, no herbicides or pesticides would be used within 100 feet of
waterbodies or wetlands. A qualified contractor would be utilized to determine the
appropriate herbicide application method. The Applicants may also consult with
landowners, land managing agencies, and local authorities on appropriate treatment
methods.

With the implementation of the procedures identified above and in the Applicants’ ISMPs, we
conclude that the spread of noxious and invasive species should be adequately prevented and controlled.
3.5.6

Fragmentation and Edge Effect

The breaking up of contiguous vegetation cover types into smaller patches results in vegetation
fragmentation and forest edges. Forest edges play a crucial role in ecosystem interactions and landscape
function, including the distribution of plants and animals, fire spread, vegetation structure, and wildlife
habitat. Creation of new forest edge along dense canopy forests could impact microclimate factors such
as wind, humidity, and light and could lead to a change in vegetation species composition within the
adjacent forest or increase the spread of invasive species. Vegetation along forest edges receive more
direct solar radiation during the day, lose more long-wave radiation at night, have lower humidity, and
receive less short-wave radiation than areas in the forest interior. Increased solar radiation and wind
could desiccate vegetation by increasing evapotranspiration, affect which species survive along the edge
(typically favoring shade intolerant species), and impact soil characteristics. Fragmentation and a loss of
habitat connectivity could also impact wildlife (see section 3.6.4.1).
The landscape that would be crossed by the proposed SMP Project has already experienced
fragmentation in the form of existing roads, other utility rights-of-way, residential and commercial
development, and clear cuts. Constructing and operating the SMP Project pipeline facilities would create
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a new, cleared corridor and new forest edge in areas where the pipelines would not be collocated with
existing linear infrastructure or corridors. Temporary construction workspace would also contribute to
fragmentation by creating larger open patches within contiguous forested habitats. In areas where the
pipeline facilities would be collocated with existing cleared corridors, the SMP Project generally would
not increase the amount of edge, but would incrementally widen existing corridors typically by 25 to 50
feet during operation.
To minimize fragmentation effects, the Applicants have collocated approximately 65 percent of
the proposed pipeline facilities adjacent to existing cleared rights-of-way to the greatest extent
practicable, and would restore shrub and forested habitat within the temporary construction workspace.
Therefore, we conclude that fragmentation effects would be minimized to the greatest extent practicable
and would not be significant.
3.5.7

Citrus Impacts

We received comments about the potential for the SMP Project to spread insect parasites,
pathogens, or diseases between citrus groves. Diseases that are known to occur within the SMP Project
area include citrus canker, citrus black spot, and huanglonbing disease (i.e., citrus greening disease).
These diseases and pathogens that transport the diseases could adversely affect crops if SMP Project
activities introduce new infestations or contribute to the spread of existing infestations. Trees may be
more susceptible to infestation if damaged during clearing activities and/or have soil compacted over their
root systems. The spread of insects or disease could result in both short- and long-term effects, such as
reduced citrus yields or tree loss.
The USDA and the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS) declared
that, as of January 1, 2006, citrus canker cannot be eradicated and initiated the Citrus Health Response
Program (CHRP) to keep citrus canker disease and huanglonbing disease at low levels to sustain citrus
production, protect uninfected growers, and to deal with future diseases. The CHRP has established a
business plan framework for citrus industry to share in the responsibility of protecting the Florida citrus
industry.
As indicated in section 3.9.3.2, construction of the FSC Project would impact approximately
223.1 acres of specialty crop, the majority of which consists of citrus crop. The Hillabee Expansion
Project and the Sabal Trail Project would not cross areas in citrus crop production. During easement
negotiations and restoration monitoring with citrus grove owners, FSC would negotiate appropriate
compensation for the loss of production on both a temporary and permanent basis. Additionally, FSC
proposes to coordinate with each citrus grove owner to identify participants in the CHRP and would abide
by the decontamination and tree and brush disposal procedures in the landowners CHRP.
Decontamination procedures for personnel and equipment are required procedures to be carried out by the
terms set forth within each CHRP Compliance Agreement under authority of Chapter 581.184 (6), Florida
Statutes and Rule Chapter 5B-63, F.A.C. Additionally, prior to departing a citrus grove or citrus
production unit, a citrus receiving facility, or a disposal site, all project personnel must inspect vehicles
and equipment for citrus plant material and debris and clean all vehicles, equipment, picking sacks,
clothing and hand tools free of fruit, limbs, leaves, soil and debris prior to bacterial decontamination.
This plant material and debris must be left on the property or be disposed of in accordance with
established CHRP procedures. All personnel, vehicles and equipment would be decontaminated by an
appropriate sanitizing method in accordance with Approved Decontamination Products & Methods
(Schedule 11) of the CHRP. We conclude that FSC’s compliance with applicable landowner CHRP
procedures would effectively limit the potential spread of citrus diseases.

Vegetation
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3.5.8

Pollinator Habitat

On June 20, 2014, President Obama signed a Presidential Memorandum, “Creating a Federal
Strategy to Promote the Health of Honey Bees and Other Pollinators.” According to the memorandum,
“there has been a significant loss of pollinators, including honey bees, native bees, birds, bats, and
butterflies, from the environment.” The memorandum also states that “given the breadth, severity, and
persistence of pollinator losses, it is critical to expand Federal efforts and take new steps to reverse
pollinator losses and help restore populations to healthy levels.” In response to the President’s
memorandum, the federal Pollinator Health Task Force published a National Strategy to Promote the
Health of Honey Bees and Other Pollinators in May 2015. This strategy established a process to increase
and improve pollinator habitat. Constructing the SMP Project would temporarily impact about 10,769.6
acres of pollinator habitat (vegetation). The temporary loss of this habitat would increase the rates of
stress, injury, and mortality experienced by honey bees and other pollinators. The Applicants would
revegetate both the temporary workspace and permanent rights-of-way immediately after the proposed
pipeline facilities are installed with herbaceous and riparian seed mixes in consultation with the NRCS.
Once revegetated, the restored workspace and permanent rights-of-way would provide pollinator habitat
after the first or second growing season, and may naturally improve pollinator habitat along the project
areas. However, to ensure the impacts on pollinator habitat are sufficiently minimized, and consistent
with the President’s memorandum and subsequent strategy regarding pollinators, we recommend that:


3.5.9

Prior to construction, the Applicants should each provide a plan describing the
feasibility of incorporating plant seeds that support pollinators into the seed mixes
used for restoration of construction workspaces. These plans should also describe
the Applicants’ consultations with the relevant federal and/or state regulatory
agencies.

Conclusion

Based on our review of the potential impacts on vegetation as described above, we conclude that
the primary impact from construction and operation would be on forested lands. However, due to the
prevalence of forested habitats within the project area, the ability to collocate the proposed facilities
adjacent to existing rights-of-way, and the eventual regrowth of forested areas outside of the permanent
right-of-way, we conclude that the permanent conversion of forested lands would not result in a
significant impact on the vegetative resources within the proposed project area. In addition, impacts on
forested and non-forested vegetation types would be further mitigated through implementation of the
Applicants’ construction and restoration plans.
3.6

WILDLIFE

3.6.1

General Wildlife Resources

The SMP Project area contains a diversity of wildlife, including large and small mammals,
reptiles and amphibians, and birds (raptors, waterfowl, and songbirds). Wildlife is dependent on available
habitat which is generally associated with existing vegetation cover types. The vegetation characteristics
of each cover type are the most important factors for determining a species presence or absence at a
particular site.
As described in sections 3.4, 3.5, and in the sections below, the SMP Project would cross several
distinct upland and wetland vegetation cover types. These include upland forest, pine plantation, open
upland, forested wetlands, scrub-shrub wetlands, emergent wetlands, agricultural land, and developed
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land. Table 3.6-1 identifies the terrestrial wildlife species commonly occurring in these vegetation cover
types. Open water areas also provide wildlife habitat for several species of waterfowl and wading birds.
TABLE 3.6-1
Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring Within the Southeast Market Pipelines Project Area
Vegetation Cover Types
Affected by the Southeast
Market Pipelines Project

Wildlife Species

Upland Forest and Pine
Plantation

White-tailed deer, opossum, nine-banded armadillo, gray squirrel, stripped skunk, cotton rat, fox
squirrel, least shrew, raccoon, coyote, bobcat, gray fox, red fox, eastern cottontail, wild turkey, bluewinged warbler, northern cardinal, bluejay, crow, field sparrow, rufous-sided towhee, loggerhead
shrike, eastern kingbird, red-headed woodpecker, hairy woodpecker, eastern bluebird, brownheaded nuthatch, pine warbler, bobwhite, red-tailed hawk, American kestrel, sharp-shinned hawk,
eastern box turtle, gopher tortoise, six-lined racerunner, black racer, eastern diamondback
rattlesnake, timber rattlesnake, black rat snake, western ribbon snake, oak toad

Open Upland

White-tailed deer, wild turkey, coyote, gray fox, red fox, raccoon, eastern cottontail, southeastern
pocket gopher, eastern mole, eastern meadowlark, killdeer, song sparrow, field sparrow, bluewinged warbler, rufous-sided towhee, bobwhite, ground dove, red-tailed hawk, American kestrel,
sharp-shinned hawk, gopher tortoise, gopher frog, fence lizard, mole skink, eastern coachwhip,
garter snake, southern black racer, pine snake, eastern diamondback rattlesnake

Forested Wetland

White-tailed deer, bobcat, eastern box turtle, raccoon, river otter, beaver, swamp rabbit, cotton
mouse, white ibis, glossy ibis, wood duck, prothonotary warbler, wild turkey, crow, lesser siren, mud
snake, cottonmouth

Shrub-shrub Wetland

White-tailed deer, bobcat, beaver, swamp rabbit, eastern box turtle, red-winged blackbird, pickerel
frog, spring peeper

Emergent Wetland

White-tailed deer, swamp rabbit, star-nosed mole, mink, raccoon, muskrat, beaver, rice rat, least
bittern, green heron, common yellowthroat, red-winged blackbird, killdeer, common grackle,
bullfrogs, common snapping turtle, eastern box turtle, painted turtle, pickerel frog, leopard frog,
pinewoods tree frog, bullfrog, green water snake, mud turtle, cooter, chicken turtle, pygmy
rattlesnake

Agriculture Land

White-tailed deer, nine-banded armadillo, eastern cottontail, eastern mole, ground dove, mourning
dove, mockingbird, tree swallow, kestrel, black vulture, eastern bluebird, common crow, gopher
tortoise

Developed Land

White-tailed deer, raccoon, European starlings, house sparrows, rock pigeons, mourning doves,
northern mockingbirds

Upland Forest
The upland forests in the SMP Project area provide moderate to high quality habitat for a variety
of mammals, birds, amphibians, reptiles, and invertebrates. The predominance of oak is an important
habitat component in the project area. Some mammals rely directly on oak mast as a food source, while
amphibians and invertebrates rely on the soil chemistry of an oak forest. Predatory species, such as
raptors, red fox, and timber rattlesnake, are also attracted to oak-dominated forests and their edges due to
the abundance and diversity of prey species. Tree and shrub layers provide food and cover for birds and
larger mammals, such as white-tailed deer. Detritus provides food and cover for invertebrates,
amphibians, reptiles, and smaller mammals.
As indicated in table 3.5-1, construction of the SMP Project would impact about 1,570.0 acres of
pine plantation. Pine plantations generally provide lower quality wildlife habitat than non-managed forest
stands. Habitat quality and wildlife use of pine plantations is influenced by several factors, such as land
management practices, the quality and abundance of wildlife habitat adjacent to pine plantations, and the
maturity and diversity of vegetation species within the stand. Newly established or recently harvested
plantations generally support abundant herbaceous vegetation and provide habitat for species that
generally prefer open land habitats. Wildlife species that have exhibited regional population declines,
such as the prairie warbler, may benefit from the habitat provided by newly established or recently
harvested plantations (Sauer and Droege, 1992). However, land management practices such as herbicide
applications and prescribed burns temporarily remove the herbaceous vegetation from the treatment area
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and limit wildlife use. Conversely, land management practices such as allowing understory vegetation to
flourish, cultivating multiple pine species within the plantation, and selectively harvesting pine can
increase habitat quality and wildlife use.
Open Upland
This habitat type includes all non-forested vegetation; grasslands, pasture, agricultural land,
shrublands, residential areas, and maintained utility rights-of-way. Although row crops generally provide
poor to moderate habitat, it often provides forage for a number of species. On landscapes where intensive
row crop agriculture is the dominant land use, these strip habitats are extremely important for grassland
birds and other wildlife. Hayfields, small grains, fallow and old fields, pastures, idled croplands, and
grasslands provide nesting and foraging habitats for grassland birds (USDA, 1999). Utility rights-of-way
maintained in early successional communities also provide valuable nesting and foraging habitats for
grassland bird species (USDA, 1999). Grasslands and old fields can be utilized as foraging and denning
habitat by mammals and also provide nesting and breeding habitat to upland game birds such as
pheasants. Shrublands provide sources of food and nesting sites for various birds, as well as cover for
invertebrates, reptiles, and amphibians. Open fields and shrublands provide habitat for small mammal
species such as mice, rabbits, and voles, which make them prime hunting grounds for predator species
such as foxes, coyotes, and raptors.
Wetlands
Forested wetlands provide a diverse assemblage of vegetation and an abundance of food and
water sources for wildlife. Mammals such as mink, muskrat, raccoon, and white-tailed deer use these
areas for foraging. Many waterfowl and wading birds use forested wetlands adjacent to scrub-shrub and
emergent wetlands for nesting and foraging. Forested wetland communities are also important habitats
for reptiles and amphibians including the American bullfrog, green frog, and various salamander species.
Scrub-shrub wetlands provide cover for invertebrates, reptiles, and amphibians. Scrub-shrub
cover provides habitat for small mammal species such as mice and rabbits, which make them prime
hunting grounds for predator species.
Emergent wetlands provide important habitat for waterfowl, muskrats, herons, frogs, and
salamanders. Bird species such as red wing blackbird and grey catbird also utilize emergent wetland
habitat.
Open water areas include the creeks, streams, and rivers crossed by the SMP Project. In addition
to the aquatic resources discussed in section 3.7, the open water cover type provides important foraging
and breeding habitat for various terrestrial species including waterfowl, reptiles, amphibians, and some
mammals.
Developed Land
Developed lands consist of industrial/commercial areas and road crossings and provide minimal
habitat for wildlife species. Wildlife diversity is often limited to species that are adapted to human
disturbance, such as paved and landscaped areas.
3.6.2

Sensitive or Managed Wildlife Habitats

Sensitive or managed wildlife habitats such as national wildlife refuges, state parks and forests,
wildlife management areas, and reserve program lands are generally established to protect lands and
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waters that have a high potential for wildlife production, public hunting, trapping, fishing, and other
compatible recreational uses. Sensitive or managed wildlife habitats that are crossed by or adjacent to the
SMP Project are discussed in section 3.9.
3.6.3

General Impacts and Mitigation

SMP Project impacts on wildlife species is dependent on the species’ ability to leave project work
areas and successfully utilize adjacent habitats during project construction and restoration. Much of the
wildlife that would be displaced by construction would relocate to similar adjacent habitats; however, if
there were a lack of adequate territorial space, inter- and intra-specific competition, lower reproductive
success, and lower survival success may result. Where similar adjacent habitat is present, displacement
impacts would generally be short-term for species that utilize herbaceous habitats and long-term for
species that utilize scrub or forested habitats, as restoration of wooded areas would require a greater
amount of time. Upon successful restoration, wildlife would be expected to return and colonize habitats
that were affected by construction.
Constructing the SMP Project may result in mortality of less mobile animals such as small
rodents, reptiles, amphibians, and invertebrates which may be unable to escape the immediate
construction area, and disruption of bird courting, breeding, or nesting behaviors on and adjacent to
construction work areas. These impacts would primarily occur during construction but may also occur
during restoration.
Constructing the SMP Project would disturb about 7,951.3 acres of wildlife habitat. The
temporary loss of habitat would reduce (protective) cover and foraging habitat in the immediate project
area. Changes to wildlife habitat, whether by vegetation removal, conversion of one type to another, or
degradation, also impact wildlife populations. The degree of impact would depend on the type and
quantity of habitat affected and the rate at which vegetation regenerates after construction. Habitat that is
converted to an aboveground facility, is maintained along the 50-foot-wide permanent pipeline right-ofway, or is permanently improved by the construction of access roads would be permanently affected.
Based on our restoration monitoring efforts along previous pipeline rights-of-way, we have found
that wetland and upland herbaceous open land cover types typically restore to a preconstruction structural
condition in a relatively short time (i.e., 1 to 2 years and 3 to 5 years, respectively). Impacts on species
that utilize agricultural land would be minor and temporary as these areas are regularly disturbed and
would be replanted during the next growing season. The effect to forest-dwelling wildlife species would
be greater because forest habitat would take a comparatively longer time to regenerate and would be
prevented from reestablishing along maintained portions of the pipeline rights-of-way. Restoring the
temporary construction areas to forest habitats could take 30 years or longer, depending on site-specific
conditions such as rainfall, elevation, grazing, and weed introduction. The impacts on shrub-dwelling
species would be comparable to impacts on forest-dwelling species due to the lengthy regeneration
timeframes of these habitats. The fragmentation and edge effects of maintaining the pipeline rights-ofway are further discussed in the following section.
During pipeline facility installation, there is potential for wildlife and/or livestock to be injured by
falling into the open trench. The Applicants propose to consult with livestock owners to determine if
temporary fencing should be installed, livestock crossings could be utilized, or alternate feeding
arrangements could be utilized during construction. EI's would inspect the trench daily prior to
construction commencement for wildlife (or livestock) that may have fallen into the trench. Where
wildlife activity is anticipated, the Applicants would install trench ramps at regular intervals to provide a
wildlife exit. The Applicants would also place gaps in the temporary trench spoil piles and pipe stringing
to allow wildlife to migrate through the construction corridor. Temporary fencing, exit ramps, and
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migration gaps would all be assessed on a site-specific basis, with the landowner, and would be applied
based on the presence or absence of livestock and the amount of wildlife activity in a given area.
3.6.3.1

Habitat Fragmentation and Edge Effect

Fragmenting contiguous wildlife habitats into smaller units could alter wildlife habitat. Many
wildlife species require large, undisturbed habitats. When these habitats are affected, wildlife may be
subject to increased predation, parasitism, or inter-specific competition; reduced pairing, nesting and
reproductive success; inhibited migration, dispersal, and foraging; and expansion of non-native
vegetation.
Fragmentation generally affects birds by creating dispersal barriers, resulting in smaller suitable
microhabitats, smaller population sizes, and edge effects (Degraaf and Healy, 1990). Edge effects can
cause interactions between birds that nest in the interior of forests and species that inhabit surrounding
landscapes, typically lowering the reproductive success of the interior species. Other evidence suggests
that certain mammals, amphibians, reptiles, and plants are also adversely affected by forest fragmentation.
Species that require large tracts of unbroken forest land may be forced to seek suitable habitat elsewhere.
Less mobile species, such as reptiles and amphibians, could experience greater impacts from habitat
fragmentation, as they are less mobile and less likely to relocate to more suitable habitat. The loss of
forest habitat, expansion of existing corridors, and the creation of open early successional and induced
edge habitats could decrease the quality of habitat for forest interior wildlife species in a corridor much
wider than the actual cleared right-of-way. The distance an edge effect extends into a woodland is
variable, but most studies point to at least 300 feet (Rodewald, 2001; Jones, et al., 2000; Ontario Ministry
of Natural Resources, 2000; Robbins, 1988; Rosenberg, et al., 1999). Edge effects within this distance
could include a change in available habitat for some species due to an increase in light and temperature
levels on the forest floor and the subsequent reduction in soil moisture; thereby resulting in habitat that
would no longer be suitable for species that require these specific habitat conditions, such as salamanders
and amphibians. An alteration of habitat could affect the fitness of some species and increase competition
both within and between species, possibly resulting in an overall change to the structure of the forest
community.
Potential positive impacts from creating or widening utility rights-of-way would include
increased diversity and density of bird species, increased access to a variety of food resources, and
increased ground cover, which would favor ground-nesting species (Rosenberg and Raphael, 1986). The
close proximity of cover and forage areas at forest edges provides ideal habitat for many bird and game
species. For example, bird species diversity in power line corridors through forested vegetation was
found to be higher in the corridor than within the adjacent forest (Kroodsma, 1984). Higher levels of
flower and fruit production, pollinator, and frugivore densities are often found along the edge.
For the SMP Project, habitat fragmentation would generally occur where the pipeline facilities are
not collocated with existing rights-of-way and forested and scrub habitats would be affected. As outlined
in section 2.0, the SMP Project pipelines would be collocated with existing, maintained rights-of-way and
corridors for 447.5 miles (65 percent) of their total length, which would reduce fragmentation effects.
When collocated with existing corridors, it is unlikely that the relatively small widening of existing
permanently cleared right-of-way would impede the movement of most wildlife species. Where the
proposed facilities would create a new corridor through shrub and forested habitats, wildlife composition
would shift from those species favoring shrub and forest habitat to those favoring edge habitat or open
areas.
As discussed in section 3.5.6, to adequately minimize fragmentation impacts and restore the
construction right-of-way, the Applicants would restore the construction right-of-way according to their
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respective construction and restoration plans, which includes reseeding measures using site-specific seed
mixtures recommended by local seeding authorities, augmented by recommendations from the FWS,
land-managing agency, and/or landowner to enhance wildlife habitat. Additionally, the Applicants would
monitor the pipeline rights-of-way for at least 2 years following initial seeding or until FERC and other
permit restoration criteria is achieved. With the Applicants’ ability to collocate the majority of the
proposed facilities and the commitment to implement and adhere to the measures outlined in the
Applicants’ respective construction and restoration plans and other permit requirements, we conclude that
constructing and operating the SMP Project would adequately minimize habitat fragmentation and edge
effect impacts.
3.6.3.2

Game Species and Game Harvesting

Certain wildlife species, as well as other wildlife furbearers and migratory birds, are important
game animals in the SMP Project area. They include the white-tailed deer, bobcat, gray squirrel, raccoon,
cottontail rabbit, opossum, wild turkey, bobwhite, mourning dove, and various waterfowl (ducks and
geese). The SMP Project’s potential impacts on game species would be similar to those discussed above
for general wildlife species. Game species would be subject to temporary displacement and habitat loss
until restoration is complete and native vegetation is reestablished. However, if adjacent habitats are at or
near carrying capacity, displacement of or stress on game species could cause reduction in wildlife
populations. Permanent habitat impacts would occur where the pipeline rights-of-way are maintained,
aboveground facilities are constructed, and where fragmentation occurs. In most instances, suitable
adjacent habitat would be available for wildlife species until grasses and woody vegetation are
reestablished. Forage vegetation would be expected to recolonize quickly. Following construction, game
species would utilize the newly established right-of-way for foraging and travel. Restored pipeline rightsof-way generally provide an opportunity for developing high-quality feeding areas for game species,
especially if noxious weeds are controlled and native forage is seeded.
Construction activities that coincide with hunting seasons (which vary in the SMP Project area
depending on species and location) may impact the hunters’ experience and success in the project area by
temporarily restricting access to hunting areas and temporarily affecting the spatial distribution of game
species. Construction-related disturbance likely would displace game species from adjacent habitats. In
general, game species would be expected to return to habitats they vacated after construction and
restoration efforts are completed, and success rates would likely be similar to preconstruction success
rates.
The new pipeline right-of-way could increase access to remote or previously inaccessible hunting
areas, which could result in increased hunting success. In addition, game species that use a cleared rightof-way could be more likely harvested. Increased public recreation along cleared rights-of-way in the
hunting season, especially near crossings of existing access points, has been documented elsewhere
(Crabtree, 1984). Increased public access along the new pipeline right-of-way could increase poaching of
game and non-game wildlife. This impact would be greater on smaller game species because they
typically have smaller home ranges and movement areas than larger species and could experience greater
population impacts from habitat loss and fragmentation.
3.6.3.3

Noise

Noise could impact wildlife during all phases of the project. Certain species rely on hearing for
courtship and mating, prey location, predator detection, and/or homing. These life functions could be
affected by SMP Project construction and operational noise.
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Research has demonstrated various wildlife reactions to noise from traffic, airplanes, sonic
booms, helicopters, military activities, and blasting; however, specific noise studies from pipeline
construction have not been conducted. Studies show that some species avoid roadways due to noise from
a few meters to over 3 kilometers in distance. These species appear to be most sensitive during the
breeding season. Conversely, the abundance of small mammals and birds (e.g., starlings, house sparrows,
song sparrows, red-winged blackbirds) increased closer to the roadway, possibly due to increased
availability of prey species such as insects (Federal Highway Administration, 2004). Construction-related
sounds may have an adverse impact on raptors and bird species during nesting and breeding. These
impacts occur when noise levels substantially exceed ambient conditions that existed prior to a project
(i.e., by 20 to 25 dB, as experienced by the animal) and/or when the total sound level exceeds 90 dB.
Such impacts could result in nest abandonment, egg failure, reduced juvenile growth and survival, or
malnutrition or starvation of the young. During construction, these impacts are generally related to areas
immediately adjacent to the construction right-of-way, but can extend to greater distances for activities
such as blasting.
Noise generated from SMP Project construction would result from heavy equipment and
machinery use. Most construction activities would be limited to daytime hours, with the exception of a
limited number of 24-hour activities, such as water pump operation, road bores, and HDD installations.
Construction is anticipated to occur throughout the year and would generally last 8 to 16 weeks at any
given location. Noise levels along the construction right-of-way are expected to vary depending on the
phase of work, number of locations of operating equipment, distance from noise receptors, and
intervening topography. The worst-case noise level for the construction is estimated at 94 dBA at 50 feet
from the SMP Project work area (see section 3.12.2.2).
The proposed compressor stations would generate noise on a continuous basis once in operation.
The noise impacts associated with the compressor stations would be limited to the general vicinity of the
facilities; however, certain operations, such as blow-downs, would generate infrequent, but high noise
levels that would extend for a greater distance from the compressor stations. Noise emissions associated
with compressor stations are described in section 3.12.2.2. While compressor station noise could affect
birds in the area, we expect that in subsequent years, birds and other wildlife would either be habituated to
the noise source, or would move into similar available habitat further from the noise source. This, in turn,
could lead to increased competition for preferred habitats, depending on the amount of habitat available.
During the operation of the pipeline, noise emissions also would be generated during monitoring
and maintenance activities, such as vegetation clearing on the permanent right-of-way, or during ground
or air surveillance of the pipeline, as required by regulations. The Applicants would conduct regularly
scheduled overflights, and overflights after significant rain events, of the SMP Project rights-of-way at
roughly 1,000 feet altitude, which could cause startle effects in wildlife in proximity to the pipeline;
however, these activities would be infrequent and short-term in duration.
Overall, with the Applicants’ commitment to implement the mitigation measures described
above, we conclude that noise impacts on wildlife would be spatially localized, temporary, and of short
duration, and that noise impacts from construction and operation would not represent a significant impact
on local wildlife.
3.6.3.4

Noxious and Invasive Species

Short- or long-term impacts on wildlife habitat could occur if pipeline construction spreads
noxious weeds and other invasive species (see section 3.4.6 for a discussion regarding noxious weed
impacts on vegetation). Noxious weeds can outcompete native vegetation and displace native species by
spreading rapidly and co-opting resources (i.e., nutrients, water, and sunlight) that can eventually lead to a
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weed-dominated monoculture. Such transformed habitat can be unsuitable to former wildlife inhabitants.
Often, as habitat quality degenerates, wildlife diversity declines. For example, kudzu, Chinese privet, and
hydrilla can form dense monocultures that inhibit native vegetation from flourishing, cause a decrease in
species diversity, limit water flow and wildlife access to water, and in some instances make waterfowl
nesting areas unsuitable. For additional information about noxious and invasive plants, see section 3.5.5;
vegetation pathogens, see section 3.5.7; and invasive aquatic species, see section 3.4.2.
The Applicants have developed plans specifically to prevent the introduction or spread of noxious
or invasive species. We have reviewed these plans and find them acceptable. Therefore, we conclude
that wildlife impacts due to invasive species would not be significant.
3.6.4

Migratory Birds

Migratory birds are protected under the MBTA (16 U.S.C. 703-711). The MBTA, as amended,
prohibits the taking, killing, possession, transportation, and importation of migratory birds, their eggs,
parts, or nests unless authorized under a FWS permit. Bald and Golden Eagles are additionally protected
under the BGEPA (16 U.S.C. 668-668d). Executive Order 13186 (66 Federal Register 3853) directs
federal agencies to identify where unintentional take is likely to have a measurable negative effect on
migratory bird populations and to avoid or minimize adverse impacts on migratory birds through
enhanced collaboration with the FWS. The Executive Order states that emphasis should be placed on
species of concern, priority habitats, and key risk factors, and that particular focus should be given to
addressing population-level impacts.
On March 30, 2011, the FWS and the Commission entered into a Memorandum of Understanding
that focuses on avoiding or minimizing adverse impacts on migratory birds and strengthening migratory
bird conservation through enhanced collaboration between the two agencies. This voluntary agreement
does not waive legal requirements under the MBTA, BGEPA, ESA, Federal Power Act, NGA, or any
other statutes and does not authorize the take of migratory birds.
The 1988 amendment to the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act mandates that the FWS “identify
species, subspecies, and populations of all migratory nongame birds that, without additional conservation
actions, are likely to become candidates for listing under the Endangered Species Act of 1973.” As a
result of this mandate, the FWS created the Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) list (FWS, 2008). The
goal of the BCC list is to prevent or remove the need for additional ESA bird listings by implementing
proactive management and conservation actions and coordinating consultations in accordance with
Executive Order 13186. As outlined in table 3.6.2-1, a total of 20 BCC species within FWS Region 4 are
known to breed within the SMP Project area.
A variety of migratory birds, including forest-interior birds, birds of conservation concern, and
waterfowl use or could use the wildlife habitats affected by the SMP Project. These birds use these
habitats for resting (stopover), sheltering, foraging, breeding, and nesting.
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TABLE 3.6.2-1
Birds of Conservation Concern Potentially Occurring Within the Southeast Market Pipelines Project Area

a

Potential Breeding Potential
Bird Species

Alabama b

Georgia c

Florida d

American Kestrel

Confirmed

Possible

Confirmed

Very open pine forest; manmade cavities; woodpecker holes.
Breeds/nests from March to August.

Possible

Probable

Probable

Historically, open pine forests maintained by frequent fires; now
tolerates treeless areas or early stages of regenerating clearcuts.
Breeds/nests from March to September.

Bald Eagle

Confirmed

Confirmed

Confirmed

Breeds in forested areas near large bodies of water.
Breeds/nests from October 1 to May 15.

Blue-winged Warbler

Probable

None

None

Breeds at forest and field edges, often shaded by large trees.
Breeds/nests from April to July.

Brown-headed
Nuthatch

Confirmed

Confirmed

Confirmed

Open, mature pine forests with standing snags. Breeds/nests
from February to June.

Chuck-will’s- widow

Confirmed

Confirmed

Confirmed

Ground nesting in coniferous, deciduous, or mixed forest, often at
forest edges. Breeds/nests from March to June.

Kentucky Warbler

Probable

Confirmed

Possible

Ground nest in moist, deciduous woodland thickets, sometimes
along streams. Breeds/nests from May to July.

Least Bittern

Probable

Possible

Confirmed

Freshwater or brackish marshes with tall emergent vegetation.
Reed nesters. Breeds/nests from April to August.

None

None

Confirmed

Open freshwater marshes, swamp forests, and shores of rivers,
lakes, and ponds. Breeds/nests from January to June.

Confirmed

Confirmed

Confirmed

Open country with scattered trees and shrubs, savanna, and,
occasionally, open woodland; often perches on poles, wires or
fenceposts. Breeds/nests from March to July.

Painted Bunting

Possible

None

None

Prairie Warbler

Confirmed

Possible

Possible

Prothonotary Warbler

Probable

Probable

Confirmed

Forested wetlands. Characteristic tree species include willows,
sweet gum, willow oak, black gum, tupelo, bald cypress, elms,
and river birch. Breeds/nests from March to August.

Red-headed
Woodpecker

Confirmed

Confirmed

Confirmed

Old trees in open areas. Breeds/nests from February to
September.

Short-tailed Hawk

None

None

Possible

Nests in tops of cypress, pine, or other trees, or in top of
mangroves; may be in dense or open stands of tall trees in either
flooded or upland locations, in tall straight trees near edge of, or
at small clearings in, woodlands, or near the tops of trees taller
than the surrounding canopy. Breeds/nests from February to
July.

Smooth-billed Ani

None

None

Possible

Open fields and forest clearings within dense thorny bushes or
trees. Breeds/nests from March to October.

Swainson’s Warbler

Probable

Possible

None

Scrub thickets along rivers and creeks; sometimes deep within
pine plantations. Prefers nearby forest gaps with shrubby and
viney thickets. Breeds/nests from April to September.

Swallow-tailed Kite

None

Possible

Probable

Forested regions, often bottomland, or riverine forest, also open
pine woodland. Breeds/nests from March to June.

Confirmed

Probable

None

Heavy deciduous or mixed forested areas, including riparian or
wetlands. Breeds/nests from April to August.

Possible

Possible

None

Well-drained upland deciduous forests with understory patches of
mountain laurel or other shrubs, drier portions of stream swamps
with an understory of mountain laurel, deciduous woods near
streams; almost always associated with hillsides. Breeds/nests
from May to July.

Bachman’s Sparrow

Limpkin
Loggerhead Shrike

Wood Thrush
Worm-eating Warbler

Preferred Habitat

Brushy areas surrounded by open, overgrown fields; semi-open
areas. Breeds/nests from March to August.
Disturbed areas reverting to young trees and brush; shrubby
woodland edges. Breeds/nests from April to August.
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TABLE 3.6.2-1 (cont’d)
Birds of Conservation Concern Potentially Occurring Within the Southeast Market Pipelines Project Area

a

Potential Breeding Potential
Bird Species

Alabama b

Georgia c

Florida d

Preferred Habitat

_____________________
a
Based on the FWS Region 4 (Southeast Region) mainland BCC 2008 List.
b
Based on Alabama Breeding Bird Atlas 2000-2006 (Alabama Breeding Bird Atlas 2000-2006 Homepage, 22 January
2009, T. M. Haggerty (Editor), Alabama Ornithological Society).
c
The Breeding Bird Atlas of Georgia, 2010, Edited by Todd M. Schneider, Giff Beaton, Timothy S. Keyes, and Nathan A.
Klaus, Published by the University of Georgia Press.
d
Based on the Florida Breeding Bird Surveys results 1986-1991 and 2011-2016 (in progress); The Breeding Bird Atlas
Explorer (online resource). 2014. U.S. Geological Survey Patuxent Wildlife Research Center; and Kale, H.W., II, B.
Pranty, B.M. Stith, and C.W. Biggs. 1992. An atlas of Florida’s breeding birds. Final report Tallahassee, Florida: Florida
Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission.
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The SMP Project’s construction schedule would overlap with the migratory bird nesting season
(generally between February and August). The temporary loss of approximately 2685.0 acres of upland
forest and 562.3 acres of forested wetlands associated with pipeline and aboveground facility construction
would present a long-term impact for migratory birds that depend on forests. Vegetation clearing and
other construction activities could affect egg and young survival. Bird displacement could impact bird
migration, nesting, foraging, and mating behaviors. Behavior changes could increase the amount of
stress, injury, and mortality experienced by migratory birds. Construction would also reduce the amount
of habitat available for foraging and predator protection and would temporarily displace birds into
adjacent habitats, which could increase the competition for food and other resources. This in turn could
increase stress, susceptibility to predation, and negatively impact reproductive success.
Additionally, increased human presence and noise from construction activities could disturb
actively nesting birds. Impacts would not be significant for non-nesting birds, as these individuals would
temporarily relocate to avoid construction activities. However, construction activity near active nests
during incubation or brood rearing could result in nest abandonment; overheating, chilling, or desiccation
of unattended eggs or young causing nestling mortality; premature fledging; and/or ejection of eggs or
young from the nest.
Migratory birds, including BCC-listed birds, could also be affected during project operation,
which would permanently convert 980.7 acres of upland forest and 228.4 acres of forested wetland to an
herbaceous state. The reduction in forest habitat could result in increased competition, parasitic bird
species, edge effects (as previously discussed in section 2.3.2), and fragmentation resulting from right-ofway maintenance activities.
To address FWS concerns about migratory birds, the Applicants met with the FWS in 2014 to
discuss potential migratory bird habitat in the SMP Project area and developed mitigation measures to
avoid or adequately minimize impacts on migratory birds. As a result of these discussions, the Applicants
cooperatively developed a Migratory Bird Conservation Plan, which has been reviewed and approved by
the FWS. The Applicants have committed to implementing the following measures to protect migratory
bird species:


routing project facilities to avoid sensitive resources where possible;



maximizing the use of existing pipeline and utility rights-of-way;



limiting the construction and operational right-of-way widths to the minimum necessary;



conducting mitigation for effects on sensitive resources (e.g., wetlands) through agency
permit conditions;



adhering to the measures outlined in the Applicants’ construction and restoration plans;
and



limiting routine right-of-way maintenance mowing and prohibiting maintenance mowing
during the migratory bird nesting season (generally April 15 to August 1 in Alabama and
Georgia, and March 1 to August 31 in Florida).

Impacts on non-special status bird species (which do not have significantly reduced populations)
would not result in long-term or significant population-level effect, given the stability of local populations
and the abundance of available habitat outside the proposed right-of-way and the linear nature of the SMP
Project over a large geographic range. While the project would not result in population-level impacts on
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migratory bird species, it is acknowledged that pipeline construction during the migratory bird breeding
season could impact individual birds and/or nests, and have a greater impact on BCC species due to their
limited populations in the area. However, with the implementation of the measures outlined above, we
conclude that constructing and operating the SMP Project would not result in population-level impacts or
significant measureable negative impacts on birds of conservation concern or migratory birds.
3.6.5

Conclusion

Overall, constructing and operating the SMP Project is not expected to significantly affect
wildlife as a significant amount of similar adjacent habitat is available for use. The Applicants would
minimize wildlife and habitat impacts by implementing their construction and restoration plans, routing
the pipeline to minimize impacts on sensitive areas, collocating the pipeline with other rights-of-way
where feasible, and reducing the construction right-of-way through wetlands. Implementing the
Migratory Bird Conservation Plan would further minimize impacts on bird species.
3.7

FISHERIES AND AQUATIC RESOURCES

3.7.1

Fisheries

As described in section 3.3.2, constructing and operating the SMP Project would require 548
waterbody crossings, many of which support fisheries and aquatic habitat. Fisheries and aquatic habitats
are typically characterized by water temperature (warmwater or coldwater), salinity (freshwater, marine,
or estuarine), types of fishing uses (commercial or recreational), and utilization by open water marine
fishes that require freshwater upstream areas to spawn (anadromous species) or freshwater species that
migrate to marine waters for reproduction (catadromous species). All of the waterbodies crossed by the
SMP Project are classified as warmwater fisheries, which generally support fish able to tolerate water
temperatures above 80 degrees Fahrenheit (°F). Fish species commonly found in the waterbodies crossed
by the project are listed in table 3.7-1.
TABLE 3.7-1
Typical Fish Species within the Southeast Market Pipelines Project Area
Hillabee Expansion Project
Rainbow trout, largemouth bass, shoal bass, smallmouth bass, redeye bass, spotted bass, rock bass, shadow bass, white bass,
yellow bass, hybrid striped bass, white crappie, black crappie, flier, warmouth, redbreast sunfish, bluegill, longear sunfish, bream,
redfin pickerel, chain pickerel, walleye, and yellow perch
Sabal Trail Project
Spotted gar, blue catfish, channel catfish, flathead catfish, crappie, largmouth bass, spotted bass, yellow bass, shoal bass, white
bass, mosquitofish, green sunfish, bluegill, and redbreast sunfish
Florida Southeast Connection Project
White bullhead, yellow bullhead, brown bullhead, bowfin, pirate perch, oscar, silver perch, blackfin pacu, grass carp, common
carp, walking catfish, suckermouth catfish, channel catfish, Southern sailfin catfish, vermiculated sailfin catfish, Eastern gizzard
shad, threadfin shad, Everglades pygmy sunfish, Okefenokee pygmy sunfish, redbreast sunfish, warmouth, bluegill, dollar sunfish,
redear sunfish, spotted sunfish, lake chubsucker, grass pickerel, chain pickerel, swamp darter, golden topminnow, Seminole
killifish, Western mosquitofish, least killifish, brown hoplo, flagfish, longnose gar, Florida gar, bluefin killifish, largemouth bass,
Japanese weatherfish, white bass, rockfish, golden shiner, taillight shiner, pugnose minnow, blue tilapia, Nile tilapia, pirapatinga,
sailfin molly, spotted tilapia, redbelly tilapia, hogchoker, and green swordtail

The NMFS does not manage any waterbodies that would be crossed by the SMP Project, nor do
the crossed waterbodies support essential fish habitat as defined under the MSA (Public Law 94-265 as
amended through January 12, 2007). In addition, no commercial, saltwater marine, or estuarine fisheries
would be affected by the SMP Project.

Wildlife
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3.7.2

General Impacts and Mitigation

Constructing and operating the SMP Project could result in temporary and permanent impacts on
fisheries and aquatic resources. Sedimentation and turbidity, alteration or removal of instream and stream
bank cover, stream bank erosion, introduction of water pollutants, water depletions, and entrainment of
small fishes during water withdrawals resulting from project activities would increase stress, injury, and
mortality of stream biota. The degree of impact on fisheries from construction activities would depend on
the waterbody crossing method, the existing conditions at each crossing location, the restoration
procedures and mitigation measures employed, and the timing of construction. The discussions below
further describe construction impacts on fisheries and aquatic resources and the measures that would be
implemented to minimize impacts.
3.7.2.1

Sedimentation and Turbidity

Increased sedimentation and turbidity from in-stream and adjacent construction activities would
impact fisheries resources. Sedimentation could smother fish eggs and other benthic biota and alter
stream bottom characteristics, such as converting sand, gravel, or rock substrate to silt or mud substrate.
These habitat alterations could reduce juvenile fish survival, spawning habitat, and benthic community
diversity and health. Fish and other stream biota would be displaced to similar habitat upstream or
downstream of the pipeline crossing, which could lead to increased competition for habitat and food
sources, which could affect fish survival and health.
Increased turbidity could temporarily reduce dissolved oxygen levels in the water column and
reduce respiratory functions in stream biota, which could temporarily displace fish to unaffected stream
segments, reduce fish health, or increase fish mortality. Turbid conditions could also reduce the ability
for biota to find food sources or avoid prey. The extent of impacts from sedimentation and turbidity
would depend on sediment loads, stream flows, stream bank and stream bed composition, sediment
particle size, and the duration of the disturbances.
The wet open-cut crossing method would generate the highest amount of sediment and turbidity,
but the elevated levels would be short-term and occur over a short distances downstream of the crossing.
Furthermore, the warm water species found in these streams are typically resilient to turbid conditions.
According to their construction plans, the Applicants would complete all in-stream work in less than 24
hours for minor streams (less than 10 feet across) and less than 48 hours for intermediate streams
(between 10 and 100 feet across). Trench spoil would be stored above the banks of waterbodies, and
would be protected with erosion control devices that prevent, or significantly reduce, sediment runoff
from entering the waterbody.
The dry open-cut crossing methods (e.g., fluming, dam and pump) would further reduce
sedimentation and turbidity impacts on fisheries. The HDD method would eliminate sedimentation and
turbidity impacts on fisheries, but could release drilling fluid, a naturally-occurring clayey material called
bentonite, into a waterbody. The applicants would implement HDD contingency plans to prevent,
minimize, or mitigate inadvertent losses of drilling fluid. Overall, the impact of construction on fish and
stream biota is expected to be localized and short-term because in-stream conditions and suspended
sediment concentrations would return to background condition levels soon after in-stream construction
has been completed.
3.7.2.2

Loss of Stream Bank Cover

Stream bank vegetation and structure such as logs, rocks, and undercut banks provide important
habitat for fish and stream biota. Open-cut construction through waterbodies would temporarily remove
this habitat, which could displace fish and other stream biota to similar habitat upstream or downstream of
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the pipeline crossing. Displacement would result in increased competition for habitat and food sources,
which could affect fish health and survival.
Once construction is complete, streambeds and banks would be restored to preconstruction
conditions to the fullest extent possible. Structure such as rock and gravel would be returned to the
stream. Stream bank vegetation is expected to recover over several months to a few years.
3.7.2.3

Fuel and Chemical Spills

An inadvertent release of fuel or equipment related fluids could impact water quality. The
chemicals released during spills could have acute fish impacts, such as altered behavior, changes in
physiological processes, or changes in food sources. Fish also could also experience greater mortality if a
large volume of hazardous liquid is spilled into a waterbody. Furthermore, ingestion of large numbers of
contaminated fish could impact fish predators in the food chain.
The Applicants have developed and would implement Spill Plans (see appendix I) which include
preventive measures such as personnel training, equipment inspection, and refueling procedures to reduce
the likelihood of spills, as well as mitigation measures such as containment and cleanup to minimize
potential impacts should a spill occur. Adherence to the Spill Plans would prevent a large spill from
occurring near surface waters because construction equipment fueling would be prohibited within 100
feet of the waterbody banks (except for water pumps, which would be placed in secondary containment
structures), and hazardous material storage would be prohibited within 100 feet of waterbodies. If a small
spill were to occur, adherence to measures in the Spill Plan would decrease the response time for control
and cleanup, thus avoiding or minimizing the effects of a spill on aquatic resources. Additionally, the
Spill Plans require adequate supplies be available on all construction spreads of suitable absorbent
material and any other supplies and equipment necessary for the immediate containment and cleanup of
inadvertent spills. Training and lines of communication to facilitate the prevention, response,
containment, and cleanup of spills during construction activities also are described in the Spill Plans.
3.7.2.4

Hydrostatic Testing and Water Withdrawals

The Applicants would utilize surface waters for dust control and/or hydrostatic testing of the
pipeline (see section 3.3.2). Surface water withdrawals could reduce stream flows and water levels and
entrain or impinge stream biota. Hydrostatic test water discharges to surface waters could change water
temperature, dissolved oxygen levels, increase turbidity and stream flows, and contribute to stream bank
and substrate scour. Additionally, the discharge of hydrostatic test water to different water basins could
potentially transfer nuisance exotic organisms between watershed basins. These impacts could reduce
fish and biota health or result in injury or mortality.
Water withdrawals impacts would be minimized by adhering to the measures in the Applicants’
construction and restoration plans, which prevent water withdrawal from and discharges to exceptional
value waters or waters that provide habitat for federally listed threatened and endangered species, unless
approved by applicable resource and permitting agencies; screening and positioning water intakes at the
water surface to prevent the entrainment of fish and other biota; maintaining adequate flow rates to
protect aquatic species; placing water pumps in secondary containment devices to minimize the potential
for fuel spills or leaks; regulating discharge rates; and using energy dissipating devices and sediment
barriers to prevent erosion, streambed scour, and sedimentation. The Applicants also would be required
to obtain and comply with state water withdrawal and discharge permits.
To minimize the potential spread of nuisance exotic organisms between watershed basins, the
Applicants propose to discharge hydrostatic test water to upland areas and prevent the discharged water
from reaching receiving waters. The discharged water would infiltrate into the ground and any potential
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water-dependent exotic organisms would succumb to dry conditions. This procedure would not be
required where water is discharged back to the source from which it was obtained.
3.7.2.5

Aboveground Facilities and Access Roads

Construction of aboveground facilities would not cause noticeable fisheries impacts. The
Applicants would implement its construction and restoration plans to prevent sediment from entering
adjacent waterbodies. Access road use and the placement of temporary or permanent bridges could
temporarily impact waterbodies by increasing sedimentation and turbidity, reducing available stream
habitat, and limiting fish passage. These impacts would displace fish and other stream biota to similar
habitat upstream or downstream of the bridges, which could lead to increased competition for habitat and
food sources, which could affect fish survival and health. However, the applicants do not propose to
utilize access roads that would cross significant fisheries.
3.7.2.6

Blasting

We received comments that blasting within or adjacent to stream could impact fisheries. As
proposed, the Applicants do not anticipate that blasting would be required at any waterbody crossing. In
the event in-water blasting is required, the Applicants would implement the procedures in their Blasting
Plans to reduce potential impacts on waterbodies and fisheries.
3.7.2.7

Hillabee Expansion Project

The Hillabee Expansion Project would cross 142 waterbodies. Under Alabama Water Quality
Standards (Alabama Administrative Code 335-11-.02), all waterbodies in the state are managed for fish
and wildlife use. While there are no exceptional waters or special fisheries crossed by the Hillabee
Expansion Project, perennial and intermittent streams would support fish and other biota.
3.7.2.8

Sabal Trail Project

The Sabal Trail Project would cross 363 waterbodies. All waterbodies in Alabama are managed
for fish and wildlife use. All waterbodies in Georgia are managed under GDNR Rule 391-3-6-.03 as
fishing resources. All waterbodies in Florida have been assigned a Florida Class III classification, which
requires management for recreation and maintenance of a healthy and well-balanced fish population. In
addition to these management goals, eleven waterbodies that would be crossed by the Sabal Trail Project
have been given additional state or federal designations, which are summarized in table 3.7.2-1. As stated
above, the Applicants would not withdrawal or discharge water into these waters unless approval is
granted by state or federal agencies. Additionally, we have determined that constructing and operating
the Sabal Trail Project would not adversely affect designated critical habitat for mussels or the Gulf
sturgeon, and impacts on state special concern species would not be significant (see section 3.8). Further,
the Sabal Trail would be required to comply with state water quality standards, such as the requirements
by the FDEP that turbidity levels cannot exceed 29 nephelometric turbidity units or background turbidity
levels in Outstanding Florida Waters.
We received comments from the Lake Martin Resource Association that construction of the Sabal
Trail Project could impact the waters, fisheries, and recreational uses of Lake Martin and its main
tributaries, specifically Hillabee Creek and the Tallapoosa River. As described in section 3.3.2, Sabal
Trail would cross Hillabee Creek and the Tallapoosa River using the HDD method; therefore, impacts on
the waterbodies and their fisheries, including redeye and shoal bass populations, would be avoided.
Transco would cross Hillabee Creek using a wet, open-cut crossing method, and as stated in section
3.7.2.1, sedimentation and turbidity levels would be temporarily elevated and occur over a short distance
downstream of the crossing. By implementing these measures, we do not believe fisheries and
recreational uses would be significantly affected.
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TABLE 3.7.2-1
Fisheries of Special Concern Crossed by the Southeast Market Pipelines Project
Project/State/Segment

Milepost

County

Waterbody

70.8

Russell

Uchee Creek

Special Concern Description

Sabal Trail Project
Mainline
Alabama
Designated critical habitat (mussels)

Georgia
86.4

Russell

Chattahoochee River

Georgia Protected River

91.4

Stewart

Hannahatchee Creek

Georgia High Priority Water

102.3

Stewart

Hodchodkee Creek

Georgia High Priority Water

106.8

Stewart

Patula Creek

152.3

Dougherty

Cooleewahee Creek

163.1

Dougherty

Flint River

199.2

Colquitt

Ochlockonee River

Georgia High Priority Water

231.3

Brooks

Withlacoochee River

Georgia High Priority Water

267.4R

Madison

Suwannee River

Designated Critical Habitat (Gulf Sturgeon),
Outstanding Florida Waters (Special Water)

308.3

Suwannee

Santa Fe River

Outstanding Florida Waters (Special Water)

1.3

Marion

Withlacoochee River

Outstanding Florida Waters (Special Water)

Osceola

Lake Kissimmee

Georgia High Priority Water, Broadstripe shiner
(Georgia-Rare)
Georgia High Priority Water
Designated Critical Habitat (mussels), Georgia
High Priority Water, Georgia Protected River

Florida

Sabal Trail Project
Citrus County Line
Florida

Florida Southeast Connection Project
Florida

3.7.2.9

53.3

Recreational and fisheries uses

Florida Southeast Connection Project

The FSC Project would cross 43 waterbodies. As stated above, all waterbodies in Florida are
managed for recreation and maintenance of a healthy and well-balanced fish population. Lake
Kissimmee provides recreational and sport fishing opportunities, along with other smaller perennial
waterbodies that would be crossed by the project. No federal or state sensitive species are known to occur
within waterbodies that would be crossed by the FSC Project. By implementing the measures described
above, including compliance with FDEP’s turbidity standards, no significant impacts to fisheries are
anticipated.
3.7.2.10 Pipeline Leaks
We received comments regarding the potential impacts of a pipeline rupture at waterbody
crossings. The pipelines would be designed, installed, tested, and maintained such that the chance of a
pipeline rupture would be extremely remote (see section 3.13). However, if a pipeline leak were to occur
beneath a waterbody crossing, natural gas would percolate through the soil and sediments underlying the
stream, rise through the water column of the stream, and rapidly dissipate into the atmosphere.
Considering the narrow width of the majority of the waterbodies that would be crossed and their relatively
shallow depth, most of the natural gas would be rapidly released to the atmosphere, and any change in
water quality resulting from possible oxygen displacement would be minor. Because fish are mobile,
most would have the ability to avoid or leave the areas with unfavorable environmental conditions
resulting from such a release. We have determined the chance for a pipeline leak to affect aquatic
resources is extremely remote.
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3.7.3

Conclusion

Based on our review of the potential impacts discussed above, we conclude that constructing and
operating the project would not significantly impact fisheries or aquatic resources. As described above,
the Applicants have proposed several measures to avoid or minimize impacts on fisheries, and would be
required to implement construction, mitigation, and restoration measures required by the USACE or state
permitting agencies that would further minimize impacts. Based on our review above, we also conclude
that the measures the Applicants would implement would not significantly impact fisheries of special
concern, which are more sensitive to the construction impacts or are held to a higher level of value or
protection by state agencies.
3.8

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

Special status species are afford protection by law, regulation, or policy by state and federal
agencies. Special status species generally include federally listed species that are protected under the
ESA, species proposed or petitioned for listing under the ESA, are considered as candidates for such
listing by the FWS or NMFS, or are species that are state-listed as threatened, endangered, or have been
given other state designations.
To assist in compliance with section 7 of the ESA, the Applicants, acting as the FERC’s nonfederal representative, initiated informal consultation with the FWS regarding federally listed species and
designated critical habitat. The Applicants also consulted with state agencies to identify species that are
known to occur in the general vicinity of the SMP Project. The Applicants initiated consultation by
reviewing the FWS District websites and the Alabama, Georgia, and Florida natural heritage databases to
identify which special status species may occur in the project area. Through review of these resources,
102 federally listed species (including proposed, petitioned, or candidate species) and 135 species
protected at only the state level could occur in the project area.
The Applicants surveyed the SMP Project area to determine whether special status species habitat
would be affected by the project. The survey corridor was generally 300-feet-wide but was expanded in
certain areas to accommodate potential variability in the proposed pipeline alignment. Based on special
status species habitat preferences and the results of the habitat surveys, the Applicants, FWS, NMFS, and
state agencies determined which special status species have the greatest potential to be affected by the
SMP Project. The narrowed list of special status species was then used to develop survey requirements
and protocols. The survey plans identified which special status species required species-specific surveys,
where the surveys should be conducted, and what time of year the surveys should be completed. We have
reviewed the survey plans, consulted with the FWS, and concur the survey plans are adequate.
The Applicants completed habitat and species surveys in 2014 and 2015 and filed survey reports
which outlined the survey methodologies, locations where surveys were conducted, and the survey
results. If a special status species was identified, the location was recorded and information about the
species characteristics and habitat was documented. Species-specific surveys remain to be completed on
various properties where survey access has been denied and where pre-construction surveys would be
completed. Survey results will be provided when available. Because surveys and our consultations are
ongoing, we recommend that:


the Applicants should not begin construction until:
a.

all outstanding biological surveys have been completed;
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b.

the staff completes formal consultation with the FWS; and

c.

the Applicants have received written notification, respectively, from the
Director of OEP that construction or use of mitigation may begin.

Federally Listed Threatened and Endangered Species

Federal agencies, in consultation with the FWS and/or NMFS, are required by ESA section
7(a)(2) to ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency would not jeopardize the
continued existence of a federally listed threatened or endangered species or species proposed for listing,
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. As the lead federal
agency, the FERC is responsible for consulting with the FWS and/or NMFS to determine whether any
federally listed endangered or threatened species or any of their designated critical habitats are near the
proposed action, and to determine the proposed action’s potential effects on those species or critical
habitats. As stated in section 3.7, none of the waters in the SMP Project area are managed by the NMFS;
therefore, consultation with NMFS is not required under the ESA.6
For actions involving major construction activities with the potential to affect listed species or
critical habitats, the lead federal agency must prepare a Biological Assessment (BA) for those species that
may be affected. The lead federal agency must submit its BA to the FWS and, if it is determined that the
action may adversely affect a federally listed species, the lead agency must submit a request for formal
consultation to comply with section 7 of the ESA. In response, the FWS would issue a Biological
Opinion as to whether or not the federal action would likely adversely affect or jeopardize the continued
existence of a listed species, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical
habitat. For the SMP Project, we have determined that federally listed species may be adversely affected,
and are submitting a BA to the FWS (provided as appendix K of this EIS).
Although proposed, petitioned, and candidate species and proposed critical habitat do not receive
federal protection through the ESA, we considered the potential effects on these species and habitats so
that section 7 consultation could be facilitated in the event one or more of these species become listed
before or during SMP Project construction. Should a federally listed, proposed, petitioned, or candidate
species be identified during construction that has not been previously identified during field surveys or
assessed through consultation, and project activities could adversely affect the species, the applicants are
required to suspend the construction activity and notify the Commission and FWS of the potential affect.
The construction activity could not resume until the Commission completes its consultation with the
FWS.
Three separate FWS Ecological Services Field Offices are reviewing the SMP Project: the
Alabama Field Office is reviewing the Hillabee Expansion Project; the Alabama, Georgia, and North
Florida Field Offices are reviewing the Sabal Trail Project; and the Vero Beach Field Office is reviewing
the FSC Project. Our section 7 analysis in the BA is separated by the three SMP Project components to
facilitate the FWS’s review of the projects.
Table 3.8.1-1 summarizes our determination of effect for federally listed, proposed, petitioned,
and candidate species. Our complete federal species analysis and the rationale for our determinations of
effect are provided in our BA (appendix K).
6

Correspondence from NMFS can be found in Appendix E of Sabal Trail’s July 7, 2015 supplemental environmental
information filing at: https://elibrary.ferc.gov/IDMWS/Doc_Family.asp?document_id=14355066.
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TABLE 3.8.1-1
Summary of Effects to Federally Listed Species for the Southeast Market Pipelines Project
Determination of Effect
No Effect

Hillabee Expansion Project
Alabama heelsplitter
Alabama moccasinshell
Coosa moccasinshell
Fat three-ridge
Georgia pigtoe
Heavy pigtoe
Orangenacre mucket
Ovate clubshell
Rayed kidneyshell
Southern acornshell
Southern clubshell
Southern combshell
Southern pigtoe
Triangular kidneyshell
Upland combshell
Tulotoma snail
Painted rocksnail
Round rocksnail
Alabama sturgeon
Gulf sturgeon
Gray bat
Indiana bat
Northern long-eared bat
Red-cockaded woodpecker
Wood stork
Alabama canebrake pitcherplant
Granite pool sprite/Little
amphianthus
Kral's water-plantain
Mohr's Barbara button
Price's potato-bean
Tennessee yellow-eyed
grass

Sabal Trail Project
Ochlockonee moccasinshell
Ovate clubshell
Southern pigtoe
Upland combshell
Tulotoma snail
Squirrel Chimney Cave
Shrimp
Indiana bat
Northern long-eared bat
Everglades snail kite
Florida grasshopper sparrow
Piping plover
Red-cockaded woodpecker
American chaffseed
Avon park hare-bells
Britton’s beargrass
Canby's dropwort
Carter’s mustard
Clasping warea/Wide-leaf
warea
Cooley's meadowrue
Cooley's waterwillow
False poison sumac
Florida blazing star
Florida bonamia
Florida bristle fern
Florida jointweed/wireweed
Florida ziziphus
Highlands scrub hypericum
Lewton’s polygala
Little amphianthus
Okeechobee gourd
Papery whitlow-wort
Perforate reindeer lichen
Pygmy fringe tree
Relict trillium
Scrub buckwheat
Scrub lupine
Scrub mint
Scrub pigeon-wing
Scrub plum
Short-leaved rosemary
Small’s jointweed/Sandlace
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Florida Southeast Connection
Project
American crocodile
Florida grasshopper sparrow
Kirtland’s warbler
Piping plover
Red-cockaded woodpecker
Avon park hare-bells
Britton’s beargrass
Carter’s mustard
Clasping warea/Wide-leaf
warea
Florida blazing star
Florida jointweed/wireweed
Florida ziziphus
Highlands scrub hypericum
Lakela’s mint
Perforate reindeer lichen
Pygmy fringe tree
Scrub lupine
Scrub pigeon-wing
Scrub plum
Short-leaved rosemary
Tiny polygala
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TABLE 3.8.1-1 (cont’d)
Summary of Effects to Federally Listed Species for the Southeast Market Pipelines Project
Determination of Effect
Not Likely to Adversely Affect

Hillabee Expansion Project
Finelined pocketbook
Blue shiner

Likely to Adversely Affect

Sabal Trail Project

Florida Southeast Connection
Project

Fat three-ridge
Finelined pocketbook
Gulf moccasinshell
Oval pigtoe
Purple bankclimber
Shinyrayed pocketbook
Southern Clubshell
Gulf sturgeon
Frosted flatwoods
salamander
American alligator
Florida panther
Crested caracara
Wood stork

American alligator
Florida bonneted bat
Florida panther
Crested caracara
Everglades snail kite
Florida scrub-jay
Wood stork

Blue-tailed mole skink
Eastern indigo snake
Florida sand skink
Florida scrub-jay
Longspurred mint

Blue-tailed mole skink
Eastern indigo snake
Florida sand skink
Florida bonamia
Lewton’s polygala
Papery whitlow-wort
Scrub buckwheat
Scrub mint
Small’s jointweed/Sandlace

Critical Habitat
Not Likely to Adversely Affect

Fat three-ridge
Gulf moccasinshell
Oval pigtoe
Purple bankclimber
Shinyrayed pocketbook
Gulf sturgeon

Proposed, Petitioned, or Candidate Species
Not Likely to Jeopardize

Special Status Species

Alligator snapping turtle
Alabama shad
Black pine snake
Eastern diamondback
rattlesnake
Georgia rockcress
White fringeless orchid

Delicate spike
Inflated spike
Rayed creekshell
Southern elktoe
Alabama shad
Highlands tiger beetle
Striped newt
Alligator snapping turtle
Eastern diamondback
rattlesnake
Gopher tortoise
Whooping crane
Georgia rockcress
White fringeless orchid
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Highlands tiger beetle
Striped newt
Eastern diamondback
rattlesnake
Gopher tortoise
Red knot
Whooping crane

The Applicants propose several measures to minimize impacts on federal species and their
habitats, which are discussed throughout our BA. For eight federal species, we determined additional
avoidance or conservation measures may be necessary to reduce adverse effects that would otherwise
occur if the project is constructed, and in part, are basing our determinations of effects on implementation
of these measures. Our recommendations regarding these eight federal species are as follows:
To minimize impacts on Florida scrub-jays and occupied Florida scrub-jay habitat, we
recommend that:


Sabal Trail and FSC should avoid construction within occupied Florida scrub-jay
habitat between March 1 and June 30, unless additional surveys confirm that this
habitat is unoccupied or Sabal Trail or FSC receives written confirmation from the
Commission that construction activities can occur within this timeframe.

To minimize impacts on longspurred mint, we recommend that:


prior to construction, Sabal Trail should file for the review and written approval by
the Director of OEP, results of consultation with the FWS indicating the
minimization/avoidance measures that will be used for the longspurred mint,
including (in the order listed), opportunities for:
a.

avoidance of plant locations and associated habitat as feasible, including
“necking-in” or reducing the construction footprint;

b.

“temporary” removal of plants and soil profile plugs (which include the A
and B horizons) with the intent to replace to original location post
construction; and

c.

transplanting and seed banking (only after all other options are considered).

To minimize impacts on six plant species that occur with the proposed FSC Project workspace,
we recommend that:


prior to construction, FSC should file for the review and written approval by the
Director of OEP, results of consultation with the FWS indicating the minimization/
avoidance measures that would be used for the Florida bonamia, Lewton’s polygala,
papery whitlow-wort, scrub buckwheat, scrub mint, and Small’s jointweed
including (in the order listed), opportunities for:
a.

avoidance of plant locations and associated habitat as feasible, including
“necking-in” or reducing the construction footprint;

b.

“temporary” removal of plants and soil profile plugs (which include the A
and B horizons) with the intent to replace to original location post
construction; and

c.

transplanting and seed banking (only after all other options are considered).
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3.8.2

State Listed Special Status Species

A total of 135 state-listed species (protected at the state level only) were identified by agencies
and stakeholders as potentially occurring within the vicinity of the SMP Project. State special status
species that would not be affected by the SMP Project are presented in table 3.8.2-1 of appendix D. State
special status species that may be affected by the SMP Project are presented in table 3.8.2-2 of appendix
D.
Impacts on state special status species may be greater than impacts on other vegetation and
wildlife because these species may be more sensitive to disturbance, more specific to a habitat, and less
able to move to unaffected suitable habitat which may not be available (or currently exists only in small
tracts). Disturbances could therefore have a greater impact on a species’ population. Potential impacts
that could affect a species’ conservation needs or decrease a population’s viability include habitat
fragmentation, loss, or degradation; decreased breeding or nesting success, increased predation or
decreased food sources; and injury or mortality.
Potential impacts and corresponding minimization or mitigation measures are often related to a
species’ habitat associations. For example, the clearing and removal of scrub could have similar effects to
the short-tailed snake, Florida mouse, Bachman’s sparrow, and other shrub obligate species.
Corresponding measures to minimize impacts on scrub habitat, particularly within high-quality or
important habitat, often benefit all scrub associate species. Similarly, measures that are implemented to
minimize impacts on freshwater marshes would benefit all species within that habitat association.
The Applicants have proposed measures to reduce habitat and species impacts, and continue to
consult with resource agencies to identify and develop additional conservation and mitigation measures to
further minimize impacts on state-listed species. State permitting agencies have further opportunity
during their permit review and authorization processes to require additional conservation and mitigation
measures that would further protect and conserve sensitive species and their habitats according to each
agencies’ mission and conservation goals. For instance, the FWC, through issuance of its Construction
Environmental Resource Permit, has required FSC to complete colonial water bird surveys prior to
construction and if found, maintain a minimum distance of 330 feet between the edge of the nesting area
and any disturbance activity during the breeding season.
3.8.3

Conclusion

Throughout this EIS, we have recommended additional construction practices, avoidance
measures, and mitigation measures where we believe the SMP Project, as proposed, would not adequately
support certain species’ conservation needs or agency-recommended conservation measures; or where
additional habitat data or species-specific surveys are necessary. We note that implementation of these
recommendations would minimize impacts on special status species and their habitat associations (e.g.,
wetlands, waterbodies, sand ridges). Thus, we conclude that project-related impacts on special status and
state-listed species would be reduced to levels that would not threaten a species population viability, or
contribute to trends toward federal listings.

Special Status Species
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The use of lands crossed by the SMP Project are generally classified into the following
categories and definitions:
Forested/Woodland: upland and wetland forests, and pine plantations.
Open Land: utility rights-of-way, open fields, vacant land, herbaceous and scrub-shrub uplands,
non-forested lands, emergent wetland, scrub-shrub wetland, golf courses, and municipal land.
Agricultural: active hayfields, cultivated cropland, and specialty crops.
In the Hillabee Expansion Project area, agricultural lands include row crops (corn, cotton,
peanuts, and soybeans), sod, poultry, cattle, and vegetable crops such as potatoes, sweet potatoes,
and sweet corn, and fruits such as tomatoes and watermelon. Agricultural lands in the Sabal Trail
Project area include row crops (corn, wheat, cotton, peanuts, soybeans), sod, hay crops and
pasture, poultry, cattle (beef/grazing), and citrus. Agricultural land in the FSC Project area is
primarily used for cattle, citrus, commercial sod, ornamental plant production, and horses.
Industrial/Commercial: manufacturing or industrial plants, paved areas, landfills, mines, quarries,
electric power or natural gas utility facilities, developed areas, roads, railroads and railroad yards,
and commercial or retail facilities.
Residential: existing developed residential areas and planned residential developments. This
may include large developments, low, medium, and high density residential neighborhoods,
urban/suburban residential, multi-family residences, ethnic villages, and residentially zoned areas
that have been developed or short segments of the route at road crossings with homes near the
route alignment.
Open Water: ponds, reservoirs, lakes, and streams greater than 100 feet wide and streams visible
on aerial photography but less than 100 feet in width.
As summarized in table 3.9-1, constructing the SMP Project would impact approximately
11,392.9 acres, of which approximately 4,146.8 acres would be permanently affected. On a state-by-state
basis, constructing and operating the SMP Project would respectively impact 8.2 acres and 0 acres in
Mississippi, 2,603.8 acres and 880.2 acres in Alabama, 2,759.3 acres and 981.7 acres in Georgia, and
6,021.6 acres and 2,284.9 acres in Florida.
The following impacts and mitigation and easement requirements discussions would apply to the
SMP Project as a whole. Impacts and mitigation measures that differ from those described below and that
are unique to the Hillabee Expansion Project, Sabal Trail Project, and FSC Project area discussed by
project in its respective sections below.
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TABLE 3.9-1
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Summary of Land Use Types Affected by Construction and Operation of the Southeast Market Pipelines Project (in acres)
Industrial/
Forested/Woodland
Open Land
Agricultural
Commercial
Residential
Open Water
Project/State/Component
Const. a
Op. b
Const.
Op.
Const.
Op.
Const.
Op.
Const.
Op.
Const.
Op.
Hillabee Expansion Project
Alabama
Pipeline Right-of-Way
269.9
92.9
264.2
162.1
9.1
2.9
7.6
3.0
6.1
1.8
3.4
1.7
Additional Temporary
82.7
0.0
83.8
0.0
4.4
0.0
4.5
0.0
0.9
0.0
0.4
0.0
Workspace
Aboveground Facilities
30.2
6.0
80.1
18.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.7
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Access Roads
4.4
1.6
2.4
1.6
0.0
0.0
55.3
2.6
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Pipe/Contractor Yards and
0.0
0.0
55.8
0.0
26.4
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Staging Areas
Alabama Subtotal
387.2
100.5
486.3
182.6
39.9
2.9
67.4
7.3
7.0
1.8
3.8
1.7
Mississippi
Pipe/Contractor Yards
0.0
0.0
8.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Mississippi Subtotal
0.0
0.0
8.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Hillabee Expansion Project
387.2
100.5
494.5
182.6
39.9
2.9
67.4
7.3
7.0
1.8
3.8
1.7
Subtotal
Sabal Trail Project
Alabama
Pipeline Right-of-Way
748.7
357.7
233.3
119.6
16.7
8.5
0.0
0.0
19.6
8.9
2.5
1.3
Additional Temporary
248.0
0.0
145.4
0.0
7.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
7.3
0.0
0.2
0.0
Workspace
Aboveground Facilities
30.2
7.0
38.3
24.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.1
0.0
0.0
Access Roads
10.0
9.5
55.3
46.2
0.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.1
<0.1
<0.1
Pipe/Contractor Yards and
0.0
0.0
47.7
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Staging Areas
Alabama Subtotal
1,036.9
374.2
520.0
190.3
25.5
8.5
0.0
0.0
27.1
9.1
2.7
1.3
Georgia
Pipeline Right-of-Way
1033.0
488.8
294.4
147.6
532.8
258.5
13.7
4.8
19.2
9.0
4.8
1.9
Additional Temporary
243.8
0.0
95.0
0.0
187.7
0.0
8.7
0.0
6.2
0.0
0.5
0.0
Workspace
Aboveground Facilities
28.0
25.9
4.8
4.8
1.6
1.6
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Access Roads
12.6
4.9
88.9
31.6
10.1
2.0
1.4
0.2
0.7
0.0
0.1
0.1
Pipe/Contractor Yards and
13.8
0.0
71.3
0.0
62.1
0.0
24.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Staging Areas
Georgia Subtotal
1,331.2
519.6
554.4
184.0
794.3
262.1
47.9
5.0
26.1
9.0
5.4
2.0
Florida
Pipeline Right-of-Way
Mainline
1,239.5
583.4
259.1
86.5
1,086.4
528.3
94.3
53.1
21.4
10.7
3.6
1.3

Total
Const.
Op.

560.3
176.7

264.4
0.0

110.3
62.1
82.2

26.6
5.8
0.0

991.6

296.8

8.2
8.2
999.8

0.0
0.0
296.8

1,020.8
408.8

495.9
0.0

68.6
66.3
47.7

31.6
55.8
0.0

1,612.2

583.4

1,897.9
541.9

910.6
0.0

34.4
113.8
171.3

32.3
38.8
0.0

2,759.3

981.7

2,704.3

1,263.3

TABLE 3.9-1 (cont’d)
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Summary of Land Use Types Affected by Construction and Operation of the Southeast Market Pipelines Project (in acres)
Industrial/
Forested/Woodland
Open Land
Agricultural
Commercial
Residential
Open Water
Total
Project/State/Component
Const. a
Op. b
Const.
Op.
Const.
Op.
Const.
Op.
Const.
Op.
Const.
Op.
Const.
Op.
Citrus County Line
158.0
81.9
37.3
11.4
23.5
10.7
7.6
2.2
0.9
0.4
0.3
0.0
227.6
106.6
Hunters Creek Line
80.0
37.5
12.8
4.7
30.1
9.8
9.2
3.1
0.4
0.0
1.1
0.8
133.6
55.9
Additional Temporary
234.7
0.0
74.4
0.0
331.3
0.0
26.6
0.0
5.9
0.0
0.3
0.0
673.2
0.0
Workspace
Aboveground Facilities
92.5
80.3
7.5
1.9
19.9
19.3
1.6
1.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
121.5
102.4
Access Roads
47.6
2.1
8.2
0.5
50.2
0.5
41.9
8.0
9.9
0.0
0.1
0.0
157.9
11.1
Pipe/Contractor Yards and
1.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
133.4
0.0
34.1
0.0
0.3
0.0
0.2
0.0
169.8
0.0
Staging Areas
Florida Subtotal
1,854.1
785.2
399.3
105.0
1,674.8
568.6
215.3
67.4
38.8
11.1
5.6
2.1
4,187.9 1,539.4
Sabal Trail Project Subtotal
4,222.2
1,679.0
1,473.7
479.3
2,494.6
839.2
263.2
72.4
92.0
29.2
13.7
5.4
8,559.4 3,104.5
Florida Southeast Connection Project
Florida
Pipeline Right-of-Way
261.6
133.9
821.7
454.9
240.1
121.2
24.5
13.0
26.9
14.3
3.7
1.4
1,378.5
738.7
Additional Temporary
30.5
0.0
81.9
0.0
47.5
0.0
2.9
0.0
4.7
0.0
0.6
0.0
168.1
0.0
Workspace
Aboveground Facilities
0.0
0.0
0.2
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.9
0.9
0.4
0.4
0.0
0.0
1.6
1.6
Access Roads
2.2
0.2
37.2
1.2
6.5
0.2
70.8
3.5
0.9
0.1
0.0
0.0
117.7
5.1
Pipe/Contractor Yards and
30.0
0.0
113.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
19.5
0.0
4.6
0.0
0.0
0.0
167.7
0.0
Staging Areas
Florida Southeast Connection
324.3
134.1
1054.9
456.3
294.1
121.5
118.6
17.4
37.4
14.8
4.4
1.4
1,833.7
745.5
Project Subtotal
Mississippi Impacts
0.0
0.0
8.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
8.2
0.0
Alabama Impacts
1,424.1
474.7
1,006.3
372.9
65.4
11.4
67.4
7.3
34.1
10.9
6.5
3.0
2,603.8
880.2
Georgia Impacts
1,331.2
519.6
554.4
184.0
794.3
262.1
47.9
5.0
26.1
9.0
5.4
2.0
2,759.3
981.7
Florida Impacts
2,178.4
919.3
1,454.2
561.3
1,968.9
690.1
333.9
84.8
76.2
25.9
10.0
3.5
6,021.6 2,284.9
Southeast Market Pipelines
4,933.7
1,913.6
3,023.1
1,118.2
2,828.6
963.6
449.2
97.1
136.4
45.8
21.9
8.5
11,392.9 4,146.8
Project Total
____________________
a
Project-specific construction right-of-way widths are discussed in the project-specific sections below. Note that impacts presented are based on typical construction right-ofway widths (100, 110, 120, etc.) for the entire length of the pipeline discussed by project below. However, the construction right-of-way would be reduced at certain locations
(e.g., wetlands), some portions of the right-of-way would overlap with existing rights-of-way that have been previously disturbed, and/or the HDD method would be used to
avoid direct impacts on land use.
b
Project-specific operational right-of-way widths are discussed in the project-specific sections below. Note that impacts presented are based on a typical operational right-ofway width of 50 feet for the entire length of the pipeline discussed by project below. However, most vegetation types would be allowed to revert to pre-construction conditions,
limited vegetation maintenance would be allowed in wetlands, some portions of the right-of-way would overlap with existing rights-of-way that are maintained, and/or the HDD
method would be used to avoid direct impacts on land use.
Note: Due to rounding, some addends may be off by 0.1 place.

General Impacts and Mitigation
Constructing and operating the SMP Project would result in temporary to permanent land use
impacts. The effects of pipeline construction on open, agricultural, industrial/commercial, and residential
land would be expected to be minor and temporary to short term. Temporary to short-term impacts would
result from clearing of existing vegetation, standing or row crops, and landscaping; ground disturbance
from grading, creating the pipeline trench, backfilling the pipeline trench; and increased equipment traffic
associated with construction activities. Impacts would include temporary loss of land use, disturbance of
the visual landscape, increased noise and dust, and increased local traffic congestion. Landowner access
to homes, fields, storage areas, and other infrastructure would be maintained. Temporary fencing would
be used in affected pasture areas, with alternative feeding or boarding arrangements made if necessary.
These impacts would be confined primarily to the duration of construction (temporary) and would end
after the right-of-way is restored and revegetated and the temporary work areas are relinquished to the
landowner. Following construction, the land for the temporary construction right-of-way, ATWS,
temporary access roads, and pipe/contractor yards would be restored and allowed to revert to prior uses,
with the exception of forest areas.
In agricultural areas, short-term impacts would include the disruption of farming operations for
the growing season during the year of construction and interruptions to irrigation systems affected by
pipeline construction activities. If lines are damaged during construction, temporary repairs would be
conducted immediately and permanent repairs would be completed following construction. Specialty
crops within agricultural areas are discussed as applicable by project in the sections below.
In industrial/commercial land, construction would be timed to avoid peak use periods, access to
businesses would be maintained, and affected commercial/industrial landowners would be coordinated
with by the applicant on an individual basis.
A detailed description of impacts on and mitigation for residences is discussed by individual
project below. Construction methods proposed for residential areas are described in section 2.3.2.
Comments were received regarding the potential for disruption of flow patterns in canals and
ditches that homeowners rely on to carry water away from their residences. The Applicants would restore
any affected waterbodies to preconstruction contours and ensure that flow is maintained. Therefore, we
conclude that flow patterns would not be permanently disrupted by project construction.
A detailed description of impacts on and mitigation for open water is discussed by project in
section 3.3.2. Construction methods proposed for waterbodies are described in section 2.3.2.
The effect of the SMP Project would be greatest in forest lands (which includes forested
wetlands) and in silvicultural lands consisting of upland and wetland pine plantations. Impacts on forest
land would include the removal of trees within the construction right-of-way and at ATWS, aboveground
facility sites, and new or modified access roads. Post-construction maintenance of the permanent rightof-way would prevent the reestablishment of trees, including orchards and tree crops. Table 3.9-1 lists
the amount of tree clearing required for construction and operating the SMP Project, which is dependent
on the width of the construction and permanent rights-of-way and the degree to which these areas overlap
other existing cleared rights-of-way. Following construction, forest land located outside of the permanent
right-of-way, aboveground facility sites, and new permanent access roads would be allowed to regrow. It
is expected that the reestablishment of forest areas would take 30 years or longer depending on the age of
trees removed and the species of trees that are recruited or replanted. Compensation for tree loss would
be determined during easement negotiations between the applicant and the landowner. Impacts on
planted pine plantations are discussed in section 3.5.3.
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Construction and operation of aboveground facilities and new access roads would result in minor
to moderate and permanent impacts on land uses as a result of converting the area to a commercial/
industrial use.
Land encumbrances associated with use restrictions on the permanent right-of-way and
aboveground facility sites would permanently impact land uses. Landowners would have use of the
permanent right-of-way, though permanent fencing and structures such as houses, trailers, garages, tool
sheds, poles, guy wires, catch basins, septic tanks and leech fields, and swimming pools would not be
permitted above the pipeline. Also, the planting of trees within the permanent right-of-way would not be
allowed. The permanent right-of-way would remain accessible for maintenance and inspection, and for
emergency response access. Maintenance activities would be conducted in accordance with the
respective Applicant’s construction and restoration plans (see table 2.3-2).
Easement Requirements
Pipeline operators must obtain easements from landowners to construct and operate natural gas
facilities, or acquire the land on which the facilities would be located. An easement agreement between a
company and a landowner typically specifies compensation for losses resulting from construction,
including losses of non-renewable and other resources, damages to property during construction, and
restrictions on existing uses that would not be permitted on the permanent right-of-way after construction.
The easement would give the company the right to construct, operate, and maintain the pipeline, and
establish a permanent right-of-way. Landowners would be compensated for the use of their land through
the easement negotiation process.
If an easement cannot be negotiated with a landowner and the project has been certificated by the
FERC, the company may use the right of eminent domain granted to it under Section 7(h) of the NGA
and the procedure set forth under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (Rule 71A) to obtain the right-ofway and extra workspace areas. The company would still be required to compensate the landowner for
the right-of-way and for any damages incurred during construction. However, a court would determine
the level of compensation if a Certificate is issued. In either case, the landowner would be compensated
for the use of the land. Eminent domain would not apply to lands under federal ownership.
3.9.1
3.9.1.1

Hillabee Expansion Project
General Land Use

Pipeline Facilities
Land use impacts associated with the Hillabee Expansion Project would include the disturbance
of existing land uses within the construction right-of-way, including ATWS, during construction and
retention of a new permanent right-of-way for operation of the pipeline loops. Section 2.2 describes the
pipeline right-of-way land requirements associated with the Hillabee Expansion Project. Table 3.9.1-1 in
appendix D lists where the pipeline right-of-way would be collocated with existing rights-of-way.
Table 3.9.1-2 summarizes the acreage of each land use type that would be affected by
construction and operation of the pipeline loop facilities for the Hillabee Expansion Project. The
remaining area not permanently maintained would be restored per Transco’s CBMPP.
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TABLE 3.9.1-2
Summary of Land Use Types Affected by Construction and Operation of the Hillabee Expansion Project Pipeline Facilities (in acres) a
Forested/
Woodland
Project Component

Const. b Op. c, d

Open Land

Agricultural

Industrial/
Commercial

Residential

Open Water

Total

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.
40.9

Rock Springs Loop
Pipeline Right-of-Way

45.8

19.4

34.2

21.2

0.4

0.0

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.3

0.2

80.9

Additional Temporary Workspace

15.2

0.0

9.1

0.0

0.4

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

24.8

0.0

61.0

19.4

43.2

21.2

0.8

0.0

0.3

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.4

0.2

105.8

40.9

Pipeline Right-of-Way

37.0

15.7

27.7

14.9

0.6

0.2

0.7

0.3

2.5

1.0

0.4

0.2

68.9

32.4

Additional Temporary Workspace

7.9

0.0

7.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.2

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

16.4

0.0

45.0

15.7

34.7

14.9

0.6

0.2

1.9

0.3

2.7

1.0

0.4

0.2

85.2

32.4

Pipeline Right-of-Way

39.1

18.2

19.8

9.4

0.0

0.0

1.1

0.5

0.0

0.0

0.6

0.4

60.6

28.4

Additional Temporary Workspace

10.4

0.0

11.9

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.6

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

22.9

0.0

49.5

18.2

31.7

9.4

0.0

0.0

1.6

0.5

0.0

0.0

0.7

0.4

83.5

28.4

Pipeline Right-of-Way

33.2

8.9

52.7

33.4

5.1

1.7

3.4

1.1

0.7

0.2

0.3

0.2

95.4

45.4

Additional Temporary Workspace

10.6

0.0

11.4

0.0

2.6

0.0

1.7

0.0

0.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

26.6

0.0

43.8

8.9

64.1

33.4

7.7

1.7

5.1

1.1

1.0

0.2

0.3

0.2

121.9

45.4

Pipeline Right-of-Way

26.4

7.1

23.9

16.2

0.1

0.0

0.4

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.2

0.1

51.1

23.6

Additional Temporary Workspace

10.5

0.0

6.2

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

17.0

0.0

36.9

7.1

30.0

16.2

0.2

0.0

0.5

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.3

0.1

68.0

23.6

Pipeline Right-of-Way

31.0

5.9

37.7

25.5

0.1

0.0

0.7

0.3

0.7

0.4

0.5

0.2

70.7

32.3

Additional Temporary Workspace

10.2

0.0

9.8

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

20.3

0.0

41.2

5.9

47.5

25.5

0.1

0.0

0.9

0.3

0.7

0.4

0.5

0.2

91.0

32.3

Pipeline Right-of-Way

15.2

3.3

16.8

11.6

1.6

0.3

0.3

0.1

0.2

0.0

0.1

0.1

34.0

15.5

Additional Temporary Workspace

4.9

0.0

10.2

0.0

0.4

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

15.8

0.0

20.1

3.3

27.0

11.6

2.0

0.3

0.4

0.1

0.3

0.0

0.1

0.1

49.8

15.5

Rock Springs Loop Subtotal
Butler Loop

Butler Loop Subtotal
Billingsley Loop

Billingsley Loop Subtotal
Autauga Loop
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Autauga Loop Subtotal
Verbena Loop

Verbena Loop Subtotal
Proctor Creek Loop

Proctor Creek Loop Subtotal
Hissop Loop

Hissop Loop Subtotal

TABLE 3.9.1-2 (cont’d)
Summary of Land Use Types Affected by Construction and Operation of the Hillabee Expansion Project Pipeline Facilities (in acres) a
Forested/
Woodland
Project Component

Const. b Op. c, d

Open Land

Agricultural

Industrial/
Commercial

Residential

Open Water

Total

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.
45.8

Alexander City Loop
Pipeline Right-of-Way

42.3

14.4

51.5

29.9

1.3

0.6

1.0

0.3

1.9

0.2

1.0

0.4

98.9

Additional Temporary Workspace

12.9

0.0

18.2

0.0

0.9

0.0

0.5

0.0

0.3

0.0

0.2

0.0

32.9

0.0

Alexander City Loop Subtotal

55.2

14.4

69.7

29.9

2.2

0.6

1.5

0.3

2.2

0.2

1.1

0.4

131.7 l

45.8 l

Total

352.6

92.9

348.0

162.1

13.5

2.9

12.1

3.0

7.0

1.8

3.8

1.7

737.0e

264.4 e

____________________
a
Includes the temporary and permanent right-of-way and additional temporary workspace areas
b
Assumes a 110- to 120-foot-wide construction right-of-way. However, the construction right-of-way would be reduced to 75 feet in wetlands.
c
Does not include wetlands or areas where the permanent right-of-way would not be maintained (e.g., HDDs).
d
Assumes a 25-foot-wide area at most locations where structures would be precluded from being installed within the new permanent, operational right-of-way. This is in
addition to the existing permanent right-of-way for the existing Transco pipelines where structures are already precluded from being installed.
e
Of the total area affected by construction and operation, approximately 307.4 acres and 155.5 acres, respectively, would occur within a previously disturbed, existing
maintained/operational easement.
Note: Due to rounding, some addends may be off by 0.1 place.
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Aboveground Facilities
As summarized in table 3.9.1-3, Transco would construct one new compressor station and
upgrade three existing compressor stations. Constructing and operating Compressor Station 84 would
temporarily affect 79.5 acres of forested and open land and would permanently convert 6 acres of forest
and 9 acres of open land into industrial/commercial land.
TABLE 3.9.1-3
Land Use Types Affected by Construction and Operation of the Hillabee Expansion Project
Aboveground Facilities (in acres)
Forested
Project Component

Open Land

Industrial/Commercial

Total

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Compressor Station 84

30.2

5.0

49.3

9.0

0.0

0.0

79.5

14.0

Compressor Station 95

0.0

0.0

18.3

0.8

0.0

0.0

18.3

0.8

Compressor Station 100a

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Compressor Station 105

0.0

0.0

12.5

0.9

0.0

0.0

12.5

0.9

Rock Springs Pig Launcher and
Mainline Valve (MLV)

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.2

Rock Springs Pig Receiver and
MLV

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.4

Butler Receiver and MLV

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.3

Billingsley Receiver and MLV

0.0

0.0

0.0

5.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

5.0

Autauga Launcher and MLV

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.6

0.0

1.6

0.0

3.2

Autauga Receiver and MLV

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.4

Verbena Receiver and MLV

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.4

Proctor Creek Launcher and MLV

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.4

Hissop Tie-in to Compressor
Station 105 a

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Sabal Trail M&R Station c

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.2

Alexander City Receiver and MLV

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.5

30.2

6.0

80.1

18.9

0.0

1.7

110.3

26.6

Compressor Stations

Other Aboveground Facilities b, d

Total

____________________
a
Proposed upgrades would not result in new land use impacts.
b
All “other aboveground facilities” would be located entirely within the permanent, maintained right-of-way for the pipeline
loops and, therefore, would not result in additional land use impacts beyond that included with the pipeline right-of-way
calculations (see table 3.9.1-2). However, they would result in a land use conversion to industrial/commercial land.
c
Transco would install aboveground appurtenances within the footprint of the Sabal Trail M&R Station, which is associated
with the Sabal Trail Project.
d
Does not include removed facilities, which would be allowed to revert to pre-construction land use(s), except when
associated with forested lands within the permanent right-of-way; these would revert to open land.
Note: Due to rounding, some addends may be off by 0.1 place.

Upgrading Compressor Station 100 would not result in ground disturbance and, therefore, no land
use would not be affected. Upgrading Compressor Station 95 would affect 18.3 acres of open land, of
which 0.8 acre would be permanently affected. Upgrading existing Compressor Station 105 would affect
12.5 acres of open land, of which 0.9 acre would be permanently affected.
Eleven other aboveground facilities would be constructed or removed as part of the Hillabee
Expansion Project, including new MLVs and pig launchers/receivers (see table 3.9.1-3). While new
facilities would occur within the permanent pipeline right-of-way, they would result in a permanent land
use conversion to industrial/commercial land. Conversely, removed facilities would result in the
conversion of industrial/commercial land to existing, surrounding conditions, with the exception of any
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facilities located on forested land with the permanent right-of-way. These facilities would be allowed to
revert to open land.
Pipe/Contractor Yards and Staging Areas
To support construction activities, Transco proposes to use 10 pipe/contractor yards and staging
areas. The yards would temporarily affect about 90.4 acres of open and agricultural land that has been
previously disturbed and cleared (see table 3.9.1-4). Following construction, these areas would be
restored in accordance with Transco’s CBMPP or as requested by the landowner or land-managing
agency.
TABLE 3.9.1-4
Land Use Types Affected by Construction and Operation of the Hillabee Expansion Project
Pipe/Contractor Yards and Staging Areas (in acres)
State/County/Yard Name

Impacts a

Land Use

Alabama Yards
Choctaw County - Butler #3

Open Land

5.0

Choctaw County - Butler #4

Open Land

10.3

Chilton County - Billingsley #1

Open Land

17.3b

Chilton County - Verbena #1

Agricultural

11.2

Chilton County - Verbena #2

Agricultural

6.9

Chilton County - Clanton #1

Open Land

4.8b

Chilton County - Clanton #2

Open Land

9.2b

Chilton County - Clanton #3

Agricultural

8.3

Coosa County - Kellyton #1

Open Land

9.2b

Mississippi Yard
Lauderdale County - Meridian #1

Open Land

8.2

Total

90.4

____________________
a
Impacts would be limited to the construction period; no operational impacts would occur.
b
Construction area impacts do not include the acreages of wetlands located within the yards. Transco would avoid impacts
on wetlands areas during use of the yards.
Note: Due to rounding, some addends may be off by 0.1 place.

Access Roads
While public roads and the construction right-of-way would be used for primary access to project
workspaces, Transco proposes to:


build and permanently maintain 5 new roads for operations;



permanently maintain 6 existing roads for operations; and



modify 58 existing roads for temporary access during construction (see table 2.2.1-4 in
appendix D).

Of the proposed access roads, 59 are associated with yard and pipeline right-of-way access and 10
are associated with aboveground facility access. Modifications to existing temporary access roads would
affect 62.1 acres of land. Permanent access roads would affect 5.8 acres of land. Following construction,
temporary access road improvements would be removed and roads restored to their preconstruction
condition unless the landowner or land-managing agency requests that the improvements be left in place.
To restore the roads, the areas outside the original road footprint would be recontoured and disturbed
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areas would be reseeded with an appropriate seed mix unless otherwise requested by the landowner or
land management agency. Table 2.2.1-4 in appendix D identifies each road improvement proposed on the
Hillabee Expansion Project.
3.9.1.2

Impacts and Mitigation

Section 3.9 describes the general land use impacts associated with constructing and operating the
Hillabee Expansion Project. To reduce construction- and operation-related impacts on all land uses,
Transco would implement the construction and restoration measures outlined in its CBMPP, which
includes Transco’s Plan and Procedures and Noxious Weed Control Plan.
3.9.1.3

Land Ownership

Land ownership associated with the Hillabee Expansion Project is private, with the exception of
public roads and one public ownership area at MP 942.0, which is owned by the City of Alexander City.
3.9.1.4

Existing Residences and Planned Developments

Existing Residences
Workspace necessary to construct the Hillabee Expansion Project pipelines would be located
within 50 feet of 14 residences. Table 3.9.1-5 in appendix D identifies residences within 50 feet of
Transco’s construction work area and proposed residential mitigation measures, as well as site-specific
residential crossing plans (RCPs) (see appendix G).
In residential areas, the most common impacts associated with constructing and operating a
pipeline are temporary disturbances during construction and the existence of the permanent right-of-way,
which would prevent the construction of permanent structures within the right-of-way.
Temporary construction impacts on residential areas would include inconveniences caused by
noise and dusts; disruption to access of homes; traffic congestion; ground disturbance of lawns and visual
character caused by removal of trees, landscaped shrubs, or other vegetation screening between
residences and/or adjacent rights-of-way; potential damage to existing septic systems or wells and other
utilities; and removal of aboveground structures such as fences, sheds, playgrounds, or trailers from
within the right-of-way.
Transco would utilize special construction methods designed for working in residential areas.
These special construction methods are described in section 2.3.2.5, and specific methods to be used on
certain individual properties are shown on Transco’s site-specific RCPs. Transco would implement the
following general measures to minimize construction-related impacts on all residences and other
structures located within 50 feet of the construction right-of-way:


attempt to reduce the construction right-of-way width near residences and use other
ATWS areas located farther from the residences to minimize disruption of residences in
the immediate vicinity;



install safety fence at the edge of the construction right-of-way for a distance of 100 feet
on either side of a residence;



attempt to preserve mature trees, vegetation screens, and landscaping within the
construction work area to the extent possible;
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complete final cleanup, grading, and installation of permanent erosion control devices
within 10 days after backfilling the trench; and



restore all lawn areas and landscaping within the construction work area, excluding
mature trees within the permanent pipeline easement, immediately following clean up.

Transco anticipates that pipeline construction activities (e.g., pipe stringing, excavation, welding,
coating, lower-in, and backfill) would last 45 construction days through residential areas without weather
delays. However, where the pipeline centerline is within 25 feet of a residence, Transco would not
excavate the trench until the pipe is ready for installation and would backfill the trench immediately after
pipe installation. Also, any bore pits or sections of trench left open at the end of the workdays would be
fenced and covered with steel plate or timber mats within 20 feet of inhabited structures. Other activities
such as tree trimming, clearing activities, and right-of-way restoration activities would be completed in
accordance with state and federal timing restrictions and weather permitting, and likely occur outside the
estimated 45-day construction period.
To minimize impacts on residences, Transco would stake the limits of disturbance and the
centerline of the pipeline and would coordinate with property owners before and throughout the
construction process to minimize impacts on landowners. Owners of residential property crossed by the
pipelines would be contacted to notify them of the approximate time that construction would take place
on their property and to keep them informed about any special construction activities that may concern
them.
Transco would attempt to maintain residential access at all times; however, interruption of access
necessary to complete a driveway crossing would be coordinated in advance with the landowner. Transco
would generally complete construction across driveways within 1 day and install a temporary surface
patch. Final surfacing of driveways would occur separately in conjunction with other driveway final
restorations within the area. If a road is open cut, traffic flow would be maintained except for temporary
periods essential for pipeline installation.
Transco would coordinate with landowners prior to construction to identify and verify their
location, and would attempt to avoid septic systems. However, if avoidance is not possible, Transco
would relocate and protect septic systems prior to construction. In the event of damage during
construction, Transco would immediately provide the landowner with a temporary repair or other
accommodations. Once construction is complete, Transco would coordinate with the landowner to
provide a suitable permanent solution. Permanent repairs would be completed after construction.
Following construction, all residential areas would be restored to preconstruction conditions or as
specified in written landowner agreements. Landowners would continue to have use of the right-of-way
provided such use does not interfere with the easement rights granted to Transco for construction and
operation of the pipeline system.
To ensure impacts on residences are addressed, Transco has prepared a Landowner Complaint
Resolution Procedure. Transco’s land agents would contact each landowner to provide the anticipated
schedule for construction once it is known. In addition, the land agents have provided telephone and email contact information for questions or concerns. The procedure letter states that a response to a
question or concern would be provided in 24 to 48 hours, and prior to construction if possible. In the
event Transco’s response is not satisfactory to the landowner, the letter also identifies the FERC’s Dispute
Resolution Division Helpline contact information. We have reviewed this procedure letter and find it
acceptable.
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Transco’s site-specific RCPs include measures to minimize disruption and ensure access to the
residences within 50 feet of the construction work areas (see appendix G). These construction plans
include a dimensioned drawing depicting the residence in relation to the pipeline construction; workspace
boundaries; the proposed permanent right-of-way; and other nearby residences, structures, roads, and
miscellaneous features (e.g., other utilities, playgrounds, catch basins, sewers). We have reviewed the
site-specific RCPs and find them acceptable. However, we encourage the owners of each of these
residences to provide us comments on the plan specific for their property.
We conclude that with implementation of Transco’s proposed construction methods, its sitespecific RCPs, and Landowner Complaint Resolution Procedure, impacts on residences would be
minimized to the greatest extent practicable and would not be significant.
Planned Developments
Based on consultation with the ADEM and local planning departments, no existing or planned
residential developments would be crossed by the Hillabee Expansion Project.
3.9.1.5

Recreation and Special Interest Areas

Based on consultations with local agencies and review of public databases and maps, the Hillabee
Expansion Project would not cross any recreational or special interest areas, including designated
wilderness areas; national wildlife refuges; national parks; national, state, or local parks; national or state
forests; designated scenic highways or byways; protected rivers or waterbodies; or coastal zones. Also,
no state-owned or managed properties or public lands open to hunting would be crossed by or are located
within 0.25 mile of the project. Further, private land in Alabama is not open to hunting to the general
public, though private land may be hunted with a landowner’s permission.
Two recreational and/or special land use areas are within 0.25 mile of the Hillabee Expansion
Project, which include Zach Rogers Park (or City Park) at MP 792.0 along the Butler Loop, and a
Wildlife Management Area at MP 911.9 along the Proctor Creek Loop.
The primary concerns with crossings adjacent to recreational or public use areas is the impact of
construction on public access and recreational use. Disruption, dust, noise, and visual impacts during
construction could be a nuisance to individuals using recreation areas, and could cause a disturbance to
wildlife, especially in protected areas. The duration of the impact in any one area, however, would be
minor and short-term, lasting only several days to weeks.
3.9.1.6

Coastal Zone Management Act

Based on a review of the Alabama Coastal Zone Management Program, Coastal Zone Maps, the
Hillabee Expansion Project falls outside of the geographical boundaries of the Alabama Coastal Zones
and, therefore, is not subject to coastal zone consistency review in Alabama (ADEM, 2014b).
3.9.1.7

Hazardous Waste

Based on a review of federal and state regulatory databases to identify known and potential water
and soil contamination and hazardous waste sites, no sites were identified within 0.25 mile of the project.
However, Transco has developed an Unanticipated Discovery of Contamination Plan, which includes
measures that it would implement in the event contaminated media is encountered during construction.
This plan includes contacting the appropriate federal and state agencies, including the EPA, if a hazardous
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site is encountered. We have reviewed Transco’s Unanticipated Discovery of Contamination Plan and
find it acceptable.
3.9.1.8

Visual Resources

Pipeline Facilities
Most visual and aesthetic impacts associated with the Hillabee Expansion Project would be
limited to the period of active construction, in which the landscape would be characterized by areas of
cleared or flattened vegetation, trench excavation, grading, and spoil storage. The removal of existing
vegetation and the exposure of bare soils would diminish the visual character of the areas crossed by the
pipelines. Other visual effects could result from the removal of large individual trees that have intrinsic
aesthetic value; the removal or alteration of vegetation that may currently provide a visual barrier; or
landform changes that introduce contrasts in visual scale, spatial characteristics, form, line, color, or
texture.
The degree of visual impact would depend on the type of vegetation crossed; the existing visual
quality of the affected area; the width of the construction right-of-way; the number of potential viewers
affected; the presence or absence of other utility corridors; and the length of time the landscape is visually
affected. The visual impact of the Hillabee Expansion Project pipeline itself would not have a long-term
visual impact because it would be installed below ground, adjacent to existing rights-of-way, and would
revegetate within one to two growing seasons.
The impact of vegetation clearing on the aesthetic value of the project area would be shortest in
areas consisting of short grasses and scrub-shrub vegetation and in open and agricultural areas, where the
re-establishment of vegetation following construction to previous conditions would be relatively fast
(generally less than 3 years). The greatest potential visual impact in forested lands would result from the
removal of large specimen trees, which would take longer than other vegetation types to regenerate and
would be prevented from re-establishing on the permanent right-of-way.
The installation of the pipeline would generally incrementally widen the existing utility corridors.
These existing rights-of-way are maintained periodically on different schedules, using different methods
of maintenance. As a result, along the majority of the project, visual resources have been previously
affected by other activities.
Aboveground Facilities
No permanent changes to the current visual landscape are anticipated as a result of modifications
to existing aboveground facilities beyond what is already experienced at the sites.
The new aboveground facilities, including Compressor Station 84, would result in permanent
impacts on visual resources. The magnitude of these impacts depends on factors such as the existing
landscape, the remoteness of the location, and the number of viewpoints from which the facility could be
seen, as discussed in table 3.9.1-6 in appendix D.
Transco has sited Compressor Station 84 in an area where it would be shielded from public roads
and residences. Transco recently acquired parcels of land located between the new compressor station
and the nearest public road to provide access to the station and a visual buffer. These parcels of land are
currently mature forest/woodland land, which would visually screen the new compressor station from
residences and public roads.
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New pig launchers and receivers would be associated with the MLV sites. Transco does not
propose to visually screen the new facilities. Additionally, six launcher/receivers would be removed from
their current locations along the Butler, Billingsley, Verbena, Proctor Creek, Hissop, and Alexander City
loops. The sites would be reclaimed to correspond with surrounding vegetation and landscape.
Construction and operation of the aboveground facilities would result in a minor to moderate and
permanent impact on the surrounding existing visual character of the Hillabee Expansion Project area.
However, impacts are not considered significant given the nature of the developed visual character of the
area (i.e., adjacent cleared rights-of-way) and/or the maintenance of existing vegetation screening.
Pipe/Contractor Yards and Staging Areas
The primary visual impact associated with the proposed pipe/contractor yards and staging areas
would be the storage of equipment, materials, and heavy machinery during project construction. All of
these uses would be temporary and expected to last the duration of construction.
Access Roads
Modifications to and temporary use of existing roads for access would not result in significant
increased impacts on visual resources as project use would be consistent with current uses. While the
establishment of the new permanent access roads would be permanent, due to the generally developed
nature of the project area, the new roads would not be inconsistent with similar roadways in the area.
Therefore, we conclude that temporary and permanent access roads used during construction and
operation of the Hillabee Expansion Project would not result in a significant impact on visual resources in
the area.
3.9.2
3.9.2.1

Sabal Trail Project
General Land Use

Pipeline Facilities
Land use impacts associated with the Sabal Trail Project would include the disturbance of
existing land uses within the construction right-of-way, including ATWS, during construction and
retention of a new permanent right-of-way for operation of the pipelines. Section 2.2 describes the
pipeline right-of-way land requirements associated with the Sabal Trail Project. Table 3.9.1-1 in
appendix D lists where the pipeline rights-of-way would be collocated with existing rights-of-way.
Table 3.9.2-1 below summarizes the acreage of each land use type that would be affected by
construction and operation of pipelines for the Sabal Trail Project.
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TABLE 3.9.2-1
Summary of Land Use Types Affected by Construction and Operation of the Sabal Trail Project Pipeline Facilities (in acres)
Forested/
Woodland

Open Land

Agricultural

Industrial/
Commercial

Residential

a

Open Water

Total

Const. b

Op. c

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Mainline

748.7

357.7

233.3

119.6

16.7

8.5

0.0

0.0

19.6

8.9

2.5

1.3

1,020.8

496.0

Additional Temporary Workspace

248.0

0.0

145.4

0.0

7.9

0.0

0.0

0.0

7.3

0.0

0.2

0.0

408.8

0.0

996.7

357.7

378.7

119.6

24.6

8.5

0.0

0.0

26.9

8.9

2.7

1.3

1,429.6

496.0

1,033.0

488.8

294.4

147.6

532.8

258.5

13.7

4.8

19.2

9.0

4.8

1.9

1,897.9

910.6

243.8

0.0

95.0

0.0

187.7

0.0

8.7

0.0

6.2

0.0

0.5

0.0

541.9

0.0

1,276.8

488.8

389.4

147.6

720.5

258.5

22.4

4.8

25.4

9

5.3

1.9

2,439.8

910.6

State/Project Component
Alabama

Alabama Subtotal
Georgia
Mainline
Additional Temporary Workspace
Georgia Subtotal
Florida
Mainline

3-123

1,239.5

583.4

259.1

86.5

1,086.4

528.3

94.3

53.1

21.4

10.7

3.6

1.3

2,704.3

1,263.3

Citrus County Line

158.0

81.9

37.3

11.4

23.5

10.7

7.6

2.2

0.9

0.4

0.3

0.0

227.6

106.6

Hunters Creek Line

80.0

37.5

12.8

4.7

30.1

9.8

9.2

3.1

0.4

0.0

1.1

0.8

133.6

55.9

Additional Temporary Workspace

234.7

0.0

74.4

0.0

331.3

0.0

26.6

0.0

5.9

0.0

0.3

0.0

673.2

0.0

Florida Subtotal

1,712.2

702.8

383.6

102.6

1,471.3

548.8

137.7

58.4

28.6

11.1

5.3

2.1

3,738.7

1,425.8

Total

3,985.7

1,549.3

1,151.7

369.8

2,216.4

815.8

160.1

63.2

80.9

29.0

13.3

5.3

7,608.1d

2,832.4 d
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____________________
a
Includes the temporary and permanent right-of-way and additional temporary workspace areas.
b
Assumes a 100-foot-wide temporary construction right-of-way. However, the construction right-of-way would be reduced to 75 feet in wetlands.
c
Assumes a 50-foot-wide area at most locations where structures would be precluded from being installed within the new permanent operational right-of-way. This is in addition to
the existing permanent rights-of-way where structures are already precluded from being installed. Does not include wetlands or areas where the permanent right-of-way would not
be maintained (e.g., HDDs).
d
Of the total area affected by construction and operation, approximately 487.3 acres and 94.7 acres, respectively, would occur within a previously disturbed, existing maintained/
operational easement.
Note: Due to rounding, some addends may be off by 0.1 place.

Aboveground Facilities
Sabal Trail would construct five new compressor stations: the Alexander City Compressor Station
in Alabama, the Albany Compressor Station in Georgia, and the Hildreth, Dunnellon, and Reunion
Compressor Stations in Florida. Construction and operations impacts are summarized in table 3.9.2-2.
Land used for the operation of these facilities would be permanently converted to industrial/commercial
land use.
Sabal Trail would also construct six new M&R stations. Of the proposed M&R stations, three
would be constructed within proposed compressor station sites and three would be constructed adjacent to
the pipeline right-of-way. Pig launcher and receiver sites would be constructed within the compressor
and/or M&R sites.
TABLE 3.9.2-2
Land Use Types Affected by Construction and Operation of the Sabal Trail Project Aboveground Facilities (in acres)
Forested/
Woodland
State/Project Component

Agricultural

Open Land

Residential

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const. Op.

Alexander City Compressor
Station

29.0

5.8

37.8

24.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Transco Hillabee Meter and
Regulating (M&R) Station

0.8

0.8

0.5

0.5

0.0

0.0

Additional Aboveground
Facilities

0.4

0.4

0.0

0.0

<0.1

Albany Compressor Station

25.6

25.2

0.0

0.0

Additional Aboveground
Facilities

0.5

0.5

0.3

0.3

Hildreth Compressor Station

33.0

27.9

1.7

Dunnellon Compressor
Station

37.1

37.1

Reunion Compressor Station

1.3

FGT Suwannee M&R Station

9.3

FSC M&R Station

Industrial/
Commercial

Total

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

0.0

0.0

0.0

66.8

29.7

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.3

1.3

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.0

0.0

0.5

0.5

0.7

0.7

7.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

33.4

25.9

0.2

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.0

1.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

34.6

27.9

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

37.3

37.3

1.3

0.9

0.9

16.2

15.6

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

18.4

17.7

6.4

0.4

0.3

0.0

0.0

0.8

0.6

0.0

0.0

10.4

7.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.5

1.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.5

1.5

Gulfstream M&R Station

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.4

1.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.4

1.4

FGT Hunters Creek M&R
Station

3.6

3.5

2.7

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

6.4

3.6

DEF Citrus M&R Station

7.5

3.4

1.7

0.4

0.0

0.0

0.6

0.2

0.0

0.0

9.8

4.1

Additional Aboveground
Facilities

0.6

0.6

0.7

0.7

0.2

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

1.6

1.6

148.7

112.9

46.7

27.1

20.5

19.9

8.7

1.0

0.0

0.0

224.4

160.9

Alabama

Georgia

Florida

Total

____________________
Note: Due to rounding, some addends may be off by 0.1 place.

Pipe/Contractor Yards and Staging Areas
To support construction activities, Sabal Trail would use a total of 14 pipe/contractor yards and
staging areas on a temporary basis. The yards would temporarily affect about 388.7 acres of mixed land
uses that have been previously disturbed and cleared, with the exception of Yards 2-3, 5-6, 5-7, and 6-1,
which would affect forest/woodland (see table 3.9.2-3). Following construction, these areas would be
restored in accordance with Sabal Trail’s Plan or as requested by the landowner or land-managing agency.
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TABLE 3.9.2-3
Land Use Types Affected by the Sabal Trail Project Pipe/Contractor Yards and Staging Areas (in acres)
State/County, Yard Name

Impacts a

Land Use

Alabama
Chambers County, Yard 1-1

Open Land

22.9

Lee County, Yard 1-2

Open Land

24.7

Georgia
Lee County, Yard 2-1

Open Land

21.3

Dougherty County, Yard 2-2

Industrial/Commercial Land

24.1

Dougherty County, Yard 2-3

Open Land, Forest/Woodland, Agricultural Land

77.0

Lowndes County, Yard 3-2

Open Land

25.0

Lowndes, Yard 3-3

Open Land

23.9

Florida
Suwannee County, Yard 4-1

Agricultural Land

24.8

Agricultural Land, Industrial/Commercial Land

38.3

Marion County, Yard 5-6

Agricultural Land, Forest/Woodland

29.7

Marion County, Yard 5-7

Agricultural Land, Forest/Woodland, Industrial/Commercial Land,
Residential Land

18.1

Lake County, Yard 6-1

Agricultural Land, Forest/Woodland, Industrial/Commercial Land

12.2

Agricultural Land

17.7

Marion County, Yard 5-5

Osceola County, Yard 6-3
Sumter County Yard 6-5

Agricultural Land, Industrial/Commercial Land, Open Water

Total

29.1
388.7

____________________
a
Impacts would be limited to the construction period; no operational impacts would occur.
Note: Due to rounding, some addends may be off by 0.1 place.

Access Roads
While public roads and the construction right-of-way would be used for primary access to project
workspaces, Sabal Trail proposes to:


build and permanently maintain 39 roads for operations;



permanently maintain 50 existing roads for operations (1 of which does not require
modifications beyond grading);



build 19 new roads for temporary use, which would be returned to preconstruction
conditions following construction; and



modify 203 existing roads for temporary access during construction (see table 2.2.1-4 in
appendix D).

Of the proposed access roads, 261 are associated with yard and pipeline right-of-way access and 8
are associated with aboveground facility access. Modifications to existing temporary access roads would
affect 340.7 acres of land. Permanent access roads would affect 111.0 acres of land. Following
construction, temporary access road improvements would be removed and roads restored to their
preconstruction condition unless the landowner or land-managing agency requests that the improvements
be left in place. To restore the roads, the areas outside the original road footprint would be recontoured
and disturbed areas would be reseeded with an appropriate seed mix unless otherwise requested by the
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landowner or land management agency. Table 2.2.1-4 in appendix D identifies each road improvement
proposed on the Sabal Trail Project.
In its September 30, 2015 filing, Sabal Trail modified its proposal by adding two new access
roads to the project: access road PAR-GA-DO-011 at Mainline MP 149.0 and access road TAR-GA-DO010 at Mainline MP 150.0. Both are existing, private roads. According to Sabal Trail, the access road at
Mainline MP 149.0 would be a permanent road used during project operations to facilitate right-of-way
access that would otherwise be encumbered by wetlands. The access road at Mainline MP 150.0 would
be temporarily required during construction. Both roads would affect the same landowner’s property.
The landowner has expressed concerns regarding impacts on the environment, including a family
cemetery on his property. Also, Sabal Trail has not provided adequate justification for the use of the
roads. Therefore, we have determined that Sabal Trail’s request to use access road PAR-GA-DO-011 at
Mainline MP 149.0 and access road TAR-GA-DO-010 at Mainline MP 150.0 is not substantiated and
recommend that:


3.9.2.2

Prior to construction, Sabal Trail should file with the Secretary detailed alignment
sheets at a scale not smaller than 1:6,000 that demonstrate the removal of access
roads TAR-GA-DO-010 and PAR-GA-DO-011, and a revised access road table that
excludes these roads.
Impacts and Mitigation

Section 3.9 describes the general land use impacts associated with constructing and operating the
Sabal Trail Project. To reduce construction- and operation-related impacts on all land uses, Sabal Trail
would implement the construction and restoration measures outlined in its E&SCP, SPCC Plan, and
Noxious Weed Management Plan. Landowners would be compensated for crop losses and other
damages. Also, following construction, prescribed burns of fire adapted plant communities may be
allowed to continue the same as the adjacent community and should be coordinated with Sabal Trail.
We received comments regarding landowners concerns about disturbing areas where cremated
remains have been intentionally scattered or placed on their property. The presence of these areas would
be determined during easement negotiations between Sabal Trail and the landowner, and, should the
landowner desire special measures to avoid or minimize impacts on these areas, they may be requested of
Sabal Trail during these negotiations.
The following summarizes impacts and mitigation measures that differ from those described in
section 3.9 and are unique to the Sabal Trail Project.
Forest Certification Programs
Forest certification is a voluntary process of evaluating and validating forest management
practices using a set of standards. The standards vary by certifying agency or organization but address
issues such as management plans, protection of resource values, harvesting and management practices,
social/economic issues and monitoring.
Several forest certification programs occur in the project area, which consist of the following:


Alabama Tree Farms, Stewardship Forests, or Treasure Forests – managed by the
Alabama Forestry Commission, who evaluates forest land management against agreed
upon standards of sustainability and assists private forestland owners to sustainably
manage their forests.
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Georgia Forest Stewardship Program – managed by the Georgia Forestry Commission
(GFC), who certifies privately owned land through the Forest Stewardship Program. The
GFC provides forest management advice and management plans to landowners to assist
landowners in managing forestland for multiple use purposes (GFC, 2014).



Florida Community Forest Certification – managed by the County Forester for each
Florida County, who provides assistance to communities and private land owners to
improve the health of wooded areas through the Community Forest Program (FDACS,
2014).



American Tree Farm System – managed by the American Tree Farm System (a program
of the American Forest Foundation), certifies privately owned woodlands between 10 and
10,000 acres. The American Tree Farm System provides sustainable forest management
advice and management plans to landowners (American Tree Farm System, 2015).

Based on Sabal Trail’s landowner consultations, 3 tracts in Georgia and 23 tracts in Florida
enrolled in a forest certification program would be crossed by the Mainline facilities. Of these, one
Georgia tract (GA-BR-066.000) is specifically enrolled in the Georgia Forestry certification program. A
total of seven tracts are certified by the American Tree Farm System.
While no tracts enrolled in a forest certification program are known to be affected by the project
in Alabama, should one be identified, the proposed cleared permanent right-of-way would not conflict
with the purpose of agricultural or forestland certification of properties crossed by the Sabal Trail Project,
provided construction and operation of the project complies with the property owner’s management plan
(Alabama Forestry Commission, 2010).
In addition to the forest certification programs, the Georgia Forest Land Protection Act of 2008
provides for an ad valorem tax exemption for property primarily used for the good faith subsistence or
commercial production of trees, timber, or other wood and wood fiber products and excludes the entire
value of any residence located on the property. One tract affected by the project in Terrell County,
Georgia (Private Conservation Land ID #2008034 at MP 132.9) is included in the state program.
Sabal Trail has collocated its proposed right-of-way with existing utility rights-of-way on all of
the identified forest certification program tracts to minimize impacts on the certified operations. Also,
Sabal Trail would work with the landowner(s) and the state certification agency to ensure continued
participation in forest and timber protection programs for all identified certified properties, and other
certified properties identified in the future that are affected by the project.
In addition, Sabal Trail would develop grazing deferment plans with willing landowners, grazing
permittees, and land management agencies. Sabal Trail would also work with landowners to source
grazing areas outside of the construction corridor.
Specialty Crops
Section 101 of the Specialty Crops Competitiveness Act of 2004 (7 U.S.C. 1621 note) and
amended under section 10010 of the Agricultural Act of 2014, Public Law 113-79 (the Farm Bill) defines
specialty crops as “fruits and vegetables, tree nuts, dried fruits, horticulture, and nursery crops (including
floriculture).” Eligible plants must be cultivated or managed and used by people for food, medicinal
purposes, and/or aesthetic gratification to be considered specialty crops (U.S.C., 2008).
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Based on Sabal Trail’s consultations with landowners, several specialty crop areas would be
crossed by the project. Specialty crops affected include beans; cabbage; carrots; cotton, peanuts, squash,
or eggplant; fruit, palm, ornamental, and pecan trees; peas, millet, and chuffa; pine trees; and watermelon.
Construction would affect 262.9 acres of specialty crops, of which 196.8 acres occur in Georgia and 66.2
acres occur in Florida. Operation of the project would affect 130.3 acres of specialty crops, of which
102.4 acres occur in Georgia and 27.9 acres occur in Florida.
Use of the permanent right-of-way would be allowed to grow specialty crops following
construction, with the exception of trees, which would be precluded from occupying the area. Sabal Trail
is working with individual landowners through the easement process to avoid and/or determine mitigation
measures that may be required for these specialty agricultural lands, such as topsoil segregation in all
agricultural and pasture areas, and/or avoiding the use of pesticides on or near organic farms. Sabal Trail
is also working with affected landowners and associated regulatory and/or certifying agencies to ensure
continued enrollment of the properties in certification programs during construction and operation of the
project. Sabal Trail would compensate landowners for any project-related damages to specialty crop
areas.
Agricultural Certification Programs
Agricultural certification programs occur in the project area, which consist of the following:


Alabama Century and Heritage Farm Program – established to recognize and honor those
Alabama farms that have been in operation as a family farm over a long period of time
and have played a significant role in Alabama history (Alabama Department of
Agriculture and Industries, 2014). No known program properties would be affected by
the project.



Georgia Centennial Farm Program – established to distinguish family farms that have
contributed to the preservation of Georgia’s agricultural history by maintaining working
farms for more than 100 years (GHPD, 2014). One Georgia Centennial Farm Program
property was identified as crossed by the Project through FERC’s scoping process in
Colquitt County, near MP 192.5 (FERC, 2014). The property was selected to receive a
Centennial Farm honor in October 2015. The Georgia Centennial Farm Program requires
that a working farm be owned by members of the same family for 100 years, and include
a minimum of 10 acres actively involved in agricultural production or $1,000 annual
farm-generated income. As such, the project is not expected to affect the farm’s
eligibility for this award because it does not prohibit continued use of the farm’s previous
use.



Florida Century Pioneer Family Farm Program – established to recognize family farms
that have maintained at least 100 years of continuous family farm ownership (FDACS,
2014). No known program properties would be affected by the project.



Florida Rural and Family Lands Protection Program – established and managed by the
Florida Forest Service (FFS) to protect agricultural lands, ensure sustainable agricultural
practices, and protect natural resources (FDACS, 2014). One known program property,
the Circle Pines Farm Conservation Easement, would be affected by the project.
Additional information about the easement is provided in section 3.9.2.5.
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No other known properties enrolled in agricultural program would be affected by the project.
Should additional properties be identified, Sabal Trail would work with the landowner and the certifying
agency to ensure continued participation in the program.
Conservation Reserve Program and Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program
The Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), which is administered by the Farm Service Agency
(FSA), is the country’s largest private-land conservation program. The CRP is a voluntary program for
agricultural landowners that is focused on taking highly erodible cropland out of production and
stabilizing soil loss through planting permanent cover crops (Alabama Forestry Commission 2015)).
Landowners enrolled in the CRP receive annual rental payments and cost-share assistance to establish
long-term, resource conserving covers on eligible farmland (Alabama Forestry Commission, 2015). The
long-term goal of the program is to re-establish valuable land cover to help improve water quality,
prevent soil erosion, and reduce loss of wildlife habitat. The Conservation Reserve Enhancement
Program, which is a subset of the CRP and also administered by the FSA, is focused on targeting highpriority conservation issues identified by local, state, or tribal governments or non-governmental
organizations (FSA, 2014). Table 3.9.2-4 lists the known FSA program enrolled lands crossed by the
Sabal Trail Project.
TABLE 3.9.2-4
Known FSA Program Enrolled Lands Crossed by the Sabal Trail Project
Area Affected

Milepost Start

Milepost
End

Construction a

Operation b

AL-CH-038.000

29.5

29.8

4.3

1.6

AL-CH-039.000

29.8

29.8

1.2

0.3

AL-CH-040.005

29.8

29.9

0.8

0.2

AL-CH-041.000

29.9

30.2

4.1

1.7

AL-CH-042.000

30.2

30.5

4.7

1.8

GA-ST-027.000

101.0

101.3R

4.9

1.8

GA-ST-029.000

101.4R

101.5

3.6

1.3

GA-WE-067.000

113.0

113.4

6.1

3.6

GA-WE-068.000

113.4

113.6

0.0c

0.0c

GA-WE-079.000

116.3

116.8

8.1

3.4

GA-TE-005.000

122.0

122.4

6.1

2.5

GA-TE-006.000

122.4

122.8

5.2

1.9

GA-DO-007.000

148.4

148.7

5.4

2.4

GA-MI-009.000

174.3

174.7

5.1

2.3

GA-MI-014.000d

175.6

175.8

2.6

1.1

GA-COL-022.000

186.9

187.7

11.8

4.9

GA-COL-146.000

204.0

204.1R

2.2

0.9

GA-COL-152.000

204.4R

204.8R

7.2

2.7

83.4

34.4

State/Facility/Tract
Alabama
Mainline

Georgia
Mainline

Total

____________________
a
Land affected during construction, including the construction right-of-way and additional temporary workspace.
b
Does not include wetlands or areas where the permanent right-of-way would not be maintained (e.g., HDDs).
c
Impacts are included with tract GA-WE-067.000.
d
Pines are enrolled in CRP program. If permanently affected, lands may have to be removed from CRP Program.
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Based on a database review of CRP lands, the Mainline would cross four private properties
enrolled in the CRP in Chambers County, Alabama. Within Georgia, two parcels of CRP lands in
Stewart County, two parcels in Webster County, two parcels in Terrell County, one parcel in Dougherty
County, two parcels in Mitchell County, and two parcels in Colquitt County would be crossed. No lands
enrolled in CRP would be affected by the project in Florida. No affected Conservation Reserve
Enhancement Program lands have been identified in Alabama, Georgia, or Florida.
CRP lands occur primarily in agricultural areas and, therefore, the impacts and mitigation
measures Sabal Trail would implement on these lands would be the same as those described for general
agricultural areas. Following construction, Sabal Trail would restore the right-of-way to meet the longterm objectives for the land enrolled in this program. However, some CRP lands may have provisions for
tree plantings that overlap the permanent right-of-way. Because trees would be not allowed to be
maintained within the permanent right-of-way, the program agreement may need to be altered to
accommodate the pipeline. On CRP lands where tree clearing is necessary, Sabal Trail would reimburse
the FSA for payments made, plus related penalties.
Conservation Use Valuation Assessments
The Mainline pipeline would cross three Conservation Use Valuation Assessments program lands
in Georgia: one in Terrell County, one in Colquitt County, and one in Brooks County. The Conservation
Use Valuation Assessments program encourages landowners to conserve existing uses of agricultural,
timberland, and environmentally sensitive land through favorable tax treatment rather than convert the
land to residential or commercial/industrial uses (Georgia Department of Revenue, 2014). In addition,
two parcels in Brooks County are managed for conservation purposes; however, there is no information
regarding conservation programs associated with the two parcels.
Agricultural Drain Tiles and Irrigation/Drainage Structures
As listed in table 3.9.2-5 in appendix D, Sabal Trail has identified locations where agricultural
drain tiles and irrigation systems are in use. If drain tiles are damaged during construction, Sabal Trail
would repair or replace damaged sections. Sabal Trail would also return land to its original contours
following construction in order to maintain preconstruction hydrology.
We received scoping comments regarding the depth of cover in agricultural areas. Colquitt
County, Georgia has requested that the depth of cover be increased to 60 inches under agricultural areas
and county roads. While 30 inches is the minimum depth of cover per DOT requirements and Sabal Trail
would provide 36 inches of cover for the pipeline in other areas, Sabal Trail would bury the pipeline in
actively cultivated agricultural land with 48 inches of cover to provide additional safety. Additional depth
of cover may be requested by individual landowners during the easement negotiation process.
In areas where irrigation or drainage systems would be crossed, Sabal Trail would identify
crossing location during civil survey. Use of protection devices such as mats would be assessed during
clearing and grading. If irrigation or drainage systems cross the trench line, they may be excavated
during trenching and lowering-in, with temporary repairs made per temporary repair plans and
procedures. These systems would only be interrupted for the length of time needed to install the pipeline,
typically one day or less. Irrigation and drainage systems would be permanently repaired during backfill
and cleanup. Additionally, where livestock watering systems are in use, Sabal Trail would work with
landowners to provide continued access to existing systems or provide alternate sources of water for
livestock.
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3.9.2.3

Land Ownership

Table 3.9.2-6 summarizes public land ownership affected by the Sabal Trail Project. Most of the
lands affected are privately owned. The 275.5 acres (approximately 3 percent) of public land that would
be affected by the Sabal Trail Project includes federal land managed by the USACE; state land managed
by Suwannee River WMD, FDACS, FFS, Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund
(Board of Trustees), Southwest Florida WMD, and FDEP; and municipal or county lands owned by the
City of Moultrie. Further, no tribally owned or reservation land would be crossed or affected.
TABLE 3.9.2-6
Summary of Public Land Ownership Affected by Construction and Operation of the Sabal Trail Project (in acres)
County/Municipal
State

State

Federal

Roads/Railroads

Total

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Alabama

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

25.5

0.2

25.6

0.3

Georgia

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

48.0

0.5

48.0

0.5

Florida

1.3

0.0

149.4

80.5

0.0

0.0

51.2

0.6

201.9

81.1

Total

1.3

0.0

149.4

80.5

0.1

0.1

124.7

1.3

275.5

81.9

We received comments regarding the condemnation process in Georgia. According to
commentors, Georgia law allows a natural gas pipeline to acquire rights-of-way by eminent domain only
if some of the gas carried is consumed in Georgia (2010 Georgia Code, Title 22, Chapter 3, Article 4).
Commentors argue that because Sabal Trail’s proposed project would not carry gas to be consumed in
Georgia, Sabal Trail would not be able to exercise eminent domain authority in Georgia.
Georgia eminent domain law, however, does not apply to interstate natural gas pipelines because
the NGA would preempt state law. Congress, through the NGA, explicitly vested exclusive jurisdiction
in the Commission to regulate interstate pipelines. Thus, an interstate pipeline will receive the right to
exercise its eminent domain authority pursuant to the NGA, which we note does not condition eminent
domain authority on whether the natural gas transported is consumed within each state the pipeline
crosses.
Federal Lands
The Mainline and access roads would affect federally owned lands at the Walter F. George Lake
and day use park. These lands are managed by the USACE. Per the shoreline management plan, the
Walter F. George Lake and day use area are to be managed under Public Law 86-717, which states that,
“reservoir areas of projects for flood control, navigation, hydroelectric power development, and other
related purposes owned in fee and under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of
Engineers shall be developed and maintained so as to encourage, promote, and assure fully adequate and
dependable future resources of readily available timber, through sustained yield programs, reforestation,
and areas for conservation, recreation, and other beneficial uses: Provided, That such development and
management shall be accomplished to the extent practicable and compatible with other uses of the
project” (USACE, 1960).
The Walter F. George Lake Shoreline Management Plan (USACE, 2011) categorizes the parcels
crossed by the project as limited development. Private uses within this category may be authorized.
State and County/Municipal Lands
The Mainline, CCL, and access roads would affect state and county/municipal-owned lands,
including state forests, state parks, recreation and conservation areas, and preserves. Additional impacts
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would result from the crossing of state and county roads and railroads. A total of 150.7 acres of state and
county/municipal lands would be affected by construction and 80.5 acres would be affected by operation
of the project.
In Alabama and Georgia, state and county lands affected are primarily state and county roads,
railroads, the Alabama Scenic River Trail, and the Tom White Linear Bike Trail. These lands are
managed by the ADOT, Tallapoosa River, GDOT, City of Moultrie, county governments, and railroads.
State lands in Florida may be owned by several entities, including the Board of Trustees, FDEP,
FDACS, FFS, FWC, and/or WMDs. These agencies are also responsible for the acquisition or
management of conservation easements and areas under a variety of conservation programs, which
provide for the preservation of public and private lands in Florida.
Based on a review of online databases from the Florida Geographic Data Library and agency
websites, Sabal Trail identified state-owned or managed lands crossed by or within 0.25 mile of the Sabal
Trail Project. These include the areas discussed in section 3.9.2.5. Florida public lands affected by the
project include state and county roads, the Twin Rivers State Forest, Suwannee River State Park, Goethe
State Forest, Marjorie Harris Carr Cross Florida Greenway State Recreation and Conservation Area,
Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve, and Withlacoochee State Forest. Management entities include the FDOT,
Suwannee River WMD, FDEP, Florida Division of Forestry, FFS, Trustees of the Internal Improvement
Trust Fund, Southwest Florida WMD, FDACS, and county governments.
The Conceptual State Lands Management Plan identifies the use management and planning for
state-owned lands (Florida Board of Trustees, 1983). The plan provides for the issuance of easements on
state-owned lands. Fees required for easements on state-owned lands are based on the degree and type of
impact the easements would have on existing, future, and/or traditional management activities or uses.
Florida Forever is a state conservation and recreation lands acquisition program intended to
conserve the state’s natural and cultural heritage (FDEP, 2014). The program acquires and manages
conservation easements, designated ecosystems, greenways, working agricultural lands, and other lands
that provide natural and cultural value. Specific management of lands acquired by Florida Forever varies
and may include the FFS, FWC, and WMDs.
3.9.2.4

Existing Residences and Planned Developments

Existing Residences
Sabal Trail has identified 131 residences and structures within 50 feet of construction work areas.
These structures and residences are listed in table 3.9.1-5 in appendix D.
We received several comments regarding potential impacts on residences and residential
communities, particularly large wooded residential lots such as the Happy Trails community in Osceola
County and Ichetucknee River Estates Homeowners’ Association communities such as Waccasassa Flats
in Gilchrist County, as a result of the project. These areas have limited development and are interspersed
with mature trees (including pine plantations), wetlands, nature preserves, horseback riding areas, and/or
private hunting preserves. Commentors are concerned, amongst other topics, that tree clearing and the
presence of Sabal Trail’s Mainline would affect property values. In section 4.3.2, we analyze route
variations that would avoid or reduce impacts on the Happy Trails and Waccasassa Flats communities.
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In general, construction methods in, impacts on, and mitigation for existing residences would be
similar to those described in section 3.9.2.4. Sabal Trail would mitigate impacts on residential properties
per the measures identified in its E&SCP and site-specific RCPs.
As discussed in section 3.9, following construction, forest land located outside of the permanent
right-of-way, aboveground facility sites, and new permanent access roads would be allowed to regrow.
However, post-construction maintenance of the permanent right-of-way would prevent the
reestablishment of trees. Compensation for tree loss would be determined during easement negotiations
between the applicant and the landowner. In addition, as discussed in section 3.9, pipeline operators must
obtain easements from landowners to construct and operate natural gas facilities, and landowners would
be compensated for the use of their land through the easement negotiation process. Section 3.10.2.6
discusses the impacts a pipeline could have on a property’s value.
Based on landowner contacts, Sabal Trail identified a total of 74 septic systems within 150 feet of
the Sabal Trail Project. These are shown on the RCPs and include 11 systems in Alabama, 34 systems in
Georgia, and 29 systems in Florida. Sabal Trail would attempt to avoid septic systems and would
coordinate with landowners prior to construction regarding their location. However, if avoidance is not
possible, Sabal Trail would relocate and protect septic systems prior to construction. In the event of
damage during construction, Sabal Trail would the provide a temporary repair of the septic system and a
permanent repair as soon as practicable during the backfill/rough clean-up phase of construction.
Sabal Trail also prepared a Landowner Complaint Resolution Process. The process identifies a
24-hour hotline in which landowners can contact project representatives with questions, concerns, and
complaints prior to, during, and after construction. If the identified issue cannot be immediately
responded to, Sabal Trail would attempt to contact the caller within the same business day. Once
documented, Sabal Trail would work with the landowner until the issue is resolved. We have reviewed
this procedure and find it acceptable.
Sabal Trail’s site-specific RCPs include measures to minimize disruption and ensure access to the
residences within 50 feet of the construction work areas (see appendix G). These construction plans
include a dimensioned drawing depicting the residence in relation to the pipeline construction; workspace
boundaries; the proposed permanent right-of-way; and other nearby residences, structures, roads, and
miscellaneous features (e.g., other utilities, playgrounds, catch basins, and sewers). We have reviewed
the site-specific RCPs and find them acceptable. However, we encourage the owners of each of these
residences to provide us comments on the plan specific for their property.
We conclude that with implementation of Sabal Trail’s proposed construction methods, its sitespecific RCPs, and Landowner Complaint Resolution Process, impacts on residents and landowners
would be minimized to the greatest extent practicable and would not be significant.
Planned Developments
Based on consultations with county and local agencies, the Sabal Trail Project would be located
within 0.25 mile of 64 planned developments. Known planned developments are listed in table 3.9.2-7 in
appendix D. These include:


28 residential developments, 12 mixed-use developments, 10 non-residential
(commercial) developments, 8 roadway projects, 3 industrial site development, 2 trail
projects, and 1 unknown development;



13 developments have been approved and are either in construction or have identified
construction dates;
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14 developments have approved site plans or are near final approval but construction start
dates are unknown;



28 developments are in their development and environmental study phase;



7 developments have limited status information; and



2 developments were identified by the landowner but no records or permits are on file.

Based on consultations with county and municipal planning agencies, no Development of
Regional Impact (DRI)7 projects were identified in Alabama, one DRI was identified in Georgia, and two
DRIs were identified in Florida. Of these, the Mainline would abut the partially completed Southern
Baell 1B and 2 residential subdivision DRI at MP 201.1 in Georgia. The estimated completion date for
this project is June 2018, which would be following Phase 1 of the project. In Florida, the Mainline
would cross the Westside DRI at MP 465.8 near the border of Polk and Osceola Counties. Submitted site
plans for this mixed-use development have expired and no construction dates have been identified. The
Mainline would also cross the Reunion Resort and Club DRI in Osceola County, Florida near MP 470.1.
Phase 3 of this DRI is anticipated to be completed in December 2016, which would overlap with the
Phase 1 construction of the Sabal Trail Project.
In addition to the DRIs and developments listed in table 3.9.2-7 in appendix D, we received
comments concerning a planned residential development, Byron Ridge, located approximately 0.75 mile
from MP 149 in Dougherty County, Georgia. A master development plan has been developed for the area
and development has begun; however, based on the distance of the development from the Sabal Trail
Project, we conclude that the planned development would not be affected.
We received comments regarding a planned business-commercial development near MP 200.8 of
the Mainline in Moultrie, Georgia. G.B.A. Associates, LLC (G.B.A.) is concerned that retailers
committed to the development would withdraw from the project if the Mainline is installed on the
property. We contacted the Moultrie Community Planning Department, and the department was not
aware of the G.B.A. project, although G.B.A. stated that Moultrie-Colquitt County Development
Authority is aware of the project. G.B.A. recommended two route variations to avoid the planned
development. In section 4.3.2.4 of the draft EIS, we analyzed those two route variations and
recommended Sabal Trail adopt a third variation that remains on the G.B.A. property but more closely
follows property lines, avoids existing constraints south of Moultrie, and minimizes impacts on G.B.A.’s
potential development plans. On September 30, 2015, Sabal Trail adopted the route variation that
remains on the G.B.A. property and filed a revised alignment sheet and modified resource impact data.
See section 4.3.2.4 for additional discussion of the G.B.A route variations.
We received comments from landowners regarding a planned residential development near MP
316.0 in Gilchrist County, Florida. The landowners filed a plat drawing with the Commission depicting
17 residential lots on approximately 91 acres of land, but indicated that there are no immediate plans to
develop the property. Based on a review of alignment sheets and the plat drawing, the Mainline would be
collocated with an existing FGT pipeline right-of-way across the eastern-most side of the 91-acre tract for
approximately 1,200 feet, crossing two 8-acre lots. Sabal Trail would acquire a 50-foot-wide permanent
easement for operating the Mainline. Therefore, the Mainline would effectively expand the existing
operating easement by about 0.75 acre on each of the two affected lots. Instead of the proposed
alignment, the landowners recommend that Sabal Trail utilize the existing FGT pipeline system to
7

Large-scale developments that are likely to have regional effects upon the health, safety, or welfare of citizens of
more than one county.
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transport the natural gas capacity of the SMP Project. In section 4.2.1.1 we consider, but do not
recommend, use of the FGT system to meet the purpose and need of the SMP Project.
We received comments regarding a planned mixed use development, The Global Village at
Westmont (Global Village), which would be crossed by the Mainline between approximate MP 473.2 to
MP 474.2 (the boundary of the Reunion Compressor Station). Chapman Garden LLC, Westmont Home
Owners Association, and Hanover Land Company LLC (collectively referred to as Chapman Garden) are
involved in the development and assert that construction of the Mainline and the Reunion Compressor
Station would prevent the development from occurring due to environmental, health, and safety concerns,
causing the developer, landowners, and Osceola County to lose millions of dollars in compensation and
tax revenue. Another landowner in the area, 21 Palms Resort, LLC, also expressed concern that noise
emanating from the Reunion Compressor Station would adversely impact their existing recreational
vehicle resort 0.2 mile to the west of the station, and could affect future expansion of the resort or
residential development of property they own.
Chapman Garden filed a plat drawing depicting approximately 900 residential lots on 550 acres.
The development would occur on both sides of an existing utility corridor that includes a Central Florida
Power electric transmission line and a Kinder Morgan pipeline. The utility corridor is approximately 150
feet wide. Between MP 473.2 and MP 473.5, the Mainline would be located along the south side of the
utility corridor, and the northern boundary of Global Village. The utility corridor turns south at MP
473.5, and the Mainline would cross and then parallel the east side of the corridor to the boundary of the
Reunion Compressor Station at MP 474.2. Therefore, the Mainline would incrementally expand the
existing utility corridor by 50 feet through the Global Village development. Based on our review of the
plat drawing and Mainline alignment sheets, the permanent easement for the Mainline may cross about 20
of the 900 lots within the development. Approximately 100 lots are also depicted in neighborhoods that
would abut the Reunion Compressor Station site. However, the majority of these lots would also abut an
existing 50-acre DEF electric generating plant which includes natural gas-fired generators, large
aboveground storage tanks, and pipeline facilities associated with the Gulfstream system.
We reviewed land ownership records from Osceola County and contacted the Osceola County
Planning Department in August 2015. The department is aware of the Global Village development and
indicated that Chapman Garden has rezoned 11 parcels totaling about 128 acres within the 550 acre
development area to low density residential.
To reduce impacts on the Global Village development, Chapman Garden recommends a Mainline
variation and alternative location for the Reunion Compressor Station to the north of the DEF electric
generating plant noted above. In section 4.4.2.4 we consider, but do not recommend, these alternatives.
We also discuss air quality and noise associated with the Reunion Compressor Station in section 3.12.2.
In conclusion, the primary impact that a pipeline project could have on a proposed development
would be to place permanent right-of-way on lots set aside for development, which could affect the
constructability of the lots. Depending on the number and location of affected lots, the developer could
choose to redesign the affected portion of the development. Depending on the stage of the development,
this redesign could require additional review and approval by local permitting officials, which could delay
the development. The pipeline project could also impact approved and proposed developments if the
construction schedules for the project and development projects coincide. Impacts due to construction
and operation of the Sabal Trail Project would vary depending upon the stage of the planned
developments, ownership of the parcels, and status of easement negotiations at the time of construction.
In any situation, Sabal Trail would obtain the appropriate state or county permits (rezoning, development
plan, etc.), and would either purchase the property or negotiate an easement from the current landowner in
order to construct and operate the proposed project.
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3.9.2.5

Recreation and Special Interest Areas

Based on consultations with local agencies and review of public databases and maps, the Sabal
Trail Project would cross or be located within 0.25 mile of multiple public and private lands that support
recreation or special interests. Features directly affected include trails, conservation and recreation areas,
sports facilities, state forests, wildlife management areas and preserves, and parks, as listed in table 3.9.28. No National Parks or Forests, landmarks, wilderness areas, urban parks and recreation recovery areas,
or designated wild and scenic rivers were identified within 0.25 mile of the Sabal Trail Project.
In addition to the areas identified in table 3.9.2-8, the following recreational and special land use
areas are within 0.25 mile of the Sabal Trail Project:
Georgia – Mainline






Private/Conservation Lands: Moreland Place Bottom Mitigation Bank (MP 134.0R)
Private/Conservation Lands: Stonebridge Golf Course and Country Club (MP 151.6)
County/Municipal: Boy Scout Track (MP 162.5)
Private/Conservation Lands: Private Conservation Land ID 2008052 (MP 189.4)
County/Municipal: Oris Blackburn Memorial Park (MP 243.9)

Florida – Mainline


State: Ichetucknee Conservation Area (MP 308.4)



Private/Conservation Lands: Juliette Falls Golf Club and Spa Club (MP 378.0)



Private/Conservation Lands: Gum Slough Southwest Florida WMD Conservation
Easement (MP 390.8)



State: Lake Panasoffkee (MP 408.9)



State: Big Prairie (MP 430.6R)



Private/Conservation Lands: FDEP Green Swamp Easements (MP 441.8R)



State: Green Swamp (MP 448.4)

Florida – CCL



State: Withlacoochee State Forest (MP 4.8)
State: Crystal River Reserve State Park (19.6)

Florida – HCL





State: Upper Lakes Basin Watershed (MP 0.7)
Private Conservation Lands: Florida Mitigation Bank (MP 3.5)
County/Municipal: Hamilton Reserve (MP 5.6)
County/Municipal: Shingle Creek Regional Park (MP 8.4)
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TABLE 3.9.2-8
Recreation and Special Use Areas Affected by the Sabal Trail Project
Area Affected (acres)
Owner/Management

Crossing Mileposts

Crossing Method

Const. a

Op. b

USACE

86.4 – 86.5

HDD

0.1

0.1

Alabama Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources State Lands
Division

7.3 – 7.4

HDD

0.0

0.0

USACE

86.4 – 86.5

HDD

0.0

0.0

GDOT

185.0

Bore

0.0

0.0

City of Moultrie

200.8

Bore

0.0

0.0

Private Conservation Lands (#2008034)

Private, Georgia Land Trust

132.9 – 133.2

Open cut

4.8

1.8

Private Conservation Land (#2012053)

Private, Georgia Land Trust

155.6 – 156.4

Open cut

11.3

4.8

Private Conservation Land (#2012063)

Private, Georgia Land Trust

161.3 – 161.8

Open cut

8.7

3.4

Private, Tall Timbers Land Conservancy

198.6 – 199.2

Open cut and HDD

8.0

3.1

Private

165.5

Bore

0.0

0.0

FNST, Lower Suwannee River Trail/
Wilderness Trail c

FDACS, FFS

MP 267.3R (HDD at
the Suwannee River)

HDD

0.0

0.0

FNST, Trail One East, Cross Florida
Greenway Trail

FDEP OGT

384.9

Bore

<0.1

<0.1

Board of Trustees, FDACS, FFS

249.8 – 249.9
254.6 – 254.7
258.6 – 259.1

Open cut and HDD

9.5

4.0

Board of Trustees

266.8R – 267.4R

HDD

0.0

0.0

FDEP

268.1

HDD

0.0

0.0

State/Authority/Feature
Alabama
Federal
Walter F. George Lake
State
Tallapoosa River portion of the Alabama Scenic
River Trail c
Georgia
Federal
Walter F. George Lake
State
Georgia State Highway 37
County/Municipal
Tom White Linear Park c
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Private/Conservation Lands

Carlton Farms
U.S. 19 Dragway
Florida
Mainline
Federal
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State
Twin Rivers State Forest

Suwannee River State Park d
Lower Suwannee River Trail/ Suwannee
River Wilderness Trail
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TABLE 3.9.2-8 (cont’d)
Recreation and Special Use Areas Affected by the Sabal Trail Project
Area Affected (acres)
State/Authority/Feature
Santa Fe River Trail

Owner/Management
c

Crossing Mileposts

Crossing Method

Const. a

Op. b

FDEP

308.3

HDD

0.0

0.0

Private / FDACS, FFS

324.5R – 324.8R

Open cut

4.0

1.7

Board of Trustees / FDEP

332.9

Bore

0.0

0.0

Board of Trustees / FDACS, FFS

338.7 – 339.1
340.1 – 341.2R

Open cut

20.3

9.6

Marjorie Harris Carr Cross Florida Greenway
State Recreation and Conservation Area

Board of Trustees / FDEP

383.2 – 389.5R

Open cut

56.4

38.2

Cross Florida Greenway Trail, Trail One East,
West Trail, Trail Two West (multiple
crossings) c

FDEP OGT

384.9R, 385.0R,
385.9R, 386.5R,
387.5R, 388.0R,
389.2R, and 389.5R

Open cut

<0.1

<0.1

Circle Pines Farm Conservation Area
Nature Coast State Trail c
Goethe State Forest d

Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve/Trail c
Withlacoochee State Forest d

Southwest Florida WMD

389.5R – 391.1R

Open cut

19.6

9.3

Board of Trustees / FDACS, FFS

434.8R – 436.5

Open cut

2.3

1.5

County/Municipal
FNST Connector c
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Suwannee River Greenway Trail c
FNST Connector c

Hamilton County, Florida

266.0R

Bore

<0.1

0.0

Suwannee County, Suwannee River WMD

305.6

Bore

<0.1

0.0

Marion County, Florida

382.7, 384.7

Bore

<0.1

0.0

Private

267.4R – 268.1R

HDD and Open cut

10.8

4.0

Private, Suwannee River WMD

298.8 – 300.9

Open cut

37.9

19.6

Private / FDEP

440.3R – 441.7R

Open cut

14.7

6.3

Private/Green Swamp Land Authority

441.6R – 441.7R
455.3 – 456.5

Open cut

9.6

5.1

Private / Southwest Florida WMD

444.0 – 445.0R
445.1 – 446.1R

Open cut

27.4

18.2

Private / FDEP

457.8 – 456.5
457.8 – 460.4
460.9 – 462.1
463.7R – 464.3R

Open cut

44.6

26.1

Board of Trustees / FDEP, DRP

5.8 – 5.9

Bore

<0.1

0.0

Southwest Florida WMD

0.1 – 1.3

Open cut and HDD

17.9

6.6

Private Conservation Lands
Warner/Harrell Conservation Easement/Echo
Plantation
Chinquapin Farm Conservation Easement
Green Swamp Conservation Easements
Green Swamp Land Authority Land
Protection Agreements
Southwest Florida WMD Green Swamp
Conservation Easements
Jahna Ranch Conservation Easement

Citrus County Line
Federal
FNST / Withlacoochee State Trail c
State
Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve

TABLE 3.9.2-8 (cont’d)
Recreation and Special Use Areas Affected by the Sabal Trail Project
Area Affected (acres)
State/Authority/Feature
Withlacoochee River South Paddling Trail

Owner/Management
c

Crossing Mileposts

Crossing Method

Const. a

Op. b

FDEP

1.3

HDD

0.0

0.0

Board of Trustees / FDACS, FFS

1.9 – 3.7

Open cut

20.4

10.5

Citrus County, Florida

5.9 – 6.3

Open cut

4.9

2.0

Shingle Creek Regional Park

Osceola County, Florida

8.5 – 8.6

Access Road

1.3

0.0

Shingle Creek Trail / State Paddling Trail c

Osceola County, Florida

9.2

HDD

0.0

0.0

336.6

176.0

Withlacoochee State Forest d
County/Municipal
Central Ridge District Park
Hunters Creek Line
State

Total

____________________
a
Assumes a 100-foot-wide construction right-of-way.
b
Assumes a 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way. Does not include wetlands or areas where the permanent right-of-way would not be maintained (e.g., HDDs).
C
Site-specific plans are provided in appendix L.
d
Special use area associated with the Great Florida Birding Trail.
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Access Roads


Federal: Walter F. George Lake (Mainline MPs 85.2, 85.9, and 86.5)



State: Gum Slough Southwest Florida WMD Conservation Easement (Mainline MP
390.7)



State: Lake Panasoffkee (Mainline MP 413.6 – 418.1R)



State: Crystal River Preserve State Park (CCL MP 19.6 – 21.1)

During pipeline construction within 0.25 mile of the areas identified above, noise and visual
impacts would occur; these would be temporary and limited to the time of construction. During
operation, moderate and permanent visual and noise impacts would result from clearing of trees from the
permanent right-of-way and, if applicable, the placement of permanent facilities such as compressor
stations or MLVs within proximity to the recreation and special interest areas.
One of the primary concerns when crossing recreation and special interest areas is the impact of
construction on the purpose for which the area was established (e.g., the recreational activities, public
access, and resources the area aims to protect). Construction would alter visual aesthetics by removing
existing vegetation and disturbing soils. Construction would also generate dust and noise, which could be
a nuisance to recreational users. Construction could also interfere with or diminish the quality of the
recreational experience by affecting wildlife movements or disturbing trails.
In general, project impacts on recreational and special interest areas occurring outside of forest
land would be minor and temporary (limited to the period of active construction), which typically would
last only several days to several weeks in any one area. These impacts would be minimized by
implementing Sabal Trail’s E&SCP. Following construction, most open land uses would be able to revert
to their former uses. Forest land affected by the temporary construction right-of-way and ATWS areas,
however, would experience long-term impacts because of the time required to restore the woody
vegetation to its preconstruction condition. Further, the placement of aboveground facilities and
permanent access roads, as well as forest land within the operational right-of-way, would experience
permanent impacts because it would be precluded from being reestablished at the site or within the
maintained portion of the right-of-way.
Sabal Trail would work with the landowners of the recreational and special interest areas to
avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts on these areas, as requested. Sabal Trail would attempt to maintain
access to the areas during construction of the pipeline, and if necessary, would compensate the
landowner(s) for the value of any lost resources.
Sabal Trail has proposed general mitigation measures and, for linear trails where a detour or
temporary closure may be required (e.g., Santa Fe River Trail), provided draft site-specific crossing plans
that are being completed in consultation with the applicable land management agency. Each recreation or
special interest area is discussed in further detail below. However, based on the impacts identified and
mitigation measures Sabal Trail would implement, we do not believe the project would result in
significant impacts on recreational or special interest areas.
Visual impacts on recreational and special interest areas that are designated for their scenic value
are discussed in section 3.9.2.6.
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General recreational opportunities are available throughout the Sabal Trail Project area. These
include fishing, boating, birding, wildlife viewing, photography, hiking, biking, and hunting. The
following discussions describe recreational and special interest areas designated by federal, state, and
county/municipal entities, and the opportunities available at each area.
In Alabama, no state-owned or managed properties or public lands open to hunting would be
crossed by the project in Alabama. Private land in Alabama is not open to hunting to the general public,
though private land may be hunted with a landowner’s permission. In Florida, hunting is permitted in
some special land use areas, including the Chinquapin Farm Conservation Easement, Marjorie Harris Carr
Cross Florida Greenway State Recreation and Conservation Area, and the Green Swamp Area. We
received comments regarding several private quail hunting operations crossed by or in proximity to the
project in Georgia, including the Morrisson Pines Plantation in Moultrie. Seasonal hunting recreation
opportunities in these areas would be temporarily affected by construction activities, including associated
dust and noise, and may require limiting access to quail hunting grounds. Sabal Trail would coordinate
with the owners of these areas during easement negotiations to identify measures, such as avoiding
construction during the peak hunting season and/or placing signage, to avoid or minimize impacts on
hunters that are acceptable to the owner. Operation of the project would require conversion of forest land
to open land or industrial/commercial land at permanent facilities (e.g., operational right-of-way,
aboveground facilities), which may affect recreational hunting, though hunting is not limited to forest
lands.
Alabama
Walter F. George Lake (Chattahoochee River)
As listed in table 3.9.2-8, the Mainline would cross the Walter F. George Lake at the Alabama/
Georgia state line between Russell County, Alabama and Stewart County, Georgia. The USACE created
the lake along the Chattahoochee River, and the lake offers recreational uses such as camping, fishing,
hunting, boating, swimming, picnicking, and sunning (USACE, 2015).
The lake shoreline is managed by the Walter F. George Lake Shoreline Management Plan
(USACE, 2011). Land management for the area affected by the project is classified as Limited
Development, which allows for certain specific private uses such as structures, provided the appropriate
permit is obtained.
Sabal Trail would cross the Walter F. George Lake (Chattahoochee River) using the HDD
crossing method, which is described in section 2.3.2. Direct impacts on the lake would be avoided;
however, recreational users may experience temporary visual and noise impacts associated with
construction personnel and equipment and HDD activities. Recreational uses of the lake would not be
affected by operations. Also, because the lake would be crossed by the HDD method, tree clearing and
vegetation maintenance within the permanent right-of-way on either side of the crossing would not be
necessary, thus avoiding permanent visual impacts on recreational users.
HDD set-up and operation activities would be located near the shorelines of the lake. Because a
private road providing access to the shoreline runs through an ATWS area associated with HDD exit
point, Sabal Trail is working with the USACE to identify measures that would allow for maintained
access to the affected shoreline parcels during construction.
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Alabama Scenic River Trail (Tallapoosa River)
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Tallapoosa River portion of the Alabama Scenic River
Trail in Tallapoosa County. The Alabama Scenic River Trail is part of a recreational river network that
provides uses such as boating, kayaking, canoeing, fishing, and wildlife viewing (NPS, 2015).
The Mainline would cross the Tallapoosa River and Alabama Scenic River Trail using the HDD
crossing method, which is described in section 2.3.2. Direct impacts on the river would be avoided;
however, recreational users may experience temporary visual and noise impacts associated with
construction personnel and equipment and HDD activities. To minimize impacts associated with the
scenic designation, the pipeline would be collocated with an existing overhead power line right-of-way.
Impacts associated with the project would be incremental to and consistent with these existing features.
Recreational uses of the river trail would not be affected by operations. Also, because the river trail
would be crossed by the HDD method, tree clearing and vegetation maintenance within the permanent
right-of-way on either side of the crossing would not be necessary, thus avoiding permanent visual
impacts on recreational users.
Georgia
In addition to the areas identified below, we received comments concerning the RESORA village,
farm, and preserve in Dougherty County, Georgia, also referred to as the Cypress Pond Plantation. Based
on Communities, Inc.’s and New Communities at Cypress Pond, LLC’s comment letter, RESORA is the
largest tract of land owned by African Americans in Dougherty County and the only former plantation in
Dougherty County owned by African Americans. Construction of the Mainline would impact about 20
acres of forest and planted pecan trees on the 1,638-acre property, and operation of the pipeline would
permanently impact about 8.5 acres. Concerns included impacts on air quality; impacts from noise;
disruption of business and activities; and impacts on cultural resources. Section 3.12 discusses air and
noise impacts associated with the SMP Project; impacts on commercial/industrial features, including
businesses, are discussed in section 3.9, General Impacts and Mitigation; and impacts on cultural
resources are discussed in section 3.11.
Walter F. George Lake (Chattahoochee River)
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Walter F. George Lake at the Alabama/Georgia state line
and, therefore, the impacts on the lake in Georgia would be the same as those described above for
Alabama.
Georgia State Highway 37
The Sabal Trail Project would cross Georgia State Highway 37, also known as Camilla Highway,
in Colquitt County. The GDOT has completed the initial phase of the Scenic Byway designation process
for the highway; however, official designation is pending a corridor management plan, for which the
timing is currently unknown (GDOT, 2015). Land uses on either side of the road at the crossing location
consists of rural residential, agricultural, and open land.
Sabal Trail would cross the highway using the bore crossing method, which is described in
section 2.3.2.3. Direct impacts on the highway would be avoided; however, scenic travelers may
experience temporary visual and noise impacts associated with construction personnel and equipment and
bore activities. To minimize impacts associated with any future scenic designation, the pipeline would be
collocated with an existing pipeline and overhead power line rights-of-way. Impacts associated with the
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project would be incremental to and consistent with these existing features. Recreational uses of the
highway would not be affected by operations.
Tom White Linear Park
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Tom White Linear Park, also known as the Moultrie
Trail, in Colquitt County. The 7.2-mile-long park/trail runs between downtown Moultrie and the
Moultrie Municipal Airport (Explore Georgia, 2015). The park/trail follows an old CSX rail bed and
provides for hiking and biking. Land uses on either side of the park/trail at the crossing location consists
of agricultural and open land.
The Mainline would cross the park/trail along with Highway 35 using the bore crossing method.
Direct impacts on the park/trail would be avoided; however, hikers and bikers may experience temporary
visual and noise impacts associated with construction personnel and equipment and bore activities.
Vegetation clearing would be required during construction, but because agricultural and open land is
adjacent to the park/trail crossing, limited vegetation maintenance within the permanent right-of-way
adjacent to the crossing is anticipated. Additionally, the project would be collocated with an existing
pipeline right-of-way at this crossing, thus avoiding impacts associated with creating a new right-of-way.
Following construction, recreational uses of the park/trail would continue throughout project operation.
Visual impacts on the trail are discussed in section 3.9.2.7. A site-specific plan for this crossing is
included in appendix L.
Conservation Lands
The Georgia Land Conservation Program (GLCP) works to preserve a statewide network of land
and water resources through partnerships between cities and counties in Georgia, state and federal
agencies, landowners, and other private sector partners (GLCP, 2014). Based on a review of the GLCP
database and as listed in table 3.9.2-8, the Mainline would cross three conservation easements that are
part of this program and managed by the Georgia Land Trust in Georgia: TC2008034, TC008053, and
TC2010063. Each area would be crossed using standard upland construction methods, as described in
section 2.3.1.
The section of conservation easement TC2008034 that the Mainline would cross consists of
agricultural and forest land, and is managed for biodiversity and closed to public access. Construction
would affect 4.8 acres of the easement. Project-related impacts and mitigation measures Sabal Trail
would implement on this property would be similar to those described for general agricultural and
forested areas (see section 3.9.2.2). To minimize impacts associated with vegetation clearing and the
creation of a new right-of-way, the pipeline would be collocated with an existing pipeline right-of-way.
Sabal Trail would maintain irrigation systems; work with the landowner to maintain access during the
construction; and compensate the landowner for the value of trees removed by construction and operation
of the project. Permanent impacts totaling 1.8 acres would occur as a result of the conversion of forested
land to open land within the operational right-of-way. Conservation easement TC2008034 is also part of
the Georgia Forest Stewardship Program, which is discussed in section 3.9.2.2. Following construction,
special uses of the conservation easement would continue throughout project operation.
The section of conservation easement TC008053 that the Mainline would cross consists of
privately owned forest land. Due to information lacking in the GLCP database, public access and the
primary conservation purpose of the easement information is unknown. Project-related impacts and
mitigation measures Sabal Trail would implement would be similar to those describe for forested land
(see section 3.9.2.2). Construction would affect 11.3 acres of the easement. To minimize impacts
associated with vegetation clearing and the creation of a new right-of-way, the pipeline would be

3-143

Land Use and Visual Resources

collocated with an existing power line right-of-way. Sabal Trail would work with the landowner to
maintain access during construction and would compensate the landowner for the value of trees removed
by construction and operation of the project. Permanent impacts on the conservation easement (4.8 acres)
would occur as a result of the conversion of forested land to open land within the operational right-ofway. Following construction, special uses of the conservation easement would continue throughout
project operation.
The section of conservation easement TC2010063 that the Mainline would cross consists of
privately owned center-pivot irrigated agricultural land. Construction would affect 8.7 acres of the
easement and operations would affect 3.4 acres. Impacts on this property would be similar to those
described for general agricultural and irrigation system areas (see section 3.9.2.2). Sabal Trail would not
affect lands managed for biodiversity within the easement and, similar to the mitigation measures
described for these land uses, would maintain irrigation systems and landowner access. To minimize
impacts associated with vegetation clearing and the creation of a new right-of-way, the pipeline would be
partially collocated with an existing pipeline right-of-way. Following construction, special uses of the
conservation easement would continue throughout project operation.
The Mainline would cross the privately owned Carlton Farms Tall Timbers Land Conservancy
easement in Colquitt County. The 1,175-acre parcel is managed by the Dougherty County Board of
County Commissioners for biodiversity, and is closed to public access (Tall Timbers, 2007).
Construction would affect 8.0 acres and operations would affect 3.1 acres of the easement. To minimize
impacts on this tract, the pipeline would be collocated with an existing pipeline right-of-way.
Construction and operation of the Mainline would result in the conversion of forest land to open land in
the permanent right-of-way. Sabal Trail would work with the landowner to maintain access and would
compensate the landowner for the value of trees removed by construction and operation of the project.
Following construction, special uses of the conservation easement would continue throughout project
operation.
U.S. 19 Dragway
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the privately owned U.S. 19 Dragway, near the city of
Albany. This site includes a race track that is 0.5 mile long and 60 feet wide.
The Mainline would cross the race track using the bore crossing method, or other crossing
method that would not disturb the surface. Parking and other structures on the property would not be
affected by the construction and operation of the project. Sabal Trail would coordinate with the facility
owner regarding a construction schedule that would minimize disturbance to dragway operations.
Following construction, recreational uses of the drag way would continue throughout project operation.
Florida
Sabal Trail would affect three types of conservation easements with legal protections in Florida.
These include the following:
1.

Land Protection Agreements acquired by the Green Swamp Land Authority pursuant to
Section 380.0677, Florida Statutes (1994). Land Protection Agreements were required by
statute to be transferred from the Green Swamp Land Authority to the water management
district within which the land subject to the agreement is located, and subsequently
required by statute to be transferred from the various water management districts to the
Board of Trustees.
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2.

Conservation easements as defined in Section 704.06, Florida Statutes (2014) which were
NOT given as mitigation for wetland impacts. Referred to herein as Proprietary
Conservation Easements.

3.

Conservation easements as defined in Section 704.06, Florida Statutes (2014) which
WERE given as mitigation for wetland impacts. Referred to herein as Regulatory
Conservation Easements.

Specific to Land Protection Agreements, all provide the following language:
The following operations, uses or occurrences shall not be prohibited by this land
protection agreement . . .[w]ork shall be permitted by any utility and other persons
engaged in the distribution or transmission of gas or water, or for the purpose of
inspecting, repairing, renewing or constructing on rights of way or public or private
easements, for any sewers, mains, pipes, cables, utility tunnels, power lines, towers,
poles, tracks, or the like.
Therefore, the Sabal Trail Project’s right-of-way is expected to be allowed on these lands and
Sabal Trail would obtain an easement for its facilities from the owner of the underlying fee interest in
lands subject to Land Protection Agreements.
Conservation Easements are defined in Section 704.06, Florida Statutes as:
a right or interest in real property which is appropriate to retaining land or water areas
predominantly in their natural, scenic, open, agricultural, or wooded condition; retaining
such areas as suitable habitat for fish, plants, or wildlife; retaining the structural integrity
or physical appearance of sites or properties of historical, architectural, archaeological, or
cultural significance; or maintaining existing land uses and which prohibits or limits any
or all of the following…(a) Construction or placing of buildings, roads, signs, billboards
or other advertising, utilities, or other structures on or above the ground…(c) Removal or
destruction of trees, shrubs, or other vegetation…(d) Excavation, dredging, or removal of
loam, peat, gravel, soil, rock, or other material substance in such manner as to affect the
surface…
Based on the above statute language, a pipeline project’s activities and facilities would be
prohibited or limited. However, Section 704.06 (11), Florida Statutes goes on to state the following:
Nothing in this section or other provisions of law shall be construed to prohibit or limit
the owner of land, or the owner of a conservation easement over land, to voluntarily
negotiate the sale or utilization of such lands or easement for the construction and
operation of linear facilities, including electric transmission and distribution facilities,
telecommunications transmission and distribution facilities, pipeline transmission and
distribution facilities, public transportation corridors, and related appurtenances, nor shall
this section prohibit the use of eminent domain for said purposes as established by law.
Therefore, the Sabal Trail Project is expected to be allowed on these lands via obtaining consent
from the conservation easement holder by simple agreement, without having to engage in vacating or
releasing the easement in whole or in part. Sabal Trail has noted that some fee owners may condition the
grant of easement on Sabal Trail obtaining consent from the owner of the conservation easement(s).
Based on information provided by Sabal Trail regarding meetings with the FDEP, the Board of
Trustees, the Suwannee River WMD, Southwest Florida WMD, and South Florida WMD in March 2105
and April 2015, the FDEP, the Board of Trustees, and the Suwannee River WMD have agreed to enter
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into a simple consent for Sabal Trail to locate its facilities in conservation easements owned by these
entities. The Southwest Florida WMD and South Florida WMD have agreed to provide consents for
Sabal Trail to locate its facilities in conservation easements owned by these entities, but only for
temporary workspaces. The Southwest Florida WMD and South Florida WMD would require that the
affected portion of the conservation easement for the permanent pipeline easement be released from its
status.
Sabal Trail would purchase mitigation credits to offset impacts on wetlands within the
conservation easements and uplands within Regulatory Conservation Easements. At Proprietary
Conservation Easements, Sabal Trail would compensate the owners an amount to be determined by an
appraisal performed by a licensed property appraiser agreeable to the conservation easement owner and
Sabal Trail. The appraisal would reflect the value of the property interest being conveyed (i.e., temporary
workspace or permanent right-of-way). Sabal Trail would not compensate owners of Regulatory
Conservation Easements or Land Protection Agreements.
The conservation easements with known designated names are listed in table 3.9.2-8 and
discussed below. Additional conservation easements and their designation as either a Regulatory or
Proprietary Conservation Easement (including those identified in table 3.9.2-8) are listed in table 3.9.2-9.
Mainline
Florida National Scenic Trail
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Florida National Scenic Trail (FNST), a non-motorized
hiking trail, at two locations (see table 3.9.2-8) (FS, 1986). Additionally, the project would cross two
unofficial FNST connectors, which are roads or trails that help users access non-contiguous segments of
the FNST, at three locations (see table 3.9.2-8). These connectors are not officially designated segments
of the trail and are owned and managed by other agencies.
The Mainline would cross the FNST connectors at MPs 266.0R, 382.7, and 384.7 using the
conventional bore construction method, which is described in section 2.3.2. During the draft EIS
comment period, Sabal Trail determined that it would also cross the designated segment of the FNST at
MP 384.9 where it is joined with the Cross Florida Greenway Trail and Trail Two East using the
conventional bore construction method. Construction- and operation-related impacts associated with the
project would be the same as those described for other features discussed throughout this section that
would be crossed using the bore method. Recreational uses of the trail would not be affected by
operations. At the FNST connectors trail crossings, land uses are open and forested. The ATWS
associated with the bore crossings appear to be located such that tree removal is required, resulting in a
long-term impact. However, the pipeline would be located adjacent to an already permanently cleared
trail. At the designated FNST trail crossing, land use is open and, as such, land uses would return to
preconstruction conditions. Visual impacts on the designated segment and scenic trail connectors are
discussed in section 3.9.2.7. Site-specific plans for these crossings are included in appendix L.
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TABLE 3.9.2-9
Conservation Easements Affected by the Sabal Trail Project
Facility/Start Milepost

End Milepost

Conservation Easement Type

Mainline
267.4R

268.1R

Proprietary

298.7

300.9

Proprietary

324.5

324.8

Proprietary

390.0a

--

Proprietary

399.0

399.5

Proprietary

441.35R

Proprietary

441.6

441.8

Proprietary

442.1

442.3

Proprietary

444.0

444.0

Proprietary

445.0

446.1

Proprietary

448.0

448.3

Proprietary

455.3

456.0

Proprietary

457.8

460.4

Regulatory

461.0

462.4

Regulatory

463.4

463.5R

Regulatory

463.65R

464.3R

Regulatory

466.75R

466.9R

Regulatory

467.9R

468.2R

Regulatory

468.3R

468.85R

Regulatory

468.9R

469.1R

Regulatory

471.6

471.7

Regulatory

471.7

472.0

Regulatory

472.1

472.3

Regulatory

472.5

472.7

Regulatory

440.3R

Hunters Creek Line
1.4 b

--

Regulatory

1.6

2.0

Regulatory

2.1

2.2

Regulatory

6.7

7.1

Regulatory

8.2

8.5

Regulatory

10.7

11.0

Proprietary

11.0

11.2

Proprietary

11.5

11.6

Proprietary

11.7

12.1

Regulatory

12.3

12.6

Regulatory

12.7

13.1

Regulatory

Citrus County Line

None

_________________
a
Access Road on tract FL-MA-055.500 crosses Conservation Easement
b
ATWS is located within a Conservation Easement
Source: Supplemental Information from Sabal Trail dated June 18, 2015.

The Mainline would cross a designated segment of the FNST at MP 267.3R using the HDD
crossing method in conjunction with the Suwannee River State Park, Suwannee River State Park Trail,
Suwannee River, and Lower Suwannee River Trail/Wilderness Trail crossings. Construction- and
operation-related impacts associated with the project would be the same as those described for other
features discussed throughout this section that would be crossed using the HDD method. Recreational
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uses of the trail would not be affected by operations. A site-specific plan for this crossing is included in
appendix L.
While construction methods that avoid direct impacts on designated segments of the FNST have
been adopted, Sabal Trail has not yet provided evidence that it has worked with the land managers and
that they have approved the final crossing plans. As such, we recommend that:


Prior to construction, Sabal Trail should file correspondence from the applicable
FNST trail manager(s) (e.g., U.S. Forest Service) regarding the final crossing plans
and construction and restoration methods for the designated segments of the FNST
crossings at Mainline MPs 267.3R and 384.9.

Long-term impacts on the FNST at this crossing would include changes to the scenic quality of
the existing forested landscape as a result of permanent right-of-way vegetation maintenance. Visual
impacts on the scenic trail are discussed in section 3.9.2.7.
Twin Rivers State Forest
The Sabal Trail Project would cross several parcels within the Twin Rivers State Forest in
Hamilton County between MPs 249.8 and 259.1. Land uses in the Twin Rivers State Forest include
forest management, ecosystem restoration, recreation, wildlife management, watershed protection and
environmental education (FFS, 2005). Recreation uses include picnicking, hiking, bicycling, horseback
riding, canoeing, and fishing.
The Mainline would cross forest land in the state forest, which would require temporary and
permanent tree clearing and vegetation maintenance for construction and operation, respectively, of the
project. The area would be crossed using standard upland construction methods (open cut), as described
in section 2.3.1. Construction would affect 9.5 acres and operations would affect 4.0 acres of the state
forest. Project-related impacts and mitigation measures Sabal Trail would implement would be similar to
those described for forested land (see section 3.9.2.2). Recreational users would potentially be
temporarily affected by noise, dust, construction-related traffic, and visual impacts resulting from
construction personnel and equipment. To reduce impacts on the state forest, the project would be
collocated with an existing power line right-of-way. Operation of the project would result in the
conversion of forest land to open land within the permanent right-of-way. Sabal Trail would compensate
the landowner for the removal of forest land associated with construction and operation of the project, and
recreational uses of the state forest would continue throughout project operation.
Suwannee River State Park and Trail
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Suwannee River State Park along the border of Hamilton
and Suwannee Counties. The park includes over 1,800 acres of land and features such as sinks, streams,
springs, rivers, and limestone outcroppings. Recreation uses include picnicking, hiking, boating, and
fishing (Florida Park Service, 2015). The state park includes the Suwannee River State Park Trail and is
adjacent to the Warner/Harrell Conservation Easement.
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Suwannee River State Park Trail, which is located within
the Suwannee River State Park in Hamilton County, Florida. The trail connects with the FNST and
parallels the Santa Fe River Trail (Florida Park Service, 2015).
The Mainline would cross the Suwannee River State Park using the HDD construction method,
which is described in section 2.3.2. Direct impacts on the park would be avoided due to the use of the
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HDD crossing method; however, recreational users may experience temporary visual and noise impacts
associated with construction personnel and equipment and HDD activities. Recreational uses of the park
would not be affected by operations. Also, because the state park would crossed by the HDD method,
tree clearing and vegetation maintenance within the permanent right-of-way on either side of the crossing
would not be necessary, thus avoiding permanent visual impacts on recreational users.
The Mainline would cross the Suwannee River State Park Trail at MP 267.0R in conjunction with
the HDD for the Suwannee River State Park, FNST, Suwannee River, and Lower Suwannee River
Trail/Suwannee River Wilderness Trail. Direct impacts on the trail where the HDD method is used would
be avoided; however, recreational users may experience temporary visual and noise impacts associated
with construction personnel and equipment and HDD activities. Recreational uses of the trail would not
be affected by operations. Also, because the trail would crossed by the HDD method, tree clearing and
vegetation maintenance within the permanent right-of-way on either side of the crossing would not be
necessary, thus avoiding permanent visual impacts on recreational users. Visual impacts on the trail are
discussed in section 3.9.2.7. A site-specific plan for this crossing is included in appendix L.
Lower Suwannee River Trail/Wilderness Trail
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Lower Suwannee River Trail/Wilderness Trail at the
Suwannee River boundary between Hamilton and Suwannee Counties, which is a network of natural,
recreational, and historic sites along the Suwannee River from the town of White Springs running 170
miles to the Gulf of Mexico (Suwannee River WMD, 2015).
The Mainline would cross the Lower Suwannee River Trail/Suwannee River Wilderness Trail
using the HDD crossing method. Construction- and operation-related impacts associated with the project
would be the same as those described for other features discussed throughout this section that would be
crossed using the HDD method. Recreational uses of the trail would not be affected by operations.
Visual impacts on the trail are discussed in section 3.9.2.7. A site-specific plan for this crossing is
included in appendix L.
Santa Fe River Paddling Trail
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Santa Fe River Paddling Trail, which is a designated
paddling trail that runs for 26 miles of the 75-mile long river (Paddle Florida, 2015), and forms the county
line between Suwannee and Gilchrist Counties.
The Mainline would cross the Santa Fe River Paddling Trail using the HDD crossing method,
which is described in section 2.3.2. Construction- and operation-related impacts associated with the
project would be the same as those described for other features discussed throughout this section that
would be crossed using the HDD method. Recreational uses of the trail would not be affected by
operations. Visual impacts on the trail are discussed in section 3.9.2.7. A site-specific plan for this
crossing is included in appendix L.
Circle Pines Farm Conservation Easement
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Circle Pines Farm Conservation Easement, which is a
privately owned 81-acre tract located in Gilchrist County enrolled in the Rural and Family Lands
Protection Program managed by the FFS (The Conservation Registry, 2013).
The Mainline would cross the Circle Pines Farm Conservation Easement using standard upland
construction methods (open cut). Construction would affect 4.0 acres and operations would affect 1.7
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acres of the easement, which is primarily forested land. Impacts on the easement resulting from
construction would be similar to those described in 3.9.2.2, depending on the specific land use type
affected. Sabal Trail would work with the landowner to maintain access to the easement and develop the
project in a manner consistent with the terms of the conservation easement. To reduce impacts on the
easement resulting from the creation of a new right-of-way, the project would be collocated with an
existing power line right-of-way. Tree clearing and vegetation maintenance would convert forest land to
open land within the permanent right-of-way; however, following construction, special uses of the
easement would be allowed to continue.
Nature Coast State Trail
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Nature Coast State Trail, which is a 31.7-mile-long paved
trail with recreational uses, including walking, biking, skating, and bird watching, and parallels the north
side of State Road 26 between Trenton and Newberry. The crossing is located east of the town of Trenton
in Gilchrist County. An equestrian trail parallels some portions of the paved trail (Florida State Parks,
2015b).
The Mainline would cross the Nature Coast State Trail using the conventional bore method.
Construction- and operation-related impacts associated with the project would be the same as those
described for other features discussed throughout this section that would be crossed using the bore
method. At the crossing location, the trail is bordered by a line of trees. The ATWS associated with the
bore crossing appears to be located such that tree removal would be avoided. Recreational uses of the
trail would not be affected by operations. Visual impacts on the trail are discussed in section 3.9.2.7. A
site-specific plan for this crossing is included in appendix L.
Goethe State Forest
The Sabal Trail Project would cross two parcels of the Goethe State Forest (see table 3.9.2-8).
Recreational activities in the Goethe State Forest include hiking and equestrian trails, camping, hunting,
fishing, and picnicking (FFS, 2013).
The Mainline would cross the state forest using standard upland construction methods (open cut).
Construction activities would affect 20.3 acres and operations activities would affect 9.6 acres of land
within the state forest. The pipeline crossings would require tree clearing during construction, and result
in the conversion of forest land to open land within the permanent right-of-way during operation. To
reduce impacts on the state forest, the project would be collocated with an existing cleared electric
transmission line right-of-way. Sabal Trail would compensate the land managing agency for the value of
trees removed by construction and operation of the project. Similar to other features crossed using the
standard construction methods, recreational users would be temporarily affected by project-related noise,
dust, traffic, and visual impacts. These impacts would be limited to the time of construction and
recreational uses of the trail following construction would be allowed to continue throughout operation of
the project.
Marjorie Harris Carr Cross Florida Greenway State Recreation and Conservation Area
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Marjorie Harris Carr Cross Florida Greenway State
Recreation and Conservation Area (Greenway), which is 110 miles long and extends from Yankeetown
on Florida’s west coast to just south of Palatka on the St. Johns River near Florida’s east coast.
Recreational use of the Greenway includes biking, hiking, hunting, fishing, paddling and equestrian
recreation opportunities (Florida State Parks, 2015). The Western Corridor of the FNST overlaps the
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Greenway for approximately 36 miles. The Greenway provides a trail corridor link between Ocala
National Forest and the Withlacoochee State Trail near Dunnellon.
The Mainline would cross the Greenway in Marion County to the east of the Halpata-Tastanaki
Preserve. The Mainline would cross several trails associated with this area: the Trail One East at MP
385.0R; Trail Two West at MPs 385.9R, 386.5R, and 387.5R; and Trail Two East at MPs 389.2R and
389.5R. Sabal Trail would cross the Greenway and each trail segment using standard upland construction
methods (open cut). Construction- and operation-related impacts would be similar to those described in
3.9.2.2, depending on the specific land use type affected at each crossing. Use of the trails at these
locations would be temporarily disrupted by closing the trail for the duration of construction activities.
Similar to other features crossed using the standard construction methods, recreational users would be
temporarily affected by project-related noise, dust, traffic, and visual impacts. These impacts would be
limited to the time of construction and recreational uses of the trail following construction would be
allowed to continue throughout operation of the project. Visual impacts on the trails are discussed in
section 3.9.2.7. Site-specific plans for these crossings are included in appendix L.
Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve in Marion County, which is
located within a patchwork of public lands that include the adjacent Marjorie Harris Carr Cross Florida
Greenway, Two-Mile Prairie, and Ross Prairie State Forest. The Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve contains
several Special Designation Areas meant to preserve habitat for sensitive species while also providing
high-quality recreation opportunities (Southwest Florida WMD, 1999).
The Mainline would cross the Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve using standard upland construction
methods (open cut), affecting a mixture of wetlands (open land), open land, and forest land. Construction
activities would affect 19.6 acres and operations activities would affect 9.3 acres of land within the
preserve. Construction- and operation-related impacts would be similar to those described in 3.9.2.2,
depending on the specific land use type affected at each crossing. To minimize impacts on the HalpataTastanaki Preserve, the project would be located adjacent to existing utility rights-of-way within the
preserve for much of its length. Sabal Trail would negotiate with the Southwest Florida WMD to develop
the project in a manner consistent with the terms of the Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve Management Plan.
Similar to other features crossed using the standard construction methods, recreational users would be
temporarily affected by project-related noise, dust, traffic, and visual impacts. These impacts would be
limited to the time of construction. Tree clearing and vegetation maintenance within the permanent rightof-way would result in the conversion of forest land to open land within the permanent right-of-way;
however, recreational uses within the Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve following construction would be
allowed to continue throughout operation of the project.
Wildlife and special status species that may be affected by the project are discussed in sections
3.6 and 3.8, respectively.
Moxon Road Trail
The Moxon Road Trail is a natural surfaced trail within the Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve, part of a
trail system within the Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve that connects to trail systems in the adjacent Marjorie
Harris Carr Cross Florida Greenway, the Ross Prairie State Forest, and other nearby public lands to form
a regional network of trails (Southwest Florida WMD, 1999).
The Mainline would cross the Moxon Road Trail at MP 390.3 using the conventional bore
method. Construction- and operation-related impacts associated with the project would be the same as
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those described for other features discussed throughout this section that would be crossed using the bore
method. At the crossing location, the trail is bordered a cleared area to the northeast and by a cleared
field road to the southwest. Recreational uses of the trail would not be affected by operations. A sitespecific plan for this crossing is included in appendix L.
Withlacoochee State Forest
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Withlacoochee State Forest Jumper Creek Tract in
Sumter County, which is comprised of several waterways that flow through different portions of the
property and include three waterbodies designated as Outstanding Florida Waters: Withlacoochee River,
Little Withlacoochee River, and Jumper Creek (FFS, 2003). However, the project would not cross any of
these waterways.
The Mainline would cross the state forest using standard upland construction methods (open cut).
Construction activities would affect 2.3 acres and operations activities would affect 1.5 acres of land
within the state forest. The pipeline crossing would require tree clearing during construction, and result in
the conversion of forest land to open land within the permanent right-of-way during operation. To reduce
impacts on the state forest, the project would be partially collocated with an existing cleared electric
transmission line right-of-way. Sabal Trail would compensate the land-managing agency for the value of
trees removed by construction and operation of the project. Similar to other features crossed using the
standard construction methods, recreational users would be temporarily affected by project-related noise,
dust, traffic, and visual impacts. These impacts would be limited to the time of construction and
recreational uses of the trail following construction would be allowed to continue throughout operation of
the project.
Suwannee River Greenway Trail
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Suwannee River Greenway Trail in Suwannee County,
which is a 12.5-mile-long paved trail following a former CSX railroad corridor in Suwannee County. The
paved trail parallels the south side of U.S. Highway 27. Recreational uses include pedestrian, bicycle,
equestrian, and other non-motorized uses (Suwannee Parks and Recreation, 2015).
The Mainline would cross the Suwannee River Greenway Trail using the conventional bore
construction method. Construction- and operation-related impacts associated with the project would be
the same as those described for other features discussed throughout this section that would be crossed
using the bore method. At the crossing location, the trail is bordered by open land and forested land. The
ATWS associated with the bore crossing appears to be located such that tree removal would be required.
To reduce impacts associated with creating a new right-of-way at this crossing location, the project would
be collocated with an existing power line right-of-way. Recreational uses of the trail would not be
affected by operations; however, long-term impacts on the trail at the crossing would resulting from
permanent right-of-way vegetation maintenance, changing the scenic quality of the existing landscape.
Visual impacts on the trail are discussed in section 3.9.2.7. A site-specific plan for this crossing is
included in appendix L.
Warner/Harrell Conservation Easement, also known as the Echo Plantation
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Warner/Harrell Conservation Easement in Suwannee
County, across the Suwannee River from the Suwannee River State Park. This easement covers
approximately 912 acres within the Upper Suwannee River watershed and is not accessible to the public
(Conservation Registry, 2015).
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The Mainline would partially cross the Warner/Harrell Conservation Easement in conjunction
with the HDD for the Suwannee River State Park, FNST, Suwannee River, and Santa Fe River Trail.
Construction- and operation-related impacts associated with the project would be the same as those
described for the above-listed features and crossed by the HDD method. The HDD entry point and
associated ATWS would be on open land on the easement. The remaining easement area would be
crossed using upland construction methods (open cut), partially adjacent to an existing road on the
western border of the easement Construction would affect 10.8 acres and operations would affect 4.0
acres of land within the easement. The pipeline crossing would require tree clearing during construction,
and result in the conversion of forest land to open land within the permanent right-of-way during
operation. Sabal Trail would compensate the land managing agency for the value of trees removed by
construction and operation of the project. Following construction, special uses of the easement would be
allowed to continue.
We received comments regarding the landowner’s concerns with the route placement through this
conservation easement. During the pre-filing period, Sabal Trail had proposed to cross the Withlacoochee
and Suwannee Rivers to the south of the current proposed crossing location, but revised the route based
on the karst formation, endangered species, springs, and the aquifer. The landowner believes that those
issues are the same or more severe at the currently proposed crossing location. Potential impacts on karst
features are discussed in section 3.1.2.3, threatened and endangered species are discussed in section 3.8,
and springs/aquifers are discussed in section 3.3.1.
To reduce impacts on the conservation easement, the landowner recommends a Mainline
variation that would avoid this area. In section 4.3.2.6 we consider, but do not recommend, an alternative.
However, we recommend that Sabal Trail continue to work with the landowner of the Warner/Harrell
Conservation Easement in an effort to reduce project-related impacts through this area.
Chinquapin Farm Conservation Easement
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Chinquapin Farm Conservation Easement, which
encompasses approximately 6,350 acres in Suwannee and Columbia Counties, and is privately owned and
held by the Suwannee River WMD. According to the National Conservation Easement Database
(NCED), the easement is permanent and closed to public use (NCED, 2014). The easement is used
primarily for quail hunting, although a few selected trees are harvested (Suwannee River WMD,
2012). Chinquapin Farm is the site of various field trial and quail hunting events.
The Mainline would cross the Chinquapin Farm Conservation Easement using standard upland
construction methods (open cut). The crossing consists of forested and open land adjacent to an existing
cleared electric transmission line and pipeline right-of-way. Construction would affect about 37.9 acres
and operations would affect 19.6 acres of land within the easement. Construction- and operation-related
impacts would be similar to those described in 3.9.2.2, depending on the specific land use type affected.
The pipeline crossing would require tree clearing during construction, and result in the conversion of
forest land to open land within the permanent right-of-way during operation. Construction activities
would also temporarily affect hunting on the easement. To reduce impacts on the easement resulting
from creating a new right-of-way, the project would be collocated with existing power line and pipeline
rights-of-way. Also, Sabal Trail would compensate the landowner for the removal of forest land
associated with construction and operation of the project. Following construction, permanent tree
removal within the operational right-of-way would convert forested land to open land; however, special
uses of the easement, including hunting events, would be allowed to continue.
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FDEP Conservation Easements, Green Swamp Land Authority Land Protection Agreements, and
Southwest Florida WMD Conservation Easements
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Green Swamp, which comprises 560,000 acres and
includes portions of Polk, Lake, Sumter, Pasco, and Hernando Counties. The Green Swamp contains a
mix of public lands managed by various state and regional agencies, and private lands protected by
conservation easements. These easements are managed by the FDEP or the Southwest Florida WMD.
Managed areas include the Green Swamp Area of Critical State Concern (Lake and Polk Counties),
several privately owned conservation easements that are part of the Green Swamp Land Authority Land
Protection Agreements, Green Swamp Conservation Easements, the Green Swamp – Pine Island
Recharge Area, the Green Swamp Wilderness Preserve, the Hilochee Wildlife Management Area, and the
Jahna Ranch Conservation Easement. Recreation uses include hunting and fishing, hiking, bicycling,
horseback riding, and canoeing.
The Mainline would cross the FDEP-managed conservation easements using standard upland
construction methods (open cut). Installation of the pipeline would require creation of a new right-ofway, affecting agricultural land, forested land, and open land. Construction would affect 14.7 acres and
operation would affect 6.3 acres of land within the FDEP Green Swamp Conservation Easements.
The Mainline would cross the Green Swamp Land Authority Land Protection Agreements using
standard upland construction methods (open cut). Installation of the pipeline would require creation of a
new right-of-way, affecting primarily open land, though the route would be partially collocated with
County Road 565’s right-of-way. Construction would affect 9.6 acres and operation would affect 5.1
acres of land within the Green Swamp Land Authority Land Protection Agreements.
The Sabal Trail Project would cross Green Swamp Conservation Easements in Lake County,
which are privately owned parcels managed by the Southwest Florida WMD. The Mainline would cross
the easements using standard upland construction methods (open cut). Installation of the pipeline would
require creation of a new right-of-way, affecting primarily open land containing wetlands. Construction
would affect 27.4 acres and operations would affect 18.2 acres of land within the easement.
Construction- and operation-related impacts would be similar to those described in 3.9.2.2,
depending on the specific land use type affected. Hunting would be temporarily disrupted during
construction activities. Sabal Trail would work with the private landowners and the FWC, the Land
Protection Agreement managing agency, to avoid or mitigate effects, maintain access to the tracts during
the construction of the pipeline, and if necessary, compensate the landowners for the value of any lost
resources.
Further, Sabal Trail would negotiate with the landowner(s) to develop the project in a manner
consistent with the terms of the Land Protection Agreement. Similar to other features crossed using the
standard construction methods, special uses would be temporarily affected by project-related noise, dust,
traffic, and visual impacts. These impacts would be limited to the time of construction and recreational
uses of the area following construction would be allowed to continue throughout operation of the project.
Sabal Trail would negotiate with the landowner(s) and the Southwest Florida WMD to develop
the project in a manner consistent with the terms of the conservation easement. Similar to other features
crossed using the standard construction methods, special uses would be temporarily affected by projectrelated noise, dust, traffic, and visual impacts. These impacts would be limited to the time of construction
and special use of the easement following construction would be allowed to continue throughout
operation of the project.
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Jahna Ranch Conservation Easement
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Jahna Ranch Conservation Easement, which is a privately
owned tract that consists of discontinuous but connected parcels east of the Green Swamp in Polk County.
The easement is managed by the FDEP Division of Water Resource Management and is monitored by the
Bureau of Mining and Minerals Regulation due to the presence of an active sand mine that is intended to
be restored to a natural state (FDEP, 2013a). There is no public use of the easement.
The Mainline would cross the easement using standard upland construction methods (open cut).
Installation of the pipeline would require creation of a new right-of-way, affecting primarily open land
and forest land containing wetlands. Construction would affect 44.6 acres and operations would affect
26.1 acres of land within the easement. Construction- and operation-related impacts would be similar to
those described in 3.9.2.2, depending on the specific land use type affected at each crossing. Sabal Trail
would develop the project consistent with the terms of the conservation easement. Similar to other
features crossed using the standard construction methods, special uses would be temporarily affected by
project-related noise, dust, traffic, and visual impacts. These impacts would be limited to the time of
construction. Tree clearing and vegetation maintenance within the new right-of-way would result in the
conversion of forest land to open land within the permanent right-of-way; however, special uses of the
easement following construction would be allowed to continue throughout operation of the project.
Great Florida Birding and Wildlife Trail
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Great Florida Birding and Wildlife Trail, which is a
2,000-mile, self-guided highway trail that connects 515 birding and wildlife viewing sites throughout
Florida (Great Florida Birding and Wildlife Trail, 2015). The viewing sites include state forest tracts,
conservation areas, and parks.
Viewing sites that are crossed by or within 0.25 mile of the Sabal Trail Project include the Goethe
State Forest; Suwannee River State Park, and the Withlacoochee State Forest, Two Mile Prairie Tract.
Effects to these areas have been discussed above.
Citrus County Line
Florida National Scenic Trail/Withlacoochee State Trail
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Withlacoochee State Trail, which is a Rails-to-Trails
project located adjacent to the west side of U.S. 41 (N. Florida Avenue) at the CCL crossing. The trail
corridor is managed as the Withlacoochee Trail State Park, and occupies 46 miles of an abandoned
railroad right-of-way in three counties (FDEP, 2003). The trail consists of a central paved asphalt surface
12 feet wide. A natural-surface trail parallels the paved trail and is designed for non-motorized uses,
including pedestrians, equestrians, and cyclists. This segment of the trail is also part of the FNST.
The CCL would cross the Withlacoochee Trail/FNST using the conventional bore crossing
method. Construction- and operation-related impacts associated with the project would be the same as
those described for other features discussed throughout this section that would be crossed using the bore
method. At the crossing location, the trail is bordered by open land and U.S. Highway 41 to the east and
forested areas to the west. The ATWS associated with the bore crossing appears to be located such that
tree removal would be limited and a line of trees would remain. Recreational uses of the trail would not
be affected by operations. Visual impacts on the trail are discussed in section 3.9.2.7. A site-specific
plan for this crossing is included in appendix L.
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Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve Mitigation Project
The Sabal Trail Project would cross the Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve Mitigation Project in Marion
County, which occupies the south part of the Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve. FDOT purchases private
wetland mitigation bank credits as one of several wetland mitigation strategies for impacts generated from
FDOT roadway projects. The Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve Mitigation Project was constructed by FDOT
in advance of anticipated FDOT road improvement projects so that mitigation credits would be available
prior to roadway projects (Southwest Florida WMD, 2014). The mitigation project area includes a
segment of the existing high voltage electric transmission line right-of-way.
The CCL would cross the mitigation project along the northern edge of the existing cleared rightof-way using the HDD and standard upland construction methods (open cut). Standard construction
would affect 17.9 acres and operations would affect 6.6 acres of land within the mitigation project area.
Direct impacts on the mitigation project where the HDD method is used would be avoided; where the
mitigation project is crossed using standard upland construction methods (open cut), impacts would be
similar to those described in 3.9.2.2, depending on the specific land use type affected. To reduce impacts
at this crossing location associated with creating a new right-of-way, the project would be collocated with
an existing power line right-of-way. Sabal Trail would work with the FDOT to maintain access to the
mitigation project during construction of the pipeline and identify further avoidance or mitigation.
Withlacoochee South Paddling Trail
The Sabal Trail Project could cross the Withlacoochee South Paddling Trail, which extends south
from the confluence with the Rainbow River, through cypress floodplain swamp to the Green Swamp
area.
The CCL would cross the Withlacoochee South Paddling Trail in Marion County at the south
boundary of the Halpata-Tastanaki Preserve using the HDD crossing method, which is described in
section 2.3.2. Construction- and operation-related impacts associated with the project would be the same
as those described for other features discussed throughout this section that would be crossed using the
HDD method. To further reduce impacts at this crossing location, the project would also be collocated
with an existing power line right-of-way. Recreational uses of the trail would not be affected by
operations and, because the trail would crossed by the HDD method, tree clearing and vegetation
maintenance within the permanent right-of-way on either side of the crossing would not be necessary,
thus avoiding permanent visual impacts on recreational users. A site-specific plan for this crossing is
included in appendix L.
Withlacoochee State Forest
The Withlacoochee State Forest is introduced in the Mainline section above. Construction- and
operation-related impacts on the state forest and associated with the CCL crossing would be similar as
those described above. Construction would affect 20.4 acres and operation would affect 10.5 acres of
land within the state forest. To reduce impacts at this crossing location associated with creating a new
right-of-way, the project would be collocated with an existing power line right-of-way.
Central Ridge District Park
The CCL would cross the Central Ridge District Park, which is a 133-acre park in Citrus County.
Managed by the county, recreation opportunities include a playground, jogging and walking trail, baseball
fields, and a softball field (Citrus County, 2015).
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The CCL would cross the park using standard upland construction methods (open cut).
Construction would affect 4.9 acres and operation would affect 2.0 acres on land within the park. The
pipeline would avoid park amenities/facilities. However, similar to other features crossed using the
standard construction methods, recreational uses would be temporarily affected by project-related noise,
dust, traffic, and visual impacts. These impacts would be limited to the time of construction. To reduce
impacts associated with creating a new right-of-way, the project would be partially collocated with an
existing power line right-of-way at this crossing. Following construction, recreational uses of the park
would be allowed to continue throughout operation of the project.
Hunters Creek Line
Shingle Creek Regional Park
The HCL would cross the Shingle Creek Regional Park, which is a comprised of several parcels
purchased through a conservation partnership between Osceola County, the City of Kissimmee, South
Florida WMD, Trust For Public Land, and Florida Communities Trust. Recreational uses include
birdwatching, biking, fishing, paddling, and picnicking (Osceola County, 2015).
A temporary access road associated with the HCL would cross the Shingle Creek Regional Park.
The access road would cross for approximately 110 feet and grading and widening of the road would
affect 1.3 acres during construction. Recreational uses of the park would be temporarily affected by
project-related noise, dust, and traffic. These impacts would be limited to the time of construction.
Following construction, the road would be restored to pre-existing conditions (unless otherwise requested
by the landowner) and recreational uses of the park would be allowed to continue throughout operation of
the project.
Shingle Creek Regional Trail
The HCL would cross the Shingle Creek Regional Trail, which is a multi-use recreation trail
currently being developed and is anticipated to be completed prior to construction of the proposed project,
if approved. The trail is being developed through cooperation between the City of Kissimmee, Osceola
County, the City of Orlando, and Orange County. The completed trail would span 32 miles through the
urbanized area, connect with a larger regional trail network, and include asphalt multi-use paths,
boardwalks, and bridges (City of Kissimmee, 2014).
The HCL would cross the Shingle Creek Regional Trail using the HDD method. Constructionand operation-related impacts associated with the project would be the same as those described for other
features discussed throughout this section that would be crossed using the HDD method. While
recreational uses of the trail are not expected to be affected by operations, Sabal Trail has initiated
discussions with the City of Kissimmee and would continue to work with the trail project land manager to
coordinate construction of the pipeline and future use of the trail where it coincides with the permanent
right-of-way. Visual impacts on the trail are discussed in section 3.9.2.7. A site-specific plan for this
crossing is included in appendix L.
3.9.2.6

Coastal Zone Management Act

Based on a review of the Alabama and Georgia Coastal Zone Management Program, Coastal
Zone Maps, the Sabal Trail Project falls outside of the geographical boundaries of the Alabama and
Georgia Coastal Zones and, therefore, is not subject to coastal zone consistency review in Alabama and
Georgia (ADEM, 2014b; GDNR, 2014). The portions of the project in Florida is, however, within a
coastal zone, and is discussed further below.
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The entire State of Florida is in the coastal zone, of which there are two tiers of designated coastal
zone (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2012). Local governments eligible to receive
coastal management funds are “limited to those Gulf and Atlantic coastal cities and counties which
include or are contiguous to state water bodies where marine species of vegetation constitute the
dominant plant community” (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2012). Because the
project in Florida is located entirely in the interior, it would not affect local governments contiguous to
marine plant-dominated waterbodies.
The FDEP Coastal Zone Management Program (FCMP) provides a consistency review in
coordination with partner agencies to ensure that all activities having foreseeable coastal effects are
consistent with the policies of the program. Consistency reviews are conducted for all federal license or
permitting activities that involve the construction and operation of interstate gas pipelines (FDEP, 2013a).
Federal consistency reviews are integrated into other review processes conducted by the State of Florida,
depending on the type of federal action being proposed. Consistency reviews of federal permits issued
under section 404 of the CWA and section 10 of the RHA are conducted in conjunction with the
Environmental Resource Permits issued by the FDEP. To ensure the project is consistent with the
CZMA, we recommend that:


Prior to construction, Sabal Trail should file documentation of concurrence from the
FDEP that the Sabal Trail Project is consistent with the CZMA.

As listed in section 5.2, Sabal Trail is required to file documentation verifying it has received all
applicable authorizations required under federal law.
3.9.2.7

Hazardous Waste

Based on a review of federal and state regulatory databases to identify known and potential water
and soil contamination and hazardous waste sites within 0.25 mile of the project, several sites of potential
contamination were identified in the project area. They include the following:


Mainline – 56 sites were identified within 0.25 mile of the project, 5 of which are within
100 feet of the pipeline;



CCL – 6 sites were identified within 0.25 mile of the project, 1 of which is within 100
feet of the pipeline; and



HCL – 32 sites were identified within 0.25 mile of the project, 3 of which are within 100
feet of the pipeline.

Of the nine potential hazardous waste sites within 100 feet of the project, eight have no recorded
releases and are not anticipated to affect the Sabal Trail Project. In addition, one potentially contaminated
site was identified as affected by the new FGT Hunters Creek M&R Station. No release of material was
reported at this site. As such, no impact is anticipated.
Sabal Trail has developed a Waste Management Plan, which includes measures that it would
implement in the event contaminated media is encountered during construction. We have reviewed Sabal
Trail’s Waste Management Plan and find it acceptable.
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3.9.2.8

Visual Resources

Impacts on visual resources as a result of use of pipe/contractor yards and storage areas, and
modifications to existing roads and the creation of new roads for access as a result of the Sabal Trail
Project would be same as that described in section 3.9.1.7 (i.e., would not result in a significant impact on
visual resources in the area).
Pipeline
The potential impacts on visual resources resulting from the Sabal Trail Project would be similar
to those described in section 3.9.1.7. In general, the visual impact of the project would be relatively
minor and short term. The pipeline generally would not have a long-term visual impact since it would be
installed below ground and the right-of-way would be revegetated within one to two growing seasons.
Although forest land is the most common land use crossed by the project, approximately 60 percent of the
Sabal Trail Project would be constructed adjacent to existing rights-of-way. Sabal Trail would reduce the
visual impact of the pipelines by overlapping a portion of the construction right-of-way with existing
cleared rights-of-way in most areas. Consequently, the installation of the pipeline would generally only
incrementally widen the existing corridors.
Most of the recreational and special use areas identified in section 3.9.2.5 offer scenic
opportunities related to wildlife viewing, photography, and/or unique vistas or features. However, the
following features affected by the project have been specifically designated for their visual quality:




Alabama Scenic River Trail;
Georgia State Highway 37; and
FNST.

As discussed in section 3.9.2.5, the Alabama Scenic River Trail and one segment of the FNST
(MP 267.3R) would be crossed using the HDD construction method. The HDD method does not require
tree clearing between the entry and exit points and the workspaces associated with the crossing method
are located relatively distant from the actual feature crossing. Further, maintenance of the permanent
right-of-way would not be necessary between the entry and exit points, thus avoiding the impacts
association with vegetation maintenance during operation of the project. The crossing of the Alabama
Scenic River Trail would be collocated with an existing power line right-of-way, in which trees have been
cleared down to the banks of the river. Some viewpoints of the cleared construction right-of-way and the
permanently maintained right-of-way may be present to recreationalists. However, these impacts would
be consistent with the existing landscape (already cleared right-of-way), and significant visual impacts on
the quality of scenic trails and recreational users’ experiences are not anticipated.
As discussed in section 3.9.2.5, Georgia State Highway 37 is in the initial phases of becoming a
designated scenic byway (Southwest Georgia Regional Development Center, 2008). Land uses on either
side of the crossing consist of forested land, open land, and agricultural land. The project would cross the
highway adjacent to an existing cleared right-of-way. Construction activities would be visible to
passersby for a few days to weeks. Vegetation cleared from the construction right-of-way would be
allowed to revegetate, but the operational right-of-way would remain cleared and would result in
permanent visual impacts. Based on the adjacent land use and collocation with an existing right-of-way,
adverse or significant impacts on the proposed scenic byway are not anticipated.
As also discussed in section 3.9.2.5, two unofficial connectors of the FNST (MPs 266.0R and
382.7) and a designated segment of the FNST (MP 384.9) would be crossed using the bore crossing
method. A designated segment of the FNST (MP 5.9 of the CCL) would also be crossed using the bore
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crossing method. Visual impacts on these features as a result of the project would be the same as those
associated with general pipeline construction: right-of-way clearing, trenching, etc.
Specific to the FNST crossings, the land use on either side is comprised of open land and/or
forested land. As with general pipeline impacts, vegetation would be reestablished following construction
and land uses would be allowed to revert to preconstruction conditions. The greatest visual impact on
designated scenic features would be on the FNST crossing at MP 5.9 of the CCL, which is bordered by
forest land on the west side of the crossing location. Based on the site-specific crossing plan, the ATWS
associated with the bore crossing appears to be located such that tree removal would be limited and a line
of trees would remain. The crossing would be approximately 100 feet from U.S. Highway 41, which
currently presents an impact on trail users’ experience.
Though not specifically or officially designated for their scenic quality, the visual qualities of the
following trail features may be affected by the Sabal Trail Project:











Tom White Linear Park;
Lower Suwannee River Trail/Wilderness Trail;
Suwannee River State Park Trail;
Santa Fe River Paddling Trail;
Nature Coast State Trail;
Moxon Road Trail;
Cross Florida Greenway Trails;
Suwannee River Greenway Trail;
Withlacoochee River South Paddling Trail; and
Shingle Creek Trail/State Paddling Trail.

The Tom White Linear Park, Nature Coast State Trail, Moxon Road Trail, and Suwannee River
Greenway Trail would be crossed using the bore crossing method. These crossing locations would affect
open land, forested land, and commercial/industrial (roads) uses on either side of the feature. The impacts
associated with tree clearing within the operational right-of-way would be permanent. However, tree
clearing associated with the bore method would primarily be limited to the ATWS needed to complete the
crossing. Also, as shown on the site-specific crossing plans, the ATWS would be set back from the
feature crossing such that a line of trees would be maintained.
The Lower Suwannee River Trail/Wilderness Trail, Suwannee River State Park Trail, Santa Fe
River Paddling Trail, Withlacoochee River South Paddling Trail, and Shingle Creek Trail/State Paddling
Trail would be crossed using the HDD construction method. The HDD method does not require tree
clearing between the entry and exit points and the workspaces associated with the crossing method are
relatively distant from the actual feature crossings. Therefore, visual impacts associated with permanent
right-of-way maintenance would not occur at these crossing locations.
The Cross Florida Greenway Trail One East crossed at MP 385.0R and the Trail Two West
crossed six times between MPs 385.9R and 389.6R would be crossed using standard upland construction
methods (open cut). The Trail One East crossing would occur within open land, on which vegetation
would be reestablished following construction and land uses would be allowed to revert to
preconstruction conditions, resulting in a short-term and minor impact on visual quality. The Trail Two
West crossings are all bordered by forest land that would be permanently removed for the permanent
right-of-way. Because the trail is crossed multiple times and the surrounding forested land would be
permanently converted to open land, visual impacts would be permanent. However, because the trails
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themselves resulted in tree clearing, the impact from the proposed project’s operational right-of-way
would be incremental and not inconsistent with the immediate landscape.
We received comments regarding potential visual impacts on the Horseshoe Bend National
Military Park. Based on a review of aerial alignment sheets and maps, the pipeline approaches to within
0.7 mile southwest of the park boundary and 1.3 miles southwest of the park facilities (trails/monuments,
etc.). The proposed pipeline is on the southwest side of an existing power line easement (opposite side
from the park), and the overall landscape consists of rolling hills and largely wooded areas. Furthermore,
the nearest compressor station is the Alexander Compressor Station, which is about 8 miles west from the
park. Based on its distance and local topography, it is unlikely that project construction activities and
permanent aboveground facilities would be visible to visitors of the military park.
Aboveground Facilities
The magnitude of visual impacts resulting from the aboveground facilities depends on factors
such as the existing landscape, the remoteness of the location, and the number of viewpoints from which
the facility could be seen, as discussed in table 3.9.1-6 in appendix D.
We received comments regarding impacts on visual resources resulting from installation of the
Albany Compressor Station. Commentors included the City of Albany, residents of the Countryside
Village Mobile Home Park, and residents of nearby residential communities such as the Winterwood
Subdivision and the Indian Creek Subdivision.
In response to comments regarding the compressor station’s location, Sabal Trail relocated the
proposed Albany Compressor Station site in June 2015 to a 98-acre parcel at MP 154.8 along the
Mainline. The site is about 0.4 mile south of West Oakridge Road and 1.5 miles west of the West
Oakridge Drive and South Westover Boulevard intersection. The compressor station would be located at
the southern end of a forested, developed, and open land parcel. The compressor station would affect
about 33.4 acres of land and require tree removal. The Countryside Village Mobile Home Park is about
0.2 mile northwest of the site. Based on data provided by Sabal Trail, the mobile home park has about
102 available lots, of which about 49 are currently occupied by mobile homes. About 1.5 miles north of
the site is the Winterwood Subdivision and about 1.7 miles north of the site is the Indian Creek
Subdivision. As measured from the center of the compressor station site, the nearest mobile home to the
site in the West Oakridge Compressor Station site is about 1,640 feet; the nearest residence to the site in
the Winterwood Subdivision is about 8,300 feet; and the nearest residence to the site in the Indian Creek
Subdivision is about 9,400 feet. Other features in the area but over 1 mile from the compressor station
site include the Exchange Club Fairgrounds (1.6 miles), Mount Zion Church (1.4 miles), West Town
Elementary School (3 miles), Alice Coachman Elementary School (3.4 miles), and Robert A. Cross
Middle Magnet School (2.1 miles).
To address comments related to visual impacts, Sabal Trail has committed to maintaining a
minimum 100-foot-wide buffer of existing, mature trees around the compressor station site. Currently,
this buffer contains about 250 feet of 30-foot-tall pine trees that stand between the proposed site and the
Countryside Village Mobile Home Park. The tallest proposed structure, the exhaust stack, is
approximately 60 feet tall. Based on the site elevation and the tree cover, a structure would need to be a
minimum of 85 feet tall to be visible from the Countryside Village Mobile Home Park. Consequently, no
part of the compressor station would be visible from the nearby mobile home park and roadways, and the
more distant residences and public areas (fairgrounds, churches, schools).
As described in table 3.9.1-6 in appendix D, the other compressor stations would be visually
screened from nearby residences or roadways, located within previously disturbed areas, located within
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areas with consistent industrial/commercial qualities, and/or located more than 1,000 feet from a
residence. During operation, outdoor lighting would be limited to the minimum amount required for
security, and lighting would have directional control or positioning which would minimize visibility from
residences.
Other aboveground facilities, including MLVs and pig launcher/receiver facilities, would be
installed within or adjacent to compressor or M&R station sites and would have very minor incremental
visual impacts. Most of the facilities associated with the MLVs would be below ground.
As a result, the proposed aboveground facilities would have minor to moderate and permanent
visual impacts on the surrounding landscape.
3.9.3
3.9.3.1

Florida Southeast Connection Project
General Land Use

Pipeline Facilities
Land use impacts associated with the FSC Project would include the disturbance of existing land
uses within the construction right-of-way, including ATWS, during construction and retention of a new
permanent right-of-way for operation of the pipelines. Section 2.2 describes the pipeline right-of-way
land requirements associated with the FSC Project. Table 3.9.1-1 in appendix D lists where the pipeline
rights-of-way would be collocated with existing rights-of-way.
Table 3.9.3-1 below summarizes the acreage of each land use type that would be affected by
construction and operation of pipeline for the FSC Project.
TABLE 3.9.3-1
Summary of Land Use Types Affected by Construction and Operation
of the Florida Southeast Connection Project Pipeline Facilities (in acres)a
Forested/
Woodland
Project Component
Pipeline Right-of-Way

Open Land

Agricultural

Con.b Op.c Con.
Op.
Con.
Op.
261.6 133.9 821.7 454.9 240.1 121.2

Additional Temporary
Workspace

30.5

0.0

81.9

0.0

47.5

0.0

Total d

292.1 133.9 903.6 454.9 287.6 121.2

Industrial/
Commercial

Residential

Con.
24.5

Op.
13.0

Con.
26.9

Op.
14.3

Con.
3.7

2.9

0.0

4.7

0.0

0.6

0.0

27.4

13.0

31.6

14.3

4.3

1.4

Open
Water

Total

Op.
Con.
Op.
1.4 1,378.5 738.7
168.1

0.0

1,546.6 738.7

____________________
a
Includes the temporary and permanent right-of-way and additional temporary workspace.
b
Assumes a 100-foot-wide temporary construction right-of-way. However, the construction right-of-way would be
reduced to 75 feet in wetlands.
c
Assumes a 50-foot-wide area at most locations where structures would be precluded from being installed within the new
permanent operational right-of-way. This is in addition to the existing permanent rights-of-way where structures are
already precluded from being installed.
d
Of the total area affected by construction and operation, approximately 46.2 acres and 26.1 acres, respectively, would
occur within a previously disturbed, existing maintained/operational easement.
Note: Due to rounding, some addends may be off by 0.1 place.

Aboveground Facilities
The Martin M&R Station would be constructed within the fence line of the existing FPL Martin
Clean Energy Plant site, affecting 0.9 acre of industrial/commercial land (see table 3.9.3-2). Operation of
this M&R station would affect 0.9 acre of industrial/commercial land.
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TABLE 3.9.3-2
Land Use Types Affected by Aboveground Facilities of the Florida Southeast Connection Project (in acres)
Agricultural
Project Component

Const.

Open Land

Residential

Industrial/
Commercial

Total

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

Const.

Op.

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.9

0.9

0.9

0.9

Meter and Regulating (M&R) Station
Martin M&R Station

0.0

Other Aboveground Facilities (MLVs, pig launchers/receivers)
MLV Launcher and
Receiver Sites

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.4

0.4

0.0

0.0

0.4

0.4

MLVs #1-11 b

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.3

0.3

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.2

0.4

0.4

0.9

0.9

1.6

1.6

Total

____________________
a
Mainline valves would be entirely within the permanent, maintained pipeline right-of-way, but would result in permanently
converting the affected area to the industrial/commercial land use.
b
Less than 0.1 acre of forest/woodland would also be affected by construction and operation.
Note: Due to rounding, some addends may be off by 0.1 place.

One pig launcher would be within the boundary of the Sabal Trail Reunion Compressor Station
site; associated land use impacts are discussed in the Sabal Trail Project portion of this EIS (see section
3.9.2.1). A second pig launcher facility proposed at MP 77.1 would affect 0.3 acre of residential land
during construction and operation, permanently converting it into industrial/commercial land. MLVs
would be installed in primarily open land and agricultural land. One MLV would be within the Reunion
Compressor Station site and a second would be within the Martin M&R Station site.
Pipe/Contractor Yards and Staging Areas
To support construction activities, FSC proposes to use four contractor yards, two pipe storage
yards, and one staging area on a temporary basis. The yards would temporarily affect about 167.7 acres
of mixed land use (see table 3.9.3-3). Following construction, these areas would be restored in
accordance with FSC’s Plan or as requested by the landowner or land-managing agency and would be
allowed to revert to preconstruction land use.
TABLE 3.9.3-3
Land Use Types Affected by Pipe/Contractor Yards and Staging Areas
for the Florida Southeast Connection Project (in acres)
Yard Name

Impacts a

Land Use

Contractor Yards
Polk Contractor Yard
Lake Wales Contractor Yard
Osceola Contractor Yard
Okeechobee Pipe Storage Yard

Industrial/Commercial

12.8

Open Land

7.5

Open Land, Forested/Woodland

92.5

Residential Land, Open Land, Industrial/Commercial

21.5

Martin Contractor Yard

Open Land, Forested/Woodland, Industrial/Commercial

7.5

Martin Pipe Storage Yard

Open Land, Forested/Woodland, Industrial/Commercial

21.6

Staging Areas
Yeehaw Junction Staging Area

Open Land, Forested/Woodland, Industrial/Commercial

Total

4.3
167.7

___________________
a
Impacts would be limited to the construction period; no operational impacts would occur.
Note: Due to rounding, some addends may be off by 0.1 place.
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Access Roads
While public roads and the construction right-of-way would be used for primary access to project
workspaces, FSC proposes to:


permanently maintain 10 existing roads for operations (4 of which do not require
modifications);



build 7 new roads for temporary use, which would be returned to preconstruction
conditions following construction; and



modify 276 private, existing roads for temporary access during construction (see table
2.2.1-4 in appendix D).

Of the proposed access roads, 263 are associated with contractor yard and pipeline right-of-way
access and 13 are associated with aboveground facility access. Modifications to existing temporary
access roads would affect 117.7 acres of land. Permanent access roads would affect 5.1 acres of land.
Following construction, temporary access road improvements would be removed and roads restored to
their preconstruction condition unless the landowner or land-managing agency requests that the
improvements be left in place. To restore the roads, the areas outside the original road footprint would be
recontoured and disturbed areas would be reseeded with an appropriate seed mix unless otherwise
requested by the landowner or land management agency.
3.9.3.2

Impacts and Mitigation

Section 3.9 describes the general land use impacts associated with constructing and operating the
FSC Project. To reduce construction- and operation-related impacts on all land uses, FSC would
implement the construction and restoration measures outlined in its Plan, Procedures, and Invasive
Species Management Plan.
Specific to logging areas, FSC would consult with landowners to maintain access to wooded
portions of their property during construction. FSC would compensate landowners for the value of trees
felled based on an appraisal provided by a local timber expert. Also, if requested by the landowner,
cleared trees may be placed off of the construction area for landowner use and sale.
The following summarizes impacts and mitigation measures that differ from those described in
section 3.9 and are unique to the FSC Project.
Specialty Crops
Section 101 of the Specialty Crops Competitiveness Act of 2004 (7 U.S.C. 1621 note) and
amended under section 10010 of the Agricultural Act of 2014, Public Law 113-79 (the Farm Bill) defines
specialty crops as “fruits and vegetables, tree nuts, dried fruits, horticulture, and nursery crops (including
floriculture).” Eligible plants must be cultivated or managed and used by people for food, medicinal
purposes, and/or aesthetic gratification to be considered specialty crops (U.S.C., 2008).
Based on consultations with landowners, specialty crops such as citrus groves, pine plantations,
and horse farms were identified along the proposed route. Construction of the project would affect 229.6
acres of specialty crops; operation would affect 95.0 acres of specialty crops.
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FSC would work with individual landowners through the easement process to avoid and/or
determine mitigation measures that may be required for these specialty agricultural lands, such as topsoil
segregation in all agricultural and pasture areas, and/or avoiding the use of pesticides on or near organic
farms. FSC would compensate landowners for any project-related damages to specialty crop areas.
Agricultural Drain Tiles and Irrigation/Drainage Structures
As listed in appendix 3.9.2-5 in appendix D, FSC has identified locations where agricultural drain
tiles and irrigation systems are in use. Prior to construction, FSC would identify and verify the locations
of drain tiles and irrigation systems during easement negotiations.
If lines are affected during construction, temporary repairs would be made per FSC’s Plan.
Irrigation and drainage systems would be permanently repaired as soon as possible, no later than the
restoration and revegetation phase of construction. Additionally, where livestock watering systems are in
use, FSC would work with landowners to provide continued access to existing systems or provide
alternate sources of water for livestock.
3.9.3.3

Land Ownership

Most of the land affected by the FSC Project would be private. Public land crossed by the project
includes state land managed by South Florida WMD, Southwest Florida WMD, and the Board of
Trustees; no federal lands would be crossed. State lands affected comprise 83.4 acres for construction
and 35.1 acres for operation. Municipal or county lands are owned by Polk County and comprise 2.0
acres for construction and 0.7 acre for operation. Roads and railroads, affecting 56.1 acres for
construction and 21.2 acres for operation, include management by the FDOT, Polk County, Osceola
County, Okeechobee County, St. Lucie County, and Martin County. The easement negotiation process
and right of eminent domain granted to FSC would be similar to that described in section 3.9.1.3.
State and County/Municipal Lands
The various types of state-owned lands in Florida are described in section 3.9.2.3. Florida public
lands affected by the FSC Project include state and county roads, the Upper Lakes Basin Watershed,
Upper Lake Marion Creek Watershed, Weohyakapka Creek, Lakes Wales Ridge State Forest, Kissimmee
Chain of Lakes, and Lake Kissimmee. These areas are discussed in section 3.9.3.5.
A total of 85.4 acres of state and county/municipal lands would be affected by construction and
35.8 acres would be affected by operation of the project.
3.9.3.4

Existing Residences and Planned Developments

Existing Residences
FSC has identified 68 residences and structures within 50 feet of construction work areas. These
structures and residences are listed in table 3.9.1-5 in appendix D. Construction methods in, impacts on,
and mitigation for existing residences would be similar to those described in section 3.9.2.4. FSC would
mitigate impacts on residential properties per the measures identified in its Plan and Invasive Species
Management Plan and site-specific RCPs.
FSC would attempt to avoid septic systems and would coordinate with landowners prior to
construction regarding their location. However, if avoidance is not possible, FSC would relocate and
protect septic systems prior to construction. In the event of damage during construction, FSC would
provide a temporary repair of the septic system and a permanent repair during the backfill/rough clean-up
phase of construction.
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FSC has also prepared a Complaint Resolution Process. The process identifies a 24-hour hotline
in which landowners and stakeholders can contact project representatives with questions, concerns, and
complaints prior to, during, and after construction. If the identified issue cannot be immediately
responded to, FSC would attempt to contact the caller within the same business day. Once documented,
FSC would work with the landowner until the issue is resolved. We have reviewed the process and find it
acceptable.
FSC’s site-specific RCPs include measures to minimize disruption and ensure access to the
residences within 50 feet of the construction work areas (see appendix G). These construction plans
include a dimensioned drawing depicting the residence in relation to the pipeline construction; workspace
boundaries; the proposed permanent right-of-way; and other nearby residences, structures, roads, and
miscellaneous features (e.g., other utilities, playgrounds, catch basins, and sewers). After issuance of the
draft EIS, FSC filed revised site-specific RCPs. We have reviewed the site-specific RCPs and find them
acceptable. However, we encourage the owners of each of these residences to provide us comments
on the plan specific for their property.
We conclude that with implementation of FSC’s proposed construction methods, its site-specific
RCPs, and Landowner Complaint Resolution Process, impacts on residents and landowners would be
minimized to the greatest extent practicable and would not be significant.
Planned Developments
FSC consulted with county and local agencies to identify proposed development crossed by or
within 0.5 mile of the FSC Project. These developments are listed in table 3.9.2-7 in appendix D.
Based on consultations with county and municipal planning agencies, one DRI, the Oak Hills
Estates, was identified as abutting the FSC Project in Polk County. Phase 1 of the development is
anticipated to be built in 2019 and Phase 2 is anticipated to be built in 2024. Because the FSC Project
would not directly affect the development and both phases of the development would be built after the
pipeline in-service timeframe, impacts are not anticipated. FSC would continue to work with regulators
to identify proposed future developments. The project would not cross any proposed projects classified as
DRI in Osceola, Polk, Okeechobee, St. Lucie, or Martin Counties.
Other, non-DRI developments would be crossed by the FSC Project. The development name,
approximate location, and known status are summarized in table 3.9.2-7 in appendix D. The majority of
these projects have approved site plans or are in the environmental review stage, but, as of April 2015,
construction dates have not yet been determined.
Of the known planned developments within 0.5 mile of the project (30), all occur in Polk and
Osceola Counties and consist of the following:


9 residential developments, 18 non-residential (commercial) developments, 2 roadway
projects, and 1 industrial site development;



25 developments have approved site plans or are near final approval but construction start
dates are unknown;



2 developments are in their development and environmental study phase;



2 developments have limited status information; and



1 development was identified by the landowner but no records or permits are on file.
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No development projects have been identified in Okeechobee, St. Lucie, or Martin Counties.
However, FSC would continue to work with county and municipal agencies to identify any further
proposed projects that could be affected by the project. FSC would work with individual affected
landowners and development applicants in order to minimize impacts. Also, FSC currently proposes to
use the planned industrial/commercial development site, located at MP 72.8 in Osceola County, as a
staging area and would coordinate with the landowner to ensure that construction activities would not
conflict with future planned development.
We received comments from landowners regarding a planned residential development, Estes
Grove, at MP 21 in Polk County, Florida. The landowners filed an official zoning map amendment and
master development plan. Based on a review of aerial alignment sheets of the pipeline route in relation to
the property, the FSC Project would cross the eastern side of one tract and would cross the middle of a
second tract, affecting approximately 3 acres during construction and 1.5 acres during operation.
The primary impact that a pipeline project could have on a proposed development would be to
place permanent right-of-way on lots set aside for development, which could affect the constructability of
the lots. Depending on the number and location of affected lots, the developer could choose to redesign
the affected portion of the development. Depending on the stage of the development, this redesign could
require additional review and approval by local permitting officials, which could delay the development.
The project could also impact approved and proposed developments if the construction schedules for the
project and development projects coincide. Impacts due to construction and operation of the FSC Project
would vary depending upon the stage of the planned developments, ownership of the parcels, and status
of easement negotiations. However, the specific details of these factors are unknown.
3.9.3.5

Recreation and Special Interest Areas

Based on consultations with local agencies and review of public databases and maps, FSC would
cross or be within 0.25 mile of multiple public and private lands that support recreation or special
interests. Features directly affected include trails, conservation areas, state forests, lakes, and wetland
mitigation banks, as listed in table 3.9.3-4. No national parks, urban parks, national landmarks,
wilderness areas, or designated wild and scenic rivers were identified within 0.25 mile of the FSC Project.
In addition to the areas identified in table 3.9.3-4, the following recreational and special land use areas are
within 0.25 mile of the FSC Project:
Pipeline Facilities












Private/Conservation Lands: Reedy Creek Mitigation Bank (MP 7.1)
Federal: Lakes Wales Ridge National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) (MP 10.7 – 11.0)
State: Upper Lakes Basin Watershed (MP 12.0)
Private/Conservation Lands: Collany Wetland Mitigation Bank (MP 35.4 – 36.4)
County/Municipal: SUMICA (MP 39.8)
State: Kissimmee River (MP 52.0 – 53.8)
Federal: Grassland Reserve Program Easements (MPs 78.8 – 79.2 and 81.0 – 82.1)
Private/Conservation Lands: Red Bay Foundation Preserve (MP 84.8)
County/Municipal: Bluefield Ranch (MP 112.9)
Private/Conservation Lands: Bluefield Ranch Mitigation Bank (MP 114.8)
Private/Conservation Lands: Wetlands Reserve Program Easement #145 (MP 121.8)

Access Roads


Private/Conservation Lands: Bok Tower Gardens Planted Pines and Preserve (MP 27.5)
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TABLE 3.9.3-4
Recreation and Special Use Areas Affected by the Florida Southeast Connection Project
Area Affected
Owner/ Management

Crossing Mileposts

Crossing Method

Const. a

Op. b

Upper Lakes Basin Watershed – Lake Marion
Creek Wildlife Management Area

South Florida WMD/FWC

8.0 – 9.0
12.1 – 12.2

Workspace
Open cut

1.5
1.9

0.0
0.7

Upper Lakes Basin Watershed – Lake Marion
Creek Wildlife Management Area

South Florida WMD

7.9 – 10.7

Access Road

3.0

0.0

Upper Lake Marion Creek Watershed

Southwest Florida WMD

9.0 – 9.5, 11.0 – 11.5

Open cut

6.0

3.1

Upper Lake Marion Creek Watershed Trail

Southwest Florida WMD

8.9

Open cut

0.4

<0.1

Authority/Feature
State

Weohyakapka Creek

Board of Trustees

37.6 – 37.9

HDD

0.0

0.0

Lake Wales Ridge State Forest

Board of Trustees

42.7 – 44.5, 45.3 – 48.0

Open Cut

64.3

27.6

Lake Wales Ridge State Forest

Board of Trustees

43.5, 44.5, 45.2, and 47.4

Access Road

8.5

0.0

South Florida WMD

52.0 – 53.0

HDD and Open cut

9.7

3.7

FDOT

53.8

Bore

0.0

0.0

South Florida WMD

123.8 – 124.2

HDD

0.0

0.0

FNST – Unofficial Connector – Old Kissimmee
Road

Polk County

0.7

Bore

0.0

0.0

North/Walk-in-Water Creek

Polk County

37.6, 38.3 – 38.5

Open cut

2.0

0.7

North/Walk-in-Water Creek

Polk County

38.4

Access Road

<0.1

0.0

Church

Private Individual(s)

1.5

Open cut

0.4

0.2

Reedy Creek Mitigation Bank

Private Individual(s)

7.9

Access Road

0.1

0.0

Church Retreat Center

Private Individual(s)

10.9

Open cut

2.5

1.5

Oakwood Golf Course

Private Individual(s)

28.2 – 28.5

Open cut

5.7

2.4

Tiger Lake Ranch Conservation Easement

Private Individual(s)

40.7 – 41.3

Open cut

8.1

3.9

Tiger Lake Ranch Conservation Easement

Private Individual(s)

41.1

Access Road

<0.1

0.0

Church

Private Individual(s)

85.0

Open cut

1.5

0.8

Church and Retreat Center

Private Individual(s)

118.7

Open cut

7.0

3.1

122.6

47.7

Kissimmee Chain of Lakes
FNST – Unofficial Connector – State Route 60
Allapattah Flats (Williamson Ranch Parcel)
County/Municipal
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Total
____________________
a
Assumes a 100-foot-wide construction right-of-way.
b
Assumes a 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way.

General impacts on recreation and special interest areas crossed by or within 0.25 mile of the
project would be similar to those discussed in section 3.9.2.5. Similar to the Florida portion of the Sabal
Trail Project, general recreational opportunities are available throughout the FSC Project area. These
include fishing, boating, birding, wildlife viewing, photography, hiking, biking, and hunting. The
following discussions describe recreational and special interest areas designated by federal, state, and
county/municipal entities, and the opportunities available at each area. Regarding hunting, the activity is
permitted in some Florida special land use areas, including the Kissimmee Chain of Lakes area, Upper
Lakes Basin Watershed, and Lake Wales Ridge State Forest. Seasonal hunting recreation opportunities in
these areas may be affected by the construction of the FSC Project. These impacts would be temporary
and limited to the timing of construction. It is expected that FSC would coordinate with the owners of
these areas during easement negotiations to identify measures, such as avoiding construction during the
peak hunting season and/or placing signage, to avoid or minimize impacts on hunters that are acceptable
to the owner. Operation of the project would require conversion of forest land to open land or industrial/
commercial land at permanent facilities (e.g., operational right-of-way, aboveground facilities), which
may affect recreational hunting, though hunting is not limited to forest lands.
The Lake Wales NWR and Everglades Headwaters NWR are within 0.25 mile of the FSC
Project. Though the FSC Project would not directly affect these refuges, the FWS is in the process of
acquiring additional lands for the refuges that may be affected by the FSC Project. More specifically, the
FSC Project appears to abut the Snell Creek Unit of the existing Lake Wales NWR at MP 10.9 and cross
two units identified for acquisition into the Lake Wales NWR: the Horse Creek Unit between
approximate MPs 9 and 10, and the Flaming Arrow Unit between approximate MPs 35 and 37 (FWS,
2010). Also, the FSC Project appears to cross areas proposed for NWR status in the Everglades
Headwaters Conservation Area.
Based on our conversation with staff at these refuges to identify the timeframe for these land
acquisitions, the FWS stated that it does not publically disclose information regarding ongoing or future
acquisition negotiations. While pipeline easements would not preclude lands from NWR acquisition, the
FWS has indicated that lands without easements are preferred, though factors such as resource availability
and habitat quality are more significant considerations (Van Den Ende, 2015).
FSC is currently pursuing easements from landowners in areas that are on the acquisition list for
both Lake Wales and Everglades Headwaters NWR. As FSC’s pipeline easements would transfer with
the land, any purchase by FWS (or other party) after easements are issued would be bound by the terms of
the easement. FSC would coordinate with the new landowner to negotiate mutually acceptable
conditions.
Each recreation or special interest area is discussed in detail further below. Based on the impacts
identified and mitigation measures FSC would implement, we do not believe the FSC Project would
result in significant impacts on recreational or special interest areas.
Visual impacts on recreational and special interest areas that are designated for their scenic value
are discussed in section 3.9.3.7.
Upper Lakes Basin Watershed District – Lake Marion Creek Wildlife Management Area
The FSC Project would cross Upper Lakes Basin Watershed tracts, which include the
Huckleberry Island/Snell Creek Assessment Unit and Lake Marion Creek Assessment Unit of the Lake
Marion Creek Wildlife Management Area. These watershed district tracts are managed by the South
Florida WMD and Southwest Florida WMD, and provide flood attenuation to the area. Recreational uses
include hunting, primitive camping, bicycling, boating, canoeing, kayaking, and hiking (South Florida
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WMD, 2013). The Lake Marion Creek Assessment Unit is being maintained in a natural state, and has
been established as part of the Lake Marion Creek Wildlife Management Area by FWC through a
cooperative agreement with the South Florida WMD.
The FSC pipeline would cross the Upper Lakes Basin Watershed tract using standard upland
construction (open cut) methods. Construction activities would affect 3.4 acres and operation would
affect 0.7 acres of land within the tracts. Land uses affected include open land and forested land. Direct
impacts on the watershed tracts would be similar to those described in 3.9.3.2, depending on the specific
land use type affected. Recreational users may experience temporary visual and noise impacts associated
with construction personnel and equipment and general construction activities. To minimize impacts
associated with construction and creation of a new right-of-way, the pipeline would be collocated with an
existing pipeline at the crossing locations. Clearing and tree removal of the project workspace would be
required during construction, and routine vegetation maintenance of forested areas within the permanent
right-of-way would be required during pipeline operations. As a result, the project would result in the
conversion of forest land to open land within the permanent right-of-way. Impacts associated with tree
clearing and vegetation maintenance would be long-term to permanent, and incremental to and consistent
with the existing collocated right-of-way features. Following construction, recreational uses of the
watershed tracts would be allowed to continue; however, long-term impacts associated with tree removal
would be visible.
The Upper Lakes Basin Watershed tract would also be crossed by a temporary access road (AR11454), which would affect 3.0 acres during construction due to grading and widening. Recreational
users may experience temporary visual and noise impacts associated with construction-related traffic.
Following construction, the access road would be restored to pre-construction conditions unless otherwise
requested by the landowner.
Upper Lake Marion Creek Watershed District
The FSC Project would cross two tracts of the Upper Lake Marion Creek Watershed. These
watershed district tracts are managed by the South Florida WMD and provides flood attenuation to the
area. Recreational uses include hunting, primitive camping, bicycling, boating, canoeing, kayaking, and
hiking (South Florida WMD, 2013).
The FSC pipeline would cross the Upper Lake Marion Creek Watershed tracts using the standard
upland construction (open cut) method. Construction activities would affect 6.0 acres and operation
would affect 3.1 acres of land within the tracts. Land uses affected include open land, forested land, and
industrial/commercial land. Construction- and operation-related impacts would be similar to those
described in 3.9.3.2, depending on the specific land use type affected throughout the area, and the same as
those described for other features discussed throughout this section that would be crossed using standard
upland construction. To minimize impacts associated with construction and the creation of a new rightof-way, the pipeline would be collocated with an existing cleared power line right-of-way. Following
construction, recreational uses of the state forest would be allowed to continue; however, long-term
impacts associated with tree removal would be visible.
Upper Lake Marion Creek Watershed Trail
The FSC Project would cross an unpaved hiking trail within the Upper Lake Marion Creek tract.
The trail would be crossed twice at MP 8.9. Use of the trail at this location would be temporarily
disrupted by construction activities. Recreational users may experience temporary visual and noise
impacts associated with construction-related traffic. A site-specific plan for this crossing is included in
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appendix L. We reviewed this plan and find it acceptable. FSC has committed to providing this plan to
the SWFWMD for review during ongoing easement discussions.
Weohyakapka Creek
The FSC Project would cross Weohyakapka Creek, which is defined by Rule 18-21.003 FAC as a
sovereign submerged land held in title by the State of Florida. Sovereign submerged lands include tidal
lands, islands, sand bars, shallow banks, and lands waterward of the ordinary or mean high water line,
beneath navigable fresh water or beneath tidally-influenced waters, to which the State of Florida acquired
title during statehood and has not conveyed or alienated.
The FSC pipeline would cross the creek using the HDD method. Construction- and operationrelated impacts would be the same as those described for other features discussed throughout this section
that would be crossed using the HDD method. As a result of the HDD method, direct impacts would be
avoided and tree clearing and vegetation maintenance within the permanent right-of-way on either side of
the crossing would not be necessary, thus avoiding permanent impacts.
Lake Wales Ridge State Forest
The FSC Project would cross the Lake Wales Ridge State Forest, which is comprised of four
tracts totaling 26,580 acres of scrub ecosystem used by a variety of rare and endangered plant species
(FDACS, 2015). Recreational activities include camping, fishing, canoeing, hiking, and regulated
hunting.
The FSC pipeline would cross the state forest at the edge of the parcel boundary using standard
upland construction (open cut) methods. Construction activities would affect 64.3 acres and operation
would affect 27.6 acres of land within the state forest. Construction- and operation-related impacts would
be similar to those described in 3.9.3.2, depending on the specific land use type affected throughout the
area, and the same as those described for other features discussed throughout this section that would be
crossed using standard upland construction. To minimize impacts associated with construction and
creation of a new right-of-way, the pipeline would be collocated with an existing road at the crossing
location. Following construction, recreational uses of the state forest would be allowed to continue;
however, long-term impacts associated with tree removal would be visible.
In addition, FSC would temporarily use four existing grass-covered roads within the state forest
during construction (access roads AR 1237, 1238, 1239, and 1241). Following construction, the roads
would be restored to preconstruction conditions, unless requested otherwise by the landowner or landmanagement agency.
Kissimmee Chain of Lakes
The FSC Project would cross the Kissimmee Chain of Lakes in Polk County. The area is unique
in that it consists of lands acquired by the South Florida WMD to promote water storage and raise lake
levels. Land uses consist of improved cattle pasture, agriculture, and restored marsh and wet prairie
habitat. More specifically, the project would cross the Oasis Marsh property with the chain of lakes area.
Additionally, as defined by Rule 18-21.003 FAC, Lake Kissimmee is a sovereign submerged land and is
held in title by the State of Florida.
The FSC pipeline would cross the area using standard upland construction (open cut) method
between MPs 52.0 and 52.9, and the HDD method between MPs 52.5 and 52.9. Standard construction
activities would affect 9.7 acres and operation would affect 3.7 acres of land within the marsh area in
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open land and agricultural land. Where the marsh and public use area would be crossed using the opencut method, construction- and operation-related impacts would be similar to those described in 3.9.3.2,
depending on the specific land use type affected throughout the area, and the same as those described for
other features discussed throughout this section that would be crossed using standard upland construction.
To minimize impacts associated with construction, the pipeline would be collocated with an existing road
at the crossing location. Following construction, uses of the marsh would be allowed to continue.
Construction- and operation-related impacts would be the same as those described for other
features discussed throughout this section that would be crossed using the HDD method. As a result of
the HDD method, direct impacts would be avoided and tree clearing and vegetation maintenance within
the permanent right-of-way on either side of the crossing would not be necessary, thus avoiding
permanent impacts.
Florida National Scenic Trail
The FNST is introduced and described in section 3.9.2.5. The FSC Project would cross two
unofficial trail connectors using the conventional bore construction method, which is described in section
2.3.2. These connectors are roads or trails that help users access non-contiguous segments of the FNST.
These connectors are not officially designated parts of the trail and are owned and managed by other
agencies. The road used as the unofficial FNST connector at MP 0.7 is Old Kissimmee Road and the
road used at MP 53.8 is State Route 60.
Construction- and operation-related impacts associated with the project would be the same as
those described for other features discussed throughout this section that would be crossed using the bore
method. To minimize impacts associated with construction and creation of a new right-of-way, the
pipeline would be collocated with an existing cleared power line right-of-way at MP 0.7 and the State
Route 60 at MP 53.8. Based on FSC’s consultations with the USFS, the trail-management agency has no
concerns with the pipeline crossings of the FNST connectors (Thomas, 2015). Land use on either side of
the trail crossing at MP 0.7 is forested and cleared road right-of-way at MP 53.8. Recreational uses of the
trail would not be affected by operations; however, long-term impacts on the FNST connector at the MP
0.7 crossing would include clearing and tree removal of the project workspace would be required during
construction. Following construction, uses of the trail connectors would continue. Visual impacts on the
scenic trail are discussed in section 3.9.3.7.
Allapattah Flats/Williamson Ranch
The FSC Project would cross the Allapattah Flats/Williamson Ranch Parcel, which is a
permanent Wetland Reserve Program (WRP) easement (South Florida WMD, 2009). The 533-acre site is
managed by the South Florida WMD and is used for hydrologic restoration.
The FSC pipeline would cross the WRP easement using the HDD crossing method. The HDD
entry and exit points would be outside of the easement. Construction- and operation-related impacts
associated with the project would be the same as those described for other features discussed throughout
this section that would be crossed using the HDD method. Based on FSC’s consultation with the NRCS,
the HDD crossing method is not incompatible with the WRP easement agreement and would not require
issuance of a Subordinate Agreement, per the USDA’s Wetlands Reserve Program Compatible Use
Authorization Approval Process (Pritchett, 2014). FSC’s easement request is currently being reviewed by
the South Florida WMD. Following construction, special uses of the WRP easement would be allowed to
continue.
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North Walk-in-Water Creek Site
The FSC Project would cross the North Walk-in-Water Creek site, which consists of a wetland
reserve with recreational activities including hiking, wildlife observation, fishing, canoeing (FDACS,
2015).
The FSC pipeline would cross the site using standard upland construction (open cut) methods.
Construction would affect 2.0 acres and operations would affect 0.7 acre of land within the site, including
open land and forest land. Construction- and operation-related impacts would be similar to those
described in 3.9.3.2, depending on the specific land use type affected throughout the area, and the same as
those described for other features discussed throughout this section that would be crossed using standard
upland construction. To minimize impacts associated with construction and the creation of a new rightof-way, the pipeline would be collocated with an existing road at the crossing location. Following
construction, recreational uses of the site would be allowed to continue.
In addition, FSC would temporarily use an existing dirt-covered road within the site during
construction (access road AR 1228). Following construction, this road would be restored to
preconstruction conditions, unless requested otherwise by the landowner or land-management agency.
Churches and Retreat Centers
The FSC Project would cross four parcels associated with churches and retreat centers using
standard upland construction (open cut) methods. A total of 11.4 acres of church/retreat property would
be affected by construction and 5.6 acres of church/retreat property would be affected by operations.
Construction- and operation-related impacts would be similar to those described in 3.9.3.2, depending on
the specific land use type affected throughout the area, and the same as those described for other features
discussed throughout this section that would be crossed using standard upland construction. To minimize
impacts, FSC would coordinate with landowners prior to construction to restore the properties to
preconstruction conditions.
Reedy Creek Mitigation Bank
The FSC project would cross the Reedy Creek Mitigation Bank, which is a conservation
easement held by the South Florida WMD. The easement functions as a wetland mitigation bank parcel.
While the FSC pipeline would parallel the parcel boundary, approximately 170 feet of an existing
temporary access road (AR 11454) would cross the parcel. Use of the access road would affect 0.1 acre
of land within the easement during construction activities. Following construction, the roads would be
restored to preconstruction conditions, unless requested otherwise by the landowner or land-management
agency.
Oakwood Golf Course
The FSC Project would cross the Oakwood Country Club and Golf Course using standard upland
construction (open cut) methods. More specifically, fairways and interior access roads would be crossed
by the FSC pipeline. Construction would affect 5.7 acres and operations would affect 2.4 acres of land
within the golf course. Construction- and operation-related impacts would be similar to those described
in 3.9.3.2, depending on the specific land use type affected throughout the area, and the same as those
described for other features discussed throughout this section that would be crossed using standard upland
construction. The project would require creation of a new right-of-way through the golf course. To
minimize impacts, FSC would coordinate with landowners prior to construction, compensate the
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landowner for lost business revenue, and restore the property to pre-construction conditions in
coordination with the golf course owner. Following construction, recreational uses of the golf course
would be allowed to continue.
Tiger Lake Ranch Conservation Easement
The FSC Project would cross the Tiger Lake Ranch Conservation Easement, which is a privatelyowned conservation easement parcel that is currently used for cattle grazing and ecotourism.
The FSC pipeline would cross the Tiger Lake Ranch Conservation Easement using standard
upland construction (open cut) methods. Construction would affect 8.1 acres and operation would affect
3.9 acres of land within the easement. Construction- and operation-related impacts would be similar to
those described in 3.9.3.2, depending on the specific land use type affected throughout the area, and the
same as those described for other features discussed throughout this section that would be crossed using
standard upland construction. In addition, FSC would construct a new permanent access road associated
with MLV 5 (MP 41.1) within the conservation easement (access road AR 19462). The FSC Project
would require creation of a new right-of-way through the conservation easement. To minimize impacts,
FSC has located the route within existing cleared areas. Following construction, special uses of the
easement would be allowed to continue.
The easement was negotiated through the Rural and Family Lands Protection Program
administered by the FDA and the easement is held by the FFS (National Conservation Easement Database
as #924726). Per the easement agreement development, mining, cypress logging, and placement of
commercial water wells are prohibited.
Based on correspondence with the FDEP provided by FSC during the draft EIS comment period,
Section 704.06(11), Florida Statutes, recognizes that linear facilities such as pipeline transmission
facilities may cross conservation easements. Specific to the Tiger Lake Ranch Conservation Easement,
the pipeline would be allowed provided the landowner is able to use the property in its current condition
(i.e., cattle ranch). Because open and agricultural land uses, which includes pasture, would be allowed to
continue following construction, installation of the pipeline would be consistent with the uses allowed on
the conservation easement. However, placement of a new permanent access road and MLV 5 would
result in a permanent impact where the land uses would not return to preconstruction conditions. Because
of this apparent conflict with what is allowed for the easement, we recommend that:


3.9.3.6

Prior to construction, FSC should provide documentation from the FDEP that
construction and operation of MLV 5 and new permanent access road AR 19462
would not be precluded by the conditions of the Tiger Lake Ranch Conservation
Easement.
Coastal Zone Management Act

As described in section 3.9.2.6, the entire State of Florida is in the coastal zone; however, because
the project in Florida is entirely within the interior portion of the state, it would not affect local
governments contiguous to marine plant-dominated waterbodies. Also, the FDEP FCMP provides a
consistency review in coordination with partner agencies, and consistency reviews are necessary for
federal permits issued under section 404 of the CWA and section 10 of the RHA. To ensure the project is
consistent with the CZMA, we recommend that:


Prior to construction, FSC should file documentation of concurrence from the
FDEP that the FSC Project is consistent with the CZMA.
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3.9.3.7

Hazardous Waste

Based on a review of federal and state regulatory databases to identify known and potential water
and soil contamination and hazardous waste sites within 0.25 mile of the project, several sites of potential
contamination were identified in the project area. These include the following:


FSC Pipeline – 171 sites were identified within 0.25 mile of the project, of which 39 may
be affected by the project;



Contractor Yards – 21 sites were identified within 0.25 mile of the project, of which 7
may be affect by the project; and



Access Roads – 17 sites were identified within 0.25 mile of the project, none of which
would be affected by the project.

Of the 46 potentially contaminated sites identified as crossed by or within 100 feet of the project,
one site, a tank facility at MP 4.4 in Polk County, has an open status and may require cleanup. The
remaining 45 sites are closed, regulated, or in permit compliance with no Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act or CWA violations. FSC has developed a set of Unexpected Contamination Encounter
Procedures within its Waste Management Plan, which includes measures that it would implement in the
event contaminated media is encountered during construction. We have reviewed FSC’s Waste
Management Plan and find it acceptable.
3.9.3.8

Visual Resources

Impacts on visual resources as a result of use of pipe/contractor yards and storage areas, and
modifications to existing roads and the creation of new roads for access as a result of the FSC Project
would be same as that described in section 3.9.1.7 (i.e., would not result in a significant impact on visual
resources in the area).
Pipeline
The potential impacts on visual resources resulting from the project would be similar to those
described in section 3.9.1.7. In general, the visual impact of the FSC Project would be relatively minor
and short term. The pipeline generally would not have a long-term visual impact since it would be
installed below ground and the right-of-way would be revegetated within one to two growing seasons.
Open land is the most common land use crossed by the project and approximately 65 percent of the FSC
Project would be constructed adjacent to existing rights-of-way. FSC would reduce the visual impact of
the pipelines by overlapping a portion of the construction right-of-way with existing cleared rights-of-way
where possible. Consequently, the installation of the pipeline would generally only incrementally widen
the existing corridors.
Most of the recreational and special use areas identified in section 3.9.3.5 offer scenic
opportunities related to wildlife viewing, photography, and/or unique vistas or features. Although the
FNST connectors affected by the project assist in providing access to the designated segments of FNST,
they are not officially established segments of the trail and have not been specifically designated for their
visual quality. As also discussed in section 3.9.3.5, the trail connectors would be crossed using the bore
crossing method. Visual impacts on these features as a result of the project would be the same as those
associated with general pipeline construction: right-of-way and workspace clearing, trenching, etc.
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Aboveground Facilities
The proposed aboveground facilities would have relatively minor visual impact as listed in table
3.9.1-6 in appendix D.
3.10

SOCIOECONOMICS

Several socioeconomic factors could be affected in the states, counties, and communities in
proximity to the SMP Project during construction. These include alteration of population levels or local
demographics, increased employment opportunities, increased demand for housing and public services,
tourism and transportation impacts, and an increase in government revenue associated with sales and
payroll taxes. The socioeconomic study area, also referred to as the project area, considered for this
analysis consists of a 10-mile radius (approximate 30-minute travel time) from the respective project area.
The discussions below distinguish the effects of the respective projects by construction phase.
Potential impacts on socioeconomic factors resulting from operation of the SMP Project could
include the placement of permanent employees, ongoing local expenditures by the operating companies,
and an increased tax base.
Table 3.10-1 provides a summary of the phases, schedules, workforce, and economic benefits of
the SMP Project. Additional details regarding the socioeconomic impacts of the SMP Project are
presented below.
3.10.1 Hillabee Expansion Project
The Hillabee Expansion Project would be constructed in three phases. Construction of Phase 1
would occur between April 2016 and May 2017; Phase 2 would occur between August 2019 and May
2020; and Phase 3 would occur between August 2020 and May 2021.
Use of the Meridian Contractor Yard in Lauderdale County, Mississippi would not result in a
measureable socioeconomic impact on the county or municipality. Activities at the yard would occur on
8.2 acres and be limited to temporary storage of machinery, equipment, construction materials, pipe,
office facilities, and/or temporary parking during Phases 2 and 3 of the project. Also, Transco would not
hire new permanent employees for operation and maintenance of the project. Existing Transco personnel
would routinely visit the project facilities to conduct inspections and perform maintenance, as needed.
Therefore, there would be no permanent impacts on population, employment, housing, public services,
tourism, and transportation as a result of operation of the Hillabee Expansion Project. Therefore,
socioeconomic information specific to Mississippi and operational personnel are not discussed further in
this section.
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TABLE 3.10-1
Summary of the Economic Benefits of the Southeast Market Pipelines Project

Construction
Phase

Schedule

Estimated
Construction
Workforce

Estimated
Construction
Labor Income
(millions)

Estimated
Operational
Workforce

Estimated
Operational
Labor Income
(millions)

Estimated
Indirect
Employment

Estimated
Indirect
Employment
Income (millions)

Consumables
Expenditures
(millions)

Hillabee Expansion Project a, b
Phase 1

April 2016 to
May 2017

1,394

$36.9

0

$0.0

798

$26.3

$18.0

Phase 2

August 2019
to May 2020

735

$18.2

0

$0.0

337

$10.7

$8.9

Phase 3

August 2020
to May 2021

901

$20.8

0

$0.0

321

$9.7

$10.2

3,030

$75.9

0

$0.0

1,457

$46.7

$27.0

Hillabee
Expansion
Project Subtotal
Sabal Trail Project c
May 2016 to
May 2017

3,913

$133.8

N/A

N/A

937

$33.7

$608.0

Phases 2 and 3

August 2019
to May 2020;
July 2020 to
July 2021

164

$5.7

N/A

N/A

40

$1.4

$32.0

4,077

$139.4

360

$16.4

977

$35.1

$640.0

500

$71.9

13

$14.7

576

$69.7

$91.2

500

$71.9

13

$14.7

576

$69.7

$91.2

7,607

$287.2

373

$31.1

3,010

$151.5

$758.2
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Phase 1

Sabal Trail
Project Subtotal
Florida Southeast Connection Project d
One Phase

March 2016
to May 2017

Florida Southeast
Connection
Project Subtotal
Southeast Market Pipelines
Project Total

Socioeconomics

____________________
Source:
a
Addy, S. and Ijaz A., 2014.
b
For the purposes of calculating economic benefits, the estimated construction workforce for the Hillabee Expansion Project is based on the average monthly number of
construction workers whereas the peak monthly number of construction workers is used in other sections of the socioeconomic analysis.
c
Fishkind & Associates, 2014a. Estimated construction workforce numbers from the fiscal analysis report were used to assess economy and tax revenue impacts. See
section 3.10.2.7 for additional details.
d
Fishkind & Associates, 2014b.

3.10.1.1 Population and Employment
The Hillabee Expansion Project would be in Alabama and Mississippi. Table 3.10.1-1 lists the
facilities proposed for construction during Phases 1, 2, and 3 and the affected counties and communities.
TABLE 3.10.1-1
Summary of Facilities Associated with the Hillabee Expansion Project a
Loop Length
(miles)

County, State

Community b

Phase

Rock Springs Loop

6.7

Choctaw, AL

Butler, Lisman, and Needham

2

Butler Loop

5.3

Choctaw, AL

Butler, Lisman

3

Billingsley Loop

4.6

Autauga, AL;
Chilton, AL

Billingsley

1

Autauga Loop

7.4

Autauga, AL;
Chilton, AL

Billingsley, Clanton, Verbena

3

Verbena Loop

3.9

Chilton, AL

Clanton

2

Proctor Creek Loop

5.3

Coosa, AL

Rockford

1

Hissop Loop

2.5

Coosa, AL

Hissop, Rockford

1

Alexander City Loop

7.5

Tallapoosa, AL

Alexander City, Goodwater,
Kellyton, New Site

1

Compressor Station 84

N/A

Choctaw, AL

Needham

1

Compressor Station 95

N/A

Dallas, AL

--

1, 2

Compressor Station 100

N/A

Autauga, AL;
Chilton, AL

Billingsley

2, 3

Compressor Station 105

N/A

Coosa, AL

Kellyton

1

N/A

Tallapoosa, AL

Alexander City, Kellyton

1

NA

Lauderdale, MS

Meridian

2, 3

Facility, Site
Pipeline Loops

Aboveground Facilities
Compressor Stations

Other Aboveground Facilities
Alexander City Receiver
Ancillary Facilities
Meridian Contractor Yard

____________________
N/A
Not Applicable.
a
Unless noted, other project-related facilities, such as MLVs, pig launchers/receivers, pipe/contractor yards, and access
roads, would be within the same socioeconomic study area as the counties and communities listed for the pipeline and
aboveground facilities.
b
Includes all communities within the study area for socioeconomics. As such, some of the communities listed would not be
directly affected by the Hillabee Expansion Project.

The Hillabee Expansion Project would be in unpopulated areas or areas with low population
density. According to 2010 U.S. Census Bureau data, Alabama has a population of 4.8 million people
with a population density of 94.4 people per square mile. The population and population density of the
counties in the study area range from 54,571 people in Autauga County with a population density of 91.8
people per square mile to 11,539 people in Coosa County with a population density of 17.7 people per
square mile. The State of Alabama experienced population growth of 8.7 percent between 2000 and 2013
and 1.1 percent between 2010 and 2013. However, most of the counties in the Hillabee Expansion
Project study area experienced a decrease in population during both periods. The largest decrease
between 2000 and 2013 was in Choctaw County, which had a population decrease of 15.7 percent; the
largest decrease between 2010 and 2013 was in Coosa County, which experienced a population decrease
of 5.6 percent. Autauga and Chilton experienced population growth during both periods, 26.5 and 11.0
percent between 2000 and 2013, respectively, and 1.2 and 0.7 percent between 2010 and 2013,
respectively. Table 3.10.1-2 in appendix D presents information on existing population levels and trends
in the Hillabee Expansion Project area.
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A number of communities are in close proximity to the Hillabee Expansion Project. The town of
Butler is approximately 1.2 miles southwest of the Butler Loop; Billingsley is approximately 0.5 mile
south of the Billingsley Loop; Rockford is approximately 0.6 mile northwest of the Hissop Loop; and
Alexander City is approximately 1.5 miles southwest of the Alexander City Loop. The population and
population density of the communities in the study area range from a population of 14,875 people and a
population density of 364.2 people per square mile in Alexander City, to a population of 94 people and a
population density of 164.2 in Needham and a population of 658 people and a population density of 36.0
in the Hissop Census-designated place (CDP) (Census.gov, 2015b). At the local level, most of the
communities within the Hillabee Expansion Project study area experienced a decrease in population
between 2000 and 2013 and between 2010 and 2013. The decrease in population in local communities
between 2000 and 2013 ranged from 20.1 percent in Lisman to 0.9 percent in Alexander City. In contrast,
one local community, Billingsley, experienced population growth during this period, with a growth rate of
23.3 percent, which is 14.6 percent higher than the state average. The decrease in population of local
communities between 2010 and 2013 ranged from 7.4 percent in Kellyton to 0.7 in Billingsley.
Population levels in the communities of Clanton and Alexander City remained fairly stable during this
period at 0.2 and 0.0 percent, respectively.
The major industries in the State of Alabama and the counties crossed by the Hillabee Expansion
Project include education; health and social services; retail trade; manufacturing; and, construction.
Based on U.S. Census Bureau information (2008-2012), the civilian workforce in the counties affected by
the Hillabee Expansion Project consists of 93,279 people, 6,774 of whom work in the construction
industry. The unemployment rate in Alabama averaged 10.3 percent in 2013, which is slightly higher
than the national average of 9.3 percent at that time. Unemployment rates within the counties crossed by
the Hillabee Expansion Project vary between a high of 19.4 percent in Dallas County, nearly twice the
state average, and a low of 8.6 percent in Autauga County, which is nearly 2 percent lower than the state
average (Census.gov, 2015c). Unemployment rates within the communities near the Hillabee Expansion
Project area vary greatly, with a high of 45.7 percent in Hissop. Table 3.10.1-3 in appendix D presents
the top industries and unemployment rates for each county crossed by and community in the Hillabee
Expansion Project analysis area.
As listed in table 3.10.1-3 in appendix D, per capita income in 2013 ranged from $25,253 in
Autauga County to $16,907 in Dallas County; the per capita income of the State of Alabama in 2013 was
$23,587 (Census.gov, 2015c). The per capita income in the local communities near the Hillabee
Expansion Project area ranged from a high of $31,505 in Needham to a low of $10,174 in Lisman.
Transco would construct the project facilities during three project phases, as described in section
3.10.1. Construction of all three phases would require a total peak workforce of 3,984 people.8 Due to
the transitory nature and short duration of pipeline construction, most non-local workers do not travel
with their families so impacts on population levels would be primarily limited to workers only.
During construction of Phase 1, a temporary population increase based on worker influx would be
expected in Autauga, Chilton, Coosa, Tallapoosa, Dallas, and Choctaw Counties and their surrounding
communities. Transco estimates that up to 20 percent of the workforce (387 workers) would be local
hires and about 80 percent (1,467 workers) would be non-local during the peak of Phase 1 construction.
8

To assess impacts on population and employment, housing, public services, tourism, and transportation, the peak
construction workforce is presented as it represents the largest possible impact on these resources. For the
purposes of calculating economic benefits, the estimated construction workforce for the Hillabee Expansion
Project is based on the average construction workforce as it better represents the economic benefits that would be
realized during the entire period of construction.
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The addition of 1,467 non-local people in the area, if concentrated to one community at once, would
result in population increases that range from 7 percent in the community of Alexander City to 1,561
percent in the community of Needham.
During construction of Phase 2, a temporary population increase based on worker influx would be
expected in Autauga, Chilton, and Choctaw Counties and their surrounding communities. Transco
estimates that up to 20 percent of the workforce (156 workers) would be local hires and about 80 percent
(822 workers) would be non-local during the peak of Phase 2 construction. The addition of 822 people in
the area, if concentrated to one community at once, would result in population increases that range from
10 percent in the community of Clanton to 875 percent in the community of Needham.
During construction of Phase 3, a temporary population increase based on worker influx would be
expected in Autauga, Chilton, and Choctaw Counties and their surrounding communities. Transco
estimates that up to 20 percent of the workforce (160 workers) would be local hires and about 80 percent
(1,015 workers) would be non-local during the peak of Phase 3 construction. The addition of 1,015
people in the area, if concentrated to one community at once, would result in population increases that
range from 12 percent in the community of Clanton to 1,080 percent in the community of Needham.
Constructing the project would impact populations in the affected counties or communities.
These impacts, however, would be temporary as they would be limited to the duration of each
construction phase and not significant because of the large area over which the workforce would be
dispersed.
Additional temporary jobs could be created as a result of secondary activity associated with
construction of the Hillabee Expansion Project. This could include hiring additional staff at local retail
and food service establishments to accommodate the influx of people to the area. Purchases made by
non-local workers on food, clothing, lodging, gasoline, and entertainment would have a temporary (0.5 to
11 months, depending on the project phase), stimulatory effect on the local economy. These jobs would
represent a temporary, minor increase in employment opportunities within the project area, as discussed
in section 3.10.1.7.
3.10.1.2 Housing
Temporary housing in the Hillabee Expansion Project area is available in the form of daily,
weekly, and monthly rentals at motels, hotels, and campgrounds, and rental and seasons units. As listed
in table 3.10.1-4 in appendix D, approximately 39 hotels, motels, and campgrounds are available within
the Hillabee Expansion Project area. In addition, there are hundreds to thousands of rental housing and
seasonal units in the project-related counties. The availability of hotels, motels, and campgrounds may
vary, particularly during tourist seasons or local events (discussed in section 3.10.1.4), or as a result of
demand for housing by other industries. Based on U.S. Census Bureau data, in 2012 Coosa County had
the highest rental vacancy rates in the Hillabee Expansion Project area at 8.3 percent. Autauga, Chilton,
Choctaw, Dallas Counties had rental vacancy rates between 5 and 6 percent while Tallapoosa County was
at 1.8 percent (see table 3.10.1-4 in appendix D).
During the peak of Phase 1 of construction, approximately 1,467 non-local construction personnel
are expected to use temporary housing in the Hillabee Expansion Project area. Using a conservative
estimate of 25 hotel rooms or campsites per establishment, of which there are approximately 39 as shown
in table 3.10.1-4 in appendix D, it is estimated that there are at least 975 room/site accommodations
available in the Phase 1 project area. In addition, based on 2015 Census data and rental vacancy rates of
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the affected counties, there are over 4,000 rental units and over 5,000 seasonal units in the Phase 1 project
area.
During the peak of Phase 2 of construction, approximately 822 non-local construction personnel
are expected to use temporary housing in the Hillabee Expansion Project area. Using a conservative
estimate of 25 hotel rooms or campsites per establishment, of which there are at least 22 as shown in table
3.10.1-4 in appendix D, it is estimated that there are at least 550 room/site accommodations available in
the Phase 2 project area. In addition, based on 2015 Census data and rental vacancy rates of the affected
counties, there are over 1,000 rental units and over 1,000 seasonal units in the Phase 2 project area.
During the Phase 3 peak of construction, approximately 1,015 non-local construction personnel
are expected to use temporary housing in the Hillabee Expansion Project area. Using a conservative
estimate of 25 hotel rooms or campsites per establishment, of which there are at least 22 as shown in table
3.10.1-4 in appendix D, it is estimated that there are at least 550 room/site accommodations available in
the Phase 3 project area. In addition, based on 2015 Census data and rental vacancy rates of the affected,
there are over 2,000 rental units and over 1,200 seasonal units in the Phase 3 project area.
The influx of non-local construction workers would result in a temporary increase in demand for
housing. While this would benefit (increased revenue) the proprietors of the local motels, hotels, and
other rental units, it would increase competition for units (and cost) and decrease housing availability for
tourists, recreationalists, and local renters/residents. Constructing the project would not significantly
affect housing in any one particular area due to the short duration of each construction phase and the large
area over which the workforce would be dispersed. Based on the large number of accommodations in the
socioeconomic study area, we determined the housing accommodations (rental and seasonal), along with
hotels, motels, and campgrounds, would be sufficient to house the workforce without significantly
displacing tourists, recreationalists, or local workers. The incremental housing, hotel, motel, and
campground demand from construction workers during the Hillabee Expansion Project would be
temporary and minor to moderate.
3.10.1.3 Public Services
Public services and facilities in the Hillabee Expansion Project area include law enforcement, fire
departments, medical facilities (including hospitals and emergency services), and schools. Much of the
Hillabee Expansion Project would be in rural areas/communities. The number of law enforcement centers
available in each county ranges from six in Coosa County to three in Autauga County, of which most are
10 miles or less from the project. The number of local fire departments (volunteer and public) ranges
from 16 in Chilton County to 7 in Autauga and Choctaw Counties, of which all are less than 10 miles
from the project. The number of medical facilities available in each county ranges from two in
Tallapoosa County to none in Coosa County. Table 3.10.1-5 in appendix D summarizes the medical,
police, and fire protection facilities in the counties within the Hillabee Expansion Project area.
All of the counties affected by the project contain areas or populations that have been designated
by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services as Primary Care Health Professional Shortage
Areas (HPSA) or Medically Underserved Areas or Populations (MUAs/Ps) (HRSA.gov, 2015). HPSA or
MUAs/Ps designation indicates a shortage of health care professionals and facilities (primary care, dental,
and mental health).
As shown in table 3.10.1-5, and discussed above, adequate access (less than 30 miles) to medical
services is present in Autauga, Chilton, Choctaw, Dallas, and Tallapoosa Counties, but there are no
medical services available in Coosa County. In the event of a medical emergency during construction
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work in Coosa County, we anticipate that Transco would seek medical services in neighboring
communities in Tallapoosa and Chilton Counties.
Constructing the project would increase demands on local services and facilities. Local police
may need to assist in maintaining traffic flow during construction at road crossings or may need to
respond to emergencies associated with pipeline construction. Fire departments may be needed in
response to project-related fires or other emergencies. Increased need for medical services would be
mainly due to any illness or injury of workforce personnel. Transco would work with local law
enforcement, fire departments, and emergency medical services prior to construction to coordinate for
effective emergency response. Constructing the project would not significantly affect public services in
the affected counties or communities due to the short duration of each construction phase and the large
area over which the workforce would be dispersed. The communities in the project vicinity presently
have and are presumed to continue to have adequate infrastructure and services to meet the potential
needs of non-local workers who enter the area temporarily.
3.10.1.4 Tourism
Tourism opportunities include federal, state, and local special interest areas discussed in section
3.9 as well as businesses that are dependent upon attracting year-round or seasonal tourists. Tourism
occurs year-round in Alabama; however, the peak tourism season is summer (June through August)
(Smatertravel.com, 2015). As such, construction of Phase 1 (April 2016 to May 2017) would overlap
with the peak tourism season; construction of Phases 2 (August 2019 to May 2020) and 3 (August 2020 to
May 2021) would occur outside of the peak tourism season. Tourist attractions in the project area are
presented in table 3.10.1-6 in appendix D. The closest tourist attractions to the project are the Coosa
WMA (0.5 mile north of the Proctor Creek Loop) and Zach Rogers Park (0.25 mile north of the Butler
Loop).
Based on Alabama Tourism Department information (Census.gov, 2015d), tourism accounts for a
relatively small percentage of the overall state level. As listed in table 3.10.1-3 in appendix D, tourismrelated businesses (i.e., arts, entertainment, recreation, and accommodation and food services; and
agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining) are not the first or second most abundant economic
industry in the counties affected by, and communities in, the socioeconomic study area for the project.
As discussed in section 3.10.1.2 and based on the number of hotel/motels, campground, and
vacant rental and seasonal units in the project area, the demand for temporary housing from non-local
workers required for the Hillabee Expansion Project construction would not exceed available supply. The
demand for accommodations from tourists and recreationalists combined with the temporary workforce
could result in competition and could affect tourist visits and/or deter tourists from continuing to visit
local attractions. However, we anticipate that, in the event of limited supply, project workers and/or
tourists would take advantage of the larger nearby metropolitan areas to find accommodations. The
number of accommodations (hotels/motels) available in these larger metropolitan areas (approximately
157 in Birmingham, 127 in Montgomery, 10 in Auburn, and 43 in Tuscaloosa) would be sufficient to
accommodate the non-local workers without exceeding supply or significantly displacing tourists.
Some tourist attractions could experience a temporary visitation impact as a result of
construction, particularly if access to an area is restricted due to safety concerns (e.g., open trench). The
influx of construction workers and disruptions to tourist attractions would be limited to the time of
construction and dispersed throughout the project area. Depending on easement negotiations, landowners
could be compensated for losses resulting from construction. Following construction, land uses would be
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restored and activities would be allowed to resume. As a result, impacts on tourism would be temporary
and minor to moderate.
3.10.1.5 Transportation
Transco anticipates that about 263 vehicles would be mobilized to support construction of Phase
1; 106 vehicles to support Phase 2; and 125 vehicles to support Phase 3. Vehicles would include stringing
trucks; welding rigs; water trucks; fuel trucks; mechanic trucks; flatbed and lowboy trailer trucks; motor
graders; hydrostatic equipment trucks; contractor buses; and inspector, foreman, contractor, and
environmental and cultural monitor vehicles. Transco anticipates that some workers would carpool to the
construction area, thus reducing passenger vehicle load on local roads. During construction, vehicles
would be distributed across the project according to the specific construction method used.
Construction impacts on transportation infrastructure would include disruption to traffic flow due
to the movement of construction equipment, materials, and crew members; construction of pipeline
facilities across existing roads; and damage to local roads from the movement of heavy construction
equipment and materials.
During all phases, construction activities would be scheduled to take advantage of daylight hours
and, as such, construction crews would typically avoid peak commuting periods by traveling to the
worksite early in the morning and from the worksite later in the evening. Certain construction-related
activities such as hydrostatic testing, HDD, tie-ins, purge and packing the pipelines facilities, amongst
others, could occur at unspecified times and outside the normal work day. Transco would attempt to
schedule these activities in such a way (e.g., outside of peak traffic hours) that impacts on local commuter
traffic would be minimized.
Many roads including interstate highways and major county roads would be crossed using the
bore or HDD method, which would result in little or no disruption of the road or impact on the road.
Smaller roads would be crossed using the open-cut method. Use of the open-cut method generally
requires a temporary road closure and establishment of detours. If no detour is feasible, Transco would
create temporary travel lanes or install steel plate bridges over the open-cut area to ensure continued
traffic flow during construction. At least one lane of the road being crossed would be kept open to traffic
except for brief periods when it would be essential to close the road to install the pipeline. Transco would
coordinate with local police departments in areas of high traffic volume to avoid traffic flow interruptions
and ensure the safety of pedestrians and vehicles and passing emergency vehicles. Transco would also
employ traffic control measures, such as flagmen and signs, as necessary to ensure safety of local traffic.
Most open-cut crossings require only 1 or 2 days to install the pipe and backfill the trench, although final
road resurfacing could require several weeks to allow for soil settlement and compaction. A complete list
of road crossings associated with the Hillabee Expansion Project, including the proposed crossing
methods, is provided in table 3.10.1-7 in appendix D.
Public roads used by construction vehicles to get to and from workspaces could experience
increase sediment tracking/build-up and surface damage. Paved roads are the most durable and generally
stand up well to periodic surges in traffic and heavy use; unpaved roads, on the other hand, are much less
durable. Most states fund road repairs with motor fuel taxes, motor vehicle registration fees, and
compensatory fees paid by commercial carriers. Commercial carriers need registrations to operate in each
state and may need special permits for oversize and overweight vehicles, temporary trip permits within
the state, or to haul hazardous materials. Transco would coordinate with state and local departments of
transportation and land-managing agencies to obtain the required permits to operate trucks on public
roads.
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During all phases of construction, Transco would inspect roads periodically and, if damages
occur as a direct result of project-related activities, would repair them as appropriate and in accordance
with the applicable permit. Depending on the quality of the road surface, impacts could occur to gravel or
dirt roads. Following construction, roads would be restored in accordance with road encroachment permit
requirements and/or as requested by the landowner or land-managing agency.
As discussed in section 2.2.1, Transco also proposes to improve or modify 34 existing roads to
accommodate construction vehicles during Phase 1; 21 existing roads during Phase 2; and, 14 existing
roads during Phase 3. Users of these roads could experience temporary disruptions similar to road
crossing impacts discussed above. Following construction, Transco would restore improved roads to their
preconstruction condition unless the landowner or land-managing agency requests that the improvements
be left in place.
As a result of measures and methods described above, construction activities would result in
temporary to short-term impacts on transportation infrastructure.
3.10.1.6 Property Values
We received numerous comments from stakeholders concerning the project’s impacts on property
values. Typically, an easement would be used to convey both temporary (construction-related) and
permanent rights-of-way to Transco. As further discussed in section 3.9.1.3, the easement would give
Transco the right to access, construct, operate, and maintain the pipeline. In return, Transco would
compensate the landowner. If the project is issued a Certificate, an easement could be obtained by use of
eminent domain. In that case, the property owner would still be compensated by Transco but the amount
of compensation would be determined by the courts.
The effect that a pipeline easement may have on property value is a damage-related issue that
would be negotiated between the parties during the easement acquisition process. The easement
acquisition process is designed to provide fair compensation to the landowner for the right to use the
property for pipeline construction and operation. Appraisal methods used to value land are typically
based on objective characteristics of the property and any improvements. The impact a pipeline could
have on a property’s value would depend on many factors including the size of the tract, the values of
adjacent properties, the presence of other utilities, the current value of the land, and the current land use.
Subjective valuation is generally not considered in appraisals. A potential purchaser of property may
make a decision to purchase land based on his or her planned use. An industrial user might find the
pipeline (i.e., a potential source of energy for an industrial plant) preferable; a farmer or resident may or
may not find it objectionable. If the presence of a pipeline renders a planned use infeasible, it is possible
that a potential purchaser would decide not to purchase the property; however, each potential purchaser
has different criteria and differing capabilities to purchase land.
Property taxes for a piece of property are generally based on the actual use of the land.
Construction of the pipeline would not change the general use of the land but would preclude construction
of aboveground structures on the permanent right-of-way. If a landowner believes that the presence of a
pipeline easement impacts the value of his or her land, resulting in an overpayment of property taxes, he
or she could appeal the issue of the assessment and subsequent property taxation to the local property tax
agency.
Several studies have looked at the effect of pipelines on sales and property values. We
acknowledge that most were conducted on behalf of the natural gas transmission industry. However, our
analysis did not identify any relevant studies to refute the conclusions presented here. A report by Allen,
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Williford & Seale, Inc., which was prepared in 2001 for the Interstate Natural Gas Association of
America Foundation, Inc., evaluated the impact of natural gas pipelines on real estate in four separate and
geographically diverse areas, including two suburban areas, one rural area, and one commercial area
crossed by one to multiple natural gas pipelines. The study concluded that there was no significant
impact on property sale prices along natural gas pipelines nor by the pipeline size or the product carried.
Additionally, other studies have reached similar conclusions, including: PGP Valuation Inc. (2008) for
Palomar Gas Transmission Inc.; ECONorthwest (Fruits, 2008) for the Oregon LNG Project; Diskin,
Friedman, Peppas, and Peppas (2011); and Hansen et al. (2006).
3.10.1.7 Economy and Tax Revenues
Transco estimates that the total capital cost for the Hillabee Expansion Project would be about
$170 million for all three phases. Direct payroll and materials expenditures related to the Hillabee
Expansion Project would have an immediate impact on local economies. Workers would most likely
spend a portion of their pay in local communities on items such as housing, food, automobile expenses,
entertainment, and other items. Transco would purchase goods and materials locally when possible.
Sales tax would be generated on items purchased in the Hillabee Expansion Project area. These direct
impacts would stimulate indirect impacts within the region as inventories are restocked and new workers
are hired to meet demands. Table 3.10.1-8 provides information regarding the construction and
operational costs of the Hillabee Expansion Project for each phase. The information presented in table
3.10.1-8 and discussed below has been derived from an economic study prepared by the Center for
Business and Economic Research at The University of Alabama (Addy and Ijaz, 2014). As noted in
section 3.10.1.1, the estimated peak construction workforce has been used to assess impacts on population
and employment, housing, public services, tourism, and transportation as a result of the Hillabee
Expansion Project; however, the estimated average construction workforce has been used to assess the
Project’s impacts on local economy and tax revenues as it better represents the economic benefits that
would be realized during the entire period of construction.

3-185

Socioeconomics

TABLE 3.10.1-8
Construction and Operational Workforce for the Southeast Market Pipelines Project

Project/Location/
Phase

Estimated
Construction
Workforce

Estimated
Construction
Labor Income

Estimated
Indirect
Employment
(Construction)

Estimated
Indirect
Employment
Income
(Construction)

Estimated
Operational
Workforce

Estimated
Operational
Labor Income

Hillabee Expansion Project a, b, c
Alabama
Phase 1

1,394

$36,900,000

798

$26,300,300

N/A

N/A

Phase 2

735

$18,200,000

337

$10,700,000

N/A

N/A

Phase 3

901

$20,800,000

321

$9,700,000

N/A

N/A

3,030

$75,900,000

1,457

$46,700,000

0

$0

Phase 1

790

$25,717,631

188

$7,335,393

N/A

N/A

Phase 2

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

790

$25,717,631

188

$7,335,393

67

$2,059,627

1,277

$37,833,379

318

$11,905,873

N/A

N/A

67

$1,991,231

17

$626,625

N/A

N/A

1,344

$39,824,610

335

$12,532,498

102

$4,280,601

1,846

$70,200,046

431

$14,477,380

N/A

N/A

97

$3,694,740

23

$761,967

N/A

N/A

Florida Subtotal

1,943

$73,894,786

454

$15,239,347

191

$10,006,503

Sabal Trail Project
Subtotal

4,077

$139,437,027

977

$35,107,238

360

$16,346,731

$71,846,072

576

$69,683,506

13

$14,700,000

Hillabee Expansion
Project Subtotal
Sabal Trail Project d, e
Alabama

Alabama Subtotal
Georgia
Phase 1
Phases 2 and 3
Georgia Subtotal
Florida
Phase 1
Phases 2 and 3

Florida Southeast Connection Project f
Florida

500

____________________
N/A
Operational workforce numbers and labor income do not apply to specific project phases and are therefore provided
under Project Total only.
a
Transco would operate project facilities, or Transco would operate facilities remotely with no new long-term hiring in the
project area.
b
For the purposes of calculating economic benefits, the estimated construction workforce for the Hillabee Expansion
Project is based on the average monthly number of construction workers whereas the peak monthly number of
construction workers is used in other sections of the socioeconomic analysis.
c
Source: Addy, S. and Ijaz A., 2014.
d
No work would be performed in Alabama during Phases 2 and 3 of construction of the Sabal Trail Project.
e
Source: Fishkind & Associates, 2014a. The workforce numbers provided in this table are taken from the Fishkind &
Associates report, which used known workforce numbers as of October 2014. More recent workforce estimates, received
from Sabal Trail, were used in other sections of the socioeconomic analysis. See section 3.10.2.7 for additional details.
f
Source: Fishkind & Associates, 2014b.

Transco estimates that the total project construction payroll (in-state) would be $75.9 million for
all three phases of construction. Payroll taxes would be collected from the workers employed on the
project. Approximately $15.2 million of the total payroll would be received by local workers (assuming
that 20 percent of the workforce would be hired locally). Transco estimated that about $27 million in
consumables and project-specific materials such as fuel, tires, concrete, sand, gravel, and office supplies
would be purchased locally during all three phases of construction. A breakdown of the economic
impacts of construction payroll and consumables by project phase is presented in table 3.10.1-9.
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TABLE 3.10.1-9
In-State Expenditures on Payroll and Consumables for the Hillabee Expansion Project
Total Payroll
(millions)

Local Payroll
(millions) a

Consumables (millions)

Sales Tax Revenues b

Phase 1

$36.9

$7.4

$18.0

$720,000

Phase 2

$18.2

$3.6

$8.9

$356,000

Phase 3

$20.8

$4.2

$10.2

$408,000

Project Total

$75.9

$15.2

$27.0

$1,484,000

Construction Phase

____________________
a
Assumes that 20 percent of the total workforce would be hired locally.
b
Sales tax was calculated based on the Alabama state tax rate of 4 percent.
Source: Provided by Transco.

Based on 2014 data, the state income tax rate that would be paid by resident (local) workers and
non-local workers (in Alabama) would be an average of 5 percent of net income (Bankrate.com, 2015;
Addy and Ijaz, 2014). Using this income tax rate, approximately $1.9 million in income tax revenues
would be generated by construction payroll for Phase 1; about $910 thousand in income tax revenues for
Phase 2; and about $1 million in income tax revenues for Phase 3.
In addition to the state sales revenues (tax rate of 4 percent in Alabama), local sales taxes are
collected and vary across the Hillabee Expansion Project area (one percent in Tallapoosa County to 3
percent in Choctaw County). Depending on the locality where project consumables are purchased, this
would further increase sales tax revenues in the project area during construction of all phases. Alabama
sales tax revenues are primarily used to fund education, with a portion of the revenues distributed to the
counties and the Department of Human Resources.
Another indicator of the economic impacts of a project is to calculate the total project output.
Output is calculated by applying a multiplier9 to the total expenditures on goods and services directly
related to construction of the Hillabee Expansion Project. The purpose of calculating output is to capture
the indirect impact that these expenditures could have on the local economy beyond their direct effect
(e.g., purchases). The total output for construction of the Hillabee Expansion Project is estimated to be
$382.8 million based on the economic study sponsored by Transco. The majority of the output would
occur during Phase 1 of construction, with a total output of $197.5 million. These expenditures would
have a temporary, stimulatory effect on the local economy, and would further increase sales tax revenues
at the state, county, and municipal level. Table 3.10.1-10 lists the total direct output that each county
would likely receive as a result of construction of the Hillabee Expansion Project.
TABLE 3.10.1-10
Estimated Economic Output during Construction of the Hillabee Pipeline Project
Phase

Total Output (millions)

1

$197.5

2

$90.2

3

$95.1

Project Total

$382.8

____________________
Source: Addy and Ijaz, 2014

9

Output is calculated using RIMS II multipliers developed by the U.S. Department of Commerce’s Bureau of
Economic Analysis. RIMS II multipliers are available by state, region, county, and metropolitan area throughout
the United States. Link to website: http://www.bea.gov/index.htm.
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The most substantial tax impacts would be generated by ad valorem taxes, which are property
taxes that would be assessed per year and distributed to each county crossed by the Hillabee Expansion
Project, resulting in long-term benefits to the local and regional economy. The ad valorem experienced
would depend on the length/amount of project facilities in each county. The total estimated ad valorem
tax associated with the Hillabee Expansion Project would be about $30 million in Autauga County, $12
million in Chilton County, $90 million in Choctaw County, $66 million in Coosa County, $42 million in
Dallas County, and $24 million in Tallapoosa County. These property taxes would be paid over the life
of the Hillabee Expansion Project (assumed to be 60 years). The project proponent may be subject to
subsidies, which would affect the amount of taxes ultimately realized; however, these subsidies are
unknown as they are between the company and the county or state and vary.
Overall, the Hillabee Expansion Project would result in beneficial impacts on the state and local
economies by creating a short-term stimulus to the affected areas through payroll expenditures, local
purchases of consumables and project-specific materials, and sales tax. Furthermore, operation of the
Hillabee Expansion Project would result in long-term ad valorem property tax benefits for all of the
counties in the Hillabee Expansion Project area.
3.10.2 Sabal Trail Project
The Sabal Trail Project would be constructed in three phases. Phase 1 would occur between May
2016 and May 2017, Phase 2 would occur between May 2019 and May 2020, and Phase 3 would occur
between June 2020 and May 2021.
3.10.2.1 Population and Employment
The Sabal Trail Project would be in 4 counties in Alabama, 9 counties in Georgia, and 12
counties in Florida, and be near several communities as listed in table 3.10.2-1.
Alabama
Construction work areas for the Sabal Trail Project in Alabama generally would be in
unpopulated areas or areas with low population density. According to 2010 U.S. Census Bureau data,
Alabama has a population of 4.8 million people with a population density of 94.4 people per square mile;
population totals in the counties within the study area for the project range from 140,247 people and a
population density of 230.8 people per square mile in Lee County to 34,215 people and a population
density of 57.4 people per square mile in Chambers County. The State of Alabama experienced
population growth of 8.7 percent between 2000 and 2013 and 1.1 percent growth between 2010 and 2013.
Lee and Russell Counties experienced a fairly high rate of population growth between 2000 and 2013
with increases of 31.1 and 19.8 percent, respectively, while Chambers and Tallapoosa Counties
experienced population decreases of 6.6 and 0.7 percent, respectively. Between 2010 and 2013,
population levels in Lee and Russell Counties increased by 7.6 and 12.5 percent, respectively, while
population levels in Chambers and Tallapoosa Counties decreased slightly by 0.2 and 1 percent,
respectively. Table 3.10.1-2 in appendix D provides information on population levels and trends for all
Alabama counties and communities within the study area for the Sabal Trail Project.
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TABLE 3.10.2-1
Summary of Facilities Associated with the Sabal Trail Project

a

Length (miles)

County

Community b

Phase

86.5

Tallapoosa,
Chambers, Lee,
Russell

Alexander City, Auburn, Camp Hill,
Cusseta, Dadeville, Daviston, Goldville,
Jacksons Gap, LaFayette, Lanett, New
Site, Opelika, Phenix City, Smiths
Station, Valley, Waverly

1

161.7

Stewart, Webster,
Terrell, Lee,
Dougherty, Mitchell,
Colquitt, Brooks,
Lowndes

Albany, Baconton, Barwick, Berlin,
Bronwood, Camilla, Dasher, Dawson,
Doerun, Funston, Lake Park, Leesburg,
Lumpkin, Morven, Moultrie, Parrott,
Pavo, Quitman, Remerton, Richland,
Riverside, Sale City, Sasser, Smithville,
Valdosta

1

Mainline

232.5

Hamilton, Suwannee,
Gilchrist, Alachua,
Levy, Marion,
Sumter, Lake, Polk,
Osceola

Alachua, Archer, Bay Lake, Bell,
Belleview, Branford, Bronson, Bushnell,
Center Hill, Clermont, Coleman,
Davenport, Dunnellon, Fruitland Park,
Groveland, Haines City, High Springs,
Howey-in-the-Hills, Inverness, Jennings,
Kissimmee, Lady Lake, Lake Buena
Vista, Lee, Leesburg, Live Oak,
Mascotte, Minneola, Newberry, Ocala,
Otter Creek, Polk City, Trenton,
Webster, Wildwood, Williston

1

Hunters Creek Line

13.1

Osceola, Orange

Bay Lake, Belle Isle, Davenport,
Edgewood, Haines City, Kissimmee,
Lake Buena Vista, Orlando, St. Cloud

1

Citrus County Line

21.5

Marion, Citrus

Crystal River, Dunnellon, Inglis,
Inverness, Yankeetown

1

Alexander City
Compressor Station

N/A

Tallapoosa

Alexander City, Goldville, Jacksons Gap,
New Site

1

Transco Hillabee
M&R Station

N/A

Tallapoosa

Alexander City, Goldville, Jacksons Gap,
New Site

1

N/A

Dougherty

Albany, Baconton

2, 3

Hildreth Compressor
Station

N/A

Suwannee

Branford

1, 3

Dunnellon
Compressor Station

N/A

Marion

Dunnellon, Inverness

2

Reunion Compressor
Station

N/A

Osceola

Bay Lake, Davenport, Haines City,
Kissimmee, Lake Buena Vista, Branford

1

FGT Suwannee M&R
Station

N/A

Suwannee

Branford

1

Gulfstream M&R
Station

N/A

Osceola

Bay Lake, Davenport, Haines City,
Kissimmee, Lake Buena Vista

1

FSC M&R Station

N/A

Osceola

Bay Lake, Davenport, Haines City,
Kissimmee, Lake Buena Vista

1

State/Facility
Pipelines
Alabama
Mainline

Georgia
Mainline

Florida

Aboveground Facilities
Alabama

Georgia
Albany Compressor
Station
Florida
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TABLE 3.10.2-1 (cont’d)
Summary of Facilities Associated with the Sabal Trail Project a
State/Facility

Length (miles)

County

Community

Phase

FGT Hunters Creak
M&R Station

N/A

Orange

Bay Lake, Belle Isle, Edgewood,
Kissimmee, Lake Buena Vista, Orlando,
St. Cloud

1

Duke Citrus County
M&R Station

N/A

Citrus

Crystal River, Inglis, Yankeetown

1

Contractor Yard 5-6

NA

Marion

Ocala

1, 2

Contractor Yard 5-7

NA

Marion

Ocala

1, 2

Ancillary Facilities

____________________
a
Unless noted, other project-related facilities, such as MLVs, pig launchers/receivers, pipe/contractor yards, and access
roads, would be within the same socioeconomic study area as the counties and communities listed for the pipeline and
aboveground facilities.
b
Includes all communities within the study area for socioeconomics. As such, some of the communities listed would not
be directly affected by the Sabal Trail Project.
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The local community in Alabama with the highest population is Auburn with 53,470 people and a
population density of 919.3 people per square mile, and the local community with the lowest population
is Goldville with 55 people and a population density of 55.8 people per square mile. At the local level,
changes in population levels between 2000 and 2013 vary greatly with Goldville experiencing the highest
rate of population growth with a 97.3 percent increase, and Smiths Station experienced the largest
decrease in population levels with a 77.1 percent decline. Between 2010 and 2013, Kellyton had the
largest increase in population with a 61.8 percent increase and Cusseta had the largest decrease in
population levels with a 9.8 percent decline. Population levels in the communities of Alexander City,
Auburn, Dadeville, Jacksons Gap, LaFayette, Lanett, New Site, and Valley remained fairly stable during
this period with changes of less than one percent.
While the Sabal Trail Project would avoid directly affecting communities in Alabama (i.e., would
not cross city limits), a number of communities are in close proximity. The town of Cusseta is
approximately 3 miles northeast of the project area; Alexander City and New Site are approximately 4
miles southwest and northeast of the project area, respectively. On average, the remaining local
communities in Alabama are 5 miles or greater from the project.
The major industries in Alabama include education, health, and social services; manufacturing;
and retail trade. Based on U.S. Census Bureau data (2008-2012), the civilian workforce in Alabama
averaged 2.3 million people. In the counties affected by the Sabal Trail Project, the civilian workforce
ranges from 70,202 people in Lee County to 15,484 people in Chambers County. In the local
communities within the project study area, the civilian workforce ranges from 26,838 in Auburn to 23 in
Goldville. During this same period, the unemployment rate in Alabama averaged 10.3 percent. In the
counties within the project study area, unemployment rates range from 9.7 percent in Lee County, nearly
on par with the state average, to 16 percent in Chambers County, which is nearly 5.7 percent higher than
the state average. Unemployment rates in the local communities range from a high of 47.8 percent in
Goldville, over four times the state average, to a low of 4.5 percent in Jacksons Gap, which is 5.8 percent
lower than the state average. Per capita income in Alabama averaged $23,587 from 2008 to 2012
(Census.gov, 2015c); at the county level, per capita income in the project study area ranged from $23,162
in Lee County to $18,478 in Chambers County. Per capita income in the local communities within the
project study area ranged from $25,641 in Waverly to $10,424 in Kellyton, which is less than half of the
state average. Table 3.10.1-3 in appendix D provides the existing economic conditions for the Sabal Trail
Project study area in Alabama.
Georgia
Similar to Alabama, construction work areas for the Sabal Trail Project in Georgia generally
would be in unpopulated areas or areas with a low population density. Georgia has a population of 9.7
million people with a population density of 168.4 people per square mile. Population totals in the
counties within the study area for the project range from 109,233 people and a population density of
220.2 people per square mile in Lowndes County to 2,799 and a population density of 13.4 people per
square mile in Webster County. The State of Georgia experienced population growth of 22.1 percent
between 2000 and 2013 and 3.1 percent growth between 2010 and 2013. Of the counties within the
project area, Lowndes County experienced the highest percentage of population growth between 2000 and
2013 with a 22.8 percent increase, which is on par with the state average, while Terrell County
experienced the largest decrease in population levels with a 14.6 percent decrease. Between 2010 and
2013, most of the counties within the project area had fairly stable population levels with the highest
increase in Lowndes County at 3.6 percent, again on par with the state average for this period, and the
largest decrease was in Stewart County which had a population decrease of 3.1 percent. Table 3.10.1-2 in
appendix D provides information on population levels and trends for all Georgia counties and
communities within the study area for the Sabal Trail Project.
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The local community in Georgia with the highest population is Columbus with 189,885 people
and a population density of 877.5 people per square mile and the local community with the lowest
population is Riverside with 35 people and a population density of 167.6 people per square mile
(Census.gov, 2015b). At the local level, changes in population levels between 2000 and 2013 vary
greatly with Remerton experiencing the highest rate of population growth with a 33.9 percent increase
and Bronwood experienced the largest decrease in population levels with a 58.5 percent decline. Between
2010 and 2013, Columbus had the largest increase in population with a 6.8 percent increase and
Bronwood had the largest decrease in population levels with a 48.9 percent decline. Population levels in
the communities of Coolidge, Funston, and Lake Park remained fairly stable during this period with a
total population change of less than one percent.
While the Sabal Trail Project would avoid directly affecting communities in Georgia, a number of
communities are in close proximity. The towns of Bronwood, Funston, Lumpkin, Parrott, Sale City, and
Sasser are less than 2 miles from the project area. The remaining local communities listed in table 3.10.12 in appendix D are approximately 4 miles or greater from the project area.
The major industries in Georgia include education, health, and social services; retail trade; and,
manufacturing. Based on U.S. Census Bureau data (2008-2012), the civilian workforce in Georgia
averaged 4.8 million people. In the counties affected by the project, the civilian workforce ranges from
52,017 people in Lowndes County to 1,263 people in Webster County. In the local communities within
the project study area, the civilian workforce ranges from 83,528 in Columbus to 13 in Riverside. During
this same period, the unemployment rate in Georgia averaged 10.7 percent. In the counties within the
project area, unemployment rates range from 6.7 percent in Webster County, 4 percent lower than the
state unemployment rate, to 15.5 percent in Dougherty County, which is 4.8 percent higher than the state
unemployment rate. Unemployment rates in the local communities range from a high of 33.3 percent in
Barwick, approximately three times the state unemployment rate, to a low of 2.5 percent in Funston,
which is 8.2 percent lower than the state unemployment rate. Per capita income in Georgia averaged
$25,309 from 2008 to 2012; per capita income in the project area ranged from $25,481 in Lee County to
$14,218 in Stewart County. Per capita income in the local communities within the project study area
ranged from $24,955 in Leesburg to $10,392 in Berlin, which is less than half of the state average. Table
3.10.1-3 in appendix D provides the existing economic conditions for the Sabal Trail Project study area in
Georgia.
Florida
Construction work areas for the Sabal Trail Project in Florida generally would be in unpopulated
areas or areas with a low population density, however, some segments of the project would be within
close proximity to heavily populated areas with a high population density. In Florida, the total population
is 18.8 million people with a population density of 350.6. Population totals in the counties within the
study area for the project range from 1.2 million people with a population density of 1,268.5 people per
square mile in Orange County to 14,799 people with a population density of 28.8 people per square mile
in Hamilton County. The State of Florida experienced population growth of 22.3 percent between 2000
and 2013 and 4 percent growth between 2010 and 2013. Most of the counties in the project study area
experienced population growth during both periods. The largest increase between 2000 and 2013 was in
Sumter County, which had a population increase of 91.9 percent while the most modest population
growth was in Madison County with a 2.4 percent increase. In general, most of the counties in the project
area continued to see modest increases in population levels between 2010 and 2013. Sumter County
experienced the most population growth with an increase of 9.6 percent. In contrast, during this same
period, Levy County experienced a 2.1 percent decline in population levels. Table 3.10.1-2 in appendix
D provides information for population levels and trends for all Florida counties and communities within
the study area for the Sabal Trail Project.
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The local community in Florida with the highest population is Orlando with 238,300 people and a
population density of 2,327.3 people per square mile and the local community with the lowest population
is Lake Buena Vista with 10 people and a population density of 3.4 people per square mile (Census.gov,
2015b; 2010 estimates). At the local level, population levels vary greatly between 2000 and 2013. The
community that experienced the greatest population growth during this period is Groveland with a total
population increase of 311.5 percent and, in contrast, population levels in Crystal River decreased by 91.1
percent. Between 2010 and 2013, population level changes ranged from a 24.4 percent increase in
Bushnell to a 5.4 percent decrease in Lee. Population levels in the communities of Bell, Inverness, Lake
Buena Vista, Trenton, Minneola, and Yankeetown remained fairly stable during this period with a total
population change of less than one percent.
While the Sabal Trail Project would avoid directly affecting communities in Florida, a number of
communities are in close proximity. For example, the town of Bronson is less than 1 mile east of the
Mainline Route; the towns of Coleman, Center Hill, and Kissimmee are approximately 2 miles
(southwest, west, and southeast, respectively) of the HCL; and the town of Crystal River is approximately
4 miles south of the Citrus Creek Line. The remaining local communities listed in table 3.10.2-2 are
approximately 4 miles or greater from the project area.
In addition to the incorporated communities listed in table 3.10.1-2 in appendix D, a number of
unincorporated communities, referred to as CDPs, are within the project study area in Florida. CDPs are
defined by the U.S. Census Bureau as “…the statistical counterparts of incorporated places, and are
delineated to provide data for settled concentrations of population that are identifiable by name but are not
legally incorporated under the laws of the state in which they are located” (Census.gov, 2015a). Table
3.10.2-2 provides a list of these communities and their approximate distance from the Sabal Trail Project.
In general, equivalent census data is not available for unincorporated communities as is available for
incorporated communities. For this reason, census data for each unincorporated community is not
specifically identified in subsequent discussion of this section. Instead, it is assumed that census data
relevant to unincorporated communities is captured at the county level.
The major industries in Florida include education, health, and social services; retail trade;
professional, scientific, management, administrative, and waste management services. Based on U.S.
Census Bureau data, the civilian workforce in Florida averaged 9.3 million people from 2008 to 2012. In
the counties affected by the project, the civilian workforce ranges from 637,091 people in Orange County
to 5,286 people in Hamilton County. In the local communities within the project study area, the civilian
workforce ranges from 142,802 in Orlando to 4 in Lake Buena Vista. During this same period, the
unemployment rate in Florida averaged 11.3 percent. In the counties within the project study area,
unemployment rates range from 7.9 percent in Alachua County, 3.4 percent below the state
unemployment rate, to 16.7 percent in Gilchrist County, which is 5.4 percent higher than the state
unemployment rate. Per capita income in Florida averaged $26,451 from 2008 to 2012; per capita income
in the counties affected by the project ranged from $26,317 in Sumter County to $15,989 in Madison
County. Per capita income in the local communities within the project study area ranged from $42,503 in
Edgewood to $8,154 in Otter Creek, which is approximately one-third of the state average. Table 3.10.13 in appendix D provides the existing economic conditions for the Sabal Trail Project study area in
Florida.
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TABLE 3.10.2-2
Existing Population Levels for Unincorporated Communities in the Sabal Trail Project Area – Florida
Community/CDP a
Pinetta

2000 Population

2010 Population

Change in Population
(2000-2010) (percent)

Approximate Distance to
Project (miles)
5.6

NA

NA

NA

Dowling Park CCD

6,747

7,987

18.4

7.8

McAlpin-Wellborn CCD

6,951

9,116

31.1

0.25 and 9.7, respectively

O’Brien

NA

NA

NA

4.0

Jonesville

NA

NA

NA

9.3

East Bronson CDP

1,075

1,945

80.9

3.7

Williston Highlands CDP

1,386

2,275

64.1

0.3

NA

164

NA

2.6

Citrus Springs CDP

4,157

8,622

107.4

2.3

Beverly Hills CDP

8,317

8,445

1.5

3.2

Citrus Hills CDP

4,029

7,470

85.4

5.4

Hernando CDP

8,253

9,054

9.7

4.4

Inverness Highlands North CDP

1,470

2,401

63.3

6.6

Lecanto CDP

5,161

5,882

14.0

7.8

Summerfield

NA

NA

NA

8.9

3,413

3,551

4.0

5.2

NA

NA

NA

5.4

The Villages CDP

8,333

51,442

517.3

5.9

Celebration CDP

2,736

7,427

171.5

2.7

Loughman CDP

1,385

2,680

93.5

1.4

Hunters Creek CDP

9,369

14,321

52.9

1.2

NA

26,079

NA

3.1

Doctor Phillips CDP

9,548

10,981

15.0

9.1

Oak Ridge CDP

22,349

22,685

1.5

8.4

Pine Castle CDP

8,803

10,805

22.7

8.6

Poinciana CDP

13,647

53,193

289.8

8.9

Morriston CDP

Lake Panasoffkee CDP
Sumterville

Buenaventura Lakes CDP

____________________
a
2013 population estimates were not available for unincorporated communities.
NA
Data unavailable
Source: Census.gov, 2015b

Summary of Impacts
Sabal Trail would construct a pipeline, compressor stations, and other aboveground facilities
during three phases, as described in section 3.10.2. According to Sabal Trail the peak construction
activity for the Sabal Trail Project would occur during Phase 1 and would require a total peak workforce
of 4,520 people. Phases 2 and 3 of construction would require total peak workforces of 180 and 160
people, respectively. Due to the transitory nature and short duration of pipeline construction, most nonlocal workers do not travel with their families so impacts on population levels would be primarily limited
to workers only.
A temporary population increase based on worker influx would be expected in all of the counties
affected by the Sabal Trail Project and their surrounding communities. Sabal Trail estimates that
approximately 30 percent of the workforce would be local hires and about 70 percent would be non-local
during peak construction activities.
In Alabama, up to 207 workers would be local hires and 483 workers would be non-local during
peak construction of Phase 1; no work would take place in Alabama during Phases 2 and 3 of
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construction. The addition of 483 people in the area, if concentrated to one community at once, would
equate to increases in populations, ranging from a 0.3 percent increase in the population of Lee County to
a 1.4 percent increase in the population of Chambers County. In Georgia, up to 342 workers would be
local hires and 798 workers would be non-local during Phase 1. The addition of 798 people in the area, if
concentrated to one community at once, would equate to increases in populations, ranging from a 0.7
percent increase in the population of Lowndes County to a 28.5 percent increase in the population of
Webster County. During Phase 2, up to 27 workers would be local and 63 workers would be non-local.
During Phase 3, up to 24 workers would be local hires and 56 would be non-local. The addition of 63
people for Phase 2 of construction in the area, if concentrated to one community at once, would equate to
increases in populations, ranging from less than 0.1 percent in Lowndes County to 2.4 percent in Webster
County. The addition of 56 people for Phase 3, if concentrated to one community at once, would equate
to increases in populations, ranging from less than 0.1 percent in Lowndes County to 2 percent in Webster
County. In Florida, up to 807 local workers and 1,883 non-local workers would be required during Phase
1 of construction. The addition of 1,883 people in the area, if concentrated to one community at once,
would equate to increases in populations, ranging from a 0.1 percent increase in the population of Orange
County to an 8 percent increase in the population of Hamilton County. During Phase 2, up to 27 workers
would be local and 63 workers would be non-local. During Phase 3, up to 24 workers would be local
hires and 56 would be non-local. The addition of 63 people in the area for Phase 2 and 56 people in the
area for Phase 3 would equate to increases in populations of less than one percent in all counties.
Additional temporary jobs could be created as a result of secondary activity associated with
construction of the Sabal Trail Project. This could include hiring additional staff at local retail and food
service establishments to accommodate the influx of people to the area. Purchases made by non-local
workers on food, clothing, lodging, gasoline, and entertainment would have a temporary, stimulatory
effect on the local economy. These jobs would represent a temporary, minor increase in employment
opportunities within the project area.
Sabal Trail stated that it would hire 67 new permanent employees in Alabama, 102 new
permanent employees in Georgia, and 191 new permanent employees in Florida for operation and
maintenance of the project facilities. Of these new permanent employees, about 3, 5, and 10 people,
respectively, would be non-local. The specific locations of where permanent employees would reside are
unknown. For the purposes of this analysis, we have assumed that the distribution of permanent workers
would likely be spread out in each state and/or they would take residence in one of the more populated
communities in the project area. Therefore, the effects of these permanent employees would likely be
negligible in regard to population levels within the counties crossed by the Sabal Trail Project. In
general, unemployment levels in Alabama, Georgia, and Florida are higher than the U.S. average, and the
addition of new permanent jobs in the state would result in a negligible decrease in unemployment levels.
3.10.2.2 Housing
Alabama
Based on U.S. Census Bureau data from 2008 to 2012, rental vacancy rates in the study area in
Alabama ranged from 14.6 percent in Chambers County to 1.8 percent in Tallapoosa County. Local
rental vacancy rates in Alabama ranged from no rental vacancies in Camp Hill, Cusseta, Dadeville,
Daviston, Goldville, Jacksons Gap, New Site, and Waverly to 28 percent in Valley. Table 3.10.1-4 in
appendix D provides information on housing accommodations for all Alabama counties and communities
within the study area for the Sabal Trail Project.
There are 63 hotels, motels, RV parks, and campgrounds available in Alabama. In addition, there
are hundreds to thousands of rental housing and seasonal units in the project-related counties. The
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availability of these accommodations may vary, particularly during any tourist season, local event, or as a
result of demand for housing by other industries. During the peak of construction activities, using a
conservative estimate of 25 hotel rooms or campsites per establishment, it is estimated that there are at
least 1,575 room/site accommodations available in the Sabal Trail Project area in Alabama. In addition,
based on 2008-2012 Census data and rental vacancy rates of the affected counties, there are over 9,000
rental units and over 4,500 seasonal units in the Alabama project area.
Georgia
Rental vacancy rates ranged from 14.1 percent in Webster County to 1.4 percent in Stewart
County. Local rental vacancy rates in Georgia ranged from zero rental vacancies in Baconton, Barwick,
Dawson, Funston, Lake Park, Morven, Parrott, Pavo, Richland, Riverside, and Sale City to 19 percent in
Berlin. Table 3.10.1-4 in appendix D provides information on housing accommodations for all Georgia
counties and incorporated communities within the study area for the Sabal Trail Project.
There are 72 hotels, motels, RV parks, and campgrounds available in Georgia. Similar to
Alabama, there are hundreds to thousands of rental housing and seasonal units in the project-related
counties, the availability of which may vary. During the peak of construction activities, using a
conservative estimate of 25 hotel rooms or campsites per establishment, it is estimated that there are at
least 1,800 accommodations available in the Sabal Trail Project area in Georgia. In addition, based on
2008-2012 Census data and rental vacancy rates of the affected counties, there are over 8,700 rental units
and over 1,500 seasonal units in the Georgia project area.
Florida
Rental vacancy rates in the study area ranged from 23.4 percent in Sumter County to 9.4 percent
in Suwannee and Alachua Counties. Local rental vacancy rates in Florida ranged from no rental
vacancies in Center Hill, Coleman, Edgewood, Fort White, Otter Creek, Lake Buena Vista, and Polk City
to 100 percent in Bay Lake. Table 3.10.1-4 in appendix D provides information on housing
accommodations for all Florida counties and incorporated communities within the study area for the Sabal
Trail Project.
There are 681 hotels, motels, RV parks, and campgrounds available in Florida (Google.com,
2015; RV Park Reviews, 2015). Similar to Alabama, there are hundreds to thousands of rental housing
and seasonal units in the project-related counties, the availability of which may vary. During the peak of
construction activities, using a conservative estimate of 25 hotel rooms or campsites per establishment, it
is estimated that there are at least 17,025 room/site accommodations available in the Sabal Trail Project
area in Florida. In addition, based on 2008-2012 Census data and rental vacancy rates of the affected
counties, there are over 179,000 rental units and over 92,000 seasonal units in the Florida project area.
Summary of Impacts
The temporary influx of non-local construction workers would result in a minor increase in
demand for housing. For example, in Georgia during Phase 1 construction (greatest workforce), the
influx of 798 non-local construction workers would represent an approximately 7 percent increase in
demand on available accommodations. In Florida, the influx of 1,883 non-local construction workers
during Phase 1 of construction (greatest workforce) would represent an approximately 1 percent demand
on available accommodations. While this would benefit (increased revenue) the proprietors of the local
motels, hotels, and other rental units, it would increase competition for units (and cost) and decrease
housing availability for tourists, recreationalists, and local renters/residents. Constructing the project
would not significantly affect housing in any one particular area due to the short duration of each
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construction phase, the large area over which the workforce would be dispersed, and the abundant supply
of rentals in the area. The combined demand for temporary housing from tourists and recreationalists
combined with the non-local workers required for Sabal Trail Project construction crews is not expected
to exceed the supply. We determined the housing accommodations (rental and seasonal), along with
hotels, motels, and campgrounds, would be sufficient to house the workforce without significantly
displacing tourists, recreationalists, or local workers. The incremental housing, hotel, motel, and
campground demand from construction workers during the Sabal Trail Project would be temporary and
minor. Similarly, the effects of new permanent employees on housing are expected to be negligible in
regard to housing demands as a result of operation of the Sabal Trail Project.
3.10.2.3 Public Services
A wide range of public services and facilities are available in the Sabal Trail Project area
including law enforcement agencies, fire departments, medical facilities (including hospitals and
emergency services), and schools, as described by state below. Table 3.10.1-5 in appendix D summarizes
the medical, police, and fire protection facilities in the counties within the project study area.
Alabama
In Alabama, there is one law enforcement center available in each county; the number of law
enforcement personnel ranges from 87 in Tallapoosa County to 13 in Chambers County. The number of
fire departments in the counties within the study area in Alabama range from 16 in Tallapoosa County to
9 in Chambers County. The number of medical facilities available in each county ranges from two in
Russell and Tallapoosa Counties to one in Chambers and Lee Counties.
All of the counties within the project study area in Alabama contain areas or populations that
have been designated by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services as HPSAs or MUAs/Ps, or
have been designated at the county level as a whole (HRSA.gov, 2015). HPSA or MUA/P designation
indicates a shortage of health care professionals or facilities (primary care, dental, and mental health) at
either the county level as a whole or for particular census tracts within the county that contain low-income
populations who are underserved by primary medical care. In general, sufficient medical services exist in
the larger metropolitan areas of Alabama such as Phenix City/Columbus, which are within 10 to 60 miles
of the project study area.
Georgia
In Georgia, the number of law enforcement centers available ranges from three in Dougherty
County to one in Lee, Lowndes, and Webster Counties; the number of law enforcement personnel ranges
from 645 in Dougherty County to 5 in Webster County. The number of fire departments ranges from 36
in Lowndes County to two in Webster and Brooks Counties. The number of medical facilities available
in each county ranges from two in Colquitt, Dougherty, and Lowndes Counties to none in Lee, Terrell,
and Webster Counties.
Similar to Alabama, all counties affected by the project in Georgia contain areas designated as
HPSAs or MUAs/Ps or have been designated at the county level as a whole (HRSA.gov, 2015). In the
event of a medical emergency in Georgia, Sabal Trail would likely seek medical services in neighboring
metropolitan areas such as Columbus, Albany, and Valdosta, which are within 10 miles of the Sabal Trail
Project.
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Florida
In Florida, law enforcement centers in the Sabal Trail Project study area range from four in
Alachua County to one in Hamilton, Gilchrist, Polk, Citrus, and Orange Counties; the number of law
enforcement personnel ranges from 1,375 in Orange County to 6 in Hamilton County. Florida has the
greatest number of fire departments within the study area for the Sabal Trail Project with ranges between
79 in Orange County and 5 in Gilchrist County. The number of medical facilities available in each
county ranges from five in Marion and Polk Counties to none in Gilchrist and Hamilton Counties.
Similar to Alabama and Georgia, all counties affected by the project in Florida contain areas
designated as HPSAs or MUAs/Ps or contain census tracts and populations within the county that have
been designated as HPSAs and MUAs/Ps (HRSA.gov, 2015). In the event of a medical emergency in
Florida, we anticipate that Sabal Trail would seek medical services in neighboring metropolitan areas
such as Gainesville and Orlando, which are within 20 miles of the project area.
Summary of Impacts
General impacts on local services and facilities as a result of the Sabal Trail Project would be
similar to that described for the Hillabee Expansion Project (see section 3.10.1.3). Sabal Trail would
work with local law enforcement, fire departments, and emergency medical services to coordinate for
effective emergency response. Construction of the Sabal Trail Project would not significantly affect
public services in the counties or communities along the pipeline route due to the short duration of
construction and the large area over which the workforce would be dispersed. Also, because most of the
non-local workers are expected to come without their families during the construction period,
construction of the project should not result in any increase in demand for school-related services.
The long-term impacts on public services as a result of adding approximately 3, 5, and 10 nonlocal permanent workers for operations and maintenance of the pipeline facilities in Alabama, Georgia,
and Florida, respectively, would have a negligible impact on the capacity of public services.
3.10.2.4 Tourism
Tourism opportunities include federal, state, and local special interest areas discussed in section
3.9 as well as businesses that are dependent upon attracting year-round or seasonal tourists. Tourist
attractions and general recreation occur throughout the project area. The following lists some of the more
popular tourist attractions in the states and counties affected by the Sabal Trail Project.
Alabama
While tourism occurs year-round in Alabama, the peak tourism season is June through August
(Smatertravel.com, 2015). As such, all phases of construction of the Sabal Trail Project would overlap
with the peak tourism season and could impact public access to tourist attractions and accommodations,
and potentially result in economic impacts on local businesses. Tourism opportunities in the project area
in Alabama are presented in table 3.10.1-6 in appendix D.
The tourist attractions listed in table 3.10.1-6 in appendix D would not be directly affected by the
Sabal Trail Project but are within the project-affected counties. Based on Alabama Tourism Department
information (Census.gov, 2015d), tourism in the project area accounts for a relatively small percentage of
the overall state level. As listed in table 3.10.1-3 in appendix D, tourism-related businesses (i.e., arts,
entertainment, recreation, and accommodation and food services; and agriculture, forestry, fishing and
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hunting, and mining) are not the first or second most abundant economic industry in the majority of
counties and communities affected.
Georgia
Tourism occurs year-round in Georgia but the peak of tourism season is from March to May and
September to October (Smatertravel.com, 2015). The peak construction activities of the Sabal Trail
Project (July 2016 to February 2017) would overlap with the peak tourism season and could impact
public access to tourist attractions and accommodations, and potentially result in economic impacts on
local businesses. Tourism opportunities in the project area in Georgia are presented in table 3.10.1-6 in
appendix D.
The tourist attractions listed in table 3.10.1-6 in appendix D would not be directly affected by the
Sabal Trail Project but are within the project-affected counties. Based on Georgia Tourism Department
information (Census.gov, 2015d), tourism in the project area accounts for a relatively small percentage of
the overall state level. As listed in table 3.10.1-3 in appendix D, tourism-related businesses (i.e., arts,
entertainment, recreation, and accommodation and food services; and agriculture, forestry, fishing and
hunting, and mining) are not the first or second most abundant economic industry in the majority of
counties and communities affected.
Florida
The State of Florida regularly appears in the top 10 lists of most visited states for tourism
(StateofFlorida.com, 2015; usnews.com, 2015). Walt Disney World (Orlando), which is about 5 miles
from the project, is also one of the most visited tourist destinations in the United States (Statista.com,
2015). Walt Disney World’s Magic Kingdom and Epcot experienced 17.5 million and 11.1 million
visitors, respectively, in 2012 (Themed Entertainment Association, 2012). In addition, based on
comments, Gilchrist County is known for its caving and ecotourism opportunities. As represented in
table 3.10.1-6 in appendix D, opportunities for tourism throughout the project area in Florida are
prevalent. While tourist attractions are visited year-round in Florida, the peak tourism season is
December through August (Smatertravel.com, 2015). The peak construction activities of the Sabal Trail
Project (Phase 1: July 2016 to February 2017) would overlap with the peak tourism season and could
impact public access to tourist attractions and accommodations, and potentially result in economic
impacts on local businesses. Tourism opportunities in the Sabal Trail Project area in Florida are
presented in table 3.10.1-6 in appendix D.
Most of the tourist attractions listed in table 3.10.1-6 in appendix D would not be directly affected
by the Sabal Trail Project but are within the project-affected counties. The Santa Fe River Paddling Trail
and the Withlacoochee South Paddling Trail would be crossed by the project; details regarding the
potential impacts of the Sabal Trail Project on tourism associated with these attractions is presented
below. Based on Florida Tourism Department information (Census.gov, 2015d), tourism accounts for
about 7 percent of the overall state level. As listed in table 3.10.1-3 in appendix D, tourism-related
businesses (i.e., arts, entertainment, recreation, and accommodation and food services; and agriculture,
forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining) are included in the top three most abundant economic
industries in the majority of counties and communities affected. In particular, tourism-related business is
the most abundant economic industry in Orange and Osceola Counties.
Summary of Impacts
General impacts on tourism as a result of the Sabal Trail Project would be similar to that
described for the Hillabee Expansion Project (see section 3.10.1.4). Some tourist attractions could
experience a revenue loss as a result of construction, particularly if access to an area is restricted due to
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safety concerns (e.g., open trench). The influx of construction workers and disruptions to tourist
attractions would be limited to the time of construction and dispersed throughout the project area.
Depending on easement negotiations, landowners could be compensated for losses resulting from
construction. Following construction, land uses would be restored and activities would be allowed to
resume. As a result, impacts on tourism would be temporary and minor to moderate.
Operation of the project would not result in significant impacts on tourist opportunities in
Alabama and Georgia as none are directly affected and the Mainline would be installed underground.
Further, the Mainline would be collocated with existing rights-of-way for 68 percent of the route in
Alabama 69 percent of its length in Georgia, and 52 percent of the route in Florida, and would be
consistent with the existing character of the project area.
We received scoping comments regarding the proximity of the Sabal Trail Project to Ichetucknee
Springs State Park in Suwannee County, Florida. The Sabal Trail Project would be approximately 4
miles west of the eastern boundary of the state park. Due to this distance, construction of the Sabal Trail
Project is not anticipated to interfere with public access to the park and any increase in ambient noise
levels during construction would result in a negligible impact on recreationalists.
We received scoping comments regarding potential project-related impacts on the Santa Fe River
in Suwannee and Gilchrist Counties, Florida. The Santa Fe River Canoe Trail is a popular tourist
attraction that offers visitors opportunities for both day-trips and overnight trips. Canoe Outpost is the
main outfitter of canoe, kayak, and paddleboard rentals for visitors to the paddling trail. Canoe Outpost is
near High Springs, Florida, approximately 16 miles southeast of the Sabal Trail Project area. The Sabal
Trail Project would cross the Santa Fe River and the canoe trail using the HDD crossing method between
MP 308.2 and 308.6. Because use of the HDD crossing method would not preclude public use of the
paddling trail, recreational use of the trail would be uninterrupted. Ambient noise levels would increase
in the area during construction and construction activities may be visible to users of the river; this would
be a temporary, minor impact that would resolve with the completion of construction.
We received scoping comments regarding the proximity of the Sabal Trail Project to the Rainbow
River, Rainbow Spring, and the Withlacoochee River. Rainbow Spring and the Rainbow River are along
the western edge of Rainbow Springs State Park. The Sabal Trail Project is approximately 1 mile east of
the eastern boundary of Rainbow Springs State Park and would be approximately 1 to 2 miles east of
Rainbow Spring and the Rainbow River. Construction of the Sabal Trail Project would not interfere with
public access to the park and any increase in ambient noise levels during construction would result in a
negligible impact on visitors to the Rainbow Springs State Park because of the distance between the park
and the Sabal Trail Project. The Withlacoochee River would be crossed by the CCL between MPs 1.1
and 1.5 using the HDD crossing method. This section of the river is designated as an Outstanding Florida
Waterway referred to as the Withlacoochee South Paddling Trail. Because use of the HDD crossing
method would not preclude public use of the paddling trail, recreational use of the trail would be
uninterrupted. Ambient noise levels would increase in the area during construction and constructive
activities may be visible to users of the river; this would be a temporary, minor impact that would resolve
with the completion of construction.
We received scoping comments regarding concerns about visual, recreational, and tourism
impacts on the 21 Palms RV Resort as a result of the project. The resort is near golf courses and other
tourism attractions (Go Camping America.com, 2015). The resort facilities include concrete pads,
electrical hookups, a recreation hall, and a heated pool. The Mainline would be approximately 0.2 mile
east of the resort near MP 474, on the opposite side of an existing gravel road and electric transmission
corridor that run along the eastern boundary of the resort. A forested area that is approximately 0.1 mile
wide lies between the resort and the dirt-track road on the west side of the road. The proposed Reunion
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Compressor Station would be approximately 0.3 mile east of the resort and adjacent to an existing DEF
electric generation plant that is industrial in character. The existing Gulfstream pipeline crosses through
the entrance to the resort and terminates at the DEF plant. Sabal Trail would use standard upland
construction methods to install the pipeline in this area, which could result in noise and visual impact on
visitors to the resort. Construction of the Sabal Trail Project would not interfere with public access to the
RV resort. Increases in noise levels and visual impacts associated with pipeline construction activities
would be a temporary, minor impact that would resolve with the completion of construction. Due to the
distance and existing natural and industrial/commercial barriers between the Mainline and the resort, we
conclude that construction and operation of the Mainline would not have a significant impact on operation
of the 21 Palms RV Resort. Further, the pipeline would be installed underground, would be collocated
with existing utilities in this area, and would be consistent with the existing character of the surrounding
area. Operation of the Reunion Compressor Station, however, would result in a permanent increase in
noise levels and visual impacts in the area of the resort. Details regarding noise impacts resulting from
these facilities are presented in section 3.12.2; visual impacts associated with compressor stations are
discussed in section 3.9.2.8.
In addition, the owners of 21 Palms are concerned about impacts the Sabal Trail Project would
have on their plans to sell property adjacent to the resort for residential development. Impacts on planned
residential developments are discussed in section 3.9.2.4.
3.10.2.5 Transportation
For the Sabal Trail Project, the timing, construction techniques, and restoration of roads crossed
during all phases of construction, in addition to project-related impacts on transportation would be the
same as that described for the Hillabee Expansion Project (see section 3.10.1.5). A complete list of road
crossings associated with the Sabal Trail Project, including the proposed crossing methods, is provided in
table 3.10.1-7 in appendix D. A detailed discussion of transportation impacts for each state in the Sabal
Trail Project area is presented below.
Sabal Trail also proposes to improve or modify 259 existing roads to accommodate construction
vehicles, as discussed in section 2.2.2. Users of these roads could experience temporary disruptions
similar to road crossing impacts discussed in section 3.10.1.5. Following construction, Sabal Trail would
retain use of 82 roads for permanent access to project facilities. The remaining 177 temporary access
roads would be restored to their preconstruction condition unless the landowner or land-managing agency
requests that the improvements be left in place.
The peak of construction activity would occur during Phase 1. Sabal Trail anticipates that a
maximum of 1,120 vehicles per day would be mobilized to support peak construction activities in
Alabama; about 1,799 vehicles would be mobilized to support peak construction activities in Georgia;
and, about 3,772 vehicles would be mobilized to support peak construction activities in Florida. Sabal
Trail would deploy workers in various locations along the construction spreads in such a way that impacts
on traffic in any one location would be minimized and temporary.
As a result of measures and methods described above, construction activities would result in
temporary to short-term impacts on transportation infrastructure.
3.10.2.6 Property Values
The effects of the Sabal Trail Project on property values would be the same as those described for
the Hillabee Expansion Project (see section 3.10.1.6). Impacts on planned residential developments are
discussed in section 3.9.2.4.
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3.10.2.7 Economy and Tax Revenues
Sabal Trail estimates that the capital cost for the Sabal Trail Project would be about $3.2 billion.
Similar to the Hillabee Expansion Project, direct payroll and materials expenditures would have an
immediate impact on local economies; workers would spend a portion of their pay in local communities;
goods and materials would be purchased by Sabal Trail locally when possible; and sales tax would be
generated on items purchased in the project area. Approximately 20 percent of the total construction cost
($640 million) would be spent on consumables in all three states. Approximately $608 million would be
spent during Phase 1, and approximately $32 million would be spent during Phases 2 and 3. These direct
impacts would stimulate indirect impacts within the region as inventories are restocked and new workers
are hired to meet demands.
A breakdown of the construction and operational payroll and sales tax revenues generated in
Alabama, Georgia, and Florida as a result of each phase of the Sabal Trail Project is presented in table
3.10.1-8 and table 3.10.2-3. The information presented in this section has been derived from an economic
study prepared by Fishkind & Associates (Fishkind & Associates, 2014a). The economic study was
based on known project components as of October 2014 and, as such, there are some discrepancies
between the total number of construction personnel presented in previous sections of this section, which
are based on more recent information provided by Sabal Trail. For example, the Fishkind & Associates
report assumes 4,077 personnel would be required for project construction; however, based on more
recent information from Sabal Trail, it is estimated that 4,860 personnel would be required for project
construction. This represents an approximately 16 percent increase in personnel. Therefore, it is
reasonable to assume that the actual project construction impacts on economy and tax revenues disclosed
in the economic study and discussed below would be 16 percent higher. However, the information in the
economic report is presented here as it represents the best available information regarding the Sabal Trail
Project’s potential economic impacts and benefits.
TABLE 3.10.2-3
In-State Expenditures on Payroll for the Sabal Trail Project
Location/Phase

Total Payroll

Local Payroll a

$25,717,631

$7,329,525

Alabama
Phase 1
Phase 2 b

N/A

N/A

$25,717,631

$7,329,525

Phase 1

$37,833,379

$11,350,014

Phases 2 and 3

$1,991,231

$597,369

$39,824,610

$11,947,383

Phase 1

$70,200,046

$21,060,014

Phases 2 and 3

$3,694,740

$1,108,422

Florida Subtotal

$73,894,786

$22,168,436

Project Total

$139,437,027

$41,445,344

Alabama Subtotal
Georgia

Georgia Subtotal
Florida

____________________
a
Assuming 30 percent of the total workforce would be hired locally.
b
No work would be performed in Alabama during Phase 2 of construction.
Source: Fishkind & Associates, 2014a.

Overall, the Sabal Trail Project would benefit the state and local economies by creating a shortterm stimulus to the affected areas through payroll expenditures, local purchases of consumables and
Sabal Trail Project-specific materials, and sales tax.
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Operational impacts of these benefits would not be as significant. However, operation of the
Sabal Trail Project would result in long-term ad valorem10 property tax benefits for the counties crossed
by the Sabal Trail Project in Alabama, Georgia, and Florida. These property taxes would be paid for the
life of the Sabal Trail Project (estimated to be 60 years). Table 3.10.2-4 provides the total ad valorem
taxes estimated for each state and county in the Sabal Trail Project area in Alabama, Georgia, and Florida.
The total estimated ad valorem taxes paid over the life of the Sabal Trail Project is $1.3 billion. As also
discussed in section 3.10.1.7, the project proponent may be subject to subsidies, which would affect the
amount of taxes ultimately realized; however, these subsidies are unknown as they are between the
company and the county or state and vary.
TABLE 3.10.2-4
Ad Valorem Taxes Generated by the Sabal Trail Project
State/County

Ad Valorem Taxes

Alabama
Tallapoosa

$66,405,660

Chambers

$37,203,300

Russell

$40,033,200

Lee

$51,343,080

Alabama Subtotal

$194,985,240

Georgia
Stewart

$41,936,880

Webster

$18,764,160

Terrell

$50,512,680

Lee

$1,073,640

Dougherty

$78,393,720

Mitchell

$27,709,920

Colquitt

$44,709,300

Brooks

$42,304,980

Lowndes

$23,034,720

Georgia Subtotal

$328,440,000

Florida
Hamilton

$49,305,720

Suwannee

$154,806,420

Gilchrist

$79,737,120

Alachua

$14,335,260

Levy

$73,368,600

Marion

$123,833,340

Sumter

$75,235,320

Lake

$50,425,680

Polk

$14,649,180

Osceola

$82,725,360

Citrus

$43,156,200

Orange

$247,200

Florida Subtotal

$761,825,400

Project Total

$1,285,250,640

____________________
Source: Fishkind & Associates, 2014a & 2015.

10

See section 3.10.1.7 for a detailed description of “ad valorem.”
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Alabama
Sabal Trail estimates that the total Sabal Trail Project construction payroll for Phase 1 would be
$25.7 million in Alabama; no work would be performed in Alabama during Phase 2 or Phase 3 of
construction. Payroll taxes would be collected from the workers employed on the project.
Approximately $7.7 million of the total payroll for Phase 1 would be received by local workers (assuming
that 30 percent of the workforce would be hired locally). Based on 2014 data, the state income tax rate
that would be paid by resident (local) workers and non-local workers working in Alabama would be an
average of 5 percent on net income (Bankrate.com, 2015, Fishkind & Associates, 2014a). Using an
average income tax rate of 5 percent, approximately $1.3 million in income tax revenues would be
generated by construction payroll for Phase 1 of the Sabal Trail Project in Alabama. Table 3.10.1-8
provides the construction and operational workforce information for the project in Alabama.
The state sales taxes rate in Alabama is currently 4 percent (Alabama.gov, 2015). In addition to
the state sales tax rate of 4 percent, local sales taxes are collected and vary across the project area from 1
to 4 percent. Depending on where project consumables are purchased, additional sales tax revenues
would occur in the Sabal Trail Project area as a result of construction. As stated above, a portion of Sabal
Trail’s estimated percentage of total construction costs for Phase 1 (19 percent) would be spent on
consumables and would be subject to Alabama state sales taxes. Alabama sales tax revenues are
primarily used to fund education, with a portion of the revenues distributed to the Counties and the
Department of Human Resources (Alabama Department of Revenue, 2014).
Sabal Trail would hire 67 permanent employees for operation of the Sabal Trail Project in
Alabama. The estimated operation income for the project would be approximately $2.1 million annually,
which would generate approximately $102,981 in income tax revenues each year for the life of the
project.
The total output11 for construction of Phase 1 of the Sabal Trail Project would be $104.9 million;
no work would be performed in Alabama during Phases 2 and 3 of construction.
The total estimated ad valorem tax associated with the Sabal Trail Project would be about $195.0
million in Alabama over the life of the Sabal Trail Project (estimated to be 60 years). Table 3.10.2-4
provides the total ad valorem taxes for each county in the project area in Alabama.
Georgia
Sabal Trail estimates that the total Sabal Trail Project construction payroll for all phases would be
$39.8 million in Georgia. Payroll taxes would be collected from the workers employed on the project.
The total construction payroll for Phase 1 would be $37.8 million. Approximately $11.4 million of the
total payroll for Phase 1 would be received by local workers (assuming that 30 percent of the workforce
would be hired locally for all phases of construction). Construction payroll for Phases 2 and 3 of the
project would be $2 million in Georgia. Approximately $597,369 of the total payroll for Phases 2 and 3
would be received by local workers.
Based on 2014 data, the state income tax rate that would be paid by resident (local) workers and
non-local workers working in Georgia would be 6 percent (Bankrate.com, 2015). Using an income tax
rate of 6 percent, approximately $2.3 million in income tax revenues would be generated by construction
payroll for Phase 1 and approximately $119,474 would be generated by construction payroll for Phases 2
11

See section 3.10.1.7 for a detailed description of “output.”
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and 3. Table 3.10.1-8 provides the construction and operational workforce information for the project in
Georgia.
The state sales taxes rate in Georgia is currently 4 percent (Bankrate.com, 2015). As stated
above, a portion of Sabal Trail’s estimated percentage of total construction costs for Phase 1 and Phases 2
and 3 (19 and one percent, respectively) would be spent on consumables and would be subject to Georgia
state sales taxes. Georgia sales tax revenues are primarily used to fund education, with a portion of the
revenues returned to counties and cities to fund local programs (New Georgia Encyclopedia, 2015).
Sabal Trail would hire 102 permanent employees for operation of the Sabal Trail Project in
Georgia. The estimated operation income for the Project would be approximately $4.3 million annually
which would generate approximately $256,836 in income tax revenues each year for the life of the
project.
The total output for construction of all phases of the Sabal Trail Project in Georgia would be
$242.8 million. The majority of the output would occur during Phase 1 of construction, with a total
output of $230.7 million. The total output for Phases 2 and 3 of construction would be $12.1 million.
The total estimated ad valorem tax associated with the Sabal Trail Project would be about $332.4
million over the life of the Sabal Trail Project. Table 3.10.2-4 provides the total ad valorem taxes for
each county in the project area in Georgia.
Florida
Sabal Trail estimates that the total Sabal Trail Project construction payroll for all phases would be
$139.4 million in Florida. Construction payroll for Phase 1 of the Sabal Trail Project would be $70.2
million and approximately $21.1 million would be received by local workers assuming that 30 percent of
the workforce would be hired locally for both phases of the project. Construction payroll for Phases 2
and 3 of the Sabal Trail Project would be $3.7 million and approximately $1.1 million of the total payroll
for Phases 2 and 3 would be received by local workers. Florida does not collect personal income taxes
and, therefore, the payroll paid by Sabal Trail to local and non-local workers during construction would
result in no net increase in state income tax revenues in Florida (Bankrate.com, 2015). Table 3.10.1-8
provides the construction and operational workforce information for the project in Florida.
The state sales taxes rate in Florida is currently 6 percent (Florida Department of Revenue, My
Florida, 2014). Additional sales surtaxes are collected by the counties and these rates vary across the
project area from 0 to 1.5 percent. As stated above, a portion of Sabal Trail’s estimated percentage of
total construction costs for Phase 1 and Phases 2, and 3 (19 and one percent, respectively) would be spent
on consumables and would be subject to Florida state sales taxes. Depending on where project
consumables are purchased, there would be an additional increase in sales tax revenues in the project area
as a result of Phase 1. Florida sales tax revenues are used to fund education, corrections, courts,
government operations, and health and human services programs (Florida Center for Fiscal and Economic
Policy, 2010).
Sabal Trail would hire 191 permanent employees for operation of the project in Florida. The
estimated operation income for the project would be approximately $10 million over 60 years; because
Florida does not collect income taxes, no income tax revenue would be generated by operation of the
Sabal Trail Project in Florida.
The total output for construction of all phases of the Sabal Trail Project in Florida would be
$371.3 million. The majority of the output would occur during Phase 1 of construction, with a total
output of $352.7 million. The total output for Phases 2 and 3 of construction would be $18.6 million.
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The total estimated ad valorem tax associated with the Sabal Trail Project would be about $761.8
million over the life of the Sabal Trail Project (estimated to be 60 years). Table 3.10.2-4 provides the
total ad valorem taxes for each county in the Sabal Trail Project area in Florida.
We received scoping comments regarding the Sabal Trail Project’s crossing of the Flying P
Ranch in Dunnellon, Florida. The commenter expressed concern that construction would interfere with
horse ranching and cattle grazing activities and result in an economic loss. The Sabal Trail Project would
cross the Flying P Ranch between MPs 377.1 and MP 380.6 and between MPs 382.7 and MP 384.9.
Since receipt of the scoping comment, Sabal Trail has worked with the owner of the Flying P Ranch to
negotiate a route alternative that avoids the cattle grazing area of the ranch. The route alternative has
been adopted into the proposed route of the Sabal Trail Project. See section 3.0 for a discussion of
alternatives.
Concerning economic impacts on ranching practices in general, construction would temporarily
impact grazing by disturbing foraging areas and interrupting/displacing grazing activities for the duration
of construction. Sabal Trail would minimize the impacts of the open trench on wildlife by implementing
the measures listed in section 3.6.3. Following construction, Sabal Trail would restore land affected by
construction as described in its E&SCP, and in accordance with any specific requirements identified the
landowners during easement negotiations. Sabal Trail would monitor disturbed areas as necessary, but at
a minimum after the first and second growing seasons to ensure restoration has been successful. In
addition, in accordance with the FERC’s Plan, which is part of Sabal Trail’s E&SCP, a grazing deferment
agreement would be established with the landowner to minimize impacts on livestock and grazing
disturbance of revegetation efforts. Restoration of native vegetation in areas disturbed by construction
(100-foot-wide right-of-way) would represent a temporary to short-term impact (with the exception of
forest land, which would represent a long-term to permanent impact), and the project would not affect
other areas of the ranch that would still be available to support grazing livestock. To support the
successful restoration of native vegetation, Sabal Trail would utilize the procedures set forth in its
Noxious Weed Management Plan during construction and restoration to avoid introducing invasive plant
species to grazing lands. Construction and operation of the Sabal Trail Project would not have an
adverse, significant impact on ranching and grazing practices in the project area.
We received scoping comments on the potential loss of income on agricultural lands as a result of
the project. Sabal Trail would minimize impacts on agricultural lands by implementing measures
outlined in its E&SCP. The agricultural field would lose one growing season and Sabal Trail would
compensate the landowner for this loss. Further, because trees would be precluded from being
reestablished within the permanent right-of-way, Sabal Trail would also compensate the owners of pine
plantations and similar agricultural trees for the permanent loss of these resources. Following
construction, Sabal Trail would restore land affected by construction as described in its E&SCP and in
accordance with any specific requirements identified by agencies or landowners during easement
negotiations. Some measures that would be used by Sabal Trail to ensure adequate restoration of
agricultural lands are:


attempt to locate drain tiles and develop procedures for constructing through drain tile
systems;



maintain water flow in crop irrigation systems; and,



conduct topsoil testing after the construction ROW has been restored to ensure the
agricultural land has been restored to similar compaction levels as adjacent lands.
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Per its E&SCP, Sabal Trail would monitor disturbed areas after the first and second growing
seasons to ensure restoration has been successful. Construction and operation of the Sabal Trail Project
would not have an adverse, significant impact on potential loss of income in agricultural lands in the
project area.
3.10.3 Florida Southeast Connection Project
The FSC Project would be constructed between March 2016 and May 2017.
3.10.3.1 Population and Employment
The FSC Project would be in Polk, Osceola, Okeechobee, St. Lucie, and Martin Counties,
Florida, and be near multiple communities as listed in table 3.10.3-1.
TABLE 3.10.3-1
Summary of Facilities Associated with the Florida Southeast Connection Project
Facility, Site

a

Approximate Length (miles)

County, State

Community b

Pipeline
0.5

Osceola, FL

Unincorporated

47.3

Polk, FL

Unincorporated

0.5

Polk, FL

Davenport

1.8

Polk, FL

Haines City

2.3

Polk, FL

Dundee

0.5

Polk, FL

Lake Wales

24.2

Osceola, FL

Unincorporated

25.0

Okeechobee, FL

Unincorporated

12.6

St. Lucie, FL

Unincorporated

11.6

Martin, FL

Unincorporated

< 0.25 mile

Martin, FL

Unincorporated

Aboveground Facilities
Meter and Regulating (M&R) Stations
Martin M&R Station
Other Aboveground Facilities
Pig Launcher

N/A

Osceola, FL

Unincorporated

Pig Receiver/Launcher

N/A

Okeechobee, FL

Unincorporated

Pig Receiver

N/A

Martin, FL

Unincorporated

MLV (Launcher Site)

N/A

Osceola, FL

Unincorporated

MLV1

N/A

Polk, FL

Davenport

MLV2

N/A

Polk, FL

Haines City

MLV3

N/A

Polk, FL

Lake Wales

MLV4

N/A

Polk, FL

Lake Wales

MLV5

N/A

Polk, FL

Unincorporated

MLV6

N/A

Osceola, FL

Unincorporated

MLV7

N/A

Osceola, FL

Unincorporated

MLV8

N/A

Okeechobee, FL

Unincorporated

MLV9

N/A

Okeechobee, FL

Unincorporated

MLV10

N/A

St. Lucie, FL

Unincorporated

MLV11

N/A

Martin, FL

Unincorporated

MLV (Martin M&R Station Site)

N/A

Martin, FL

Unincorporated

____________________
a
Other project-related facilities such as pipe/contractor yards and access roads would be within the same socioeconomic
study area as the counties and communities listed for the pipeline and aboveground facilities.
b
Includes all communities within the study area for socioeconomics. As such, some of the communities listed would not be
directly affected by the FSC Project.
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Construction work areas for the FSC Project generally would be in unpopulated areas or areas
with low population density; however, the construction work areas in Polk County would be within close
proximity to heavily populated areas with a high population density. According to 2010 U.S. Census
Bureau data, the state of Florida has a population of 18.8 million people with a population density of
350.6 people per square mile. Of the counties in the FSC Project area, Polk County had the highest
population, 602,095 people, with a population density of 334.9 people per square mile. Okeechobee
County had the lowest population with 39,996 people and a population density of 52 people per square
mile.
The state of Florida experienced population growth of 22.3 percent between 2000 and 2013 and 4
percent growth between 2010 and 2013. Osceola and St. Lucie Counties experienced a fairly high rate of
population growth between 2000 and 2010 with increases of 73.1 and 48.9 percent, respectively.
Between 2010 and 2013, population levels in Osceola County increased by 11.1 percent, while population
levels in Polk, St. Lucie, and Martin Counties increased at a rate similar to the state average (3.5, 3.3, and
3.4 percent, respectively). During this same period, the population of Okeechobee County decreased by
1.7 percent. Table 3.10.1-2 in appendix D provides information on population levels and trends for all
Florida counties and communities within the study area for the FSC Project.
The only incorporated communities within the socioeconomic study area, as listed in table 3.10.12 in appendix D and discussed throughout, are in Polk County. The local community with the highest
population in 2010 was Haines City which had 20,560 people and a population density of 1,116.8 and the
local community with the lowest population was Davenport with 2,888 people and a population density of
897.1 people per square mile. Between 2000 and 2013, all of the local communities experienced
population growth. Haines City had the highest rate of population growth with a 63.1 percent increase
and Lake Wales had the lowest level of population growth with an increase of 46.3 percent. Between
2010 and 2013, population levels in the local communities experienced growth of approximately 4 to 5
percent. While the FSC Project would avoid directly affecting incorporated communities in Florida, it
would be approximately 2 to 3 miles east of Davenport, Haines City, Dundee, and Lake Wales.
In addition to the incorporated communities listed in table 3.10.1-2 in appendix D, a number of
CDPs are within the project study area in Florida. Table 3.10.3-2 provides a list of these communities
and their approximate distance from the FSC Project. In general, equivalent census data is not available
for unincorporated communities as is available for incorporated communities. For this reason, census
data for each unincorporated community is not specifically identified in subsequent discussion of this
section. Instead, it is assumed that census data relevant to unincorporated communities is captured at the
county level.
Of the counties affected by the FSC Project, Polk and St. Lucie Counties have the largest civilian
workforces with 274,329 and 277,789, respectively. The smallest civilian workforce is in Okeechobee
County with 16,903. In the local communities within the FSC Project area, the civilian workforce ranges
from 8,814 in Haines City to 1,468 in Davenport.
During this same period, the unemployment rate in Florida averaged 11.3 percent. At the county
level, the highest unemployment rate was in St. Lucie County with 15.6 percent, while the lowest
unemployment rate was in Polk County with 11.9 percent. In general, unemployment rates in the
counties affected by the FSC Project are on par with to slightly higher than the state average of 11.3
percent and the U.S. average of 9.3 percent. Unemployment rates in the local communities range from 8
percent in Lake Wales to 3.4 percent in Dundee; unemployment rates in the local communities are
significantly lower than the state average.
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TABLE 3.10.3-2
Existing Population Levels for Unincorporated Communities in the Florida Southeast Connection Project Area

2000 Population

2010 Population

Change in Population
(2000-2010)
(percent)

Celebration CDP

2,736

7,427

171.5

4.8

Loughman CDP

1,385

2,680

93.5

0.6

Poinciana CDP

13,647

53,193

289.8

5.2

Cypress Gardens CDP

8,844

8,917

0.8

6.9

244

230

-5.7

3.2

1,182

1,356

14.7

4.5

Lakeshore

NA

NA

NA

1.4

Indian Lake Estates

NA

NA

NA

2.3

River Ranch

NA

NA

NA

2.3

Kenansville

NA

NA

NA

9.8

Yeehaw Junction CDP

21,778

240

-98.9

0.1

Indiantown

5,588

6,083

8.9

4.7

Community/CDP

a

Highland Park Village
Babson Park CDP

Approximate
Distance to Project
(miles)

____________________
a
2013 population estimates were not available for unincorporated communities.
NA
Data unavailable
Source: Census.gov, 2015b

Per capita income in Florida averaged $26,451 from 2008 to 2012; per capita income ranged from
$34,522 in Martin County to $17,899 in Okeechobee County. Per capita income rates in the local
communities closest to the FSC Project area are considerable lower than the state average and range from
$18,416 in Lake Wales to $14,943 in Haines City. Table 3.10.1-3 in appendix D presents the top
industries and unemployment rates for each county crossed by and community in the socioeconomic
study area.
FSC would construct the pipeline using one or more construction spreads and sequential pipeline
construction techniques. Construction is anticipated to occur between March 2016 and May 2017 and
would proceed in a continuous manner throughout each spread. Construction activities at any given
location are expected to last approximately 2 to 4 months. The busiest period for construction is
estimated to occur from July 2016 through March 2017 and would require a peak workforce of 500
people. Due to the transitory nature and short duration of pipeline construction, most non-local workers
do not travel with their families so impacts on population levels would be primarily limited to workers
only.
A temporary population increase based on worker influx is expected to be distributed across all
counties along the pipeline route. FSC estimates that up to 5 to 10 percent of the workforce would be
local hires and about 90 to 95 percent would be non-local. Therefore, during the peak of construction, up
to 50 workers would be local hires and 450 workers would be non-local. The addition of 450 people in
the area, if concentrated to one community at once, would equate to a 13.5 percent increase in the City of
Davenport’s population, a 10.8 percent increase in the community of Dundee’s population, a 2.1 percent
increase in Haines City’s population, and a 3.1 percent increase in the community of Lake Wales’
population. However, it is expected that the majority of these non-local workers would not reside in one
location but instead would be dispersed between these communities, due to housing and rental availability
as discussed in section 3.10.3.2.
Additional jobs would be created as a result of secondary activity associated with construction of
the FSC Project, as purchases made by non-local workers on food, clothing, lodging, gasoline, and
entertainment would have a temporary, stimulatory effect on the local economy. These jobs would
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represent a temporary, minor increase in employment opportunities within the project area, as discussed
in section 3.10.3.7.
FSC would hire approximately 13 full-time, permanent employees from the local population for
operation and maintenance of the project. No impacts on population levels and employment levels within
the counties crossed by the FSC Project would occur as a result of the project as the permanent employees
would be existing local residents.
3.10.3.2 Housing
Temporary housing in the FSC Project area is available in the form of daily, weekly, and monthly
rentals at motels, hotels, campgrounds, RV parks, apartments, and houses. Based on U.S. Census Bureau
data, in 2012 vacancy rates across the project area range from 27.3 percent in Osceola County to 21
percent in Polk County. Within the local communities in the project area rental vacancy rates vary from
35.1 percent in Davenport to 19.6 percent in Lake Wales. Table 3.10.1-4 in appendix D provides the
rental vacancy rates for the counties and communities nearest the pipeline route.
In addition to housing vacancy rates, temporary housing, in the form of hotels, motels, RV Parks,
and campgrounds, is available in each county. The number of hotels, motels, RV Parks, and
campgrounds varies from county to county with the highest number available in Polk County (286 total)
and the lowest number available in St. Lucie County (9 total). In the local communities within the project
area, the number of hotels, motels, RV parks, and campgrounds ranges from 155 in Davenport to 30 in
Haines City. The availability of hotels, motels, and campgrounds may vary, particularly during tourist
seasons or local events, or as a result of demand for housing by other industries.
The largest number of hotel/motels, units for seasonal recreation, and vacant rental units are
available in Polk County, and in the local communities of Davenport, Haines City, Dundee, and Lake
Wales. While use of available temporary housing in these communities would benefit the proprietors of
the local motels, hotels, casinos, RV camps, and other rental units, it could result in the temporary
unavailability of such temporary housing for some tourists, recreationalists, or local workers. The
potential impacts of the FSC Project on tourism and tourist attractions in the project area are discussed in
section 3.10.3.4. The combined demand for temporary housing from tourists and recreationalists in Polk
County combined with the approximately 450 non-local workers required for project construction could
exceed the supply.
Osceola, Okeechobee, and Martin Counties have a combined total of 382 available hotels, motels,
RV parks, and campgrounds and the majority of the workforce for the FSC Project would likely be spread
out among these counties. Using a conservative estimate of 25 hotel rooms or campsites per
establishment, of which there are a total of 382 as discussed above, it is estimated that there are at least
6,250 room/site accommodations available in Osceola County, 1,725 available in Okeechobee County,
and 1,575 available in Martin County. The influx of 450 construction workers would represent
approximately 7.2 percent demand on these accommodations in Osceola County, 26.1 percent demand in
Okeechobee County, and 28.6 percent demand in Martin County. Based on the large number of
accommodations within these counties, housing accommodations would be sufficient to house the
workforce without significantly displacing tourists, recreationalists, or local workers. The incremental
temporary housing, hotel, motel, campground, and RV park demand from construction workers would be
temporary (limited to the time of construction) and minor and is not expected to displace current residents
or seasonal visitors.
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FSC would hire approximately 13 full-time, permanent employees from the local community for
operation and maintenance of the project. The effects of these permanent employees on housing are
expected to be negligible as FSC intends to hire local residents.
The temporary influx of about 450 non-local construction workers would result in a minor
increase in demand for housing, resulting in temporary, minor increased revenues to individuals and
businesses with space for rent.
3.10.3.3 Public Services
A wide range of public services and facilities are available in the project area including law
enforcement agencies, fire departments, medical facilities (including hospitals and emergency services),
and schools. Because most of the non-local workers are expected to come without their families during
the construction period and the addition of 13 permanent employees for operation of the facilities is a
relatively small number, the FSC Project would result in a negligible increase in demand for schoolrelated services.
Much of the project area would be near rural communities and, as such, public services available
are characteristic of lower population densities. However, public services available in the project area are
adequate for construction and operation of the project. The number of law enforcement centers available
in each county ranges from 40 in Polk County to two in Okeechobee County. The number of local fire
departments ranges from 59 in Polk County to five in Okeechobee County. The number of medical
facilities available in each county ranges from 6 in Polk County to one in Okeechobee County. Table
3.10.1-5 in appendix D summarizes the medical, police, and fire protection facilities in the counties
within the project area.
Similar to the Sabal Trail project area, all counties affected by the project contain areas
designated as HPSAs or MUAs/Ps or contain census tracts and populations within the county that have
been designated as HPSAs and MUAs/Ps (HRSA.gov, 2015). However, as shown in table 3.10.1-5 in
appendix D, sufficient medical services are available within the socioeconomic study area.
Construction and operation-related demands on local services that could be experienced would be
the same as that described for the Sabal Trail Project (see section 3.10.2.3). FSC would work with local
law enforcement, fire departments, and emergency medical services to coordinate for effective emergency
response. The long-term impacts on public services as a result of adding approximately 13 permanent
workers for operation and maintenance of the pipeline facilities would have a negligible impact on the
capacity of public services in the project area.
3.10.3.4 Tourism
Tourism opportunities include federal, state, and local special interest areas discussed in section
3.9 as well as businesses that are dependent upon attracting year-round or seasonal tourists. As discussed
in section 3.10.2.4, the State of Florida is traditionally one of the top 10 most visited states by tourists and
a number of tourist attractions are prevalent in the project area. While tourist attractions are visited yearround in Florida, the peak tourism season is December through August (Smatertravel.com, 2015).
Construction of the FSC Project would overlap with the peak tourism season and could impact public
access to tourist attractions and accommodations and could result in economic impacts on local
businesses. Table 3.10.1-6 in appendix D lists examples of popular tourism opportunities in the project
area, including specific areas affected by construction and operation of the project.
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The tourist attractions listed in table 3.10.1-6 in appendix D either would be crossed by the FSC
Project or are in close proximity to the project area. Based on Florida Tourism Department information
(Census.gov, 2015d), tourism in the project area accounts for a relatively high percentage of the overall
state level. As listed in table 3.10.1-3 in appendix D, tourism-related businesses (i.e., arts, entertainment,
recreation, and accommodation and food services; and agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and
mining) are included in the top three most abundant economic industries in the majority of counties and
communities affected. In particular, tourism-related business is the most abundant economic industry in
Osceola County and the second most abundant economic industry in Polk County.
Because tourism opportunities and attractions are dispersed throughout the project area, impacts
on public enjoyment of these areas, or the livelihood of local proprietors near these areas, would be minor
and temporary (limited to about a 3-month period when construction would overlap with the peak tourism
season). Potential impacts related to project construction would be noise, increased traffic, and visual
impacts; these impacts would resolve with the completion of construction.
As discussed in section 3.10.3.2, the use of available temporary housing in the local communities
within the project area would benefit the proprietors of the local motels, hotels, casinos, RV camps, and
other rental units. However, it could result in demand for temporary housing for some tourists or
recreationalists. The local communities of Davenport, Haines City, Dundee and Lake Wales are between
8 and 30 miles south of Walt Disney World’s Magic Kingdom and Epcot, tourist attractions that
experienced 17.5 million and 11.1 million visitors, respectively, in 2012 (Themed Entertainment
Association, 2012). The period of peak construction for the FSC Project would overlap with the peak
tourism season of these attractions. However, construction personnel would be dispersed throughout the
project area. Also, based on the large number of accommodations available within Osceola, Okeechobee,
and Martin Counties, housing accommodations would be sufficient to temporarily house the workforce
without significantly displacing tourists or recreationalists. Alternatively, it is expected that construction
personnel may seek accommodations away from the busy tourism areas. The incremental temporary
housing, hotel, motel, campground, and RV park demand from construction workers would be temporary
(limited to the time of construction) and minor and is not expected to significantly displace seasonal
visitors.
Operation of the project would not impact tourist opportunities as the pipeline would be installed
underground and would not be visible to tourists. Further, the FSC pipeline would be collocated with
existing rights-of-way for 79 percent of its route, and would be consistent with the existing character of
the project area.
3.10.3.5 Transportation
Construction activities could result in temporary to short-term impacts on transportation
infrastructure. These impacts could include disruption to traffic flow due to the movement of
construction equipment, materials, and crew members; construction of pipeline facilities across existing
roads; and damage to local roads from the movement of heavy construction equipment and materials.
Table 3.10.1-7 in appendix D lists the roads crossed by the project, several of which would be
used to access construction. FSC anticipates that about 404 vehicles would be mobilized to support
construction of the FSC Project. Vehicles would include stringing trucks; welding rigs; water trucks; fuel
trucks; mechanic trucks; flatbed and lowboy trailer trucks; motor graders; hydrostatic equipment trucks;
contractor buses; and individual worker vehicles. FSC anticipates that deliveries to pipe/contractor yards
and storage areas would account for approximately three trips per day. Assuming a total workforce of
500 workers per day during peak construction activities, traveling to the construction area via 25 busses
and 190 personal vehicles, an additional 215 trips per day would be necessary for mobilizing crews to the
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FSC Project area. FSC would deploy workers in various locations along the pipeline route in such a way
that impacts on traffic in any one location would be minimized.
The timing, construction techniques, and restoration of roads crossed during construction of the
FSC Project would be the same as those described for the Hillabee Expansion Project (see section
3.10.1.5). A complete list of road crossings associated with the FSC Project, including the proposed
crossing methods, is provided in table 3.10.1-7 in appendix D.
FSC also proposes to utilize approximately 269 existing roads to accommodate construction
vehicles, as discussed in sections 2.2.1 and 3.9; the majority of these roads would require improvements
or modifications. Users of these roads could experience temporary disruptions similar to road crossing
impacts discussed above. Following construction, would be restored in accordance with road
encroachment permit requirements and/or as requested by the landowner or land-managing agency.
3.10.3.6 Property Values
The effects of the FSC Project on property values would be the same as those described for the
Hillabee Expansion Project (see section 3.10.1.6).
3.10.3.7 Economy and Tax Revenues
FSC estimates that the capital cost for the FSC Project would be about $537.3 million. Direct
payroll and materials expenditures related to the FSC Project would have an immediate impact on local
economies. Workers would spend a portion of their pay in local communities on items such as housing,
food, automobile expenses, entertainment, and other items. FSC would purchase goods and materials
locally when possible, which would stimulate local businesses. Sales tax would be generated on items
purchased in the project area. These direct impacts would stimulate indirect impacts within the region as
inventories are restocked and new workers are hired to meet demands.
Based on an economic study prepared by Fishkind & Associates (Fishkind & Associates, 2014b),
FSC estimates that the total project construction payroll would be $71.9 million. Approximately $3.6 to
$7.2 million of the total payroll would be received by local workers (assuming that 5 to 10 percent of the
workforce would be hired locally). A breakdown of the construction and operational workforce and
economic impacts of the FSC Project is presented in table 3.10.1-8.
FSC estimated that about $91.2 million in consumables and project-specific materials such as
fuel, tires, concrete, sand, gravel, and office supplies would be purchased locally. The amount of revenue
expected from sales taxes on construction materials purchased locally in Florida would be about $5.5
million, based on the $91.2 million purchases estimate discussed above (Florida Department of Revenue,
My Florida, 2014). Florida sales tax revenues are used to fund education, corrections, courts, government
operations, and health and human services programs (Florida Center for Fiscal and Economic Policy,
2010). Florida residents do not pay personal income tax. Therefore, the payroll paid by FSC to local and
non-local workers during construction of the FSC Project would result in no net increase in state income
tax revenues in Florida (Bankrate.com, 2015).
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Although the state of Florida would not benefit from income tax revenues, another significant
indicator of the economic impacts of a project is to calculate the total project output.12 The total output
for construction of the project would be $125.6 million.
The most substantial tax impacts would be generated by ad valorem taxes, which are property
taxes that would be assessed per year and distributed to each county crossed by the FSC Project, resulting
in long-term benefits to the local and regional economy. The total estimated ad valorem tax associated
with the FSC Project would be about $123.7 million in Polk County, $56 million in Osceola County,
$53.2 million in Okeechobee County, $36 million in St. Lucie County, and $30 million in Martin County.
These property taxes would be paid over the life of the project (estimated to be 60 years). As also
discussed in section 3.10.1.7, the project proponent may be subject to subsidies, which would affect the
amount of taxes ultimately realized; however, these subsidies are unknown as they are between the
company and the county or state and vary.
Overall, the FSC Project would benefit the state and local economies by creating a short-term
stimulus to the affected areas through payroll expenditures, local purchases of consumables and projectspecific materials, and sales tax. Operational impacts of these benefits would not be as significant.
However, operation of the project would result in long-term ad valorem property tax benefits for Polk,
Osceola, Okeechobee, St. Lucie, and Martin Counties. The total payroll for operation of the project
would be approximately $14.7 million over the life of the project.
3.10.4 Environmental Justice
Executive Order 12898 Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations
and Low-Income Populations requires federal agencies to consider if impacts on human health or the
environment (including social and economic aspects) would be disproportionately high and adverse for
minority and low-income populations and appreciably exceed impacts on the general population or other
comparison group.
As described below and consistent with our understanding of Executive Order 12898, we
reviewed the SMP Project to determine if its resulting impacts would be disproportionately high and
adverse on minority and low-income populations and appreciably exceed impacts on the general
population or other comparison group. Our area of analysis consisted of a 1-mile-wide area centered on
the pipeline and compressor stations. We also reviewed, in response to numerous comments received, the
portion of the Sabal Trail Project that would be located in Dougherty County, Georgia, in and near the
City of Albany. Our comparison group for this analysis consisted of multiple alternatives considered in
the project area.
In addition to the comments we received about the SMP Project, the Mainline route through
Dougherty County, and the proposed Albany Compressor Station, we received comments expressing
concern about project-related impacts (dust and air emissions) on asthma in African-American
populations. Based on American Lung Association statistics, “African Americans have one of the highest
rates of current asthma compared to other racial/ethnic groups” (American Lung Association, 2015).
Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that, where African American populations are present, they have an
increased risk of experiencing adverse impacts from decreased air quality. However, as noted later in this
section and in the section 3.12, emissions from the SMP Project would meet all federal regulatory
standards and thresholds for air quality.

12

See section 3.10.1.7 for a detailed description of “output.”
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3.10.4.1 Review Methodology
In consultation with the EPA and based on published EPA guidance concerning environmental
justice reviews (1998), we used a three-step approach to conduct our review. These steps are:
1.
2.
3.

Determine the existence of minority and low-income populations.
Determine if the impacts are high and adverse.
Determine if the impacts fall disproportionately on environmental justice populations.

3.10.4.2 Minority and Low-Income Populations
A minority population exists when:
1.

the total racial minorities in a U.S. Census Bureau-defined census tract (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2012b) are more than 50 percent of the tract’s population;

2.

the percentage of a racial minority in a census tract is “meaningfully greater” than in the
comparison group;13

3.

the total ethnic minorities in a census tract are more than 50 percent of the tract's
population; or

4.

the percentage of ethnic minorities in a census tract is meaningfully greater than in the
comparison group.

Racial and ethnic minorities include: African American/Black, Native American or Alaska
Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, two or more races, and other races; and the
Hispanic or Latino ethnicity.
A low-income population exists when:
1.

the percentage of all persons living below the poverty level is more than the percentage
for the state where the census tract is located;14 or

2.

the median household income for the census tract is lower than the median household
income for the state where the census tract is located.15

Based on U.S. Census Bureau – American Community Survey 2008-2012 5-year census tract
estimates, as summarized in table 3.10.4-1 in appendix D, the SMP Project facilities including the
proposed aboveground facilities would be located across or within 1 mile of 135 environmental justice
(minority and/or low income) populations.

13

14

15

“Meaningfully greater” is defined in this analysis when minority or ethnic populations are at least 10 percentage
points more than in the comparison group, which was the county in which the census tract was located.
State poverty levels were used in this analysis as a comparison group because poverty levels at county levels in
Alabama, Florida, and Georgia were generally much higher than state averages, and using the state averages
provided more equitable basis for identification of environmental justice populations within census tracts.
State median household income levels were used as the comparison group to maintain consistency in identifying
environmental justice census tracts based on poverty.
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As described above, minority and low-income populations were identified using U.S. Bureau of
Statistic’s census tract data, which, per EPA guidance, is an acceptable source (EPA, 1998). In response
to the draft EIS, some commenters referenced census block information, a smaller unit than census tracts,
and makes assumptions about income levels at the Albany Compressor Station location based on countywide data. We acknowledge that these are meaningful data sources for consideration. However, we
conclude that the census tract information used for our analysis is appropriate based on the confined and
linear footprint of the project and the availability of consistent information along the entire pipeline route.
3.10.4.3 High and Adverse Impacts
The impacts of constructing and operating the SMP Project on the natural and human
environments are identified and discussed throughout the environmental analysis section of this
document. As described in the numerous environmental resource-specific discussions, we conclude that
the SMP Project would not significantly impact the environment. Table 3.10.4-2 below provides context
for Negligible, Minor, Moderate, and High and Adverse impacts that were used in our analysis of
environmental impacts on environmental justice populations. These criteria are based on duration,
intensity, and extent, and were used to identify the type of impact a resource would experience from the
project16. In considering all resource impacts, we determined that, by using the methodology explained in
this section and resource-specific discussions presented throughout this EIS, the project would not convey
high and adverse impacts on environmental resources and the environmental justice populations
identified. Whereas some long-term to permanent impacts would occur, meeting the duration criteria
listed in table 3.10.4-2, these impacts would not meet the intensity and/or extent criteria. Specifically,
sections 3.3, 3.9, 3.10, and 3.12 address potential impacts on water resources, land use, socioeconomics,
and air quality and noise. These impacts as experienced by environmental justice populations would be
the same as those experienced by non-environmental justice populations.
3.10.4.4 Disproportionate Impacts on Environmental Justice Populations
As described in section 2.2, the SMP Project was designed to be collocated with existing utility
rights-of-way to the greatest extent practical. The Commission encourages the collocation of natural gas
pipelines with existing rights-of-way to avoid and minimize impacts on the environment. Unlike discrete
facilities whose impacts are generally concentrated in one location, a pipeline establishes or expands a
narrow corridor over long distances that necessarily traverses a mosaic of ethnic and economic
characteristics. Compressor stations associated with a pipeline are anchored by the pipeline corridor and
hydraulically bound to a specific segment of the pipeline, with some flexibility within the segment
(depending on project-specific conditions).
Approximately 83.7 percent of the SMP Project would cross or be within 1 mile of census tracts
that are considered environmental justice populations. To determine if the impacts of the SMP Project
would fall disproportionately on environmental justice populations, we compared the percentage of
environmental justice populations affected by the project to the percentage of environmental justice
populations that would be affected by the land-based major route alternatives we evaluated in section 4.0.
Based on that comparison, we find 80 percent of the Station 85 Route Alternative; 78 percent of the FGT
Onshore Alternative; 54 percent of the Hillabee Route Alternative, and a range of 70 to 74 percent of the
GreenLaw Route Alternatives 1 through 4 would cross or be within 1 mile of census tracts that are
considered environmental justice populations. Additional discussion regarding these alternatives is
provided in section 4.3.
16

The degree of impact must be high and adverse for all three criteria in order to be considered a high and adverse
impact on minority and/or low-income populations.
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TABLE 3.10.4-2
Environmental Justice Population Criteria for Determining Impacts
Impact Degree
Criteria

Negligible

Minor

Moderate

High and Adverse

Intensity

Little or no impact to
the resource would
occur; any change
that might occur may
be perceptible but
difficult to measure.

Change in the resource would
occur, but no substantial
resource impact would result.
The change in the resource
would be perceptible but would
not alter the condition of the
resource. The change in the
resource would not exceed
regulatory permittable levels.

Noticeable change in the
resource would occur and
this change would alter the
condition or appearance of
the resource, but the
integrity of the resource
would remain. The change
in the resource would not
exceed regulatory
permittable levels.

Substantial impact or
change in a resource
would occur that is easily
defined and highly
noticeable, and that
measurably alters the
condition or appearance of
the resource. The change
in the resource would
exceed regulatory
permittable levels.

Extent

None

Localized – Impact would
occur only in the temporary
workspace and would not
extend beyond permitted
levels into the area outside the
geographical area of potential
effect.

Entire census tract – Impact
on the resource throughout
the entire census tract,
extending well beyond the
temporary workspace.

Region-wide – Impact on
the resource throughout
the region, potentially
extending well beyond the
state.

Duration

None

Temporary – Impact would
occur only during the
construction of the pipeline.
After construction, the
resource conditions would
return to pre-construction
conditions.

Short-term – Impact would
extend beyond the time of
the project, but would not
last beyond the life of the
pipeline and associated
facilities.

Long-term to permanent –
Impact would likely last
more than 3 years and
may continue beyond the
life of the pipeline and
associated facilities.

Because these route alternatives would affect a relatively similar percentage of environmental
justice populations, we determined that the SMP Project would not disproportionately impact
environmental justice populations. Furthermore, as discussed previously, the SMP Project would not
significantly impact the environment nor would any of its impacts be considered high and adverse.
Consequently, constructing and operating the SMP Project would not result in significant adverse impacts
on any population.
3.10.4.5 SMP Project Conclusion
Based on our review, we determined that minority and low-income populations exist in the SMP
Project area; the SMP Project impacts would not be high and adverse; and its impacts would not
disproportionately fall on environmental justice populations. We also determined that the SMP Project
would not result in impacts disproportionately high and adverse for minority and low-income populations
and appreciably exceed impacts on the general population.
3.10.4.6 Dougherty County, Georgia
As described in section 1.0 of this document, we received comments from the EPA, Dougherty
County, City of Albany, potentially affected landowners, concerned citizens, local interest groups, and
community organizations expressing concern about adverse impacts on minority and low-income
populations in Dougherty County Georgia, particularly in and near the City of Albany. Commentors
specifically expressed concern about potential impacts on public safety and health (air and noise
emissions) resulting from operation of the proposed Albany Compressor Station and the Mainline through
Dougherty County. Commentors also expressed concern about potential impacts on groundwater quality,
nearby property values, and other environmental resources. Lastly, the commentors requested that
alternative pipeline routes and compressor station locations be evaluated.
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Minority and/or low-income populations existing in Dougherty County. In Dougherty County,
the Sabal Trail Project would be located across or within 1 mile of seven census tracts, five (71 percent)
of which are minority and/or low-income populations. Dougherty County consists of 27 census tracts, 23
(85 percent) of which are minority and/or low-income populations (see figure 3.10.4-1). Based on U.S.
census tract data, the compressor building at the proposed Albany Compressor Station would be more
than 1 mile from the nearest designated environmental justice tract (see figure 3.10.4-2).
Numerous commenters on the draft EIS state that the SMP Project would result in high and
adverse impacts on the environment and human health, and disproportionate impacts on environmental
justice populations, particularly in Dougherty County. The commentors interpret the relatively high
degree of minority and low-income communities crossed or within 1 mile of the proposed facilities and
route alternatives as indicative of a disproportionate and discriminatory impact on environmental justice
communities. In addition to considering if the impacts would be disproportionately high and adverse for
minority populations and low-income populations, EPA guidance also includes consideration of whether
these impacts would appreciably exceed impacts (i.e., be meaningfully greater) on the general population
or other comparison group (i.e., route alternatives). As discussed above in section 3.10.4.4 and in section
4.0, comparison of the proposed route and compressor station with other alternative locations
(comparison groups) shows that a similar amount of environmental justice populations would be affected.
As such, impacts on environmental justice populations resulting from the project as proposed would not
appreciably exceed impacts on the comparison group’s environmental justice characteristics.
In response to comments on the draft EIS regarding the placement of the compressor station
proximal to a majority African-American residential community that includes a mobile home park,
residences, schools, churches, etc., our analysis followed EPA guidance on conducting a minority and
low-income review as discussed above. As measured from the center of the compressor station site, the
nearest mobile home to the site is about 1,640 feet; the nearest residence to the site in the Winterwood
Subdivision is about 1.6 miles away; and the nearest residence to the site in the Indian Creek Subdivision
is about 1.8 miles away. As stated previously, we considered impacts on minority and low-income
populations within a 1-mile area of analysis. Other features in the area but over 1 mile from the
compressor station site include the Exchange Club Fairgrounds (1.6 miles), Mount Zion Church (1.4
miles), West Town Elementary School (3 miles), Alice Coachman Elementary School (3.4 miles), and
Robert A. Cross Middle Magnet School (2.1 miles). Our analysis shows that the station buildings would
not be visible from any of these receptors or even visible from the closest public road. The potential noise
attributable to the Albany Compressor Station at the nearest residences (Countryside Village mobile home
park) is estimated at less than the FERC’s 55 dBA Ldn guideline. In addition, the noise increase at these
residences would not be perceptible because it would be less than 3 dBA (FHWA, 2015). Further, air
quality modeling indicates that the levels of criteria pollutants would not exceed EPA’s limits, which are
designed to protect the most sensitive populations.
We encourage pipeline collocation with existing rights-of-way or previously disturbed corridors.
Sabal Trail proposes pipeline routes that are collocated with existing rights-of-way or previously
disturbed corridors for approximately 306.7 miles (59 percent) of the total pipeline lengths. In Georgia,
the pipeline would be collocated primarily with an existing SONAT pipeline right-of-way for 135.1 miles
(83 percent) of the pipeline length in that state. In Dougherty County, the Mainline would be collocated
with existing rights-of-way for 7 miles (30 percent). The areas not collocated in Dougherty County were
primarily proposed to minimize impacts on residential development that abuts segments of the SONAT
line through Albany. Some of the development avoided includes designated environmental justice
populations.
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For the reasons discussed throughout this section, we conclude that the SMP Project would not
result in any disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and/or low-income populations or
appreciably exceed impacts on the general population or other comparison group.
3.11

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Section 106 of the NHPA as amended (16 U.S.C. 470) requires the FERC to take into account the
effects of its undertakings on properties listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP and to afford the
ACHP an opportunity to comment on the undertaking. The Applicants, as non-federal parties, are
assisting the FERC in meeting our obligations under Section 106 by preparing the necessary information,
analyses, and recommendations, as authorized by 36 CFR 800.2(a)(3).
3.11.1 Hillabee Expansion Project
3.11.1.1 Cultural Resources Surveys
Transco conducted cultural resources surveys for the Hillabee Expansion Project between
February and March 2014, and have surveyed 100 percent of the pipeline corridor, which is all in
Alabama. Transco surveyed a 200-foot-wide corridor for that portion of the pipeline that would be
collocated with an existing utility corridor, with expansions of the corridor as needed for crossing
waterbodies or man-made features. Transco surveyed a 50-foot-wide corridor for proposed access roads,
and the entire footprint of compressor stations and 10 contractor yards. The area of potential effect (APE)
for above ground cultural resources is the APE for direct effects, plus those properties immediately
adjacent to the pipeline corridor, off-corridor facilities, and access roads.
Field surveys re-visited 9 previously recorded archaeological sites, and identified 22 new sites
and 12 isolated finds. Of the 31 archaeological sites recorded, 26 are prehistoric sites, 4 are historic, and
one site has both prehistoric and historic material. Table 3.11.1-1 lists the 8 archaeological sites within
the project workspace that are recommended eligible for listing in the NRHP or have not been fully
evaluated for eligibility, along with the temporal association and recommended treatment.
TABLE 3.11.1-1
NRHP Eligible and Unevaluated Cultural Resources
Within the Hillabee Expansion Project Area of Potential Effects
Site Number

Temporal/Cultural Association

Treatment Recommendation

NRHP Eligibility Status

1CW332

Undetermined Prehistoric

Avoidance/Mitigation

Eligible a

1CW336

Undetermined Prehistoric

Avoidance/Mitigation

Eligible

1CN340

Undetermined Prehistoric

Avoidance/Mitigation

Eligible a

1AU477

Undetermined Prehistoric

Avoidance/Mitigation

Eligible a

1CN559

Undetermined

Avoidance

Eligible

1CN354

Undetermined Prehistoric

Avoidance

Eligible b

Prehistoric Early Woodland

Avoidance

Eligible

Prehistoric Woodland Period

Avoidance

Eligible b

1CS222
1TP69

____________________
a
SHPO review email dated 8/27/2015.
b
The Muscogee (Creek) Nation requested evaluation of the entire site.

The Alabama State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), in an August 19, 2014 letter,
commented on the survey report and disagreed with Transco’s non-eligible recommendations for sites
1CW340, 1CN356, 1CW120, 1TP91, and 1TP93, and requested further investigation for sites 1CS223
and 1CS224. Transco provided additional information and clarifications regarding their eligibility
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recommendations. In reply, the SHPO maintained their potentially eligible recommendations for sites
1CN340, 1CN356, and 1TP93 and noted that if the sites could not be avoided, additional testing would be
required.
Transco submitted an addendum report for additional survey to the Alabama SHPO. The SHPO
agreed that four archaeological sites identified during this survey are eligible for the NRHP (1CW336,
1CW338, 1AU477, and 1CN559), and that portions of two sites are eligible (1CN354 and 1TP69). The
Muscogee (Creek) Nation objected to the evaluation of only portions of 1CN354 and 1TP69, and stated
that sites should be evaluated in their entirely.
Transco developed plans to avoid effects to 3 sites that are potentially eligible for listing on the
NRHP (1CW336, 1CS222 and 1CN559); and to avoid effects to those portions that are potentially
eligible for 2 sites (1CN354 and 1TP69). The plans call for limiting workspace, along with exclusion
fencing and signage, or using geotextile and matting. Alabama SHPO concurred with Transco’s
recommendations for avoidance.
Transco conducted additional testing to determine NRHP eligibility for 8 sites identified during
the initial survey. In a report filed July 8, 2015 with the Commission, Transco recommended 7 of the
sites not eligible for the NRHP. Transco recommended one site as eligible for the NRHP, and stated that
if the site cannot be avoided it should undergo mitigation. The Alabama SHPO concurred with the
eligible recommendation for 1CW332, and determined that two additional sites (1AU477, 1CN340) retain
subsurface integrity and are also eligible for the NRHP. The SHPO requested that avoidance and
maintenance plans for the three sites be submitted to its office, and if avoidance is not possible, mitigation
plans should be submitted for review.
The Muscogee (Creek) Nation commented on the survey and testing reports. The Tribe requested
additional testing, reconsideration of eligibly recommendations, and monitoring during construction at
specific locations. The Tribe also noted that there are historic trails that run across the pipeline corridor.
In a letter response, Transco committed to proceeding with caution during construction of those areas
sensitive to the Muscogee (Creek) Nation, negating the need for monitoring, provided additional details
about the field work in question, and confirmed that the Tribe is listed on the Unanticipated Discovery
Plan. The Tribe does not concur.
Transco also surveyed an 8.2-acre contractor yard in Mississippi and reported to the Mississippi
SHPO that no cultural resources were identified during the survey. The Mississippi SHPO concurred that
no historic properties will be affected by the project in Mississippi. We also concur.
3.11.1.2 Cultural Resources Survey and Testing at Eight Settlement Sites
A 1991 Settlement between FERC and Transco (FERC docket Nos. RP88-68-000, IN89-1-000,
and IN89-1-001), resulting from a finding of culpabilities in construction of the Mobile Bay Pipeline,
requires notification to FERC and SHPO prior to any ground disturbance at the location of eight
prehistoric archaeological sites in Choctaw County, Alabama; 1CW89, 1CW92, 1CW100, 1CW102,
1CW103, 1CW105, 1CW114, and 1CW118. The proposed workspace for the Hillabee Expansion Project
would potentially intersect these eight sites. Transco conducted surveys at the location of the eight sites
between October 21 and 30, 2014. Three of the eight sites were relocated as a result of the surveys; the
remaining five were not relocated. The Alabama SHPO reviewed these findings and concurred with the
recommendations that there would be no adverse effect on the 8 sites. We also concur. The Choctaw
Nation of Oklahoma concurred with the report findings in an April 2015 letter. The Chickasaw Nation
acknowledged receipt of the report, and stated that they did not know of any Chickasaw tribal sites in the
settlement sites area.
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3.11.2 Sabal Trail Project
3.11.2.1 Cultural Resources Surveys
Sabal Trail conducted a cultural resources survey within a 300-foot-wide corridor for the pipeline
route, a 50-foot-wide corridor for access roads, and the footprints for all aboveground facilities and
contractor yards. The APE for effects to aboveground cultural resources was defined as the APE for
direct effects plus areas where land use may change, and any locations from which the Project may be
visible.
Table 3.11.2-1 in appendix D lists the NRHP-eligible, potentially eligible, and unevaluated
cultural resources sites that were identified along the Sabal Trail Project, along with treatment
recommendations.
Alabama
Sabal Trail has surveyed 100 percent of the pipeline corridor in Alabama. Sabal Trail submitted a
cultural resources survey report in November, 2014. In a January 13, 2015 letter regarding the report, the
Alabama SHPO requested more rigorous survey methods, and additional site evaluation work, including
remote sensing at 2 cemeteries. The Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town concurred with the Alabama
SHPO’s comments. Sabal Trail submitted additional testing research designs for the 22 archaeological
sites requiring additional work and proposed to revise the survey report. The Alabama SHPO concurred
with Sabal Trail’s testing plans for the 22 sites, and requested avoidance and maintenance plans for 2
archaeological sites, 2 cemeteries, 2 linear resources, and 4 structures.
In May 2015 Sabal Trail submitted a revised cultural resources survey report to the Alabama
SHPO that described the additional field surveys completed, and additional information and discussion
regarding site eligibility for several sites. The report also stated that additional testing was completed for
22 archaeological sites and would be reported in the future. The Alabama SHPO concurred with the
report’s findings and recommendations with the exception of site 1RU232, which extends beyond the
current APE and cannot be fully recorded. The SHPO stated that the eligibility status for this site will
remain unevaluated. The Muscogee (Creek) Nation also provided comments on the revised survey report.
The Tribe requested clarification of site descriptions, additional survey work, and several further site
delineations, as well as monitoring during construction at locations of the Tribe’s historic settlements.
The Muscogee (Creek) Nation also asked that site 1RU232 remain unevaluated, and be avoided during
construction.
Sabal Trial reported supplemental surveys conducted between October 2014 and May 2015 in an
addendum report, submitted in July 2015. To date we have not received comments from the Alabama
SHPO regarding this report.
Sabal Trail reports 79 archaeological sites and site occurrences in the project APE in Alabama; 52
prehistoric, 15 historic, 12 with both historic and prehistoric components. Of these, none are listed on the
NRHP or recommended eligible for listing. Thirteen are recommended not eligible pending review, and
twenty are not evaluated for listing, and will be protected during construction by protective fencing or
otherwise avoided (see table 3.11.2-1).
Of the 22 historic architecture sites that Sabal Trail reports in Alabama, 3 are potentially eligible
for listing on the NRHP; the Blessed Trinity Shrine (HS-AL-11) is listed on the Alabama Register of
Landmarks and Heritage; and two segments of the Montgomery and West Point Railroad have been
determined eligible. Sabal Trail will avoid the Blessed Trinity Shrine and 2 railroads by project
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construction design. Avoidance measures for one cemetery in Alabama are under review (see section
3.11.2.2)
Georgia
Sabal Trail has surveyed 99.4 percent of the pipeline corridor in Georgia. Sabal Trail will survey
the remaining 0.6 percent (1.3 miles of the pipeline corridor) and any newly identified workspace and
submit future reports.
In November 2014 Sabal Trail submitted an archaeological survey report. The Georgia SHPO, in
a January 26, 2015 letter, requested more rigorous survey methods and additional site evaluation work.
The SHPO did not concur with NRHP ineligible recommendations for 30 recorded sites and
recommended additional work, such as closer interval shovel testing and excavation of test units for 20 of
the sites. The SHPO also recommended further delineation for 10 sites that were not fully defined beyond
the project survey corridor (sites 9SW155, 9TE181, 98TE184, 9TE186, 9TE189, 9TE190, 9TE200,
9TE204, 9TE205, and 9BO50).
In May 2015 Sabal Trail submitted a revised survey report to the Georgia SHPO that provided
additional discussion about site significance and eligibility, revised eligibility status for the 30 sites
recommended ineligible in the first report, and recommendations for testing at 22 sites. To date we have
not received comments from the Georgia SHPO regarding the revised survey report.
Sabal Trail conducted two supplemental surveys in Georgia. No sites were recommended as
potentially eligible for the NRHP. Sabal Trail recommended that site 9SW155 is not evaluated for NRHP
eligibility, and would be avoided by project activity. The Georgia SHPO concurred. In the second
survey, Sabal Trail identified nine archaeological sites, and recommended that none are eligible for the
NRHP. The Georgia SHPO asked for additional information about a hunting lodge on site 9DU350.
The Georgia SHPO concurred with Sabal Trail’s recommendations after additional testing of
several sites, but requested that seven of the sites remain unevaluated for the NRHP because they extend
outside of the project area. The SHPO agreed that those portions of the seven sites that are within the
project APE lack research potential.
Sabal Trail identified a total of 186 archaeological sites or occurrences in the Georgia survey
area: 156 are identified as prehistoric, 11 are historic, and 19 have components dating to the prehistoric
and historic periods. Sabal Trail did not recommend that any of the archaeological sites or site
occurrences are potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP. In addition Sabal Trail will avoid impacts
on the 33 sites that are not evaluated for NRHP eligibility by project workspace design or the use of
protective fencing during construction. The SHPO concurred with these recommendations in an October
2015 letter.
Of the 43 historic architectural sites, 8 buildings or groups of buildings are recommended eligible
for NRHP listing, and 9 railroad lines, and 1 railroad trestle are also recommended NRHP eligible. The
remaining 25 historic architectural properties are recommended not eligible. Sabal Trail will avoid effects
to the eligible historic architectural sites by project workspace design, including boring under rail lines.
Florida
Sabal Trail has surveyed 100 percent of the pipeline corridor in Florida. Sabal Trail submitted a
survey report in December 2014. In a January 29, 2015 letter, the Florida SHPO concurred with the
report’s findings and recommendations, with the exception of two sites. The SHPO requested additional
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testing of site 8SU443, and additional surveys to determine the boundaries of site 8SU450. Sabal Trail
conducted additional testing at site 8SU443 in March 2015 and recommended it not eligible for listing in
the NRHP. The Florida SHPO concurred with this recommendation. Site 8SU450 was further tested and
reported in an addendum report. We requested additional information about potential impacts to historic
architecture sites 89SU498, 8LV869, 8MR3722, 8CI1454, and 8SU499. Sabal Trail conducted additional
investigations, and provided us with clarification about project impacts or recommended treatment plans
for these 5 historic architecture sites.
Sabal Trail conducted additional testing on 11 archaeological sites in Florida, and recommended
that the sites are not eligible for listing in the NRHP. The Florida SHPO concurred with Sabal Trail’s
recommendations, with the exception of site 8SM733/8LA2034 because the site extends outside the
survey boundary. The SHPO concluded that there was insufficient information to assess the eligibility of
the site, but held the opinion that the project will have no adverse effect on the site. The THPO of the
Seminole Tribe of Florida questioned the not eligible recommendation for sites 8HA553 and 8SM131 in a
June 8, 2015 comment letter on the testing results. Sabal Trail provided additional information about the
lack of research potential at the sites, and the Tribe agreed with their explanation. In a June 29, 2015
email the Thlopthlocco Tribal Town THPO concurred with the Florida SHPO’s comments regarding the
findings and recommendations for the 11 archeological sites.
Sabal Trail’s testing at sites 8MR852, 8MR1949, and 8SM745 resulted in combining the three
sites and eliminating site number 8MR1949. The Florida SHPO determined that sites 8MR852 and
8SM745 are potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP, but the project as currently designed would not
adversely affect them.
Between September 2014 and May 2015 Sabal Trail conducted additional surveys for the project
and submitted an addendum report in July 2015. They identified 57 archaeological sites, archaeological
occurrences, and historic resources; of these, they recommended 3 archaeological sites as potentially
eligible for the NRHP. One of these sites (8SM783) would be avoided by the project, and Sabal Trail
recommended evaluative testing for the other two sites (8SU501, 8MR3863) if they cannot be avoided.
The Florida SHPO concurred with these recommendations. The Seminole Tribe of Florida submitted a
letter regarding the addendum report; the Tribe requested clarification of the methodology, additional site
delineation, and additional testing for site 8SU450.
Sabal Trail conducted additional testing at 8MR3863, and identified two additional distinct
archaeological sites (8MR3865 and 8MR3866) within the site. Sabal Trail recommended that 8MR3863
and 8MR3865, both located outside of the project survey area, are potentially eligible for listing on the
NRHP, and the third site (8MR3866) is ineligible. The Seminole Tribe of Florida had no objections to
the recommendations of this report, but requested that they be informed of any inadvertent discover
during construction. The Florida SHPO concurred with Sabal Trail’s recommendations.
At the request of the Florida SHPO, Sabal Trail conducted a submerged remote sensing survey of
the Santa Fe River crossing. No cultural resources were identified in the project workspace. The
Seminole Tribe of Florida commented that they have no objection to the recommendation. To date we
have not received comments from the Florida SHPO regarding this study. Sabal Trial conducted
additional testing at site 8SU501and recommended that the site was not eligible for NRHP listing. The
Florida SHPO concurred that 8SU501 does not meet the criteria for listing on the NRHP in an October
2015 letter. The landowner of the parcel containing 8SU501 commented that the pipeline should be
rerouted to avoid damage to the archaeological site.
Sabal Trail identified a total of 135 archeological sites with the survey corridor in Florida. In
addition, 89 archaeological occurrences were recorded, which are isolated finds without research potential
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and not eligible for listing on the NRHP. Of the sites recorded, 101 were identified as prehistoric, 11 as
historic, and 23 contained both prehistoric and historic components. One site recommended eligible for
NRHP listing would be avoided by project design, and three sites are recommended not eligible but are
still under review. Five sites are unevaluated for listing on the NRHP and would be avoided by project
activities. The remaining sites are recommended not eligible.
Of the 128 historic architectural sites recorded in Florida, 27 buildings or groups of buildings, and
railroads are determined eligible or recommended eligible for NRHP listing. When considering resource
groups and not the individual buildings making up the resource group, 8 sites are determined or
potentially eligible for NRHP listing, 13 are recommended not eligible, and 3 are cemeteries. The
remaining historic architectural properties are recommended not eligible. Sabal Trail would avoid effects
on the potentially eligible or unevaluated historic architectural sites by project workspace design.
Avoidance measures for 2 cemeteries in Florida are under review (see section 3.11.2.2).
3.11.2.2 Cemeteries
Sabal Trail identified 10 cemeteries that are located within or near the project APE: 6 in
Alabama, 1 in Georgia, and 3 in Florida (see table 3.11.2-2). Cemeteries are not generally eligible for
listing in the NRHP, but are protected by state and municipal laws.
Six cemeteries were recorded in Alabama, including one that is associated with the Blessed
Trinity Shrine. Sabal Trail reported that the cemeteries would not be affected by project activities. They
provided Resource Protection Plans for 1TP168, 1TP178, HS-AL-4, and the cemetery associated with the
Blessed Trinity Shrine (HS-AL-11).
Sabal Trail conducted a ground-penetrating radar survey of the Lebanon Baptist Church
Cemetery (HS-AL-27), and reported that no burials are located within the project workspace, as reported
in the Alabama July 2015 survey report. The Alabama SHPO concurred that the site is not eligible for the
NRHP, but did not comment regarding the avoidance measures. Additional avoidance measures for the
cemetery may be needed.
Sabal Trail identified one cemetery in Georgia, associated with the New Macedonia Church in
Brooks County (HS-GA-32). The cemetery consists of approximately 150 graves, with the majority
covered in cement slabs. The cemetery is about 150 feet northeast of the project survey corridor and will
not be affected by the Project.
Three cemeteries were recorded in Florida: the Atkins Cemetery, the Union Baptist Cemetery,
and the Fender Family Cemetery.
Sabal Trail conducted a ground-penetrating radar survey of the project area adjacent to the
recorded boundaries of the Atkins Cemetery (8CI1438). The survey identified 42 unmarked burials, and
Sabal Trail recommended narrowing the construction workspace to avoid the newly identified burials by a
minimum 10-foot buffer and providing an archaeological monitor during ground-disturbing work in the
vicinity. The Seminole Tribe of Florida requested that the assigned monitor be trained to recognize
human remains, and further requested that anomalies be identified that were observed by the groundpenetrating radar survey crew but not documented in the report. Sabal Trail’s avoidance measures are
under review.
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TABLE 3.11.2-2
Historical Cemeteries and Possible Burials Within the Sabal Trail Project Area of Potential Effects
Inventory Number/Name

Description

Location

Treatment Recommendation

1TP168

6 displaced headstones, late
19th century

Tallapoosa County, Alabama

Outside project workspace.
GPR survey identified 3
graves. Resource Protection
Plan prepared.

1TP178

Depression that is a possible
grave

Tallapoosa County, Alabama

Outside project workspace.
GPR survey detected no
anomalies, Resource
Protection Plan prepared.

HS-AL-4

Ca. 1917, 14 headstones,
fenced

Chambers County, Alabama

Outside project workspace.
Resource Protection Plan
prepared.

HS-AL-11/Blessed Trinity Shrine
and Cemetery

Mid-century buildings, religious
retreat, including enclosed
cemetery, listed on ARLH

Russell County, Alabama

Outside project workspace.
Resource Protection Plan
prepared.

HS-AL-26/ Edwards Cemetery

Late 19th century, 64
headstones, abandoned, not
fenced

HS-AL-27

Lebanon Baptist Church
Cemetery

HS-GA-32

New Macedonia Church and
Cemetery

Brooks County, Georgia

8CI1438/Atkins Cemetery

Early 20th century, 40 marked
graves, still in use

Citrus County, Florida

8GI237/Union Baptist Cemetery

Early 20th century, min. 425
marked graves, still in use

Gilchrist County, Florida

8LA4465/Fender Family
Cemetery

Late 19th century to present,
72 interments on private
property

Lake County, Florida

Lee County, Alabama

Tallapoosa County, Alabama

Outside project workspace by
a minimum of 175 feet. Will
not be affected by project.
Avoidance and protective
fencing. a
Cemetery is outside project
workspace and will not be
affected.
Avoidance by narrowing
workspace. a
Outside project workspace and
will not be affected.
Avoidance by narrowing
workspace. a

____________________
a
Avoidance recommendations under review.

Sabal Trail recommended avoidance measures for the Union Baptist Cemetery and the Florida
SHPO concurred with that recommendation.
Sabal Trail reported on the Fender Family Cemetery in their addendum report, and routed the
pipeline to provide a 20-foot buffer between construction workspace and the cemetery. The
recommended avoidance measures are under review.
3.11.2.3 Federal Agency Consultations
Sabal Trail’s surveys at the Chattahoochee River crossing within the Walter F. George Reservoir
in Russell County, Alabama and Stewart County, Georgia required Archaeological Resource Protection
Act permits from the Mobile District of the USACE (permit numbers DACW01-40-1400157 and
DACW01-14-0158). In a letter report Sabal Trail informed the District Commander that no cultural
resources were recorded during surveys at the river crossing.
3.11.2.4 Local Consultations
Sabal Trail contacted the Certified Local Governments of the City of Opelika, Alabama; Albany
and Moultrie, Georgia; and Kissimmee, Leesburg, and Newberry, Florida to introduce the project and
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solicit comments. The Albany Dougherty Historic Preservation Commission indicated that it was
interested in consulting about the project. Sabal Trail sent the commission a summary of the results of the
cultural resources survey within the City of Albany, and invited them to comment.
In addition to the Certified Local Governments, Sabal Trail contacted the Levy County Historical
Society in Florida to request information about impacts on cultural resources within the project area. The
historical society provided a list of seven cultural resources sites within the project area known to them,
and referred Sabal Trail to the Florida SHPO.
3.11.3 Florida Southeast Connection Project
3.11.3.1 Cultural Resources Surveys
FSC conducted surveys between July 2013 and June 2015. The APE for cultural resources,
designed in consultation with the Florida SHPO, was the construction workspace, a maximum of 300-foot
corridor, and the footprint for aboveground facilities and access roads. FSC has completed 100 percent of
the surveys for the pipeline corridor.
In the initial survey report and two supplemental reports, FSC reported 43 archaeological sites in
the project area, and 20 occurrences (archaeological finds of less than 3 cultural artifacts). Of the 32
archaeological sites, 21 date to the prehistoric period, and 11 date to the historic period. FSC did not
recommend any of these sites as eligible for listing in the NRHP.
FSC inventoried 14 previously identified historic architectural sites, and 11 newly identified
historic architecture sites. Of these 25 sites, 11 are historic buildings and 14 are historic linear resources.
FSC reported that 3 railroads have been determined NRHP eligible by the Florida SHPO, and the Old
Kissimmee Road/Old Tampa Road has not been fully evaluated for eligibility. Table 3.11.3-1 lists the 4
historic architectural sites determined eligible or unevaluated for NRHP listing. FSC proposes to avoid
adverse effects to the 4 sites by boring under them. FSC recommended that the remaining 21 historic
architectural sites are not eligible for listing in the NRHP.
TABLE 3.11.3-1
NRHP Eligible and Potentially Eligible Cultural Resources
Within the Florida Southeast Connection Project Area of Potential Effects
Temporal/Cultural
Association

Treatment
Recommendation

Osceola and Polk
Counties, Florida

Historic

Avoid by Boring

Determined eligible by
the Florida SHPO

St. Lucie County,
Florida

Historic

Avoid by Boring

Determined eligible by
the Florida SHPO

8MT1514
Seaboard Airline Railroad/CSX Branch

Martin County,
Florida

Historic

Avoid by Boring

Determined eligible by
the Florida SHPO

8PO7154/8OS2567
Old Kissimmee Road/Old Tampa Road

Osceola and Polk
Counties, Florida

Historic

Avoid by Boring

Unevaluated

Site Name and Number

Location

8PO7219/8OS2540
South Florida Railroad
8SL3014
FEC Railway – Lake Harbor Branch

NRHP Eligibility Status

The Florida SHPO concurred with the findings and recommendations for NRHP eligibility in
FSC’s initial survey report and first supplemental report. We also concur. To date we have not received
comments from the Florida SHPO regarding FSC’s second supplemental report.
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3.11.4 Tribal Consultations
In March 2014, we sent letters requesting comments on the project to the following 28 federally
recognized tribes; Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma, Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas, AlabamaQuassarte Tribal Town, Caddo Nation of Oklahoma, Cherokee Nation, Chickasaw Nation, Chitimacha
Tribe of Louisiana, Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana, Delaware Nation,
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians, Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma, Jena Band of Choctaw Indians,
Kialegee Tribal Town, Kiowa Indian Tribe of Oklahoma, Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida,
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians, Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma, Poarch Band of Creek
Indians, Quapaw Tribe of Indians, Sac and Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa, Seminole Nation of
Oklahoma, Seminole Tribe of Florida, Shawnee Tribe, Thlopthlocco Tribal Town, Tonkawa Tribe of
Oklahoma, Tunica-Biloxi Indians of Louisiana, and the United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians.
The following tribes responded that they are interested in consulting on the project, or are
interested in additional information: the Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town, the Chickasaw Nation, the
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, the Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma, and the Seminole Tribe of
Florida.
The following tribes responded that the project lies outside their area of interest, or they deferred
to tribes with closer ties to the area: the Quapaw Tribe of Indians, and the United Keetoowah Band of
Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma. Twelve tribes did not initially respond: the Caddo Nation of Oklahoma,
the Cherokee Nation, the Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana, the Delaware Nation, the Eastern Band of
Cherokee Indians, the Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, the Kiowa Indian Tribe of Oklahoma, the
Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, the Sac and Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa, the Shawnee
Tribe, the Tonkawa Tribe of Oklahoma, and the Tunica-Biloxi Indians of Louisiana.
On June 4, 2014, at the request of the Muscogee (Creek) Nation, we hosted a conference call for
interested tribes to discuss an unanticipated discovery at a site in Georgia. Survey methodology,
archaeological sites identified to date, avoidance options, and general issues on the SMP Project were also
discussed. Representatives of the Muscogee (Creek) Nation, the Seminole Tribe of Florida, the
Chickasaw Nation, the Mississippi Band of Choctaw, and Thlopthlocco Tribal Town participated in the
conference call. Representatives of all three companies, as well as the Alabama, Georgia, and Florida
SHPO staff also participated. Sabal Trail has since rerouted the project to avoid the site in Georgia.
On August 5, 2014, we informed the Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town, the Choctaw Nation of
Oklahoma, the Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma, the Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma, the
Seminole Tribe of Florida, and the Thlopthlocco Tribal Town, of the upcoming testing at the eight
settlement sites in Alabama that are part of a 1991 settlement (see section 3.11.1.2) . In a letter dated
September 9, 2014, the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma concurred with the plan to do testing, and requested
a copy of the resulting report. Transco submitted the report of testing at the 8 settlement sites to the
tribes. The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma concurred with the report findings in an April 2015 letter. The
Chickasaw Nation acknowledged receipt of the report, and stated that they did not know of any
Chickasaw tribal sites in the settlement sites area.
On December 22, 2014, following the submission of all certificate applications to the FERC, we
provided an email update of the Project to those tribes that requested consultation or additional
information.
We distributed SHPO comment letters for the survey reports to those tribes that requested
consultation or additional information in an email on May 11, 2015.
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In an October 2015 letter, the Seminole Tribe of Florida stated that their policy is to consult on all
projects in Florida, and requested copies of all cultural resources reports and plans for the project. We
asked the applicants to provide cultural resources reports and plans to the tribe. In November 2015 FSC
provided all FSC reports and plans to the tribe, and Sabal Trail corresponded with the tribe and provided
them with digital versions of project reports and plans that the tribe was lacking.
3.11.4.1 Hillabee Expansion Project
In March 2014 Transco sent a letter introducing the Hillabee Expansion Project and requesting
information about potential tribal sites to 24 federally recognized tribes. Of these, the Alabama-Quassarte
Tribal Town, the Chickasaw Nation, the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, the Eastern Shawnee of
Oklahoma, the Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma, the Seminole Tribe of Florida, and the United
Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians requested additional information or further consultation regarding
the project. The Chitimacha Tribe of Louisiana, the Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma, and the Shawnee Tribe
declined further consultation regarding the project. The remaining 14 tribes (the Absentee Shawnee of
Oklahoma, the Alabama Coushatta, the Cherokee Nation, the Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana, the Eastern
Band of Cherokee Indians, the Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, the Keweenaw Bay Indian Community,
Kialegee Tribal Town, the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, the Mississippi Band of Choctaw
Indians, the Poarch Band of Creek Indians, the Seminole Nation of Oklahoma, Thlopthlocco Tribal Town,
and the Tunica-Biloxi Tribe of Louisiana) have not responded, or requested additional time to review the
March 2014 correspondence.
In addition to its initial consultations, Transco provided survey reports and plans to the AlabamaQuassarte Tribal Town, the Chickasaw Nation, the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, the Eastern Shawnee of
Oklahoma, the Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians, the Muscogee (Creek) Nation, the Seminole Tribe
of Florida, and Thlopthlocco Tribal Town.
The Chickasaw Nation, the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, the Muscogee (Creek) Nation, and the
Seminole Tribe of Florida requested GIS data, which Transco provided directly to them.
The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma provided comments following their review of Transco’s June
2015 testing report. The Tribe concurred that site 1CS332 is eligible for listing on the NRHP. The
Seminole Tribe of Florida also concurred with the findings of the report.
The Muscogee (Creek) Nation commented on the Hillabee Expansion Project survey and testing
reports. The Tribe requested additional testing, reconsideration of eligibly recommendations, and
monitoring during construction at specific locations. Transco responded to the Tribe’s comments on the
testing report.
3.11.4.2 Sabal Trail Project
Sabal Trail contacted 20 tribes in October 2013, introducing the project and requesting the tribe’s
assistance in identifying traditional tribal properties and providing comment. Ten tribes requested
continued communication about the project: Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town, Cherokee Nation,
Chickasaw Nation, Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma, Seminole
Tribe of Florida, the Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana, Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, Mississippi Band of
Choctaw Indians, and Thlopthlocco Tribal Town. The United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians
replied that they would defer to the other tribes. The Shawnee Tribe responded that they did not have
concerns or comments regarding the project. Sabal Trail did not receive a response from eight other
tribes: the Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma, the Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas, the Eastern
Band of Cherokee Indians, the Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma, Kialegee Tribal Town, the
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Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, the Poarch Band of Creek Indians, and the Seminole Nation of
Oklahoma. Sabal Trail continued to provide project information to all 20 tribes.
Sabal Trail met with the Seminole Tribe of Florida on November 20, 2013 to discuss the
methodology for upcoming field surveys, and again on February 20, 2014 to discuss the survey findings.
In November 2015 Sabal Trail provided project reports and plans to the tribe that had not been previously
sent to them.
Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town, the Cherokee Nation, the Chickasaw Nation, the Choctaw
Nation of Oklahoma, the Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians, the Muscogee (Creek) Nation of
Oklahoma, the Seminole Tribe of Florida, and Thlopthlocco Tribal Town requested project information in
GIS data, which Sabal Trail provided directly to them.
In April 2014 Sabal Trail sent the preliminary field report and testing plan for site 1RU516 in
Russell County, Alabama to the 20 tribes. The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma deferred to the other tribes
regarding the site findings and proposed plans. The Jena Band of Choctaw Indians concurred with the
proposed testing methods and requested the testing report.
In April 2014 Sabal Trail notified Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town, the Jena Band of Choctaw
Indians, the Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians, the Muscogee (Creek) Nation, and the Seminole Tribe
of Florida of an inadvertent discovery at a site in Georgia. Sabal Trail provided additional information to
these and other interested tribes. The Jena Band of Choctaw Indians deferred comment to tribes closer to
the site location. The Muscogee (Creek) Nation commented that earlier consultation with them may have
avoided the situation.
Sabal Trail notified Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town, the Chickasaw Nation, the Choctaw Nation
of Oklahoma, the Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana, the Jena Band of Choctaw Indians, the Miccosukee Tribe
of Indians of Florida, the Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma, the Seminole Tribe of Florida, and
Thlopthlocco Tribal Town of an inadvertent discovery at a site in Florida in August 2014. This discovery
was on state land, and Sabal Trail worked with the Florida SHPO and consulted with the interested tribes.
Sabal Trail is examining a reroute around the site.
In November of 2014, Sabal Trail provided the survey reports for Alabama, Georgia, and Florida
to the 20 tribes. In 2015, Sabal Trail provided the evaluation reports for 11 sites in Florida and revised
survey reports in Alabama and Georgia to the 20 consulting tribes. The United Keetoowah Band of
Cherokee Indians concurred with the recommendations in the Florida evaluation reports. In their June
2015 comment letter for the Florida evaluation reports, the Seminole Tribe of Florida requested additional
work at 2 sites. After reviewing the Florida SHPO comment letter regarding the evaluation for the 11
sites, Thlopthlocco Tribal Town concurred with the SHPO findings of no adverse effect to historic
properties in a June 2015 email to Sabal Trail.
Sabal Trail provided the addendum report for Georgia, the Georgia SHPO comment letter for the
revised survey report, and a testing report for site 8SU443, and the Florida SHPO comment letter for the
11 evaluation reports to the 20 tribes in Florida in June 2015. The Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana
concurred with the Florida SHPO’s comments.
In June and July 2015, Sabal Trail provided addendum reports for Alabama, Georgia, and Florida
to the consulting tribes, and additional testing and special studies reports for Florida. Sabal Trail also
provided the consulting tribes with SHPO correspondence between them and the agency.
The Seminole Tribe of Florida provided comments on several studies completed in Florida,
including surveys, testing, and the submerged remote sensing study of the crossing of the Santa Fe River.
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In their review of the addendum report, the Tribe requested clarification of the methodology, additional
site delineation, and additional testing for site 8SU450.
The Muscogee (Creek) Nation provided comments on the revised survey report for Alabama. The
Tribe requested additional shovel probes, more site delineation, reconsideration of site eligibility
recommendations, and monitoring during construction.
3.11.4.3 Florida Southeast Connection Project
FSC sent letters to five federally recognized American Indian tribes on February 3, 2014
introducing the project, requesting tribal input, and offering to arrange a meeting with the company. In
email communications, the Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma indicated their interest in meeting
with FSC, but stated that it is FERC’s obligation to consult with federally recognized tribes. The
Miccosukee Tribe of Florida responded that the project was outside their area of concern. FSC met with
the Seminole Tribe of Florida on November 15, 2013 in order to review the project’s location through
GIS shapefiles. Two tribes, the Poarch Band of Creek Indians and the Seminole Nation of Oklahoma,
have not responded to FSC.
FSC sent the Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma the survey report in April 2014. The Tribe
concurred with the report’s findings with the exception of site 8SL1114. They requested that the site be
avoided rather than bored. The Tribe concurred with the findings of two supplemental FSC survey
reports.
At the request of FERC, FSC sent the Seminole Tribe of Florida all cultural resources reports and
unanticipated discovery plans in November 2015.
3.11.5 Unanticipated Discovery Plans
The Applicants have prepared state-specific plans for unanticipated discoveries that would be
implemented in the event that cultural resources or human remains are encountered during construction
(see table 2.3-2). The plans provide for the notification of interested parties, including Indian tribes, in
the event of any discovery. We find the plans to be acceptable.
3.11.6 General Impacts and Mitigation
Construction and operation of the SMP Project could potentially affect historic properties (i.e.,
cultural resources listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP). These historic properties could include
prehistoric or historic archaeological sites, districts, buildings, structures, and objects, as well as locations
with traditional value to Native Americans or other groups. Direct effects could include destruction or
damage to all, or a portion, of an historic property. Indirect effects could include the introduction of
visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that affect the setting or character of a historic property.
If NRHP-eligible resources are identified which cannot be avoided the applicants would prepare
treatment plans for review and approval by the appropriate parties including the FERC, the SHPOs and
Indian tribes. The FERC would afford the ACHP an opportunity to comment in accordance with 36 CFR
800.6. Implementation of a treatment plan would only occur after certification of the project and after the
FERC provides written notification to proceed.
Compliance with section 106 of the NHPA has not been completed for the project. The
Applicants have not completed cultural resources inventory surveys and evaluations at NRHP-eligible
sites or sites that have not been fully evaluated for eligibility and cannot be avoided during project
activities. Consultation with the SHPOs, Indian tribes and other parties is not yet complete. To ensure
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that the FERC’s responsibilities under the NHPA and its implementing regulations are met, we
recommend that:


The Applicants should not begin implementation of any treatment plans/measures
(including archaeological data recovery); construction of facilities; or use staging
storage, or temporary work areas and new or to-be-improved access roads until:
a.

b.

the Applicants file with the Secretary:
i.

all survey reports, including special studies like Ground Penetrating
Radar, evaluation reports, avoidance plans and treatment plans; and

ii.

comments on survey reports, special studies, evaluation reports,
avoidance plans and treatment plans from the Alabama, Georgia,
and Florida SHPOs, as well as any comments from federally
recognized Indian tribes, and the ACHP is afforded an opportunity
to comment on the undertaking if historic properties would be
adversely affected; and

the FERC staff reviews and the Director of OEP approves all cultural
resources reports and plans, and notifies the Applicants in writing that
treatment plans/mitigation measures may be implemented and/or
construction may proceed.

All material filed with the Commission that contains location, character, and
ownership information about cultural resources must have the cover and any
relevant pages therein clearly labeled in bold lettering “CONTAINS PRIVILEGED
INFORMATION – DO NOT RELEASE.”
3.12

AIR QUALITY AND NOISE

3.12.1 Air Quality
This section of the EIS describes existing air quality; identifies the construction and operating
emissions and projected air quality impacts; and outlines methods of compliance with regulatory
requirements.
Air quality would be affected by construction and operation of the SMP Project. Section 2.1
describes the primary facilities associated with the SMP Project which include 686.0 miles of natural gas
transmission pipeline, six new natural gas-fired compressor stations, and modifications at existing
compressor stations (see table 2.1-1). Table 2.1-2 summarizes the primary facilities of the SMP Project
by construction phase. Phase 1 (in-service 2017) would include construction of 97 percent of the pipeline
facilities, four of the six new compressor stations, and modifications at two existing compressor stations.
The new and modified compressor stations associated with Phase 1 generate 66 percent of the total SMP
Project compression. Phase 2 (in-service 2020) would include construction of 1 percent of the pipeline
facilities, two of the six new compressor stations, and modifications at two existing compressor stations.
The new and modified compressor stations associated with Phase 2 generate 20 percent of the total SMP
Project compression. Phase 3 (in-service 2021) would include construction of 2 percent of the pipeline
facilities and modifications at two existing compressor stations, which would generate 14 percent of the
total SMP Project compression. Temporary air emissions would be generated during project construction
which would occur over a period of several years and across four states; however, most air emissions
associated with the SMP Project would result from the long-term operation of the new and modified
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compressor stations. Construction and operation air emissions and mitigation measures are discussed in
section 3.12.1.3.
3.12.1.1 Existing Environment
Regional Climate
The climate in the SMP Project area is humid sub-tropical and characterized by warm, humid
summers and short, mild winters. There is no dry season associated with the area. The mean annual
precipitation for the region averages about 4 inches per month. Precipitation is generally distributed
evenly throughout the year with the exception of heavier rainfall due to tropical storms in the summer and
fall months. With the exception of Georgia, there is little to no recorded annual snowfall for the project
region.
In southern Alabama, southeast Mississippi, and southwest Georgia, average daily low
temperatures in the mid-30s °F occur in January and average daily high temperatures in the low 90s °F
occur in July. In Florida, the average daily low temperatures occur in January and range from the low
40s °F in the northern part of the state to the low 50s °F in the central area of the state. The average daily
high temperatures in northern and central Florida occur in July and are in the low 90s °F.
Ambient Air Quality Standards
Ambient air quality is protected by federal and state regulations. Under the CAA, as amended in
1977 and 1990 (CAA), the EPA has established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for
carbon monoxide (CO), lead (Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10),
particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and ozone. Ozone forms by a
reaction between NOx and volatile organic compounds (VOC); and as a result, ozone formation cannot be
directly controlled. Limiting NOx and VOC emissions would result in a lower potential for ozone
formation. Therefore, the EPA has established limits for VOC emissions under certain air quality
regulations. The NAAQS include primary standards, which are designed to protect human health,
including the health of sensitive individuals such as children and those with chronic respiratory problems.
The NAAQS also include secondary standards designed to protect public welfare, including economic
interests, visibility, vegetation, animal species, and other concerns not related to human health.
Individual state and local air quality control agencies may set air quality standards that are at least
as stringent as the NAAQS. In Mississippi, the Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality
(MDEQ) has adopted the NAAQS as defined in 40 CFR 50 in Title 11 Part 2 Rule 4.1 the Mississippi
Administrative Code. In Alabama, ADEM has adopted the NAAQS in Alabama Administrative Code
335-3-1-.03. Similarly, the GEPD has adopted all of the NAAQS in Chapter 391-3-1-.2(4) of the Georgia
Administrative Code for the state of Georgia. As of January 14, 2015, FDEP has repealed the previously
promulgated Florida ambient air quality standards and incorporated by reference the NAAQS in F.A.C.
62-204.800. The NAAQS for the SMP Project area are summarized in table 3.12.1-1.
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TABLE 3.12.1-1
Ambient Air Quality Standards in the Southeast Market Pipelines Project Area
Primary/
Secondary
Averaging Time
Level
Form
Not to be exceeded more than once per
Primary
8-hour
9 ppm (10,000 μg/m 3)
year
Primary
1-hour
35 ppm (40,000 μg/m 3) Not to be exceeded more than once per
year
Rolling 3-month
Pb
Primary
0.15 μg/m 3 a
Not to be exceeded
average
NO2
Primary
1-hour
100 ppb (189 μg/m 3)
98th percentile, averaged over 3 years
b
3
Primary and
Annual
53 ppb (100 μg/m )
Annual mean
secondary
Primary and
0.075 ppmc (150
Annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8Ozone
8-hour (2008)
secondary
μg/m 3)
hour concentration, averaged over 3 years
Primary and
Annual fourth-highest daily maximum 88-hour (1997)
0.08 ppm (157 μg/m 3)
secondary
hour concentration, averaged over 3 years
Primary and
Annual fourth-highest daily maximum 81-hour
0.12 ppm (235 μg/m 3)
secondary
hour concentration, averaged over 3 years
PM2.5
Primary
Annual
12 μg/m 3
Annual mean, averaged over 3 years
Secondary
Annual
15 μg/m 3
Annual mean, averaged over 3 years
Primary and
24-hour
35 μg/m 3
98th percentile, averaged over 3 years
secondary
Primary and
Not to be exceeded more than once per
PM10
24-hour
150 μg/m 3
secondary
year on average over 3 years
99th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum
SO2
Primary
1-hour
75 ppbd (195 μg/m 3)
concentrations, averaged over 3 years
Not to be exceeded more than once per
Secondary
3
3-hour
0.5 ppm (1,300 μg/m )
year
__________________________
a
Final rule signed October 15, 2008. The 1978 lead standard (1.5 µg/m 3 as a quarterly average) remains in effect until 1
year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1978, the
1978 standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 standard are approved.
b
The official level of the annual NO2 standard is 0.053 ppm, equal to 53 ppb, which is shown here for the purpose of clearer
comparison to the 1-hour standard.
c
Final rule signed March 12, 2008. The 1997 ozone standard (0.08 ppm, annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour
concentration, averaged over 3 years) and related implementation rules remain in place. In 1997, EPA revoked the 1-hour
ozone standard (0.12 ppm, not to be exceeded more than once per year) in all areas, although some areas have continued
obligations under that standard (“anti-backsliding”). The 1-hour ozone standard is attained when the expected number of
days per calendar year with maximum hourly average concentrations above 0.12 ppm is less than or equal to 1.
d
Final rule signed June 2, 2010. The 1971 annual and 24-hour SO2 standards were revoked in that same rulemaking.
However, these standards remain in effect until 1 year after an area is designated for the 2010 standard, except in areas
designated nonattainment for the 1971 standards, where the 1971 standards remain in effect until implementation plans to
attain or maintain the 2010 standard are approved.
ppm = parts per million
μg/m 3 = micrograms per cubic meter
ppb = parts per billion
Criterial
Pollutant
CO

Air Quality Control Regions and Attainment Status
The Air Quality Control Regions (AQCRs) were established in accordance with Section 107 of
the CAA as a means to implement the CAA and to comply with the NAAQS through State
Implementation Plans (SIPs). The AQCRs are intra- and interstate regions such as large metropolitan
areas where the improvement of the air quality in one portion of the AQCR requires emission reductions
throughout the AQCR. Each AQCR, or portion thereof, is designated as attainment, unclassifiable,
maintenance, or nonattainment. Areas where an ambient air pollutant concentration is determined to be
below the applicable ambient air quality standard are designated attainment. Areas where the ambient air
concentration is greater than the applicable ambient air quality standard are designated nonattainment.
Areas where no data are available are designated unclassifiable. Unclassifiable areas are treated as
attainment areas for the purpose of permitting a stationary source of pollution. Areas that have been
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designated nonattainment but have since demonstrated compliance with the ambient air quality
standard(s) are designated maintenance for that pollutant. For permitting of stationary sources,
maintenance areas are treated similarly to attainment areas. However, the state’s approved maintenance
plan may contain specific provisions for the permitting of stationary sources to ensure that air quality in
the area would continue to comply with the NAAQS.
The SMP Project would occur in Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, and Florida. The NAAQS
designation for each county that would be crossed by the SMP Project can be found in 40 CFR 81.325,
81.301, 81.310, and 81.311, respectively. All areas in which the SMP Project would be are designated as
attainment or unclassifiable for all criteria pollutants.
Air Quality Monitoring and Existing Air Quality
The EPA, state, and local agencies have established a network of ambient air quality monitoring
stations to measure and track the background concentrations of criteria pollutants across the United
States. Data from these stations are used to establish air quality trends and to determine initial and
ongoing attainment/nonattainment designations for AQCRs. Data were obtained from representative air
quality monitoring stations to characterize the background air quality in proximity to the Hillabee
Expansion Project (see table 3.12.1-2), Sabal Trail Project (see table 3.12.1-3), and FSC Project (see table
3.12.1-4). The nearest or most representative data were used to characterize existing air quality in the
SMP Project area.
On December 7, 2009, the EPA updated the definition of air pollution to include six wellmixed greenhouse gases (GHGs), finding that the presence of these GHGs in at the atmosphere endangers
public health and public welfare currently and in the future: CO2, methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O),
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. As a result, these GHGs are subject to
New Source Review regulations under the CAA.
As with any fossil-fuel fired project or activity, the SMP Project would contribute GHG
emissions. The principle GHGs that would be produced by the SMP Project are CH4, CO2, and N2O. No
fluorinated GHGs would be emitted by the SMP Project. Emissions of GHGs are typically estimated as
carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e). The CO2e unit of measure takes into account the global warming
potential (GWP) of each GHG. The GWP is a ratio relative to CO2 that is based on the properties of the
GHG’s ability to absorb solar radiation as well as the residence time within the atmosphere. Thus, CO 2
has a GWP of 1, CH4 has a GWP of 25, and N2O has a GWP of 298. The CO2e of a GHG is equal to the
product of the mass of the particular gas multiplied by its corresponding GWP. Total GHG emissions are
equal to the sum of the individual CO2e values. In compliance with EPA’s definition of air pollution to
include GHGs, we have provided estimates of GHG emissions for construction and operation, as discussed
throughout this section. Impacts from GHG emissions (climate change) are discussed in more detail in
section 3.14.3.
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TABLE 3.12.1-2
Ambient Air Monitoring Data in the Hillabee Expansion Project Area

Monitor Location
(County. State)
Tuscaloosa, AL
Jefferson, AL

CO
1-hr
2nd High
(ppm) a
-

CO
8-hr
2nd High
(ppm) a
-

NO2
1-hr
98th Percentile
(ppb) a
-

NO2
Annual
Max
(ppb) a
-

Ozone
8-hr
4th High
(ppm) b
-

PM2.5
24-hr
98th Percentile
(µg/m3) b
-

PM2.5
Annual
Mean
(µg/m3) b
-

PM10
24-hr
2nd High
(µg/m3) a
-

SO2
1-hr
99th
Percentile
(ppb) a
8

SO2
24-hr
2nd High
(ppb) a
2

6.4

5.7

46

4

-

-

-

-

8

2

Sumter, AL

-

-

-

-

0.067

-

-

-

-

-

Elmore, AL

-

-

-

-

0.073

-

-

-

-

-

Montgomery, AL

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

29

-

-

Shelby, AL

-

-

-

-

-

22

10

-

-

-

____________________
a
Monitored values are listed for counties in the project area based on information available from the EPA Airdata website at: http://www.epa.gov/airdata/ad_rep_mon.html.
b
Monitored historical ozone and PM2.5 values obtained from ADEM air monitoring network data available on the ADEM website at:
http://adem.alabama.gov/programs/air/airquality/ozone/historical.cnt.
ppm – Parts per million
ppb – Parts per billion
µg/m3 – Micrograms per cubic meter
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TABLE 3.12.1-3
Ambient Air Monitoring Data in the Sabal Trail Project Area a

Monitor Location
(County. State)
Clay, AL
Elmore, AL

CO
1-hr
2nd High
(ppm)
-

CO
8-hr
2nd High
(ppm)
-

NO2
1-hr
98th Percentile
(ppb)
-

NO2
Annual
Max (ppb)
-

Ozone
8-hr
4th High
(ppm)
-

PM2.5
24-hr
98th Percentile
(µg/m3)
16

PM2.5
Annual
Mean
(µg/m3)
8

PM10
24-hr
2nd High
(µg/m3)
-

SO2
1-hr
99th
Percentile
(ppb)
-

SO2
24-hr
2nd High
(ppb)
-

-

-

-

-

0.061

-

-

-

-

-

5.6

1.7

-

-

0.066

-

-

32

22

4

Montgomery, AL

-

-

-

-

-

18

8.9

27

-

-

Russell, AL

-

-

-

-

0.063

22

10.0

-

-

-

Talladega, AL

-

-

-

-

-

17

9.2

-

-

-

Bibb, GA

-

-

-

-

0.064

21

10.0

-

11

3

Coweta, GA

-

-

-

-

0.053

-

-

-

-

-

DeKalb, GA

Jefferson, AL

1.3

1.2

43

9.3

-

-

-

-

6

2

Daugherty, GA

-

-

-

-

-

25

9.7

-

-

-

Lowndes, GA

-

-

-

-

-

19

8.5

-

-

-

1.7

1.2

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Fulton. GA
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Sumter, GA

-

-

-

-

0.06

-

-

-

-

-

Paulding, GA

0.7

0.6

18

2.7

-

-

-

-

-

-

Rockdale, GA

-

-

20

4.2

-

-

-

-

-

-

Alachua, FL

-

-

-

-

0.062

16

6.8

-

-

-

Columbia, FL

-

-

-

-

0.059

-

-

-

-

-

Citrus, FL

-

-

-

-

-

16

6.8

-

-

-

Duval, FL

1.4

0.7

38

7.8

-

17

7.1

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

26

6

Hamilton, FL
Hillsborough, FL

0.8

0.4

32

4.8

-

-

-

22

68

15

Leon, FL

-

-

-

-

0.062

20

7.9

-

-

-

Marion, FL

-

-

-

-

0.061

-

-

-

-

-

Orange, FL

1.1

1.0

34

4.5

-

13

5.8

24

3

0

Osceola, FL

-

-

-

-

0.065

-

-

-

-

-

Pasco, FL

-

-

-

-

0.063

-

-

-

-

-

1.5

0.9

34

4.6

-

-

-

26

19

3

Polk, FL

-

-

-

-

-

13

6.5

52

-

-

Putnam, FL

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

27

5

Sarasota, FL

-

-

15

2.2

-

-

-

-

-

-

Pinellas, FL

TABLE 3.12.1-3 (cont’d)
Ambient Air Monitoring Data in the Sabal Trail Project Area a
SO2
CO
CO
NO2
Ozone
PM2.5
PM2.5
PM10
1-hr
SO2
1-hr
8-hr
1-hr
NO2
8-hr
24-hr
Annual
24-hr
99th
24-hr
Monitor Location
2nd High
2nd High
98th Percentile
Annual
4th High
98th Percentile
Mean
2nd High
Percentile
2nd High
(County. State)
(ppm)
(ppm)
(ppb)
Max (ppb)
(ppm)
(µg/m3)
(µg/m3)
(µg/m3)
(ppb)
(ppb)
____________________
a
Monitor data is taken from the monitors that are nearest to the project area or the most representative of the project area, from EPA Airdata at
http://www.epa.gov/airdata/ad_rep_mon.html. Because 2014 monitor data had not been officially approved by the EPA at the time of this EIS, the 2013 monitor data was
used. For the counties that do not have monitor data for all of the criteria pollutants, neighboring county monitor data was used. Percentile values are based on the
monitoring year (in this case 2013) rather than averaged over three years.
ppm – Parts per million
ppb – Parts per billion
µg/m3 – Micrograms per cubic meter
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TABLE 3.12.1-4

Monitor Location
(County. State)
Polk, FL
Orange, FL

CO
1-hr
2nd High
(ppm)
-

CO
8-hr
2nd High
(ppm)
-

1.67

1.37

Ambient Air Monitoring Data in the FSC Project Area a
NO2
PM2.5
1-hr
NO2
Ozone
24-hr
98th
Annual
8-hr
98th
Percentile
Max
4th High
Percentile
(ppm)
(ppm)
(ppm)
(µg/m3)
15.8
0.029

0.014

0.07

-

PM2.5
Annual
Mean
(µg/m3)
7.5

PM10
24-hr
2nd High
(µg/m3)
41.7

SO2
1-hr
99th
Percentile
(ppm)
-

SO2
24-hr
2nd High
(ppb) b
-

-

-

0.0037

1.7

____________________
a
Monitor data is taken from the monitors that are nearest to the project area or the most representative of the project area based on 2010-2012 data from EPA Airdata
website at http://www.epa.gov/airdata/ad_rep_mon.html. FSC provided SO2 data for the 3-hr averaging period, which is not a direct summary output from the EPA Airdata
website. 24-hour data is provided in this table based on the representative data directly available from the Airdata website summaries.
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3.12.1.2 Regulatory Requirements for Air Quality
The CAA, as amended in 1977 and 1990, is the basic federal statute governing air pollution. The
provisions of the CAA that are potentially relevant to the SMP Project include the following:


New Source Review (NSR);



PSD;



Nonattainment New Source Review (NNSR);



Title V Operating Permits;



NSPS;



National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Source Categories
(NESHAP);



Chemical Accident Prevention Provisions;



General Conformity;



GHG Reporting Rule; and



State Regulations.

Stationary source permitting regulations are potentially applicable to all of the new compressor
stations; Transco’s modified Compressor Stations 95 and 105; and Sabal Trail’s new FGT Hunters Creek
M&R Station. The regulatory applicability of these sources are summarized below. The other M&R
stations as well as MLVs and pig launchers/receivers generate much lower emissions in the form of
natural gas from equipment leaks or periodic releases (such as blowdowns). Therefore, none of the other
M&R stations or minor aboveground facilities associated with the SMP Project would be subject to
stationary source permitting regulations.
New Source Review
Proposed new or modified air pollutant emissions sources must undergo an NSR permitting
process prior to construction or operation. Through the NSR permitting process, local, state, and federal
regulatory agencies review and approve project construction plans, regulate pollutant increases or
changes, emissions controls, and other details. The agencies then issue construction permits that include
specific requirements for emissions control equipment and operating limits. The three basic categories of
NSR permitting are PSD, NNSR, and minor source NSR. Federal preconstruction review for affected
sources in attainment or unclassifiable areas is called PSD. Federal preconstruction review for affected
sources in nonattainment areas is called NNSR and contains stricter thresholds and requirements.
All of the new compressor stations; Transco’s modified Compressor Stations 95 and 105; and
Sabal Trail’s new FGT Hunters Creek M&R Station would be in areas designated attainment or
unclassifiable and, therefore, the Hillabee Expansion Project and the Sabal Trail Project would potentially
be subject to PSD regulations. None of the SMP Project would be located in nonattainment areas;
therefore, NNSR would not apply. The SMP Project components would be potentially subject to state
minor source permitting.
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Prevention of Significant Deterioration
The PSD regulations, codified in 40 CFR 52.21, apply to new major sources or major
modifications at existing sources in attainment areas or in areas that are unclassifiable. PSD is intended to
keep new air emission sources from causing the existing air quality to deteriorate beyond acceptable
levels. Under PSD regulations, a major source is any source type belonging to a list of 28 named source
categories that emit or have the potential to emit (PTE) of 100 tons per year (tpy) or more of any
regulated pollutant. Additionally, source categories not named on this list are considered major if the
facility emits or has the PTE 250 tpy or more of any criteria pollutants.
Natural gas compressor stations are not among the 28 listed source categories; therefore, the 250
tpy major source threshold would apply to the SMP Project compressor stations. A major modification is
a physical change or a change in the method of operation at an existing major source facility that causes
emissions of criteria pollutants to increase in excess of any of the following Significant Emission Rates:
100 tpy for CO; 40 tpy for NOX, VOC, or SO2; 15 tpy for PM10; or 10 tpy for PM2.5. At an existing minor
source facility, PSD review is triggered if the project-related emissions increase is, by itself, a major
source (i.e., greater than the major source threshold).
On May 13, 2010, the EPA tailored the applicability criteria for stationary sources and
modification projects, resulting in the PSD GHG Tailoring Rule. However, on June 23, 2014, the U.S.
Supreme Court ruled that the EPA cannot require PSD permitting based solely on GHG emissions,
striking down a portion of the rule. For existing PSD major sources, the major modification threshold
would be 75,000 tpy CO2e.
Transco’s existing Compressor Stations 95 and 105 are not currently subject to PSD, and the
emissions increase from the Hillabee Expansion Project would be below 250 tpy for each station.
Therefore, neither of the station modifications would be subject to PSD review. However, after the
proposed modifications, Compressor Station 105 would be classified as a PSD major source. The PTE of
all criteria pollutants from the new Transco and Sabal Trail compressor stations and Sabal Trail’s FGT
Hunters Creek M&R Station would be below the 250 tpy threshold; therefore, these sources would not
be subject to PSD review. Total PTE for the existing equipment and new equipment are shown in tables
3.12.1-8, 3.12.1-9, 3.12.10, and 3.12.1-12.
During the PSD review process, the potential impact of a project on protected Class I areas must
also be considered. Areas of the country are categorized as Class I, Class II, or Class III, where Class
I areas are designated as pristine natural areas or areas of natural significance, including wilderness
areas and national parks, and are afforded special protection under the CAA. If a facility is subject to
PSD requirements and near a Class I area, the facility is required to notify the appropriate federal officials
and assess the impacts of the facility on the Class I area to ensure pristine air quality is maintained. Since
none of the SMP Project facilities would be subject to PSD review, this requirement is not triggered for
the SMP Project.
Title V Operating Permits
The Title V permit program, as described in 40 CFR 70, requires sources of air emissions to
obtain federal operating permits if their criteria pollutant emissions reach or exceed the Title V major
source threshold. Title V permits list all applicable air regulations and include a compliance
demonstration for each applicable requirement. The major source thresholds in attainment areas are 100
tpy of CO, NOx, SO2, VOC, PM10, or PM2.5; 10 tpy of any individual hazardous air pollutant (HAP); or 25
tpy HAPs in aggregate.
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On May 13, 2010, the EPA issued the Title V GHG Tailoring Rule, which established Title V
permitting requirements and thresholds for GHG. On June 23, 2014, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that a
facility may not be required to obtain a Title V permit based solely on GHG emissions; however, if a facility
is a major stationary source based on the PTE of other regulated pollutants, a Title V permit may include
permit requirements for GHG, such as Best Available Control Technology limits or compliance assurance
monitoring.
Transco’s Compressor Station 95 and Compressor Station 105 are existing Title V major sources
for NOx, CO, and GHG and currently operate under Major Source Operating Permit Numbers 104-0031
and 306-0009, respectively. The facilities would remain subject to the Title V program upon completion
of the Hillabee Expansion Project. Alabama rules require that an application for a significant
modification to an existing Title V operating permit be submitted within 12 months of commencing
operation. Transco would submit a modification to the current operating permit for both facilities within
the proper timeframe.
As shown in tables 3.12.1-10 and 3.12.1-12, the PTE at the new SMP Project compressor stations
and the new FGT Hunters Creek M&R station would not exceed the Title V major source threshold for
any regulated pollutant. Therefore, these facilities would not be required to obtain Title V Operating
Permits and would only be required to obtain state operating permits.
New Source Performance Standards
The NSPS, codified in 40 CFR Part 60, govern emission rates and provide other requirements for
new or modified sources. NSPS requirements include emission limits, monitoring, reporting, and record
keeping. The following NSPS requirements were identified as potentially applicable to the SMP Project.
NSPS Subpart Dc, Standards of Performance for Small Industrial-Commercial-Institutional
Steam Generating Units, applies to all steam generating units with a heat capacity of 29 MW (100 million
British thermal units per hour (MMBtu/hr)) or less and greater than 2.9 MW (10 MMBtu/hr). The heater
proposed at the FGT Hunters Creek M&R station would be subject to the requirements of NSPS Subpart
Dc.
NSPS Subpart JJJJ, Standards of Performance for Stationary Spark Ignition Internal Combustion
Engines, applies to manufacturers and owner/operators of spark ignition internal combustion engines
manufactured after the applicability date stated in the rule for the particular type and size engine. The
SMP Project would include new natural gas-fired spark ignition internal combustion emergency
generators at several of the compressor stations. These engines would be subject to NSPS Subpart JJJJ.
Transco and Sabal Trail would comply with the applicable emission standards and operational,
monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements of NSPS Subpart JJJJ by installing certified
engines or by performing performance testing on an uncertified engine, and would use a non-resettable
hour meter to track engine run time and the reason for use.
NSPS Subpart KKKK, Standards of Performance for Stationary Combustion Turbines, applies to
manufacturers and owner/operators of gas turbines with heat input rating exceeding 10 MMBtu/hr that
was constructed, reconstructed, or modified after February 18, 2005 for the particular type and size gas
turbine. Subpart KKKK regulates emissions of NOX and SO2. Turbines meeting these criteria would be
installed at Transco Compressor Stations 95 and 105 and all of the new compressor stations. Transco and
Sabal Trail would be required to comply with applicable emission limits and monitoring, reporting, and
testing requirements of this subpart. Compliance with the NOX emission limit set in this subpart would be
demonstrated by compliance testing according to the schedule and requirements of this subpart.
Additionally, NOX emissions from the proposed turbines would be minimized using lean premix
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combustion technology. The SO2 emission limit would be achieved through the combustion of only
pipeline quality natural gas with a maximum total sulfur concentration of 20 grains per 100 standard cubic
feet. Transco and Sabal Trail would operate and maintain the turbines, air pollution control equipment,
and monitoring equipment in a manner consistent with good air pollution control practices for minimizing
emissions at all times including during startup, shutdown, and malfunction.
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
The NESHAPs, codified in 40 CFR Parts 61 and 63, regulate the emissions of HAPs from
existing and new sources. Part 61 was promulgated prior to the 1990 CAA Amendments and regulated
eight types of hazardous substances: asbestos, benzene, beryllium, coke oven emissions, inorganic
arsenic, mercury, radionuclides, and vinyl chloride. As a result of the SMP Project, Transco and Sabal
Trail are not expected to operate any processes that are regulated by Part 61.
The 1990 CAA Amendments established a list of 189 HAPs, resulting in the promulgation of Part
63. Part 63, also known as the Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standards, regulates
HAP emissions from major sources of HAP emissions and specific source categories that emit HAPs.
Some NESHAPs may apply to non-major sources (area sources) of HAPs. The major source thresholds
for the purpose of NESHAP applicability are 10 tpy of any single HAP or 25 tpy of all HAPs in
aggregate. All of the new compressor stations; Transco’s modified Compressor Stations 95 and 105; and
Sabal Trail’s FGT Hunters Creek M&R Station would be considered area sources for HAPs after
completion of the SMP Project. The HAPs emissions are regulated under the NESHAPs with the goal to
protect public health and welfare.
The following discussion addresses MACT regulations that may be applicable to the SMP
Project. In addition to the source type-specific regulations below, any source which is subject to a subpart
of 40 CFR 63 is also subject to the general provision of NESHAP Subpart A, unless otherwise noted in
the applicable subpart.
Subpart ZZZZ, NESHAP for Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines (RICE), requires new
engines at an area source of HAPs that are subject to NSPS Subpart JJJJ or NSPS Subpart IIII to meet
the requirements of the applicable NSPS . The proposed natural gas-fired spark ignition internal
combustion emergency generators to be installed as part of the SMP Project would be subject to
Subpart ZZZZ, which requires compliance with NSPS Subpart JJJJ. The method of compliance with
NSPS Subpart JJJJ is discussed above.
Chemical Accident Prevention Provisions
The chemical accident prevention provisions, codified in 40 CFR 68, are federal regulations
designed to prevent the release of hazardous materials in the event of an accident and minimize potential
impacts if a release does occur. The regulations contain a list of substances and threshold quantities for
determining applicability to stationary sources, including CH4, propane, and ethylene in amounts greater
than 10,000 pounds. If a stationary source stores, handles, or processes one or more substances on this list
in a quantity equal to or greater than that specified in the regulation, the facility must prepare and submit
a risk management plan (RMP). An RMP is not required to be submitted to the EPA until the chemicals
are stored on-site at the facility.
If a facility does not have a listed substance on site, or the quantity of a listed substance is below
the applicability threshold, the facility is not required to prepare an RMP. In the latter case, the facility
still must comply with the requirements of the general duty provisions in Section 112(r)(1) of the 1990
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CAA Amendments if there is any regulated substance or other extremely hazardous substance on-site.
The general duty provision is as follows:
“The owners and operators of stationary sources producing, processing, handling and storing such
substances have a general duty to identify hazards which may result from such releases using appropriate
hazard assessment techniques, to design and maintain a safe facility, taking such steps as are necessary to
prevent releases, and to minimize the consequences of accidental releases which do occur.”
Chemicals regulated by this rule, including CH4 and ethane, would be produced, processed,
handled, or stored at all of the new and modified compressor stations and new M&R stations associated
with the SMP Project. However, natural gas transmission facilities are not subject to the RMP regulations
if they are subject to DOT requirements or to a state natural gas program certified by DOT. As such, the
SMP Project facilities are not subject to the RMP regulations.
General Conformity
The General Conformity Rule is codified in Title 40 CFR Part 51, Subpart W and Part 93,
Subpart B, Determining Conformity of General Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans.
A conformity determination must be conducted by the lead federal agency if a federal action’s
construction and operational activities is likely to result in generating direct and indirect emissions that
would exceed the conformity threshold for the minimum levels of the pollutant(s) for which an air basin
is classified nonattainment or maintenance. According to the conformity regulations, emissions from
sources that are major for any criteria pollutant with respect to the NNSR or PSD permitting/licensing are
exempt and are deemed to have conformed.
Section 176(c)(1) of the CAA (Title 40 CFR 93), states that a federal agency cannot approve or
support any activity that does not conform to an approved SIP. Conforming activities or actions should
not, through additional air pollutant emissions:




cause or contribute to new violations of the NAAQS in any area;
increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any NAAQS; or,
delay timely attainment of any NAAQS or interim emission reductions.

As noted earlier, the SMP Project occurs in areas classified as being in attainment or
unclassifiable. Therefore, a General Conformity Determination is not required.
Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule
On September 22, 2009, the EPA issued the final Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases
Rule (GHGRP). This rule requires reporting of operational GHG emissions from suppliers of fossil fuels
and facilities that emit greater than or equal to 25,000 metric tpy of GHG (reported as CO 2e). On
November 8, 2010, the EPA signed a rule that finalizes GHG reporting requirements for the petroleum
and natural gas industry under Subpart W of 40 CFR Part 98. Onshore natural gas transmission
compression facilities are considered part of the source category regulated by Subpart W. Therefore, the
rule applies to the SMP Project’s new and modified compressor stations.
The GHGRP does not require emission control devices and is strictly a reporting requirement for
stationary sources. If the actual operational emissions from compressor stations are greater than 25,000
metric tpy, Transco and Sabal Trail would be required to comply with all applicable reporting
requirements of 40 CFR Part 98.
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State Regulations
Transco and Sabal Trail would be required to obtain an air quality permit from the applicable air
permitting authority for the new compressor stations and Transco’s modified Compressor Stations 95 and
105. The process of obtaining the air permit would involve the review and implementation of state
regulations, inclusive of requirements for PSD, as applicable. As discussed below, the M&R stations are
not likely to require air quality permits. However, the final permitting applicability would be determined
by the jurisdictional agency.
The state regulations summarized below are those that would establish emission limits or other
restrictions that may be in addition to those required under federal regulations. State regulations that are
not applicable to the SMP Project are not discussed in the following summary.
Mississippi
The only SMP Project activity in Mississippi would be Transco’s use of an approximately 8-acre
previously disturbed site in Lauderdale County to support construction of the Hillabee Expansion Project.
The MDEQ is the lead permitting authority for air permitting in Mississippi. No permanent air emission
sources would be constructed at this site. Construction activities would be temporary and intermittent.
The MDEQ air rules are codified in Title 11, Part 2 of the Mississippi Administrative Code (Title 11
MAC Part 2). Each potentially applicable rule is summarized below.
Title 11 MAC Part 2 Rule 1.3.C – General Nuisances, generally prohibits emissions of particulate
emissions in sufficient amounts as to be a public nuisance or create a condition of air pollution and
prohibits unnecessary amounts of particulate matter from handling, transporting, or storage of a material.
Transco would be required to abide by this regulation during the construction phase of the project.
Construction emissions would be minimized through the use of dust mitigation measures, as needed.
Title 11 MAC Part 2 Rule 1.3.G – Open Burning, sets forth conditions for open burning of land
clearing debris. Any open burning conducted at the Meridian yard would have to comply with the
requirements of this rule.
Alabama
The ADEM is the lead air permitting authority for Alabama air permitting requirements as
codified in Division 335 of the Alabama Department of Environmental Management Administrative Code
– Air Pollution Control Program (ADEM Admin. Code Rule 335-3). For the purposes of the Alabama
air pollution control program, counties in Alabama are designated as either Class I or Class II. Class II
counties are counties in which more than 50 percent of the county population resides in a non-urban
place, as defined by the U.S. Department of Commerce Census Bureau for 1970, and no secondary
National Ambient Air Quality Standards are being exceeded, based on 1971 air quality measurements.
Class I counties are counties in which the conditions of Class II counties are not met. Elements of the
SMP Project occur in Autauga, Lee, and Russell Counties, which are designated as Class I counties, as
well as in Choctaw, Marengo, Perry, Dallas, Chilton, Coosa, Tallapoosa, and Chambers Counties, which
are designated as Class II counties.
ADEM Admin. Code Rule 335-3-2 – Air Pollution Emergency, requires that any person
responsible for the operation of a source of air contaminants as determined by the Director shall prepare
standby plans for reducing the emissions of air contaminants during periods of an Episode Alert,
Warning, and Emergency. Standby plans for Transco’s new Compressor Station 84 and modified
Compressor Stations 95 and 105, as well as Sabal Trail’s Alexander City Compressor Station and Transco
Hillabee M&R Station, would be designed to reduce or eliminate emissions of air contaminants in
accordance with the objectives set forth in rule 335-3-2-.04.
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ADEM Admin. Code Rule 335-3-3 – Open Burning, sets forth conditions for open burning of
vegetation or untreated wood generated by clearing or maintaining land, or from demolition or operations
conducted for certain activities, including: the erection of any structure; construction of any
transportation, utility, or communications line; and maintenance of rights-of-way. Any open burning
conducted as part of the Hillabee Expansion Project and Sabal Trail Project would comply with the
requirements of this section.
ADEM Admin. Code Rule 335-3-4-.01 – Visible Emissions, states that no person shall discharge
into the atmosphere from any source, particulate of an opacity greater than that designated as twenty
percent opacity, as determined by a six (6) minute average and outlines compliance methods, monitoring
requirements and work practice standards. This limit would apply to emission units at Compressor
Station 84, modified Compressor Stations 95 and 105, and the Alexander City Compressor Station.
Transco and Sabal Trail would comply by with this regulation by combusting exclusively pipeline-quality
natural gas.
ADEM Admin. Code Rule 335-3-4-.02 – Fugitive Dust and Fugitive Emissions, requires
reasonable precautions to prevent fugitive dust and PM emissions from becoming airborne during
construction and operation of a source. Transco and Sabal Trail would be required to abide by this
regulation during both the construction and operational phases of their respective projects. Construction
emissions would be minimized through the use of dust mitigation measures, as needed. Operational dust
emissions would be minimal due to the types of emission sources (natural gas combustion).
ADEM Admin. Code Rule 335-3-4-.03 – Fuel Burning Equipment, sets PM limits based on the
location, date of installation and rated capacity for fuel burning equipment. New fuel burning equipment
is subject to paragraph (1) of this rule, regardless of location. Fuel burning equipment is basically any
equipment that burns fuel primarily for indirect heating of a heat transfer medium. As such, this rule does
not appear to apply to the proposed combustion turbines at Compressor Stations 84, 95, and 105 nor those
at the Alexander City Compressor Station. However, this rule does apply to the fuel gas heaters at the
Alexander City Compressor Station. These heaters would comply with the PM limits set forth in this rule
by combusting exclusively pipeline quality natural gas.
ADEM Admin. Code Rule 335-3-5-.01 – SO2 from Fuel Combustion, limits sulfur compound
emissions from sources based on size, location, and installation date. The applicable facilities would
comply with this regulation by exclusively burning pipeline quality natural gas.
ADEM Admin. Code Rule 335-3-14 – Permits, requires that any project meeting applicability
thresholds would be required to submit applications for the appropriate air quality permits at least 10 days
prior to initiating construction. Public notice is required for any permit application for construction at a
greenfield site. Transco has applied for the necessary construction permits for Compressor station 84, 95,
and 105. ADEM does not have a specific list of source categories that are exempt from air permitting.
Therefore, a case-by-case determination is needed for the Transco Hillabee M&R Station. If a permit is
required for this small source of air emissions, Sabal Trail would request inclusion of this M&R station
with the Alexander City Compressor Station permit.
Georgia
The GEPD is the lead air permitting authority for Sabal Trail’s proposed Albany Compressor
Station. Georgia air permitting requirements are codified in Georgia Rules for Air Quality Control
(GRAQC), chapter 391-3-1.
GRAQC Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(b) - Visible Emissions, restricts the opacity of emissions from direct
sources of emissions to less than 40 percent, except sources that are subject to some other emission
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limitation in this subpart. The fuel gas heaters are the only equipment subject to this regulation because
the turbines and generators don’t meet the definition of fuel-burning equipment (i.e., their primary
purpose is not to generate thermal energy for indirect heat transfer). The fuel gas heaters are subject to a
more stringent opacity limit under Rule (d); summarized below.
GRAQC Rule 391-3-1.02(2)(d) - Fuel-Burning Equipment, establishes PM, NOx and opacity
limits based on heat input to fuel burning equipment and date of installation. The proposed fuel gas
heaters at the Albany Compressor Station would be subject to this regulation. Sabal Trail would comply
with this rule by combusting only pipeline quality natural gas in the fuel gas heaters.
GRAQC Rule 391-3-1.02(2)(g) - Sulfur Dioxide, establishes SO2 emission limits for large fuel
burning sources and for smaller sources, sets a limit on the sulfur content of fuels to 2.5 percent by
weight. The emission units included in the SMP Project would comply with this rule by combusting only
pipeline quality natural gas or other fuels containing sulfur equivalent of less than 2.5 percent by weight.
Compliance with this rule is supported by the tariff for the natural gas used in the proposed emission
units, which defines a maximum sulfur content of 20 grains per 100 dry standard cubic feet. This
concentration is significantly less than 2.5 percent weight limit imposed by this rule; therefore,
compliance with this rule would be achieved on a continuous basis.
GRAQC Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(n) – Fugitive Dust, requires facilities to take reasonable precautions
to prevent fugitive dust from becoming airborne. Sabal Trail would be required to comply with this
regulation during both the construction and operation of the Albany Compressor Station.
GRAQC Rule 391-3-1-.03 – Permits, requires that any project meeting applicability thresholds
would be required to obtain an air quality permit prior to initiating construction. Potential emissions
from the Albany Compressor Station exceed the applicability threshold17 and therefore a construction
permit application would be required. Sabal Trail has applied for the appropriate SIP permit for the
Albany Compressor Station.
GRAQC Rule 391-3-1-.03(6)(b) – Exemptions – Combustion Equipment, provides an exemption
from SIP (state minor source) permitting for fuel-burning equipment having total heat input capacity of
less than 10 million BTUs per hour burning only natural gas, LPG and/or distillate fuel oil containing
0.50% sulfur by weight or less. A second exemption applies to engines used exclusively as emergency
generators. These exemptions do not extend to the emission limits and standards in GRAQC Rule 391-31-.02 and potential emissions from exempt units must be included with determining major source
applicability. The natural gas fired emergency generator and fuel heaters proposed at the Albany
Compressor Station would meet these requirements and therefore be exempt from SIP permitting
requirements.
Florida
The FDEP is the lead permitting authority for air emission sources in Florida. Florida air
permitting requirements are codified in F.A.C. Chapter 62 (Florida Air Rules). A state air construction
permit is not required for any facility, emissions unit or pollutant-emitting activity that satisfies the
applicable permitting exemption criteria of F.A.C. Rule 62-210.300(3)(a) or (b).
Rule 62210.300(3)(b)(1) establishes a series of criteria that must be met in order for a source to be exempt from
air permitting. Based on a review of these criteria, the Florida M&R stations (with the exception of the
FGT Hunters Creek M&R Station) appear to meet these criteria and would not be required to obtain state
17

Sources are exempt from permitting if potential emissions are below the rates identified in GRAQC 391-31-.03(6)(i).
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air quality permits. Sabal Trail’s proposed Hildreth, Dunnellon, and Reunion Compressor Stations and
the FGT Hunters Creek M&R Station; however, would be required to obtain state air quality permits.
The Sabal Trail Project and FSC Project are subject to regulations contained in F.A.C. Chapter
62. F.A.C Rule 62-256.700 – Open Burning Allowed, which allows for open burning of land clearing
debris provided that certain conditions are met. Several counties affected by the projects have specific
open burning regulations and local fire chiefs have the authority to prohibit burning in periods of drought
or other potentially hazardous circumstances. Sabal Trail and FSC would be required to comply with all
applicable state and local rules and procedures when conducting open burning.
F.A.C Rule 62-296.320(1) – General VOC Emissions Standard, prohibits the storing, pumping,
handling, processing, loading, unloading or using in any process or installation, volatile organic
compounds or organic solvents without applying known and existing vapor emission control devices or
systems deemed necessary and ordered by the FDEP. VOC emissions would be produced during regular
operation of Sabal Trail compressor stations. Therefore, Sabal Trail would be required to implement
known control devices and procedures to minimize VOC emissions.
F.A.C Rule 62-296.320(4)(b) – General Visible Emissions Standard, restricts the opacity of
emissions from any activity to less than 20 percent. This limit would apply to the proposed gas turbine
compressor sets, emergency generators, heaters, and other fuel burning sources at Sabal Trail’s
compressor stations and M&R stations. Sabal Trail would comply with this limit by combusting
exclusively pipeline quality natural gas.
F.A.C Rule 62-297.310 – General Emissions Test Requirements, identifies applicability
requirements, acceptable test methods, and testing schedule for compliance testing. Specific requirements
would be identified, as applicable, in the air operating permit issued for Sabal Trail’s compressor stations
and M&R stations. Sabal Trail would be required to demonstrate compliance with emission limits by
performing compliance testing as identified in this rule and in each applicable air permit.
3.12.1.3 Air Quality Impacts and Mitigation
Air quality would be affected by construction and operation of the SMP Project. Emissions
would be generated during project construction, which would occur intermittently over a period of five
years and across four states. Following construction, air quality would transition to operational emissions
after commissioning and initial startup of the SMP Project facilities.
Construction Impacts and Mitigation
Construction of the SMP Project facilities would result in intermittent and short-term increases in
emissions of air pollutants for both pipeline construction as well as construction of aboveground facilities
such as compressor stations, meter stations, pig launcher/receivers and valve sites. This would include
combustion emissions from the use of fossil fuel-fired construction equipment, emissions from open
burning, and fugitive dust from construction vehicle movement and soil disruption activities such as
trenching and backfilling. There would be some temporary indirect emissions attributable to construction
workers commuting to and from work sites; trucks transporting construction materials; and on-road and
off-road construction vehicle traffic. Construction emissions estimated for the SMP Project are summarized
in tables 3.12.1-5 through 3.12.1-7.
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TABLE 3.12.1-5
Estimated Construction Emissions for the Hillabee Expansion Project
Emissions (tons/year)
Year/Activity

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

NOx

CO

VOC

CO2e

2016
Fugitive Dust

0

209.21

16.68

0

0

0

0

Construction Equipment

3.60

8.97

8.69

100.92

127.52

10.95

18,663.14

Commuting Vehicles

0.00

0.11

0.05

1.98

31.20

1.85

4,274.90

0

12.01

12.01

2.79

98.35

16.90

2,229.83

2016 Total

3.6

230.3

37.43

105.69

257.07

29.7

25,167.87

0

79.85

13.53

0

0

0

0

Construction Equipment

1.67

4.12

4.00

46.74

58.78

5.00

8,661.50

Commuting Vehicles

0.00

0.05

0.02

0.88

13.89

0.83

1,946.24

0

7.59

7.59

1.76

62.12

10.67

1,408.39

2019 Total

1.67

91.61

25.14

49.38

134.79

16.5

12,016.13

0

60.22

5.42

0

0

0

0

Construction Equipment

1.58

3.89

3.76

44.77

52.84

4.64

8,205.30

Commuting Vehicles

0.00

0.05

0.02

0.85

13.76

0.78

1,746.82

0

6.88

6.88

1.60

56.34

9.68

1,277.48

1.58

71.04

16.08

47.22

122.94

15.1

11,229.6

Open Burning
2019
Fugitive Dust

Open Burning
2020
Fugitive Dust

Open Burning
2020 Total

Fugitive dust would result from land clearing, grading, excavation, concrete work, and vehicle
traffic on paved and unpaved roads. The quantity of fugitive dust generated by construction-related
activities depends on several factors, including the size of area disturbed; nature and intensity of
construction activity; surface properties (such as the silt and moisture content of the soil); wind speed; and
the speed, weight, and volume of vehicular traffic. Tables 3.12.1-5 through 3.12.1-7 include the
estimated emissions associated with fugitive dust generation.
Open burning of debris generated during construction would also have the potential to impact air
quality. Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, and Florida each regulate open burning through local permitting
processes, and the Applicants would be required to comply with applicable regulations (as identified
above). Construction emissions in the tables above conservatively assume that all of the forested land
acres cleared for the project would be burned.
The Applicants would implement measures to control fugitive dust emissions. Transco and Sabal
Trail prepared separate Dust Control Plans and FSC described how it would control fugitive dust in other
application materials. Emission reduction measures such as water suppression, covering truckloads
during transit, limiting on-site vehicle speed, vehicle rinsing, and measures to reduce track-out on public
roads may be used. The Applicants would also provide advanced notification to affected landowners
prior to commencing construction in their area to allow landowners to limit exposure to fugitive dust or
construction equipment emissions. We have reviewed the Dust Control Plans and procedures and found
them to be sufficient. We received a comment from the EPA requesting that the Applicants consider
diesel emission reduction measures. Such voluntary measures, as described by the EPA’s National Clean
Diesel Campaign,18 include: proper engine maintenance; retrofit technologies; engine repair, rebuild, or
18

Details on the National Clean Diesel Campaign can be found on the EPA’s website at
http://www.epa.gov/cleandiesel/basicinfo.htm. Information on the EPA’s recommended reduction technologies
can be found at http://www.epa.gov/cleandiesel/technologies/.
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repower; vehicle or equipment replacement; operational strategies and idle reduction; and cleaner fuels.
It would be the responsibility of the owner to ensure that construction equipment meets current diesel fuel
standards and ensure proper engine maintenance and repair. However, the Applicants are committed to
use reasonable efforts to reduce emissions by limiting the idling of engines when the construction
equipment is not in use and would monitor the contractor’s compliance with this measure using its
environmental inspectors or other construction inspection staff.
TABLE 3.12.1-6
Estimated Construction Emissions for the Sabal Trail Project
Emissions (tons/year)
Year/Activity

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

NOx

CO

VOC

CO2e

Fugitive Dust

0

888.2

88.8

0

0

0

0

Construction Equipment

1

26.3

26.3

454.6

1203.4

61.7

111,924
16,286

2016

Commuting Vehicles
Open Burning
2016 Total

0.3

0.3

0.3

24.8

226.3

8.8

0

269.4

269.4

63.4

2218.3

380.3

50,387

1.3

1184.2

384.8

542.8

3648

450.8

178597

2017
Fugitive Dust

0

182.7

18.3

0

0

0

0

Construction Equipment

0.2

4.1

4.1

68.4

287.3

11.2

17,406

Commuting Vehicles

0.1

0.1

0.1

4.5

41.7

1.6

2,996

0

47.6

47.6

11.2

391.8

67.2

8,901

0.3

234.5

70.1

84.1

720.8

80

29303

Open Burning
2017 Total
2019
Fugitive Dust

0

61.4

6.1

0

0

0

0

Construction Equipment

0.06

0.9

0.9

16.8

70.1

3.1

5,064

Commuting Vehicles

0.02

0.02

0.02

1.2

10.4

0.4

780

0

3.5

3.5

0.8

28.5

4.9

647

0.08

65.82

10.52

18.8

109

8.4

6491

Open Burning
2019 Total
2020
Fugitive Dust

0

31.0

3.1

0

0

0

0

Construction Equipment

0.02

0.3

0.3

5.6

27.4

1.1

1,566

Commuting Vehicles

0.004

0.01

0.01

0.3

2.9

0.1

215

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0.024

31.31

3.41

5.9

30.3

1.2

1781

Open Burning
2020 Total
2021
Fugitive Dust

0

42.4

4.2

0

0

0

0

Construction Equipment

0.05

0.7

0.7

13.3

56.7

2.4

3,920

Commuting Vehicles

0.01

0.01

0.01

1.0

8.1

0.3

607

0

0

0

0

0

0

0.06

43.11

4.91

14.3

64.8

2.7

Open Burning
2021 Total
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TABLE 3.12.1-7
Estimated Construction Emissions for the Florida Southeast Connection Project
Emissions (tons/year)
Year/Activity

CO

NOx

SO2

VOC

PM10

PM2.5

CO2

CO2e

Construction
Equipment

195.91

137.82

0.21

15.75

7.98

7.97

30,252

30,506

Commuting

9,491

2016

11.49

24.32

0.07

1.51

0.99

0.96

9,484

Fugitive Dust

--

--

--

--

177.1

20.86

--

--

Open Burning

275.69

7.82

--

47.32

33.63

33.63

6,219

6,251

483.09

169.96

0.28

64.58

219.70

63.42

45,955

46,248

Construction
Equipment

85.30

60.47

0.10

7.13

3.47

3.47

14,921

15,046

Commuting

4,738

2016 Total
2017

5.21

10.58

0.04

0.67

0.42

0.41

4,734

Fugitive Dust

--

--

--

--

85.09

9.91

--

--

Open Burning

137.85

3.91

--

23.66

16.82

16.82

3,109

3,125

228.36

74.96

0.14

31.46

105.80

30.61

22,764

22,909

2017 Total

Construction of the SMP Project would occur over several years and across four states, although
pipeline construction at any given location would generally last from 8 to 16 weeks. Construction at
aboveground facilities and the use of construction support areas would occur over a longer period of time,
but at specific locations. Therefore, most construction related emissions would be short term along the
pipeline right-of-way, and localized near aboveground facilities for the duration of construction. The
emissions would dissipate with time and distance from areas of active construction. In addition, the
Applicants would implement measures to further reduce fugitive dust emissions during construction.
Operational Impacts and Mitigation
Hillabee Expansion Project
The Hillabee Expansion Project would include the installation and operation of the following new
stationary point sources of air pollutants.
New Compressor Station 84, which would consist of:


two natural gas-fired Solar Mars 100 turbine compressor units, each nominally rated at
16,000 hp;



one natural gas-fired emergency generator, rated at 1,060 hp; and



insignificant and/or fugitive emissions, including fugitive leaks from piping components,
gas release events, storage tanks, vessels, truck loading, and parts washing.

Modifications to Compressor Station 95, which would consist of:


two natural gas-fired Solar Mars 100 turbine compressor units, each nominally rated at
16,000 hp;



one Waukesha natural gas-fired emergency generator, rated a 1,060 hp; and
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insignificant and/or fugitive emissions, including fugitive leaks from piping components,
gas release events, storage tanks, vessels, truck loading, and parts washing.

Modifications to Compressor Station 105, which would consist of:


one natural gas-fired Solar Titan turbine compressor unit, nominally rated at 20,500 hp;



one Waukesha natural gas-fired emergency generator, rated a 1,060 hp; and



insignificant and/or fugitive emissions, including fugitive leaks from piping components,
gas release events, storage tanks, vessels, truck loading, and parts washing.

Operation of the project facilities at Compressor Stations 84, 95, and 105 would result in air
emissions increases over existing emissions levels. Emission calculations have been submitted to ADEM
through the air permit application process. The PTE of the currently operating equipment and additional
emissions resulting from the proposed actions are summarized in tables 3.12.1-8, 3.12.1-9, and 3.12.1-10.
Compressor Station 84 would be a new facility; therefore, no existing emissions are associated with the
site.
TABLE 3.12.1-8
Summary of Existing Equipment Potential to Emit – Hillabee Expansion Project
Emissions (tons/year)
Site

SO2

PM10 / PM2.5

NOx

CO

VOC

Total HAP

CO2e

Compressor Station 95

3.50

8.20

115.00

141.00

17.40

2.55

137,647

Compressor Station 105

5.40

10.60

220.20

215.10

41.20

1.27

178,160

Title V Major Source
Threshold

100

100

100

100

100

15/25

NA

______________________
NA = Not Applicable

TABLE 3.12.1-9
Summary of Proposed Modifications (New Sources) Potential to Emit – Hillabee Expansion Project
Emissions (tons/year)
Site

SO2

PM10 / PM2.5

NOx

CO

VOC

Total HAP

CO2e

Compressor Station 84

3.14

15.09

61.88

99.09

17.22

1.52

132,931

Compressor Station 95

3.17

15.11

61.98

99.21

10.73

1.2

132,274

Compressor Station 105

1.91

9.12

37.91

64.39

6.38

0.75

80,035

PSD Major Source
Threshold

250

250

250

250

250

NA

NA

______________________
NA = Not Applicable
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TABLE 3.12.1-10
Summary of Potential to Emit for All Sources (New and Existing) – Hillabee Expansion Project
Emissions (tons/year)
Site

SO2

PM10 / PM2.5

NOx

CO

VOC

Total HAP

CO2e

Compressor Station 95

6.67

23.31

176.98

240.21

28.13

3.75

269921.21

Compressor Station 105

7.31

19.72

258.11

279.49

47.58

2.02

258195.21

Title V Major Source
Threshold

100

100

100

100

100

15/25

NA

______________________
NA = Not Applicable

Emissions from sources at these sites would be limited by state and federal regulations. The
turbines at all three compressor stations would be subject to NSPS KKKK, which limits NO x and SO2.
SO2 emissions would be limited through the exclusive combustion of pipeline quality natural gas.
Compliance with the NOx emission standard required in NSPS KKKK will be achieved using dry low
emissions combustion systems (SoLoNOx) and demonstrated through periodic emissions testing. The
emergency generator at Compressor Station 84 would be subject to NSPS JJJJ and would be designed and
manufactured to meet the requirements of this regulation.
An air quality screening analysis was performed at each of the compressor stations using the
AERMOD dispersion model in screening mode. Transco modeled the CO and NO2 emissions from the
project and compared the result for each pollutant and averaging period to the NAAQS. A summary of
this screening analysis is provided in table 3.12.1-11.
TABLE 3.12.1-11
Summary of Screening Level Air Quality Analysis – Hillabee Expansion Project Compressor Stations
Station

Pollutant
NO2

Compressor Station 84
CO
NO2
Compressor Station 95
CO
NO2
Compressor Station 105
CO

Averaging Period

Modeled Concentration
(µg/m3)

NAAQS
(µg/m3)

1 hour

68.16

188.7

Annual

10.71

100

1 hour

151.05

40,000

8 hour

135.74

10,000

1 hour

57.39

188.7

Annual

9.85

100

1 hour

137.36

40,000

8 hour

126.15

10,000
188.7

1 hour

54.36

Annual

9.61

100

1 hour

133.48

40,000

8 hour

123.44

10,000

The screening analysis shows concentrations for each compressor station are below the applicable
NAAQS. However, the modeling only accounts for the Hillabee Expansion Project emissions. It does
not include existing sources at Compressor Stations 95 and 105. As such, we recommended in the draft
EIS that Transco provide dispersion modeling demonstrating that the modeled existing emissions plus
modeled incremental increase from the modifications would comply with the NAAQS. In response to our
recommendation in the draft EIS, Transco proposed to perform ambient air monitoring at Compressor
Stations 95 and 105. However, because Transco’s proposed air monitoring would only provide
monitoring data over a limited timeframe before its planned construction start date, this plan would not
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sufficiently address the various operating conditions of the facility or meteorological conditions that occur
over the course of a calendar year, which can impact the results of the monitoring. Further, details of
Transco’s plan have not been provided such that this approach could be reviewed for overall
acceptability. Lastly, should monitoring show exceedances of the NAAQS, Transco’s plan is to simply
report this to the applicable agency that administers its operating air permit. Such an approach, however,
would not support the recommendation’s intent to demonstrate that emissions would not cause or
contribute to a violation of the NAAQS and, therefore, the EIS’ conclusion that impacts would not be
significant. The modeling analysis identified in the recommendation will provide a conservative
assessment of the ambient air quality prior to Transco’s planned construction, ensuring that any
incremental increases in emissions would not cause or contribute to any NAAQS exceedances. For these
reasons, we conclude that the recommended air quality modeling for Compressor Stations 95 and 105 is
still required prior to construction of the Hillabee Expansion Project. As such, we recommend that:


Prior to construction, Transco should file the results of an air quality screening
(AERSCREEN), or refined modeling analysis (AERMOD or EPA-approved
alternative) for all of the emission generating equipment (including existing
equipment) at Compressor Stations 95 and 105. The results shall demonstrate that
the modeled existing emissions, plus the modeled incremental increase in emissions
of criteria pollutants from the modifications either:
a.

results in local concentrations below the NAAQS where current modeled
concentrations from the existing compressor station (existing and ambient
background) are below the NAAQS; or

b.

does not cause or contribute to significantly increased local area
concentrations above the NAAQS where the ambient background
concentrations are currently above the NAAQS.

In addition, to ensure compliance with the NAAQS, we requested, but have not yet received, air
dispersion modeling for PM2.5 and PM10 for Compressor Station 84. Therefore, we recommend that:


Prior to construction, Transco should file the results of an air quality screening
(AERSCREEN), or refined modeling analysis (AERMOD or EPA-approved
alternative) for PM2.5 and PM10 for Compressor Station 84. The results shall
demonstrate that the modeled emissions, plus the ambient background results in
local concentrations below the NAAQS.

Operational emissions (such as equipment leaks and blowdowns) would also occur as a result of
the Hillabee Expansion Project. These emission sources would generate approximately 87.1 tpy of
methane and 1,976 tpy of total GHGs (as CO2e).
Sabal Trail Project
The Sabal Trail Project would include the installation and operation of the following stationary
point sources of air pollutants.
New Alexander City Compressor Station, which would consist of:


two natural gas-fired Solar Titan 130 turbine compressor units, each rated at 20,500 hp;



one natural gas-fired Solar Titan 250 turbine compressor unit, rated at 30,000 hp;
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one natural gas-fired fuel heater, rated at 1.9 MMBtu/hr;



two natural gas-fired fuel heaters, each rated at 1.5 MMBtu/hr;



one natural gas-fired emergency generator, with a power output rating of at 1,175 hp; and



insignificant and/or fugitive emissions, including fugitive leaks from piping components,
gas release events, storage tanks, vessels, truck loading, and parts washing.

New Albany Compressor Station, which would consist of:


two natural gas-fired Solar Titan 130 turbine compressor units, each rated at 20,500 hp;



two natural gas-fired fuel heaters, each rated at 1.5 MMBtu/hr;



one natural gas-fired emergency generator, with a power output rating of at 880 hp; and



insignificant and/or fugitive emissions, including fugitive leaks from piping components,
gas release events, storage tanks, vessels, truck loading, and parts washing.

New Hildreth Compressor Station, which would consist of:


two natural gas-fired Solar Titan 130 turbine compressor units, each rated at 20,500 hp;



two natural gas-fired fuel heaters, each rated at 1.5 MMBtu/hr;



one natural gas-fired emergency generator, with a power output rating of at 880 hp; and



insignificant and/or fugitive emissions, including fugitive leaks from piping components,
gas release events, storage tanks, vessels, truck loading, and parts washing.

New Dunnellon Compressor Station, which would consist of:


one natural gas-fired Solar Titan 130 turbine compressor unit, rated at 20,500 hp;



one natural gas-fired fuel heater, rated at 1.5 MMBtu/hr;



one natural gas-fired emergency generator, with a power output rating of at 585 hp; and



insignificant and/or fugitive emissions, including fugitive leaks from piping components,
gas release events, storage tanks, vessels, truck loading, and parts washing.

New Reunion Compressor Station, which would consist of:


one natural gas-fired Solar Titan 130 turbine compressor unit, rated at 20,500 hp;



one natural gas-fired Solar Mars 100 turbine compressor unit, rated at 15,900 hp;



one natural gas-fired fuel heater, rated at 1.2 MMBtu/hr;



one natural gas-fired fuel heater, rated at 1.5 MMBtu/hr;
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one natural gas-fired emergency generator, with a power output rating of at 880 hp; and



insignificant and/or fugitive emissions, including fugitive leaks from piping components,
gas release events, storage tanks, vessels, truck loading, and parts washing.

Operation of the compressor stations and the FGT Hunters Creek M&R Station would result in
air emissions increases over existing emissions levels. The PTE of the proposed aboveground facilities
are summarized in table 3.12.1-12.
TABLE 3.12.1-12
Summary of Proposed Modifications (New Sources) Potential to Emit – Sabal Trail Project
Emissions (tons/year)
Facility

SO2

PM10 / PM2.5

NOx

CO

VOC

Total HAP

CO2e

Alexander City Compressor Station

7.79

15.27

97.31

47.82

72.72

8.17

302,236

Albany Compressor Station

4.66

9.14

46.77

40.33

57.80

6.28

187,499

Hildreth Compressor Station

4.62

9.07

46.37

40.24

57.72

6.27

186,190

Dunnellon Compressor Station on

2.30

4.52

23.24

20.41

43.48

4.45

99,872

Reunion Compressor Station

4.16

8.16

41.78

34.68

57.29

6.16

170,019

FGT Hunters Creek M&R Station

0.044

0.55

7.19

10.95

2.64

0.61

8,802

100

100

100

100

100

10/25

NA

Title V Major Source Threshold

Comments were received concerning potential emissions from the Sabal Trail Project pipeline
facilities. The estimated emissions from the Sabal Trail Project pipeline are 68.7 tpy of VOC and GHG
emissions (as methane) of 15,415.6 tpy CO2e. Although these emissions are not subject to stationary
source permitting, these emissions are well below major stationary source permitting levels and would
occur across a large distance (roughly 500 miles). We also received comments about the emissions from
cold starts and blowdowns at Sabal Trail compressor stations. Sabal Trail would implement preventive
maintenance activities at all facilities to identify and prevent leaks, quickly address any leaks that are
found, and reduce the frequency and extent of unscheduled maintenance blowdowns. In addition, Sabal
Trail has included startup and shutdown emissions in the air permit applications for the proposed
compressor stations to ensure that they are regulated.
An air quality screening analysis was performed at each of the proposed compressor stations
using AERSCREEN. Sabal Trail modeled the CO, NO2, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions from the project and
compared the result for each pollutant and averaging period to the NAAQS. A summary of this screening
analysis is provided in table 3.12.1-13.
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TABLE 3.12.1-13
Summary of Screening Level Air Quality Analysis – Sabal Trail Project Compressor Stations
Compressor Station

Pollutant
NO2

Alexander City

CO
PM10
PM2.5

NO2

Albany

CO
PM10
PM2.5

Averaging Period

Modeled Concentration
(µg/m3)

NAAQS
(µg/m3)
188

1 hour

87

Annual

14

100

1 hour

125

40,000

8 hour

123

10,000

24 hour

46.4

150

24-hour

27.1

35

Annual

11.0

12

1 hour

57.4

188

Annual

7.5

100

1 hour

763

40,000

8 hour

635

10,000

24 hour

41.1

150

24-hour

30.2

35

Annual

11.9

12

1 hour

95.3

188

Annual

19.8

100

1 hour

4,331.0

40,000

8 hour

1,886.2

10,000

PM10

24 hour

30.9

150

PM2.5

24-hour

22.6

35

Annual

8.5

12

1 hour

75.2

188

NO2

CO
Hildreth

NO2

Annual

11.2

100

1 hour

1,687.8

40,000

8 hour

1,190.8

10,000

24 hour

29.4

150

24-hour

18.7

35

Annual

7.2

12

1 hour

101.4

188

Annual

12.2

100

1 hour

1,699.9

40,000

8 hour

1,201.6

10,000

CO
Dunnellon
PM10
PM2.5

NO2

Reunion

CO
PM10
PM2.5

24 hour

32.6

150

24-hour

19.6

35

Annual

7.3

12

As shown above, the screening analysis concentration for each modeling run is below the
applicable NAAQS. We received comments about the potential air quality impacts of the Albany
Compressor Station due to ongoing operational emissions. Specifically, GreenLaw called into question
the adequacy of the screening analysis completed for the May 2014 PSD Permit Application that was
submitted to GEPD. This screening modeling was different than the modeling provided with the
November 2014 application to FERC described above. We note that the proposed Albany Compressor
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Station would be a minor source of air emissions and, as a result, Sabal Trail would not be required to
submit a PSD application for this station. The modeling provided to FERC was well below the NO2
NAAQS despite conservative assumptions. Although GreenLaw’s reports (submitted to FERC on July
20, 2015 and August 13, 2015) show exceedances of the 1-hour NO2 NAAQS, the Albany Compressor
Station had a maximum contribution to these modeled NAAQS exceedances of 0.14 µg/m3 (at the Newton
Road location) and 0.014 µg/m3 (at the West Oakridge location) which are well below the 1-hour NO2
significance level of 7.5 µg/m3. The purported exceedances were based on the modeling assumptions
used to quantify the impacts from other industrial sources in the area. Based on the modeling provided in
the November 2014 application to FERC and our review of this information, we conclude the Albany
Compressor Station would not cause or significantly contribute to an exceedance of the NAAQS.
Comments were received regarding air toxics and PM2.5 emissions and their impact on nearby
sensitive individuals. Sabal Trail completed an air toxics analysis for the Alexander City Compressor
Station which has residences within approximately 1,000 feet. The analysis was performed as part of the
air construction permit application in accordance with ADEM modeling guidance which establishes air
toxic concentration thresholds of 1/420th of the threshold limit value-time weighted averages (TLVTWAs) established by the American Conference of Governmental and Industrial Hygienists. The results
of the analysis, summarized in table 3.12.1-14, show that the toxic air pollutant concentrations would be
well below the prescribed ADEM threshold for any ambient receptor around the station (including any
nearby sensitive individuals).
TABLE 3.12.1-14
Summary of Toxic Air Pollutant Analysis – Alexander City Compressor Station
Pollutant

Annual Modeled Concentration (µg/m 3)

Threshold (TLV-TWA/420) (µg/m3)

Percent of Threshold

Benzene

2.9E-4

3.8

0.00763

Butadiene (1,3-)

1.0E-5

10.5

0.00010

Ethyl benzene

7.7E-4

1034

0.00007

Naphthalene

3.0E-5

125

0.00002

Propylene oxide

7.0E-4

11.3

0.00619

Toluene

3.12E-3

449

0.00069

Xylenes

1.53E-3

1034

0.00015

In addition to the PM2.5 and air toxics modeling described above, it should be noted that EPA is
given broad discretion under the CAA to establish NSPS for source categories that, based on its
judgment, cause or contribute significantly to air pollution that may reasonably be anticipated to endanger
public health or welfare. EPA is also required under the section 112(f) of the CAA to review the potential
risk of HAP emissions from source categories (related to NESHAPs). There are NSPS for sources at the
proposed compressor stations and NESHAPs for the natural gas industry. These regulations were
established by EPA based on its assessment of potential health risk. Based on the currently proposed
station configurations, the compressor stations would meet or exceed the requirements of all applicable
NSPS and NESHAPs designed to protect public health and welfare. For example, Sabal Trail would
install and operate oxidation catalysts on the combustion turbine exhausts at both the Albany and Hildreth
Compressor Stations, significantly reducing the organic HAP emissions.
The project criteria pollutant emissions would not exceed the NAAQS based on air dispersion
modeling that are known to conservatively estimate ambient impacts. Therefore, the criteria pollutants
are not expected to have significant health effects.

3-259

Air Quality and Noise

Commentors also expressed concerns about emissions from irregular emission events
(specifically station blowdowns). Blowdown emissions were recently assessed for the New Market
Environmental Assessment (EA) (issued October 2015 under Docket No. CP14-497-000). The New
Market EA analyzed blowdown emissions for their potential short-term health effects. The analysis
predicted an acute health index of less than 1 for full station blowdowns. An acute health index of 1 is the
level at which the EPA and other agencies have determined a sensitive individual can be exposed with
little risk for health effects. Based on the modeling of operational emissions from Alexander City
Compressor Station (which has higher emissions and closer residences than the Albany Compressor
Station) and modeling performed for blowdowns in the New Market EA, public health impacts are not
anticipated from operation of the proposed Albany Compressor Station.
In addition to those estimated in table 3.12.1-12, GHG emissions would also be generated from
pipeline blowdowns and equipment leaks along the pipeline route (not at the compressor stations). These
activities would generate approximately 754 tpy of methane and 18,870 tpy of total GHGs (as CO2e).
Florida Southeast Connection Project
The FSC Project does not include aboveground facilities that would generate appreciable air
emissions as part of routine operation of the FSC Project. Insignificant emissions associated with
equipment leaks may occur over the course of regular pipeline operation. We estimate these emissions
would be approximately 162 tpy of methane and 4,060 tpy of total GHGs (as CO2e).
In summary, potential impacts on air quality associated with construction and operation of the
SMP Project would be minimized by strict adherence to all applicable federal and state regulations which
are designed to be protective of air quality. All emission sources proposed in the SMP Project would
comply with the appropriate SIP. Emissions from the new compressor stations would be minor sources of
air pollution and, therefore, not subject to the federal permitting programs. Transco’s existing
Compressor Stations 95 and 105 would remain subject to Title V, which involve additional reporting and
monitoring requirements, but would not result in emissions that rise to the level of PSD where additional
emission controls are necessary. Based on our analysis presented above and the Applicants’ strict
compliance with the primary and secondary NAAQS, we conclude that operation of Transco Compressor
Stations 84; Sabal Trail’s Alexander City, Albany, Hildreth, Dunnellon, and Reunion Compressor
Stations; and Sabal Trail’s FGT Hunters Creek M&R Stations would not have a significant impact on
regional air quality. The modifications at Transco’s Compressor Stations 95 and 105 themselves would
meet the primary and secondary NAAQS. However, the analysis above does not include the impacts
from the existing equipment at these stations. As such, we have recommended that Transco provide an
analysis demonstrating that all equipment (new and existing) at Compressor Stations 95 and 105 comply
with the primary and secondary NAAQS.
Thus through implementation of construction work practices, analysis of the estimated emissions
from construction and operation, and an analysis of the modeled air quality impacts from operation of the
pipeline and compressor stations, and implementation of our recommendations, we find there would be no
local or regionally significant impacts on air quality from the SMP Project, although residents near the
construction areas may have elevated emission levels during the period of construction, primarily fugitive
dust.
3.12.2 Noise
Construction and operation of the SMP Project may affect overall noise levels in the project area.
The ambient sound level of a region is defined by the total noise generated within the specific
environment and is usually comprised of natural and man-made sounds. At any location, both the
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magnitude and frequency of environmental noise may vary considerably over the course of a day and
throughout the week. This variation is caused in part by changing weather conditions and the effect of
seasonal vegetation cover.
Two measurements used by some federal agencies to relate the time-varying quality of
environmental noise to its known effects on people are the equivalent sound level (Leq) and the day-night
sound level (Ldn). The Leq is a sound level over a specific time period corresponding to the same sound
energy as measured for an instantaneous sound level assuming it is a constant noise source. Sound levels
are perceived differently, depending on the length of exposure and time of day. The Ldn takes into
account the duration and time the noise is encountered. Specifically, in calculation of the L dn late night
and early morning (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) noise exposures are increased by 10 decibels to account for
people’s greater sensitivity to sound during nighttime hours. The A-weighted scale is used because
human hearing is less sensitive to low and high frequencies than mid-range frequencies.
In 1974, the EPA published its Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to
Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety. This document provides
information for state and local governments to use in developing their own ambient noise standards. The
EPA has indicated that an Ldn of 55 decibels on the A-weighted scale (dBA) protects the public from
indoor and outdoor activity interference. We have adopted this criterion. The Commission’s regulations
at 18 CFR 380.12(k)(4)(v)(A) require that noise attributed to any new compressor station or any
modification, upgrade, or update to an existing compressor station will not exceed an L dn of 55 dBA at
any pre-existing noise-sensitive areas (NSA) such as schools, hospitals, and residences. In addition,
Commission regulations at 18 CFR 380.12(k)(4)(v)(B) requires that operation of compressor stations may
not result in any perceptible increase in vibration at any noise-sensitive area. Due to the 10 dBA
nighttime penalty added prior to calculation of the Ldn, for a facility to meet the Ldn 55 dBA limit, the
facility must be designed such that actually constant noise level on a 24-hour basis does not exceed 48.6
dBA Leq at any NSA. As a point of reference, a person’s threshold of perception for a noticeable change
in loudness is about 3 dBA, whereas a 5 dBA change is clearly noticeable and a 10 dBA change is
perceived as either twice or half as loud.
There are no state noise regulations applicable to the construction or operation of the SMP Project
facilities. There are no county or township noise regulations applicable to construction or operation of the
proposed SMP Project facilities in Mississippi, Alabama, or Georgia. In Florida, local regulations with
quantitative noise limits for the counties in which compressor stations and M&R stations are proposed are
summarized below.
Orange County: Orange County Code of Ordinances Article V, Chapter 15, entitled the “Noise
Pollution Control Ordinance of Orange County, FL” is, in general, less stringent than the FERC noise
standard of 55 dBA (Ldn) (i.e., A-wt. sound level equivalent of 48.6 dBA).
Citrus County: The Citrus County Noise, Vibration and Air Pollution Ordinance (i.e., Ordinance
No. 2010, Article I, Chapter 21) establishes sound level limits based on the receiving land and time of day
(daytime or nighttime). This ordinance generally limits Leq noise to levels in excess of 48.6 dBA.
Therefore it is considered less stringent than the FERC guideline.
Martin County: Section 824 of the Martin County Code, prohibits construction within the county
between the hours of 9:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. The ordinance limits noise in residential areas to 60 dBA
from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. and 55 dBA from 9:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. However, construction related noise
levels are exempt from these limits provided construction occurs during allowable hours. The ordinance
further requires the use of mufflers on any internal combustion engine used in construction.
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In addition to the quantitative noise limits identified above, there are several local noise
ordinances that restrict construction activities to daylight hours. In the event that Sabal Trail or FSC plan
to construct during nighttime hours, they would request variances for these specific construction
activities.
3.12.2.1 Existing Noise Conditions
Hillabee Expansion Project
The Hillabee Expansion Project would include construction and operation of new Compressor
Station 84 and modifications at existing Compressor Stations 95, 100, and 105. Transco would not install
any M&R stations or utilize the HDD method during pipeline construction.
Transco conducted noise surveys at nearby NSAs to determine existing, ambient noise conditions
prior to construction and operation of the new and modified compressor stations (see table 3.12.2-1).
Ambient noise levels are used in section 3.12.2.2 to evaluate whether that estimated project-related noise
would comply with the FERC’s 55 dBA criterion or, if that criterion is already exceeded by ambient
conditions, that the potential noise increase would not be greater than 10 dBA.
TABLE 3.12.2-1
Ambient Noise Levels for the Hillabee Expansion Project Compressor Stations (dBA)
Facility/Noise Sensitive Area

Distance/Direction from Compressor Building

Existing Ambient Sound level (Ldn)

NSA #1 – Residence

2,180 feet/east-southeast

36.2

NSA #2 – Residence

2,620 feet/southeast

41.3

1,550 feet/east

45.8

NSA #1 – Residence

1,570 feet/southeast

52.2

NSA #2 – Residence

3,090 feet/south-southwest

43.4

NSA #1 – Residence

650 feet/southwest

49.4

NSA #2 – Residence

840 feet/southeast

49.0

Compressor Station 84

Compressor Station 95
NSA #1 – Residence
Compressor Station 100

Compressor Station 105

Sabal Trail Project
The Sabal Trail Project would include the construction and operation compressor stations and
M&R stations, and the use of the HDD method (see section 2.2.3.1) to install the pipeline facilities at 17
sites. Construction and operation of the aboveground facilities and use of the HDD method could
contribute to the noise levels at nearby NSAs. Sabal Trail conducted noise surveys at the nearby NSAs to
determine existing, ambient noise conditions prior to construction and operation of the aboveground
facilities and HDD installations. Ambient noise levels are used in section 3.12.2.2 to evaluate whether
that estimated project-related noise would comply with the FERC’s 55 dBA criterion or, if that criterion is
already exceeded by ambient conditions, that the potential noise increase would not be greater than 10
dBA.
Table 3.12.2-2 provides the ambient noise conditions at NSAs near to Sabal Trail’s proposed
compressor stations, M&R stations, and HDD locations. Note that no NSAs were identified within 0.5
mile from the FGT Suwannee M&R Station or the DEF Citrus County M&R Station or within 0.5 mile
from either the entry or exit points for the HDD crossings of Hillabee Creek (MP 1.2), State Highway 22
(MP 2.3), Uchee Creek (MP 70.9) or the Chattahoochee River in Alabama (MP 86.5).
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TABLE 3.12.2-2
Ambient Noise Levels for the Sabal Trail Project (dBA)
Facility/Noise Sensitive Area
Compressor Stations
Alexander City
NSA #1 – Residence
NSA #2 – Residence
NSA #3 – Residence
Albany
NSA #1 – Residence
NSA #2 – Residence
NSA#3 – Residence
NSA #4 – Residence
NSA #5 – Mt. Zion Church
NSA #6 (Residence)
Hildreth
NSA #1 – Residence
NSA #4 – Residence
NSA #2 – Residence
Dunnellon
NSA #1 – Residence
NSA #2 – Residence
Reunion
NSA #1 – Residence
NSA #2 – Residence
NSA #3 – Residence
Meter and Regulating Stations
Transco Hillabee
NSA #1
FSC
NSA #1
Gulfstream
NSA #1
FGT Hunters Creek
NSA #1
Horizontal Directional Drill Sites
Hillabee Creek
State Highway 22
Tallapoosa River
Uchee Creek
Chattahoochee River
Hannahatchee Creek
Flint River
Ochlockonee River
State Highway 38 and
Withlacoochee River
Suwannee River
Santa Fe River

Noise Sensitive Area Distance/Direction from Noise
Source

Existing Ambient Sound
Level (Ldn)

980 feet/north
1,170 feet/north-northwest
1,460 feet/northwest

45.7
45.7
48.0

1,640 feet/northwest
2,040 feet/north-northeast
3,400 feet/southeast
3,800 feet/northeast
7,400 feet/east-northeast
8,300 ft/north

45.1
45.4
44.0
42.5
49.3
46.7

1,530 feet /south
1,660 feet/south-southeast
1,750 feet/northwest

43.0
43.0
40.1

1,440 feet/south
1,980 feet/northeast

51.4
50.3

1,380 feet/southeast
1,470 feet/southwest
1,980 feet/west

53.7
56.5
52.5

800 feet/northeast

45.7

1,100 feet/southwest

56.5

1,530 feet/southwest

56.5

1,540 feet/northwest

46.2

None within ½ mile
None within ½ mile

42.3
38.4
35.4
45.9
43.8
50.2
48.0
48.2
38.1
46.4
40.4

1,770 feet south of entry
None within ½ mile of exit
None within ½ mile
None within ½ mile
1,410 feet north of entry
1,500 feet northwest of exit
390 feet east-northeast of entry
None within ½ mile of exit
1,470 feet southeast of entry
2,600 feet east of exit
475 feet southeast of entry
2,240 feet southwest of exit
None within ½ mile of entry
1,605 feet north of exit
580 feet east of entry
380 feet west-northwest of exit
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TABLE 3.12.2-2 (cont’d)
Ambient Noise Levels for the Sabal Trail Project (dBA)
Noise Sensitive Area Distance/Direction from Noise Source

Existing Ambient Sound
Level (Ldn)

US Highway 27

110 feet north of entry
220 feet southeast of exit

49.2
60.0

Toll Road 429

460 feet northeast of entry
620 feet north of exit

56.3
49.8

2,160 feet south-southwest of entry
1,885 northwest of exit

58.1
52.1

Shingle Creek

348 feet northwest of entry
2,361 feet west of exit

45.7
46.6

Deerfield

870 feet south of entry
1,320 feet southeast of exit

61.1
55.8

620 feet west-northwest of entry
1,190 feet southwest of exit

45.6
46.0

Facility/Noise Sensitive Area

Interstate 4

Withlacoochee River (Citrus
County Line)
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We received comments that the ambient noise survey conducted by Sabal Trail for the Albany
Compressor Station site was not representative because it was not conducted at night in the winter. Sabal
Trail completed another noise survey since then. The survey was conducted on September 14, 2015
(2015 survey). The 2015 survey included additional noise sensitive areas that represent locations of
public interest, based on comments the Commission has received on the Sabal Trail Project. The 2015
survey also includes both daytime and nighttime noise measurements that were used to calculate the
existing Ldn.
Florida Southeast Connection Project
FSC would construct and operate the Martin M&R Station at the termination of the pipeline
facility on the grounds of FPL’s Martin Clean Energy Plant. No NSAs were identified within 0.5 mile
from the M&R station site.
FSC proposes to use the HDD method (see section 2.3.2.1) to install the pipeline facilities at nine
sites, which could contribute to the noise levels at nearby NSAs. FSC utilized land use criteria to
estimate the existing ambient noise conditions in accordance with ANSI S12.9-1993/Part 3. Using these
criteria, the Johnson Avenue HDD near MP 11.8 is classified as Category 3 (urban and noisy suburban
residential), and all other HDD locations are classified as Category 4 (quiet urban and normal suburban
residential). Ambient noise levels are used in section 3.12.2.2 to evaluate whether the estimated projectrelated noise would comply with the FERC’s 55 dBA criterion or, if that criterion is already exceeded by
ambient conditions, that the potential noise increase would not be greater than 10 dBA. Table 3.12.2-3
provides the ambient noise conditions at NSAs near FSC’s proposed HDD locations. Note that no NSAs
were identified within 0.5 mile from either the entry or exit points for the HDD crossings of Blanket Bay
Slough, Cow Creek, C-23 Canal, and C-23 Canal #2.
TABLE 3.12.2-3
Ambient Noise Levels for the Florida Southeast Connection Project Horizontal Directional Drill Sites (dBA)
Noise Sensitive Area Distance/Direction from Noise Source

Estimated Ambient
Sound Level (Ldn) a

320 feet west of entry
680 feet southwest of exit

60
60

160 feet west of entry
500 feet south of exit

60
60

Weohyakapka Creek

440 feet southwest of entry
340 feet south of exit

55
55

Lake Kissimmee

670 feet northwest of entry
2,450 feet northwest of exit

55
55

Horizontal Directional Drill
Loughman
Johnson Avenue

Blanket Bay Slough
Boggy Branch/Indian Hammock Trail
Cow Creek

None within 1 mile

-

420 feet southwest of entry
1,370 feet south of exit

55
55

None within 1 mile

-

3,250 feet west of entry
4,400 feet southwest of exit

55
55

C-23 Canal

None within 1 mile

-

C-23 Canal #2

None within 1 mile

-

SW Warfield Boulevard/State Route 710

500 feet northwest of entry
1,650 feet south of exit

55
55

Martin Conservation Easement

1,070 feet north of entry
2,750 feet southwest of exit

55
60

State Route 70

____________________
a
From ANSI S-12.9-1993/Part 3.
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3.12.2.2 Noise Impacts and Mitigation
Construction Impacts and Mitigation
Construction of the SMP Project would involve the use of light equipment such as chain saws and
other small power tools; and heavy, gasoline or diesel-powered machines such as excavators, backhoes,
bulldozers, dumb trucks, loaders, cranes, and boring equipment. Blasting may be necessary at select
locations, and various powered pumps would be used to control water in the workspace or during
hydrostatic testing activities. Noise would also be generated by trucks and other light vehicles traveling
in and near areas under construction.
In general, noise levels would be highest in the immediate vicinity of construction activities and
would diminish with distance from the work area. Surface topography, vegetation cover, wind, and
weather conditions would also affect the distance which construction related noise would extend from the
workspace. Tall, dense vegetation and rolling topography typically attenuates noise when compared to
less vegetated, open land.
Pipeline construction would result in noise along the entire 686.0 miles of pipeline proposed for
the SMP Project, although pipeline installation would typically be completed within 8 to 16 weeks at any
given location. In addition, pipeline construction related noise would be further mitigated by limiting the
great majority of construction to daylight hours when ambient noise levels are often higher and most
individuals are less sensitive to noise. Some discrete activities (e.g., hydrostatic testing, tie-ins, purge and
packing the pipeline) may require 24 hours of activity for limited periods of time, although these 24-hour
activities would require only a few overnight construction personnel and would not result in significant
noise generation. Construction equipment noise levels would typically be around 85 dBA at 50 feet when
equipment is operating at full load, which could be heard by people in nearby buildings. However, most
pipeline construction noise would be localize and temporary and no NSA would be expected to be
exposed to significant noise levels for an extended period of time.
Transco and Sabal Trail indicate that blasting may be necessary at certain locations during
construction, whereas FSC does not anticipate the need to conduct blasting. As discussed in section
3.1.2.2, blasting would be conducted according to Blasting Plans prepared by Transco and Sabal Trail,
which includes measures to limit the effects of blasting, notify persons in the area, and ensure the safety
of construction personnel and others. Instantaneous sounds levels from blasting would vary based on a
number of factors, but typical construction blasting operation have been documented at about 94 dBA at a
distance of 50 feet (Federal Highway Administration, 2011). Because noise from blasting would be
similar to other construction activities and would occur infrequently for very short durations, noise
impacts from blasting would not be significant.
Construction of aboveground facilities and other activities including HDD operations represent
more localized noise sources and are discussed in conjunction with each component of the SMP Project
below.
Hillabee Expansion Project
Unlike pipeline construction activities, compressor station construction may occur at a given
location for a period of several weeks to several months. Given the nature of the construction activities
(primarily limited to daytime hours) and the distance to NSAs, the noise associated with the modifications
at Compressor Stations 95, 100, and 105, would not be expected to exceed our 55 dBA L dn noise
guideline. Because Compressor Station 84 would be new, construction activities would be more
extensive. However, the proposed site is situated in a rural setting bordered by mature trees in most

Air Quality and Noise

3-266

directions. Transco analyzed Compressor Station 84 and determined that the noise level attributable to
construction activities would be 43 dBA or less at the nearest NSA. Thus, construction of Compressor
Station 84 would not result in significant noise impacts in the area. Transco would not utilize the HDD
method to install the pipeline facilities.
Sabal Trail Project
Construction of the proposed compressor stations and M&R stations associated with the Sabal
Trail Project would for a period of several weeks to several months. Considering that the construction
activities would be primarily limited to the daytime hours and the distance to NSAs, the noise associated
with construction of the compressor stations and M&R stations is not expected to exceed the our 55 dBA
Ldn noise guideline. Because all of the aboveground facilities would be new, construction activities at
each would be similar. Sabal Trail analyzed the noise levels that would be expected during construction
at each compressor station. The Albany Compressor Station site has an NSA at the closest distance
which would experience the highest noise level attributable to construction. The analysis indicated that
the noise level attributable to construction activities would be 52 dBA or less at the nearest NSA to the
Albany Compressor Station site. Thus, construction of the Sabal Trail compressor stations would not
result in significant noise impacts.
The Sabal Trail Project would include 17 HDD locations. Noise surveys and modeling were
completed to estimate the noise that the nearest NSA within 0.5 mile from the HDD entry and exit points
could experience (see table 3.12.2-4).
TABLE 3.12.2-4
Estimated Noise Levels at Nearest Noise Sensitive Areas to the
Sabal Trail Project Horizontal Directional Drill Sites (dBA)
Horizontal Directional Drill
(HDD) Site

Existing Ambient
Sound Level (Ldn)

HDD Sound Level
(Ldn)

Total HDD Sound Level
(Ldn)

Sound Increase
(dB)

(Entry)

42.3

50.1

50.8

8.5

Hannahatchee Creek (Entry)
(Exit)

38.4
35.4

52.6
40.6

52.7
41.7

14.3
6.3

Flint River

(Entry)

45.9

57.6

57.9

12.0

Ochlockonee River

(Entry)
(Exit)

43.8
50.2

52.1
35.7

52.7
50.4

8.9
0.2

State Highway 38 and
Withlacoochee River (Entry)
(Exit)

48.0
48.9

66.4
36.3

66.5
48.5

18.5
0.3

Suwannee River

(Exit)

38.1

42.7

44.0

5.9

Santa Fe River

(Entry)
(Exit)

46.4
40.4

65.9
54.6

66.0
54.8

19.6
14.4

US Highway 27

(Entry)
(Exit)

49.2
60.0

81.4
63.3

81.4
65.0

32.2
5.0

Toll Road 429

(Entry)
(Exit)

56.3
49.8

66.7
52.3

67.1
54.2

10.8
4.4

Interstate 4

(Entry)
(Exit)

58.1
52.1

50.9
39.2

58.9
52.3

0.8
0.2

Shingle Creek

(Entry)
(Exit)

45.7
46.6

69.4
35.8

69.4
46.9

23.7
0.3

Deerfield

(Entry)
(Exit)

61.1
55.8

60.5
44.7

63.8
56.1

2.7
0.3

Withlacoochee River (Entry)
(Exit)

45.6
46.0

61.9
45.8

62.0
48.9

16.4
2.9

Tallapoosa River
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As indicated in table 3.12.2-4, nine of the HDD entry or exit sites could exceed the FERC’s 55
dBA Ldn noise guideline at the nearest NSA. Sabal Trail estimates that the majority of work associated
with HDD installations would range from about 30 days to complete the Deerfield HDD to 180 days to
complete the Tallapoosa River HDD. However, the duration of 24-hour HDD operations would typically
require 1 to 3 days at each site. In the event of a noise complaint, Sabal Trail has committed to evaluate
noise levels and implement mitigation measures as necessary to meet the 55 dBA L dn guideline at the
complaint location. These mitigation measures could include use of various temporary noise barriers; use
of exhaust silencers; relocation of equipment; or, for NSAs in close proximity to the HDD noise source
(200 – 300 feet), offer of temporary housing or other compensation. The reduced noise impacts for the
nine referenced HDD entry or exit locations are estimated in table 3.12.2-5.
TABLE 3.12.2-5
Estimated Mitigated Noise Levels at Nearest Noise Sensitive Areas to the
Sabal Trail Project Horizontal Directional Drill Sites (dBA)
Horizontal Directional Drill (HDD)
Site

Existing Ambient
Sound Level
(Ldn)

Mitigated
HDD Sound
Level (Ldn)

Total HDD Sound
Level After
Mitigation (Ldn)

Sound
Increase (dB)

Noise Mitigation
Measures
Scenario

45.9

49.2

50.9

5.0

3

48.0

52.3

53.7

5.7

Flint River

(Entry)

State Highway 38 and
Withlacoochee River

(Entry)

Santa Fe River

(Entry)

46.4

51.6

52.7

6.3

1

US Highway 27

(Entry)
(Exit)

49.2
60.0

54.1
53.8

55.3
60.9

6.1
0.9

2
4

Toll Road 429

(Entry)

56.3

52.6

57.8

1.5

1

Shingle Creek

(Entry)

45.7

53.7

54.4

8.7

2

Deerfield

(Entry)

61.1

50.5

61.5

0.4

1

Withlacoochee River

(Entry)

45.6

48.0

50.0

4.4

1

1

______________
Noise Mitigation Measure Scenarios:
1 - noise barrier system around 3 sides of the hydraulic power unit (HPU) associated with the drilling rig; partial noise barrier for
unenclosed engines; “low-noise” generator or partial barrier around unenclosed generator engine; and residential-grade exhaust
silencers on all engines.
2 - temporary noise barrier along the North Side of the site workspace, between the workspace and closest NSAs; partial noise
barrier system for the HPU associated with the drilling rig; partial noise barrier system for unenclosed engines; “low-noise” generator
or partial barrier around unenclosed generator engine; residential-grade exhaust silencers on all engines; and depending on the
location of the mud/cleaning system, if feasible, a 16-ft. height barrier on the side of the mud/cleaning system closest to the NSAs.
3 - temporary noise barrier along the East Side of the HDD exit site workspace, between the workspace and closest NSAs.
4 - temporary noise barrier along the South Side and East Side of the HDD exit site workspace, between the workspace and closest
NSAs.

In addition to noise mitigation measures, Sabal Trail would also provide affected landowners one
week notice and a follow-up notice within 24 hours of beginning all nighttime HDD operations. Notice
would be provided by phone unless such contact cannot be completed, in which case a notification would
be attached to the door the affected residence(s). Sabal Trail has also committed to provide a report
documenting any noise complaints and the results of any sound monitoring and mitigation measures to
the party filing the complaint, and include the report in the Commission’s construction status reports.
Florida Southeast Connection Project
The FSC Project would include 12 HDD locations. FSC used ambient noise levels associated
with land use type and previously measured noise levels associated with typical HDD operations to
estimate the noise that the nearest NSA within 0.5 mile from six HDD entry and exit points could
experience (see table 3.12.2-6). No NSAs were identified within 1 mile of the four remaining HDD sites.
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TABLE 3.12.2-6
Estimated Noise Levels at Nearest Noise Sensitive Areas to the
Florida Southeast Connection Project Horizontal Directional Drill Sites (dBA)

Horizontal Directional Drill (HDD) Site

Existing Ambient
Sound Level (Ldn)a

HDD Sound
Level (Ldn)

Total HDD
Sound Level
(Ldn)

Sound Increase
(dB)

Loughman

(Entry)
(Exit)

60.0
60.0

74.0
61.0

74.0
64.0

14.0
4.0

Johnson Avenue

(Entry)
(Exit)

60.0
60.0

80.0
63.0

80.0
54.8

20.0
4.8

Weohyakapka Creek

(Entry)
(Exit)

55.0
55.0

71.0
67.0

71.1
67.3

16.1
12.3

Lake Kissimmee Creek

(Entry)
(Exit)

55.0
55.0

67.0
49.0

67.3
56.0

12.3
1.0

Boggy Branch/Indian Hammock Trail

(Entry)
(Exit)

55.0
55.0

71.0
55.0

71.1
58.0

16.1
3.0

State Route 70

(Entry)
(Exit)

55.0
55.0

52.0
42.0

56.8
55.2

1.8
0.2

SW Warfield Boulevard/
State Route 710

(Entry)
(Exit)

55.0
55.0

68.0
52.0

68.2
56.8

13.2
1.8

Martin Conservation Easement

(Entry)
(Exit)

55.0
60.0

63.0
48.0

64.0
60.0

9.0
0.0

____________________
a
From ANSI S-12.9-1993/Part 3.

As shown in table 3.12.2-6, the HDD activities without mitigation have the potential to exceed
the FERC noise criterion of 55 dBA Ldn at 15 of the 16 referenced HDD entry or exit points. However,
FSC estimates that all of the HDDs would be completed in 7 to 17 days. FSC prepared an HDD
Complaint Mitigation Plan to address concerns raised by nearby landowners. In the event of a noise
complaint, FSC has committed to evaluate noise levels and implement mitigation measures as necessary
to meet the 55 dBA Ldn guideline at the complaint. These mitigation measures would include evaluating
the level of noise; implementing mitigation measures that could include use of various temporary noise
barriers; use of exhaust silencers; relocation of equipment; or, offer of temporary housing or other
compensation. FSC estimates that implementation of on-site mitigation measures could reduce the level
of HDD-related noise at nearby NSAs by 10 dBA to 15 dBA.
In addition to noise mitigation measures, FSC would notify the FERC and nearby residents prior
to beginning HDD operations and whether 24-hour HDD operations would occur. After notification and
at the FERC’s request, FSC would provide a report documenting any noise complaints and the results of
any sound monitoring and mitigation measures. However, because the HDD noise levels would exceed
10 dB at most locations and it is unknown whether 24-hour operation would be required at this time, we
recommend that:


FSC should file in its construction status reports the following information for each
HDD entry site:
a.

noise measurements from HDD activities at the nearest NSA, obtained at the
start of drilling operations;

b.

identification of mitigation measures FSC installed should noise impacts
exceed 55 dBA or 10 dB above ambient levels; and
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c.

documentation of noise complaints and measures FSC has taken to resolve
such complaints.

Operational Impacts and Mitigation
Hillabee Expansion Project
Noise levels associated with operation of Transco’s new and modified compressor stations were
modeled based on noise survey results at nearby NSAs and Transco’s existing facilities, and estimated
noise from the proposed facilities (see table 3.12.2-7). Transco would implement various measures to
reduce noise from each facility including installation of new turbines in acoustically insulated buildings;
use of mufflers and silencers on exhausts and blowdown units; and insulating certain exterior piping and
equipment.
TABLE 3.12.2-7
Estimated Noise Levels During Operation of the Hillabee Expansion Project Compressor Stations (dBA)
Facility/Noise Sensitive
Area

Existing Ambient
Sound Level (Ldn)

Sound Level During
Operation (Ldn)

Total Sound Level During
Operation (Ldn)

Sound Increase
(dB)

NSA #1

36.2

44.3

44.9

8.7

NSA #2

41.3

42.3

44.9

3.6

46.1

49.0

3.2

48.3

46.7

50.6

2.3

NSA #1

52.2

-

52.4

0.2

NSA #2

43.4

-

43.6

0.2

NSA #1

49.4

51.4

53.5

4.1

NSA #2

49.0

48.9

52.0

3.0

Compressor Station 84 (New)

Compressor Station 95 (Existing, Phase 1)
NSA #1

45.8

Compressor Station 95 (Existing, Phase 2)
NSA #1
Compressor Station 100

Compressor Station 105

An analysis of the impacts of low frequency noise was also conducted at each of the compressor
stations to assess the potential to perceive operational vibration at nearby NSAs (see table 3.12.2-8).
The results of the acoustical analysis indicate that the sound contribution of the proposed
compressor stations would remain below our 55 dBA Ldn criterion at the nearest NSAs during operation.
Projected sound levels associated with blowdown events are also estimated to result in no more than 44
dBA peak sound level (51 to 52 dBA Ldn) at the nearest NSAs and would be infrequent and only last from
1 to 5 minutes. Regarding the potential for facility operations to result in vibration at nearby NSAs,
ANSI Standard S12.2-2008 Criteria for Evaluating Room Noise concludes that sounds at frequencies of
31.5 Hz and 63 Hz at or above 65 dB and 70 dB, respectively, could result in perceptible vibration in
structures with lightweight walls and ceilings. Our noise guidelines stipulate that new and modified
compressor stations not result in a perceptible increase in vibration at NSAs, and we believe that noise
levels below the ANSI criteria are unlikely to result in a perceptible increase in vibration at nearby NSAs.
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TABLE 3.12.2-8
Low Frequency Noise (Vibration) Attributable to the Hillabee Expansion Project
Sound Pressure Level in dB per Octave-band Center Frequency (Hz)
Facility/Noise
Sensitive Area

31.5

63

125

250

500

1000

2000

4000

8000

Total
(dBA)

Ldn
(dBA)

Compressor Station 84
NSA #1

62

55

48

39

34

30

26

13

0

37.9

44.3

NSA #2

61

53

46

37

32

27

23

8

0

35.9

42.3

45

37

35

33

34

19

0

39.7

46.1

54

45

37

35

34

35

20

0

40.3

46.7

Compressor Station 95 (Phase 1)
NSA #1

63

54

Compressor Station 95 (Phase 2)
NSA #1

64

Compressor Station 105
NSA #1

63

57

55

44

41

37

38

28

23

45.0

51.4

NSA #2

61

55

52

41

38

35

35

25

18

42.5

48.9

To ensure that the actual noise levels resulting from operation of Compressor Stations 84, 95,
100, and 105 comply with our noise guidelines, we recommend that:


Transco should file noise surveys with the Secretary no later than 60 days after
placing the equipment at Compressor Stations 84, 95, 100, and 105 into service. If
full load condition noise surveys are not possible, Transco should provide interim
surveys at the maximum possible horsepower load and provide the full load survey
within 6 months. If the noise attributable to the operation of all of the equipment at
each station under interim or full horsepower load exceeds an Ldn of 55 dBA at the
nearest NSA, Transco should file a report on what changes are needed and should
install the additional noise controls to meet the level within 1 year of the in-service
date. Transco should confirm compliance with the above requirement by filing a
second noise survey for each station with the Secretary no later than 60 days after it
installs the additional noise controls. The timeframes above apply to the in-service
dates for each phase of construction at each station.

Sabal Trail Project
Noise levels associated with operation of Sabal Trail’s new compressor stations were modeled
based on noise survey results at nearby NSAs and estimated noise from the proposed facilities (see table
3.12.2-9). Sabal Trail would implement various measures to reduce noise from each facility including
installation of new turbines in acoustically insulated buildings; use of mufflers and silencers on exhausts
and blowdown units; and insulating certain exterior piping and equipment.
An analysis of the impacts of low frequency noise was also conducted at each of the compressor
stations to assess the potential to perceive operational vibration at nearby NSAs (see table 3.12.2-10).
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TABLE 3.12.2-9
Estimated Noise Levels During Operation of the Sabal Trail Project Compressor Stations (dBA)
Facility/Noise Sensitive Area

Existing Ambient
Sound Level (Ldn)

Alexander City Compressor Station
NSA #1
NSA #2
NSA #3
Albany Compressor Station
NSA #1
NSA #2
NSA #3
NSA #4
NSA #5 (Mt. Zion Church)
NSA #6
Hildreth Compressor Station
NSA #1
NSA #2
NSA #3
Dunnellon Compressor Station
NSA #1
NSA #2
Reunion Compressor Station
NSA #1
NSA #2
NSA #3

Sound Level During
Operation (Ldn)

Total Sound Level
During Operation (Ldn)

Sound Increase
(dB)

45.7
45.7
48.0

50.0
48.2
46.6

51.3
50.1
50.0

5.6
4.5
2.0

45.1
45.4
44.0
42.5
49.3
46.7

44.7
42.3
36.7
35.4
27.9
26.6

47.9
47.1
44.7
43.3
49.3
46.7

2.8
1.7
0.7
0.8
0.0
0.0

43.0
43.0
40.1

46.0
45.1
44.5

47.8
47.2
45.9

4.8
4.2
5.8

51.4
50.3

44.6
41.1

52.2
50.8

0.8
0.5

53.7
56.5
52.5

48.4
47.7
44.3

54.8
57.0
53.1

1.1
0.5
0.6

TABLE 3.12.2-10
Low Frequency Noise (Vibration) Attributable to the Sabal Trail Project
Sound Pressure Level in dB per Octave-band Center Frequency (Hz)
Facility / Noise
Sensitive Area

31.5

63

Alexander City Compressor Station
NSA #1
66
59
NSA #2
64
58
NSA #3
62
55
Albany Compressor Station
NSA #1
60
53
NSA #2
58
51
NSA #3
54
47
NSA #4
53
46
Hildreth Compressor Station
NSA #1
61
64
NSA #2
60
53
NSA #3
60
52
Dunnellon Compressor Station
NSA #1
59
52
NSA #2
56
50
Reunion Compressor Station
NSA #1
61
55
NSA #2
61
54
NSA #3
58
52
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125

250

500

1000

2000

4000

8000

Total
(dBA)

Ldn
(dBA)

52
51
49

44
43
41

39
37
35

34
32
29

36
34
30

28
25
18

19
14
5

43.6
41.8
39.2

50
48.2
45.6

48
46
42
40

40
38
33
32

35
33
28
27

31
28
22
20

37
34
26
24

24
19
4
0

0
0
0
0

41.3
38.6
32.2
30.8

47.7
45.0
38.6
37.2

49
48
47

40
39
39

35
34
33

31
30
29

33
32
31

23
21
20

15
12
10

39.6
38.7
38.1

46
45.1
44.5

47
44

39
36

33
30

28
25

32
28

21
14

4
0

38.2
34.7

44.6
41.1

49
49
46

41
41
38

36
36
33

31
30
27

38
37
33

25
24
18

10
8
0

42
41.3
37.9

48.4
47.7
44.3
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The results of the acoustical analysis indicate that the sound contribution of the proposed
compressor stations would remain below our 55 dBA Ldn criterion at the nearest NSAs during operation.
While the overall noise level experienced at NSA 2 for Reunion Compressor Station would be 57 dBA,
we note that the noise attributable to the station at this location would be 47.7 dBA, which is compliant
with our noise criterion. Projected sound levels associated with blowdown events are also estimated to
result in no more than 46 dBA peak sound level (52 to 53 dBA Ldn) at the nearest NSAs and would be
infrequent and only last from 1 to 5 minutes. Regarding the potential for facility operations to result in
vibration at nearby NSAs, ANSI Standard S12.2-2008 Criteria for Evaluating Room Noise concludes that
sounds at frequencies of 31.5 hertz (Hz) and 63 Hz at or above 65 decibels (dB) and 70 dB, respectively,
could result in perceptible vibration in structures with lightweight walls and ceilings. The estimated noise
at 31.5 Hz for NSA #1 near the Alexander City Compressor Station and NSA #1 near the Albany
Compressor Station meet or slightly exceed this criteria. Our noise guidelines stipulate that new and
modified compressor stations not result in a perceptible increase in vibration at NSAs, and we believe the
slight exceedance of the ANSI criteria is unlikely to result in a perceptible increase in vibration at the
referenced NSAs.
We received a comment that Sabal Trail did not address the fact that the Albany Compressor
Station will emit noise 24 hours per day 7 day s per week. However, the noise analysis for the Albany
Compressor Station impacts is based on continuous operation of the noise sources at the compressor
station and the FERC noise criterion 55 dBA Ldn does consider the greater sensitivity to nighttime noise.
The Ldn noise criterion is described in detail at the beginning of Section 3.12.2 above.
We also received a comment concerning the low frequency noise from the Albany Compressor
Station. As noted above, the low frequency noise levels are close to those in low frequency noise
standards. In addition, a post-construction noise survey would be required for the compressor station to
ensure that the noise impacts to the station are acceptable.
To ensure that the actual noise levels resulting from operation of the Alexander City, Albany,
Hildreth, Dunnellon and Reunion Compressor Stations comply with our noise guidelines, we recommend
that:


Sabal Trail should file noise surveys with the Secretary no later than 60 days after
placing the equipment at the Alexander City, Albany, Hildreth, Dunnellon, and
Reunion Compressor Stations into service. If full load condition noise surveys are
not possible, Sabal Trail should provide interim surveys at the maximum possible
horsepower load and provide the full load survey within 6 months. If the noise
attributable to the operation of all of the equipment at each station under interim or
full horsepower load exceeds an Ldn of 55 dBA at the nearest NSA, Sabal Trail
should file a report on what changes are needed and should install the additional
noise controls to meet the level within 1 year of the in-service date. Sabal Trail
should confirm compliance with the above requirement by filing a second noise
survey for each station with the Secretary no later than 60 days after it installs the
additional noise controls. The timeframes above apply to the in-service dates for
each phase of construction at each station.

The primary noise associated with an M&R station is related to the flow control valves (FCVs)
(i.e., regulator valve-generated noise) and the FCV noise radiated from aboveground gas piping. The
level of piping noise is directly related to the gas pressure drop and amount of gas flow across the FCVs.
A noise analysis was completed for each of the proposed M&R stations that assumed the noise would be
equal to or less than 85 dBA at 3 feet from the M&R unit when operating at full capacity. But it may be
necessary to cover aboveground gas piping with a type of acoustical insulation if the FCV(s) cannot
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achieve 85 dBA for the full range of operating conditions. Table 3.12.2-11 below summarizes the noise
analysis for the M&R Stations on the Sabal Trail Project.
TABLE 3.12.2-11
Estimated Noise Levels During Operation of the Sabal Trail Project Meter and Regulating Stations (dBA)
Meter and Regulating
Station/Noise Sensitive Area

Existing Ambient
Sound Level (Ldn)

Sound Level During
Operation (Ldn)

Total Sound Level
During Operation (Ldn)

Sound Increase (dB)

45.7

47

49.4

3.7

56.6

43.7

56.7

0.2

56.5

41.5

56.6

0.1

46.2

39.2

47.0

0.8

Transco Hillabee
NSA #1
FSC
NSA #1
Gulfstream
NSA #1
FGT Hunters Creek
NSA #1

Based upon the proposed M&R station configuration (location and orientation) and mitigation
measures, the noise attributable to each M&R station would not exceed the FERC criterion of 55 dBA L dn
at the nearest NSAs.
The FSC Project includes the Martin M&R Station on the Martin Clean Energy Center property.
No NSAs were identified within 0.5 mile of the site, therefore, it was not assessed for potential noise
impacts.
With implementation of the measures proposed by the Applicants and our recommendation,
impacts related to noise during construction would be minor and limited to the construction period.
Similarly, operational noise impacts would be limited to areas near the aboveground facilities.
Considering the Applicants’ proposed mitigation measures and our conditions, all aboveground facilities
would comply with our noise criteria of 55 dBA Ldn and should cause no increase in perceptible noise
vibration. Therefore, we conclude that the noise associated with construction and operation of the SMP
Project would not result in a significant impact on the local noise environment and residents.
3.13

RELIABILITY AND SAFETY

The transportation of natural gas by pipeline involves some incremental risk to the public due to
the potential for an accidental release of natural gas. The greatest hazard is a fire or explosion following a
major pipeline rupture.
CH4, the primary component of natural gas, is colorless, odorless, and tasteless. It is not toxic,
but is classified as a simple asphyxiate, possessing a slight inhalation hazard. If breathed in high
concentration, oxygen deficiency can result in serious injury or death.
CH4 has an auto-ignition temperature of 1,000 °F and is flammable at concentrations between 5.0
percent and 15.0 percent in air. An unconfined mixture of CH4 and air is not explosive; however, it may
ignite if there is an ignition source. A flammable concentration within an enclosed space in the presence
of an ignition source can explode. It is buoyant at atmospheric temperatures and disperses rapidly in air.
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3.13.1 Safety Standards
The DOT is mandated to provide pipeline safety under 49 U.S.C. 601. The DOT’s PHMSA
administers the national regulatory program to ensure the safe transportation of natural gas and other
hazardous materials by pipeline. PHMSA develops safety regulations and other approaches to risk
management that ensure safety in the design, construction, testing, operation, maintenance, and
emergency response of pipeline facilities. Many of the regulations are written as performance standards
which set the level of safety to be attained and allow the pipeline operator to use various technologies to
achieve safety.
The PHMSA ensures that people and the environment are protected from the risk of pipeline
incidents. This work is shared with state agency partners and others at the federal, state, and local level.
DOT provides for a state agency to assume all aspects of the safety program for intrastate facilities by
adopting and enforcing, at a minimum, the federal standards. A state may also act as DOT’s agent to
inspect interstate facilities within its boundaries; however, DOT is responsible for enforcement actions.
For the SMP Project, PHMSA federal inspectors perform inspections on interstate natural gas pipeline
facilities in Alabama, Georgia, and Florida.
The DOT pipeline standards are published in 49 CFR 190-199. Part 192 specifically addresses
the minimum federal safety standards for transportation of natural gas by pipeline.
Under a Memorandum of Understanding on Natural Gas Transportation Facilities
(Memorandum) dated January 15, 1993, between DOT and FERC, DOT has the exclusive authority to
promulgate federal safety standards used in the transportation of natural gas. Section 157.14(a)(9)(vi) of
FERC’s regulations require that an applicant certify that it would design, install, inspect, test, construct,
operate, replace, and maintain the facility for which a Certificate is requested in accordance with federal
safety standards and plans for maintenance and inspection, or certify that it has been granted a waiver of
the requirements of the safety standards by the DOT in accordance with section 3(e) of the Natural Gas
Pipeline Safety Act. FERC accepts this certification and does not impose additional safety standards
other than DOT standards. If the Commission becomes aware of an existing or potential safety problem,
there is a provision in the Memorandum to promptly alert DOT. The Memorandum also provides for
referring complaints and inquiries made by state and local governments and the general public involving
safety matters related to pipelines under the Commission's jurisdiction.
The FERC also participates as a member of DOT's Technical Pipeline Safety Standards
Committee which determines if proposed safety regulations are reasonable, feasible, and practicable.
The pipeline and aboveground facilities associated with the SMP Project must be designed,
constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49
CFR 192. The regulations are intended to ensure adequate protection for the public and to prevent natural
gas facility accidents and failures. DOT specifies material selection and qualification; minimum design
requirements; and protection from internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion.
The DOT also defines area classifications, based on population density in the vicinity of pipeline
facilities, and specifies more rigorous safety requirements for populated areas. The class location unit is
an area that extends 220 yards on either side of the centerline of any continuous 1-mile length of pipeline.
The four area classifications are defined below:
Class 1 – Location with 10 or fewer buildings intended for human occupancy.
Class 2 – Location with more than 10 but less than 46 buildings intended for human occupancy.
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Class 3 – Location with 46 or more buildings intended for human occupancy or where the
pipeline lies within 100 yards of any building, or small well-defined outside area
occupied by 20 or more people on at least 5 days a week for 10 weeks in any 12-month
period.
Class 4 – Location where buildings with four or more stories aboveground are prevalent.
Class locations representing more populated areas require higher safety factors in pipeline design,
testing, and operation. For example, pipelines constructed on land in Class 1 locations must be installed
with a minimum depth of cover of 30 inches in normal soil and 18 inches in consolidated rock. Class 2,
3, and 4 locations, as well as drainage ditches of public roads and railroad crossings, require a minimum
cover of 36 inches in normal soil and 24 inches in consolidated rock.
Class locations also specify the maximum distance to a sectionalizing block valve (i.e., 10.0 miles
in Class 1, 7.5 miles in Class 2, 4.0 miles in Class 3, and 2.5 miles in Class 4 locations). Pipe wall
thickness and pipeline design pressures; hydrostatic test pressures; MAOP; inspection and testing of
welds; and frequency of pipeline patrols and leak surveys must also conform to higher standards in more
populated areas. Class locations for the SMP Project have been determined based on the relationship of
the pipeline centerline to other nearby structures and manmade features. Table 3.13.1-1 summarizes the
class locations for the SMP Project pipeline facilities.
TABLE 3.13.1-1
Lengths of Area Classifications Crossed by the Southeast Market Pipelines Project
Project/Facility

Class 1 (miles)

Class 2 (miles)

Class 3 (miles)

Rock Springs Loop

6.1

0.6

0.0

Butler Loop

4.2

1.1

0.0

Billingsley Loop

4.6

0.0

0.0

Autauga Loop

7.1

0.4

0.0

Verbena Loop

3.9

0.0

0.0

Proctor Creek Loop

5.3

0.0

0.0

Hissop Loop

2.6

0.0

0.0

Alexander City Loop

6.4

1.2

0.0

40.2

3.3

0.0

Mainline

434.2

42.9

4.8

Citrus County Line

13.8

6.9

0.9

Hunters Creek Line

7.6

0.5

5.0

455.5

50.3

10.7

Florida Southeast Connection Project

84.3

22.8

19.3

Southeast Market Pipelines Project Total

580.3

76.4

29.9

Hillabee Expansions Project

Hillabee Expansion Project Subtotal
Sabal Trail Project

Sabal Trail Project Subtotal

____________________
Note: The totals shown in this table may not equal the sum of addends due to rounding.

The majority of the pipeline routes would be in Class 1 areas. If a subsequent increase in
population density adjacent to the right-of-way results in a change in class location for the pipeline,
Transco, Sabal Trail, or FSC would reduce the MAOP or replace the segment with pipe of sufficient
grade and wall thickness, if required to comply with DOT requirements for the new class location.
The DOT Pipeline Safety Regulations require operators to develop and follow a written Integrity
Management Program that contain all the elements described in 49 CFR 192.911 and address the risks on
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each transmission pipeline segment. Specifically, the rule establishes an integrity management program
that applies to all high-consequence areas (HCA).
The DOT has published rules that define HCAs where a gas pipeline accident could do
considerable harm to people and their property and requires an integrity management program to
minimize the potential for an accident. This definition satisfies, in part, the Congressional mandate for
DOT to prescribe standards that establish criteria for identifying each gas pipeline facility in a highdensity population area.
The HCAs may be defined in one of two ways. In the first method, an HCA includes:


current Class 3 and 4 locations;



any area in Class 1 or 2 where the potential impact radius19 is greater than 660 feet and
there are 20 or more buildings intended for human occupancy within the potential impact
circle;20 or



any area in Class 1 or 2 where the potential impact circle includes an identified site.

An “identified site” is an outside area or open structure that is occupied by 20 or more persons on
at least 50 days in any 12-month period; a building that is occupied by 20 or more persons on at least 5
days a week for any 10 weeks in any 12-month period; or a facility that is occupied by persons who are
confined, are of impaired mobility, or would be difficult to evacuate.
In the second method, an HCA includes any area within a potential impact circle that contains:



20 or more buildings intended for human occupancy; or
an identified site.

Once a pipeline operator has determined the HCAs along its pipeline, it must apply the elements
of its integrity management program to those sections of the pipeline within HCAs. DOT regulations
specify the requirements for the integrity management plan in Subpart O of Part 192, Gas Transmission
Pipeline Integrity Management.
Table 3.13.1-2 lists the HCAs for the SMP Project, which have been determined based on the
relationship of the pipeline centerline to nearby structures and identified sites. No HCAs would be
located along the loops associated with the Hillabee Expansion Project.
The pipeline and aboveground facilities would be designed, constructed, operated, and
maintained in accordance with the DOT’s Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR 192. The
general construction methods that the Applicants would implement to ensure the safety of the project are
described in section 2.3, including welding, inspection, and integrity testing procedures.

19

20

The potential impact radius is calculated as the product of 0.69 and the square root of the MAOP of the pipeline
in pounds per square inch (gauge) multiplied by the square of the pipeline diameter in inches.
The potential impact circle is a circle of radius equal to the potential impact radius.
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TABLE 3.13.1-2
High Consequence Areas Crossed by the Southeast Market Pipelines Project
Project/State Facility
Hillabee Expansion Project
Sabal Trail Project
Alabama
Mainline

Sabal Trail Project – Alabama Subtotal
Georgia
Mainline

Sabal Trail Project – Georgia Subtotal
Florida
Mainline

Citrus County Line
Hunters Creek Line

County

Begin Milepost

End Milepost

Length (miles)

-

-

-

0.0

Lee
Russell
Russell
Russell

48.4
72.7R
74.1
84.5

49.0
73.3R
74.6
85.3

0.6
0.6
0.5
0.8
2.6

Dougherty
Dougherty
Dougherty
Colquitt
Colquitt
Colquitt

154.0
164.7
167.6
200.3
200.4R
201.0

154.8
165.3
168.2
200.4
201.2R
201.4

0.8
0.6
0.5
0.1
0.7
0.4
3.3

Suwannee
Suwannee
Gilchrist
Gilchrist
Marion
Sumter
Sumter
Lake
Polk
Polk
Osceola
Osceola
Osceola
Citrus
Citrus
Osceola
Osceola
Osceola
Osceola
Osceola
Osceola
Osceola
Osceola
Osceola

270.2R
304.6
316.3
334.4
390.4R
411.5
419.7
456.1
463.6R
464.0
468.0R
469.7
473.7
5.7
6.6
0.1
5.7
7.2R
7.6
9.6
10.2R
10.4
11.0R
11.1

271.1R
305.4
316.7
335.0
391.1R
412.4
420.4
456.9
464.3R
465.6
469.3R
470.8
474.3
6.6
7.4
0.9
7.2
7.6R
8.6
10.2
10.4R
11.0
11.1R
12.9

0.9
0.8
0.4
0.5
0.7
0.9
0.7
0.7
0.8
1.6
1.3
1.1
0.6
0.8
0.8
0.7
1.5
0.4
1.0
0.7
0.1
0.6
0.1
1.9
19.7
25.6

Osceola
Polk
Polk
Polk

0.0
11.3
23.6
27.9

5.8
12.4
25.1
28.9

5.7
1.2
1.5
1.0

Sabal Trail Project – Florida Subtotal
Sabal Trail Project Subtotal
Florida Southeast Connection Project
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TABLE 3.13.1-2 (cont’d)
High Consequence Areas Crossed by the Southeast Market Pipelines Project
Project/State Facility

County

Begin Milepost

End Milepost

Length (miles)

Polk

29.5

31.0

1.5

Polk

32.2

35.7

3.5

Polk

41.8

41.9

0.1

Polk

51.4

51.5

0.2

Osceola

72.0

73.6

1.6

Osceola/
Okeechobee

77.1

77.4

0.2

Okeechobee

84.3

85.4

1.1

Okeechobee

93.8

94.7

0.9

Martin

118.0

118.8

0.7

Florida Southeast Connection Project
Subtotal

19.3

Southeast Market Pipelines Project Total

44.9
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The DOT prescribes the minimum standards for operating and maintaining pipeline facilities,
including the requirement to establish a written plan governing these activities. Each pipeline operator is
required to establish an emergency plan that includes procedures to minimize the hazards in a natural gas
pipeline emergency. Key elements of the plan include procedures for:


receiving, identifying, and classifying emergency events, gas leakage, fires, explosions,
and natural disasters;



establishing and maintaining communications with local fire, police, and public officials,
and coordinating emergency response;



emergency system shutdown and safe restoration of service;



making personnel, equipment, tools, and materials available at the scene of an
emergency; and



protecting people first and then property, and making them safe from actual or potential
hazards.

We received comments regarding potential safety impacts associated with the installation of the
Sabal Trail Project in areas of karst terrain, including the potential for sinkhole formation to damage the
proposed facilities. Section 3.1.2.3 includes a discussion of the potential for karst activity to damage
SMP Project facilities.
We received comments regarding the potential for fires and controlled burns to affect the
proposed pipeline facilities. DOT requirements do not include standards for the use of fire-resistant
materials during the installation of underground natural gas pipelines. However, as discussed above, the
Applicants would develop emergency plans that would include establishing and maintaining adequate
means of communication with appropriate fire, police, and other public officials, and developing prompt
and effective response to a notice of each type of emergency, including that of a fire near or directly
involving a pipeline facility. The Applicants would develop the emergency response plans in
coordination with local emergency response officials, thereby ensuring that its proposed response to a
pipeline emergency would be acceptable.
The DOT also requires pipeline operators to place pipeline markers at frequent intervals along the
pipeline rights-of-way, such as where a pipeline intersects a street, highway, railway or waterway, and at
other prominent points along the route. Pipeline right-of-way markers can help prevent encroachment
and excavation-related damage to pipelines. Because the pipeline right-of-way is much wider than the
pipeline itself, and a pipeline can be anywhere within the right-of-way, state laws require excavators to
call their state One-Call center well in advance of digging to locate underground utilities and ensure it is
safe for the contractor to dig in that location.
In accordance with DOT regulations, the proposed facilities would be regularly inspected for
leakage as part of scheduled operations and maintenance, including:





physically walking and inspecting the pipeline corridor periodically;
conducting fly-over inspections of the right-of-way as required;
inspecting and maintaining MLVs and M&R stations; and
conducting leak surveys at least once every calendar year or as required by regulations.
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During inspections, employees would look for signs of unusual activity on the right-of-way and
would immediately respond to assess the nature of the activity and remedy with prescribed corrective
action.
Cathodic protection21 would be installed along the entire length of the new pipelines to prevent
corrosion. Applicant personnel would check the voltage and amperage at regular intervals as well as the
pipe-to-soil potentials and rectifiers. In addition, annual surveys are completed, as described above.
Pipeline markers identifying the owner of the pipe and a 24-hour telephone number would be
placed for “line of sight” visibility along the entire pipeline length, except in active agricultural crop
locations and in waterbodies in accordance with DOT requirements.
We received comments regarding the ability to detect leaks in the pipeline system when an
odorant has not been introduced into the natural gas. The Applicants would install data acquisition
systems that allow monitoring of pipeline flows and pressures at various points along the system. The
system would permit remote or automatic closing of MLVs in the event of an incident along the pipeline
systems and would utilize a combination of radio and/or satellite communications to transmit data from
the pipeline to the Applicants’ current gas control centers. Transco’s and Sabal Trail’s Gas Control
Centers would be in Houston, Texas, and FSC’s Pipeline Control Center would be in Juno Beach, Florida.
In addition, a secondary Pipeline Control Center would be available in Nashville, Tennessee for the Sabal
Trail Project. The data acquisition systems would be monitored by gas control technicians who are on
duty 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. If unexpected pressure changes are noted that indicate the
possibility of a leak, the pipeline MLVs upstream and downstream of the apparent leak would either close
automatically or be closed remotely by the gas controller on duty, who could also dispatch field
technicians to investigate the pressure change.
The DOT regulations specified in Part 192 require that the Applicants establish and maintain
liaison with appropriate fire, police, and public officials to learn the resources and responsibilities of each
organization that may respond to a natural gas pipeline emergency, and to coordinate mutual assistance.
The Applicants would utilize the emergency procedures contained in each project emergency response
plan, which require communication with emergency responders on an annual basis. Local contact phone
numbers, external contact information, equipment or resources available for mobilization, and any
specific procedures to be followed for the Applicants would be incorporated into the emergency response
plans prior to commencement of pipeline operations. The Applicants would also establish a continuing
education program to enable customers, the public, government officials, and those engaged in excavation
activities to recognize a gas pipeline emergency and report it to appropriate public officials.
The Applicants would establish and maintain liaison with appropriate fire, police, and public
officials in a variety of ways. The Applicants’ annual communications would include the following
information:

21



the potential hazards associated with project facilities located in their service area and
prevention measures undertaken;



the types of emergencies that may occur on or near the Applicants’ facilities;



the purpose of pipeline markers and the information contained on them;

Cathodic protection is a technique to reduce corrosion (rust) of the natural gas pipeline that includes the use of an
induced current and/or a sacrificial anode that corrodes preferentially.
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pipeline location information and the availability of the National Pipeline Mapping
System;



recognition of and response to pipeline emergencies; and



procedures to contact each Applicant for more information.

The Applicants’ communications with local emergency responders may involve individual
meetings, group meetings, or direct mailings. In addition, the Applicants would perform periodic
emergency exercises and mock emergency drills with local government, law enforcement, and emergency
response agencies, subject to agency availability and willingness to participate.
We received comments regarding the potential to damage existing, older pipelines during
construction of the SMP Project, and the potential cumulative safety risk of multiple collocated natural
gas pipelines. Collocation of natural gas transmission facilities is a common and encouraged industry
practice. Although the Applicants would utilize existing pipeline right-of-way as temporary workspace to
some degree, the Applicants would typically not operate heavy equipment over existing pipeline facilities
and would generally install the new facilities at least 25 feet from existing pipelines. As discussed above,
the existing and proposed natural gas pipeline facilities would be constructed and operated in accordance
with the DOT’s safety requirements, including pipeline inspections to identify potential corrosion or other
impacts associated with the integrity of the facilities.
We received comments from SONAT expressing concern about pipeline integrity and public
safety related to the number of times Sabal Trail’s Mainline would cross its existing pipeline. In its
application, Sabal Trail proposed 73 crossings of the SONAT pipeline. Based on SONAT’s concerns,
Sabal Trail modified the Mainline route and eliminated more than one-third of the originally proposed
crossings (see section 4.3.2 and table 4.3.2-1 in appendix D). Sabal Trail has also committed to work
with SONAT on the design and construction methods for the 47 proposed crossings, cathodic protection
systems, and future maintenance activities. According to Sabal Trail, these Mainline crossings would be
necessary to minimize impacts on residences, cultural resources, and other environmental resources and
to address construction constraints (e.g., steep side slopes). We have reviewed these crossings and find
that they are sufficiently justified.
We received comments from Dougherty County, the City of Albany, and numerous citizens
expressing concern about impacts on residences and public safety resulting from operation of the
proposed Albany Compressor Station. The Countryside Village Mobile Home Park is about 0.2 mile
northwest of the site. Also, residential subdivisions, churches, and schools are at least 1.4 miles from the
site (see section 3.9.2.8). As discussed above, the SMP Project aboveground facilities, including the
Albany Compressor Station, would be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance
with DOT Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR 192. In addition to the general safety
procedures discussed above, specific safety measures that Sabal Trail would implement at its proposed
compressor stations include:


Each compressor station would be completely surrounded by a chain link fence with
barbed wire to maintain the safety of the facility and workers.



A controlled access system and intrusion alarm network would be installed to restrict
access to authorized personnel and the facilities would be monitored with video cameras.



Compressor buildings would be ventilated to minimize the potential of gas accumulating
in enclosed areas and would be constructed of noncombustible material.
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Compressor stations would be equipped with automatic emergency detection and shutdown systems that include sensors for detecting natural gas concentrations as well as
sensors for detecting flames. The system would be maintained and tested routinely to
ensure proper operation.



Compressor station equipment would be designed to shut down automatically if system
operation deviates from its designed operating limits, which could cause a mechanical
failure and pose risk to personnel and equipment or otherwise constitute a hazard. The
compressor stations would also be equipped with relief valves to protect the piping from
over-pressurization.



Fire protection, first aid, and safety equipment would be maintained at the compressor
stations and Sabal Trail’s emergency response personnel would be trained in proper
equipment use and in first aid.

Based on Sabal Trail’s compliance with federal design and safety standards and its
implementation of the aforementioned safety measures, we conclude that constructing and operating the
Albany Compressor Station would not significantly impact public safety.
3.13.2 Pipeline Accident Data
The DOT requires all operators of natural gas transmission pipelines to notify the National
Response Center at the earliest practicable moment following the discovery of an incident and to submit a
report within 30 days to the PHMSA. Incidents are defined as any leaks that:


caused a death or personal injury requiring hospitalization; or



involve property damage, including cost of gas lost, of more than $50,000, in 1984
dollars.22

During the 20-year period from 1995 through 2014, a total of 1,265 significant incidents were
reported on the more than 315,000 total miles of natural gas transmission pipelines nationwide. To
provide perspective, there were 22 incidents in Alabama, 7 incidents in Georgia, and 19 incidents in
Florida during this same time period (DOT, 2015a).
Comments on the draft EIS expressed concern that pipeline incidents were common and
increasing in frequency. As demonstrated above, pipelines incidents do occur; however, we would not
characterize the pipeline incidents reported in Alabama, Georgia, and Florida as common. On average,
these states experience one incident per year.
Additional insight into the nature of significant incidents may be found by examining the primary
factors that caused the failures. Table 3.13.2-1 provides a distribution of the causal factors as well as the
number of each incident by cause from 1995 to 2014.
The dominant causes of pipeline incidents from 1995 to 2014 were corrosion and pipeline
material, weld, or equipment failure, constituting 45.7 percent of all significant incidents. The pipelines
included in the data set in table 3.13.2-1 vary widely in terms of age, diameter, and level of corrosion

22

$50,000 in 1984 dollars is approximately $112,956 in 2015 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2015).

3-283

Reliability and Safety

control. Each variable influences the incident frequency that may be expected for a specific segment of
pipeline.
TABLE 3.13.2-1
Natural Gas Transmission Pipeline Significant Incidents by Cause (1995-2014) a
Cause

Number of Incidents

Percentage

Corrosion b

290

22.9

Excavation

207

16.4

Pipeline material, weld, or equipment failure

334

26.4

Natural force damage

148

11.7

Outside Force c

79

6.2

Incorrect operation

40

3.2

All other causes d

167

13.2

1,265

100

Total
____________________
a
All data gathered from PHMSA Significant Incident files, July 15, 2015.
b
Includes third-party damage.
c
Fire, explosion, vehicle damage, previous damage, intentional damage.
d
Miscellaneous causes or other unknown causes.
Source: DOT, 2015a.

The frequency of significant incidents is strongly dependent on pipeline age. Older pipelines
have a higher frequency of corrosion incidents because corrosion is a time-dependent process. Jones et al.
(1986) compared reported incidents with the presence or absence of cathodic protection and protective
coatings. The results of that study, summarized in table 3.13.2-2, indicated that corrosion control was
effective in reducing the incidence of failures caused by external corrosion. The use of both an external
protective coating and a cathodic protection system, required on all pipelines installed after July 1971,
significantly reduces the corrosion rate compared to unprotected or partially protected pipe. The data also
indicate that cathodically protected pipe without a protective coating actually has a higher corrosion rate
than unprotected pipe. This anomaly reflects the retrofitting of cathodic protection to actively corroding
spots on pipes.
TABLE 3.13.2-2
Incidents Caused by External Corrosion and Level of Protection (1970 through June 1984)
Corrosion Control

Incidents per 1,000 Miles per Year

None – bare pipe

0.42

Cathodic protection only

0.97

Coated only

0.40

Coated and cathodic protection

0.11

____________________
Source: Jones et al., 1986

Older pipelines also have a higher frequency of outside forces incidents partly because their
location may be less well known and less well marked than newer lines. In addition, the older pipelines
contain a disproportionate number of smaller diameter pipelines, which are more easily crushed or broken
by mechanical equipment or earth movements.
Outside force, excavation, and natural forces were the cause in 34.3 percent of significant
pipeline incidents from 1995 to 2014. These result from the encroachment of mechanical equipment such
as bulldozers and backhoes; earth movements due to soil settlement, washouts, or geological hazards; and
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weather effects such as winds, storms, and thermal strains; and willful damage. Table 3.13.2-3 provides a
breakdown of outside force incidents by cause.
TABLE 3.13.2-3
Outside Forces Incidents by Cause a (1995-2014)
Cause

Number of Incidents

Percent of All Incidents

Third party excavation damage

172

13.6

Operator excavation damage

24

1.9

Unspecified excavation damage/Previous damage

11

0.9

Heavy Rain/Floods

72

5.7

Earth Movement

35

2.8

Lightning/Temperature/High Winds

26

2.0

Natural force

15

1.2

Vehicle (not engaged with excavation)

47

3.7

Fire/Explosion

8

0.6

Previous mechanical damage

6

0.5

Fishing or maritime activity

9

0.8

Intentional damage

1

0.1

Electrical arcing from other equipment/facility

1

0.1

Unspecified/Other outside force

7

0.6

434

34.3

Total
____________________
a
Excavation, Outside Force, and Natural Force from table 3.13.2-1.
Source: DOT, 2015a.

Since 1982, operators have been required to participate in “One Call” public utility programs in
populated areas to minimize unauthorized excavation activities in the vicinity of pipelines. The One Call
program is a service used by public utilities and some private sector companies (e.g., oil pipelines and
cable television) to provide preconstruction information to contractors or other maintenance workers on
the underground location of pipes, cables, and culverts.
We received comments regarding the safety history on Transco’s and Sabal Trail’s existing
pipeline systems. The Commission reviews each project based on its own merits and has siting authority
for interstate natural gas infrastructure. PHMSA would be notified of and investigate all pipeline
accidents and take any necessary action. Although this information is not relevant to the scope of the
Hillabee Expansion Project or Sabal Trail Project, Transco and Sabal Trail provided a summary of the
incidents on their respective pipeline systems. In addition, pipeline operator compliance and incident
history is publically available on the PHMSA website at www.phmsa.dot.gov/pipeline.
3.13.3 Impacts on Public Safety
The service incident data summarized in table 3.13.2-1 include pipeline failures of all magnitudes
with widely varying consequences. Table 3.13.3-1 presents the average annual fatalities that occurred on
natural gas transmission lines between 2010 and 2014. The data has been separated into employees and
nonemployees to better identify a fatality rate experienced by the general public. Fatalities among the
public averaged two per year over the 20 year period from 1995 to 2014. There were five injuries in
Alabama and four in Florida during this time period; however, there were no fatalities in Alabama,
Georgia, or Florida.
The majority of fatalities from natural gas pipelines are associated with local distribution
pipelines. These pipelines are not regulated by FERC; they distribute natural gas to homes and businesses
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after transportation through interstate transmission pipelines. In general, these distribution lines are
smaller-diameter pipes and/or plastic pipes that are more susceptible to damage. In addition, local
distribution systems do not have large rights-of-way and pipeline markers common to FERC-regulated
interstate natural gas transmission pipelines.
TABLE 3.13.3-1
Injuries and Fatalities – Natural Gas Transmission Pipelines
Injuries
Year
2010

Fatalities

Employees

Public

Employees

Public

a

10

51

2

8

2011

1

0

0

0

2012

3

4

0

0

2013

0

2

0

0

2014

1

0

1

0

____________________
a
All of the public injuries and fatalities in 2010 were due to the Pacific Gas and Electric pipeline rupture and fire in San
Bruno, California on September 9, 2010.
Source: DOT, 2015b.

The nationwide totals of accidental fatalities from various anthropogenic and natural hazards are
listed in table 3.13.3-2 in order to provide a relative measure of the industry-wide safety of natural gas
transmission pipelines. Direct comparisons between accident categories should be made cautiously,
however, because individual exposures to hazards are not uniform among all categories. As indicated in
table 3.13.3-2, the number of fatalities associated with natural gas facilities is much lower than the
fatalities from natural hazards such as lightning, tornados, floods, earthquakes, etc.
TABLE 3.13.3-2
Nationwide Accidental Deaths a
Type of Accident

Annual No. of Deaths

All accidents

130,557

Motor vehicle

35,369

Poisoning

38,851

Falls

30,208

Drowning

3,391

Fire, smoke inhalation, burns

2,760

Floods b

82

Lightning b

23

Tornado b

55

Natural gas distribution lines c

14

Natural gas transmission pipelines c

2

____________________
a

b

c

All data, unless otherwise noted, reflects 2013 statistics from: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, CDC,
National Center of Health Statistics, National Vital Statistics System, 2015.
Reflects 2013 statistics from: U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National
Weather Service, 2015.
20-year average, 1995-2014. DOT, 2015c; d.

The available data show that natural gas transmission pipelines continue to be a safe, reliable
means of energy transportation. From 1995 to 2014, there were an average of 63 significant incidents and
2 fatalities per year. The number of significant incidents distributed over the more than 300,000 miles of
natural gas transmission pipelines indicates the risk is low for an incident at any given location. The rate
of total fatalities for the nationwide natural gas transmission lines in service is approximately 0.01 per
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year per 1,000 miles of pipeline. Using this rate, implementing the proposed 686.0-mile-long SMP
Project might result in a fatality (either an industry employee or a member of the public) on the pipeline
every 146 years. The operation of the project would represent only a slight increase in risk to the nearby
public.
3.13.4 Terrorism
Safety and security concerns have changed the way pipeline operators as well as regulators must
consider terrorism, both in approving new projects and in operating existing facilities. The Office of
Homeland Security is tasked with the mission of coordinating the efforts of all executive departments and
agencies to detect, prepare for, prevent, protect against, respond to, and recover from terrorist attacks
within the United States. Among its responsibilities, the U.S. Department of Homeland Security oversees
the Homeland Infrastructure Threat and Risk Analysis Center, which analyzes and implements the
National Critical Infrastructure Prioritization Program that identifies and lists Tier 1 and Tier 2 assets.
The Tier 1 and Tier 2 lists are key components of infrastructure protection programs and are used to
prioritize infrastructure protection, response, and recovery activities. The Commission, in cooperation
with other federal agencies, industry trade groups, and interstate natural gas companies, is working to
improve pipeline security practices, strengthen communications within the industry, and extend public
outreach in an ongoing effort to secure pipeline infrastructure.
The Commission, like other federal agencies, is faced with a dilemma in how much information
can be offered to the public while still providing a significant level of protection to the facility.
Consequently, the Commission has taken measures to limit the distribution of information to the public
regarding facility design to minimize the risk of sabotage. Facility design and location information has
been removed from the FERC’s website to ensure that sensitive information filed as Critical Energy
Infrastructure Information is not readily available to the public (Docket No. RM06-23-000, issued
October 30, 2007 and effective as of December 14, 2007).
The likelihood of future acts of terrorism or sabotage occurring at the SMP Project facilities, or at
any of the myriad natural gas pipeline or energy facilities throughout the United States, is unpredictable
given the disparate motives and abilities of terrorist groups. Further, the Commission, in cooperation
with other federal agencies, industry trade groups, and interstate natural gas companies, is working to
improve pipeline security practices, strengthen communications within the industry, and extend public
outreach in an ongoing effort to secure pipeline infrastructure.
In accordance with the DOT surveillance requirements, the Applicants would incorporate air and
ground inspection of its proposed facilities into its inspection and maintenance program. Security
measures at the new aboveground facilities would include secure fencing.
Despite the ongoing potential for terrorist acts along any of the nation’s natural gas infrastructure,
the continuing need for the construction of these facilities is not eliminated. Given the continued need for
natural gas conveyance and the unpredictable nature of terrorist attacks, the efforts of the Commission,
the DOT, and the Office of Homeland Security to continually improve pipeline safety would minimize the
risk of terrorist sabotage of the SMP Project to the maximum extent practical, while still meeting the
nation’s natural gas needs. Moreover, the unpredictable possibility of such acts does not support a
finding that this particular project should not be constructed.
3.14

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The southeastern United States have been affected by human activity for over 15,000 years
beginning with indigenous peoples who lived in large settlements and associated satellite villages.
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Today, approximately 35 million people reside in Alabama, Georgia, and Florida. These three states have
a combined annual gross domestic product of approximately $1.4 trillion based on farming, ranching,
mineral extraction, commerce, tourism, and other industries. Although the region has been significantly
affected by human activity, valuable natural resources remain. For example, in the counties that would be
crossed by the SMP Project, NWI data indicates that there are approximately 2.4 million acres of
wetlands, and National Land Cover Data from the EPA indicates that there are about 4.5 million acres of
upland forest.
In accordance with NEPA, we identified other actions located in the vicinity of the SMP Project
facilities and evaluated the potential for a cumulative effect on the environment. As defined by CEQ, a
cumulative effect is the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what
agency or person undertakes such other actions. CEQ guidance states that an adequate cumulative effects
analysis may be conducted by focusing on the current aggregate effects of past actions without delving
into the historical details of individual past actions. In this analysis, we consider the impacts of past
projects within the regions of influence as part of the affected environment (environmental baseline)
which was described and evaluated in the preceding environmental analysis. However, present effects of
past actions that are relevant and useful are also considered.
Consistent with CEQ guidance and to determine cumulative impacts, we expanded the
geographic boundaries of our review into regions of influence as described below. Actions located
outside the regions of influence are generally not evaluated because their potential to contribute to a
cumulative impact diminishes with increasing distance from the SMP Project. For example, we received
numerous comments recommending that we evaluate the cumulative impacts of the SMP Project and
shale gas production in Texas and Pennsylvania. While shale gas production in these states may impact
the same resources affected by the SMP Project, these impacts are so far removed from the project area
that the effects are not additive with those of the SMP Project. Furthermore, as discussed in section 1.0,
impacts from natural gas production are generally neither caused by a proposed pipeline project nor are
they reasonably foreseeable consequences of the Commission’s approval of an infrastructure project.
Therefore, we do not address these activities in this analysis.
As described in the environmental analysis section of this is EIS, constructing and operating the
SMP Project would temporarily and permanently impact the environment. The SMP Project would
impact geology, soils, water resources, vegetation, wetlands, wildlife, cultural resources, visual resources,
air quality, noise, and some land uses. However, we conclude that these impacts would not be significant.
We also conclude that nearly all of the project-related impacts would be contained within or adjacent to
the temporary construction right-of-way and ATWS. For example, erosion control measures included in
the Applicants’ construction and restoration plans, would keep disturbed soils within work areas. For
other resources, the contribution to regional cumulative impacts is lessened by the expected recovery of
ecosystem function. For example, the SMP Project would impact 877.7 acres of wetlands; however the
vast majority of these impacts (670.5 acres) would only involve the conversion of the vegetative cover
and these wetlands would remain functional wetland habitats. This is in contrast with other large-scale
development projects in which wetlands are permanently converted to uplands. Similarly, vegetative
communities would be cleared, but restoration would proceed immediately following construction.
Additionally, we determined that visual impacts would be minimal at any discrete location along the
proposed routes. Therefore, based on these conclusions and determinations, the collocation of the SMP
Project pipelines with existing rights-of-way (65 percent of the total length), the Applicants’
implementation of impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures as described in their
construction and restoration plans, and their adherence to our recommendations, we find that with the
exception of temporary socioeconomic impacts (e.g., housing, traffic, public services) and long-term air
emissions, the impacts of the SMP Project would be largely limited to a narrow corridor that extends for
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about 686 miles across three states. Furthermore, because the impacts of the SMP Project would
generally be localized, they would only contribute incrementally to a cumulative impact in the region of
influence. As a result, we have related the scope of our analysis to the magnitude of the aforementioned
environmental impacts.23
Based on the impacts of the SMP Project as identified and described in this EIS and consistent
with CEQ guidance, we have determined that the following resource-specific regions of influence are
appropriate to assess cumulative impacts:


Impacts on geology, soils, wetlands, vegetation, and wildlife would be largely contained
within or adjacent to proposed SMP Project workspaces. Impacts on water resources
(primarily increased turbidity) could extend outside of the workspaces, but would also be
contained to a relatively small area. Therefore, for these resources we evaluated other
projects/actions within the HUC 12 sub-watersheds crossed by the SMP Project.



Impacts on cultural resources would also be largely contained within or adjacent to
proposed SMP Project workspaces. Therefore, we evaluated other projects/actions that
overlapped with known cultural features potentially affected by the SMP Project.



Temporary impacts on air quality, including fugitive dust, would be largely limited to
areas immediately around active construction. Long-term impacts on air quality would
be largely contained within about a 30-mile radius. We evaluated other projects/actions
that overlap in time and location with construction activities and those with potentially
significant long-term stationary emission sources within a 30 mile radius of the SMP
Project.



Long-term impacts on NSAs were evaluated by identifying other stationary source
projects with the potential to result in significant noise that would affect the same NSAs
within 0.5 mile of the SMP Project compressor stations. None were identified; therefore
we do not consider long-term cumulative noise impacts further in this analysis.
However, we did consider areas where the temporary noise from construction of the SMP
Project would overlap with noise from other construction projects.



Communities that could be affected by the increased workforce were considered in our
analysis. In more rural locations of the SMP Project, these communities could be located
numerous miles from SMP Project workspace.

In addition to the geographic relationship between the SMP Project and other projects in the area,
we also consider the temporal relationship between the SMP Project and other projects in the area. The
SMP Project would be constructed during three phases over a 5 year period, with a majority of the
construction activities occurring between May 2016 and May 2017. As discussed in section 3.0 and
summarized below, the majority of impacts associated with the SMP Project would occur during
construction and most resources (with exceptions) would return to pre-construction conditions shortly
after or within 3 years of construction. Thus, construction-related cumulative impacts could occur if other
projects in the regions of influence would impact the same resources within these timeframes.
Additionally, permanent impacts resulting from the operation of the SMP Project could contribute to a
cumulative impact in the regions of influence. Specifically, permanent impacts on air quality and forest
23

Please note this narrow corridor is not the expanded area of our cumulative impacts review, it is only the area
(with the aforementioned exceptions) affected by the SMP Project.
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resources from operation of the SMP Project could contribute to a cumulative impact in the regions of
influence for those resources.
We received numerous comments expressing concern that our cumulative impacts analysis did
not take a “hard look” at the potential impacts of other projects as described in relevant guidance. NEPA
requires “reasonable forecasting,” but an agency is not required “to engage in speculative analysis” or “to
do the impractical, if not enough information is available to permit meaningful consideration.” For
example and as discussed below, the actual timing and final scope of many development projects in the
SMP Project regions of influence is simply unknown. Therefore, the impacts that may result from these
projects, and their potential cumulative effects, is speculative and would not permit meaningful
consideration of the potential cumulative effects with the SMP Project.
3.14.1 Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Projects
Table 3.14-1 in appendix D identifies the present and reasonably foreseeable projects or actions
that occur within the regions of influence. These projects were identified by a review of publicly
available information; aerial and satellite imagery; consultations with federal, state, and local agencies/
officials and development authorities; and information provided by the Applicants, affected landowners,
and concerned citizens. The identified projects generally fall into four classes: energy projects, residential
and other developments, roadway projects, and mining operations. These projects, their impacts, and our
determinations of cumulative impact are discussed below. Additionally, based on comments received and
the potential for a cumulative impact, forest and climate change are further discussed at the end of this
subsection.
3.14.1.1 Energy Projects
As noted in section 1.4, non-jurisdictional electric service would be provided to the proposed
aboveground facilities. Existing electric service is available or very close to nearly all of the proposed
facilities, and would require simple drop-down service lines. Some facilities would require longer
extensions of existing electric service. Transco indicated that the Black Warrior Electric Corporation
would construct a 0.6-mile long service line along Transco’s existing pipeline right-of-way to proposed
Compressor Station 84, thereby limiting vegetation clearing or land disturbance. Sabal Trail indicated
that Alabama Power may have to replace an existing 4-mile-long power line to the Alexander Compressor
Station, but that this replacement would not impact the existing right-of-way. Sabal Trail also identified
four aboveground facilities where existing service would be extended between 500 to 1,000 feet by the
local power company, and that some vegetation clearing would be needed for three of four extensions.
Based on a 50-foot-wide construction right-of-way, we estimate that these extensions would impact a
total of about 3 acres of land. Lastly, Sabal Trail indicated that the Central Florida Electric Cooperative
would extend existing service about 3,900 feet to MLV 23 in Alachua County, and that this extension
would require clearing of dense vegetation. However, based on aerial imagery, it appears the service line
would follow an existing road through planted pine forest; we estimate that this extension would result in
the removal of approximately 5 acres of planted pine. Erecting permanent aboveground structures would
result in the permanent loss of vegetation and associated wildlife habitat; displacement of wildlife; loss of
soil and land use; alteration of surface and groundwater flow and aesthetic characteristics; and could
temporarily increase dust. Due to the limited length of the non-jurisdictional electric service extensions,
the degree of collocation with existing rights-of-way, and considering that the local electric service
providers would obtain required permits, we have determined that the impacts of the electric service
extensions when added to the impacts of the SMP Project facilities would not result in significant
cumulative impact on any affected resource.
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Transco’s Mobile Bay South III Project (FERC Docket No. CP13-523-000) involved the
installation of a 20,500 hp natural gas-fired turbine compressor inside a new acoustically attenuating
building within the fence line of Transco’s existing Compressor Station 85, about 1.5 miles west from
proposed Compressor Station 84. The project included other minor activities more than 50 miles from
Compressor Station 84. Constructing Compressor Station 85 disturbed 34 acres of land including 26
acres of open land, 7 acres of industrial/commercial land, 1 acre of upland forest, and less than 1 acre of
wetland; operating this facility affects 2 acres of land. The Mobile Bay South III Project was completed
and placed into service in April 2015. Based on the limited and localized construction-related impacts at
Compressor Station 85, and the distance from and offset timing with construction at proposed
Compressor Station 84, the two projects would not result in any significant cumulative impacts on any
resources, with the possible exception of long-term air quality as described below.
Modeling provided by Transco demonstrates that the most significant air pollutant emissions
(NOx and CO) from proposed Compressor Station 84 would not cause a NAAQS exceedance. This
modeling included a background concentration to account for existing sources of NO 2 and CO. The
modeling estimated ambient concentrations well below the NAAQS (less than 1.4 percent of the CO
NAAQS and less than 36.2 percent of the NO2 NAAQS). Because this analysis evaluated the maximum
potential emissions from Compressor Station 84 and background concentration to account for other NO 2
sources, we have determined that there would not be a significant cumulative impact on regional air
quality. Also, based on their distance and intervening forested areas, we have determined that the projects
would not result in any significant cumulative noise impacts on NSAs between Compressor Stations 84
and 85.
FGT’s Jacksonville Expansion Project (FERC Docket No. CP15-144-00) would include 3 miles
of pipeline loop construction approximately 3 miles from the Sabal Trail Mainline (MP 300.00) in
Suwannee County, Florida. The project would also include modifications at an existing compressor
station about 35 miles from the proposed Hildreth Compressor Station, which is outside the region of
influence we considered for cumulative impacts on air quality. Construction of the two projects could
coincide and would result in similar, localized impacts on resources including soils, vegetation, water
resources, and air quality. However, based on the limited scope of the Jacksonville Expansion Project
and the distance between the two projects, we have determined that the impacts of this project when
added to those of the SMP Project would not result in a significant cumulative impact on any affected
resource.
The Strom, Inc. (Strom) LNG Project would involve a small, mobile natural gas liquefaction
facility (“LNG in a Box”) that is currently proposed to be located on a 15-acre developed parcel about 0.3
mile south from MP 20.00 of the CCL and about 18 miles west of the proposed Dunnellon Compressor
Station. This project is currently being reviewed by the DOE and as designed would be capable of
liquefying 0.08 Bcf/d of natural gas for transport via truck, rail, or ship to domestic or overseas
customers. In its DOE application, Strom indicated that it could readily relocate the facility to areas of
Florida where small volumes of LNG would be in demand. Given that the proposed site is disturbed and
considering the modular nature of the liquefaction plant, little construction-related environmental impact
would occur. In addition, the facility would be required to obtain all applicable environmental permits,
including air permits. Therefore, we have determined that the impacts of this project when added to those
of the SMP Project would not result in a significant cumulative impact on any affected resource.
As noted in section 1.4, DEF plans to build the 1,640 MW combined cycle DEF Citrus Plant on a
400-acre parcel adjacent to DEF’s Crystal River Energy Complex (CREC). This project would also
include the retirement of two coal-fired generation units. DEF received a Determination of Need from the
FPSC and approval of its Site Certification application which will provide for consolidated environmental
review and permitting of the project through the FDEP. Federal agencies involved in the review and

3-291

Cumulative Impacts

approval of the project include the USACE, FWS, NMFS, and EPA. Available information indicates that
construction of the power plant and associated facilities would impact 228 acres including about 183
acres of forest, 23 acres of wetland, 7 acres of freshwater marsh, and 15 acres within existing maintained
electric transmission right-of-way. The wetland impacts would include about 4 acres that would be filled,
8 acres that would be converted from forested to herbaceous, and 11 acres that would be temporarily
affected. Construction of the project is expected to begin in early 2016 and extend for approximately 24
months, with a partial in-service date of May 2018. Sabal Trail would construct the CCL to serve the new
power plant and the DEF Citrus County M&R Station would be on the grounds of the plant. Construction
and operation of the DEF Citrus County M&R Station would impact 9.7 acres and 4 acres, respectively,
including 6.4 and 3.2 acres of forest, 1.1 and 0.2 acres of wetland, and 2.2 and 0.6 acres open/other land.
The construction timing of the projects would overlap and thus, the impacts of the projects where they
overlap would be cumulative. However, cumulative impacts would be minimized by implementation of
Sabal Trail’s construction and restoration plans and similar plans expected to be implemented by DEF.
Workforces from each project could seek housing and other services from the same area during
construction. However housing and other services in the area would be sufficient to meet these
requirements. There are no NSAs within 1 mile from the DEF Citrus Plant and the Citrus County M&R
Station, therefore no cumulative impacts from construction noise or dust would occur, and the Citrus
County M&R Station would not significantly contribute to operational noise or air emissions from the
new power plant or CREC facility. The proposed Dunnellon Compressor Station is about 20 miles to the
east of the planned power plant and within the region of influence for potential cumulative impacts on
regional air quality. However, our analysis determined that operating air emissions from the Dunnellon
Compressor Station would not result in an exceedance of the applicable NAAQS, and air emissions from
the new power plant would also have to meet applicable federal standards. As a result, we conclude
operation of the SMP Project and the DEF Citrus Plant would not result in a significant long-term
cumulative impact on regional air quality. As noted above, two of the four coal-fired electric generation
units would be retired when the DEF Citrus Plant comes on-line, thereby reducing overall air emissions in
the region.
On July 2, 2015 FPL announced its plan to construct a 1,600 MW combined cycle electric
generation plant on a 2,800-acre site in northeastern Okeechobee County, Florida. Before proceeding,
FPL must first obtain a Determination of Need from the FPSC and approval from the Florida Siting Board
which includes environmental review and permit coordination through the FDEP. If approved,
construction would begin in 2017 and the plant would be on-line in 2019. Specific environmental
impacts associated with construction and operation of the planned facility are not known at this time;
however, we expect that construction may temporarily impact hundreds of acres of land and operations
would include substantial permanent industrial structures and supporting infrastructure. However, the site
is located about 3 miles northwest from FSC Project MP 80, and considering that construction timing of
the two projects would not overlap substantially, significant construction-related cumulative impacts
between the projects would not be expected. The power plant would also be about 60 miles from the
proposed Reunion Compressor Station, which is outside the region of influence we considered for
cumulative impacts on air quality. We also note that the planned FPL Okeechobee Plant is part of FPL’s
strategy to replace older, less efficient power plants with modern, more efficient natural gas-fired
facilities. FPL has indicated that the plant would be served by a 3- to 4-mile-long lateral from the FSC
Project; such a lateral would be under FERC jurisdiction and subject to separate environmental review
which would disclose the impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with the lateral.
On July 16, 2015 the FERC authorized the downsizing of Phase 1 of the proposed Floridian
Natural Gas Storage Project (FERC Docket No. CP13-541-000) which would involve a small natural gas
liquefaction facility capable of liquefying 0.1 Bcf/d of natural gas for send-out via truck to customers or
storage in a 1 Bcf aboveground natural gas storage tank to be constructed at the site. The site is located
on a previously developed brownfield property about 2.8 miles southwest from the termination of the
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FSC Project. Construction of the FSC Project and the Floridian Natural Gas Storage Project could
coincide; however, based on the distance between the two projects, we would not anticipate any
significant construction-related cumulative impacts to occur. Workforces from each project could seek
housing and other services from the same area during construction, but because the FSC Project would
extend away from the Floridian project, these impacts would be temporary and would diminish as
construction progresses. Regarding air quality, our analysis concluded that the Floridian project would be
a minor source under PSD review for all pollutants including GHG emissions and would not have a
significant impact on air quality. In addition, the nearest potentially significant source of on-going air
emissions for the SMP Project is the Reunion Compressor Station, approximately 100 miles to the
northwest, which is outside the region of influence we considered for long-term cumulative impacts on air
quality. Therefore we conclude that the two projects would not result in any significant cumulative
impacts on air quality in the region.
3.14.1.2 Residential and Other Development Projects
Over 75 residential and other development projects ranging in scope from the construction of a
single structure to the creation of a 500+ acre residential subdivision have been identified within the
region of influence as conceptual, having an approved site plan, or under construction. Other
development projects include industrial and commercial/retail ventures (including mixed development)
and multi-use recreational trails. The SMP Project pipelines would traverse over three quarters of these
projects. The remaining projects would be located relatively nearby and within the regions of influence.
Erecting permanent residential and other aboveground structures and facilities would result in the
permanent loss of vegetation and associated wildlife habitat; displacement of wildlife; loss of soil and
land use; alteration of surface and groundwater flow and aesthetic characteristics; and could temporarily
and/or permanently increase dust, and impact noise and air quality. A multi-use recreational trail would
result in a permanent change of land use and would likely require periodic vegetation maintenance.
Due to the speculative nature (funding and permitting) of the housing and development markets,
it is difficult to determine the amount of land that would ultimately be affected by these projects; and
therefore, contributing to a cumulative impact. However, based on the permanent nature of these impacts
and the largely temporary SMP Project impacts, we have determined that adding these impacts to the
SMP Project impacts would not result in a significant cumulative impact on any of the affected resources.
3.14.1.3 Roadway Projects
There are several road improvement (paving), modification (water flow/retention devices),
expansion (roadway extensions and lane widening), and construction (roadways and interchanges)
projects planned within the region of influence. Generally, these projects would either traverse an SMP
Project pipeline or would be located adjacent to or parallel an SMP Project pipeline. Similar to a pipeline
project, a roadway project requires clearing and working in a narrow corridor, typically 25 to 200 feet
wide. A roadway project also requires a permanent conversion of land for operation and maintenance.
However, unlike a pipeline project, a paved roadway is operated and maintained in a permanently
disturbed and unnatural state, whereas a pipeline can be operated and maintained in a semi-natural state.
Establishing a roadway would result in the permanent loss of vegetation and associated wildlife habitat;
displacement of wildlife; loss of soil and land use; and alteration of surface and groundwater flow and
aesthetic characteristics. Roadway projects could also temporarily and/or permanently increase dust and
impact local noise and air quality. Based on these impacts and because these roadway projects are
relatively small scale projects and in most cases would result in changes to existing roads or would cross
the proposed pipelines in a perpendicular fashion, we have determined that the impacts of these projects
when added to those of the SMP Project would not result in a significant cumulative impact on any
affected resource.
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3.14.1.4 Mining Operations
There are six active surface mining operations with published expansion plans located within the
regions of influence. Minerals extracted at these facilities include sand, limestone, and phosphorus.
Operating these facilities requires surface clearing, excavation, and mineral extraction. These activities
are presently ongoing and could occur into the foreseeable future. These activities are also regulated by
state and local authorities.
Depending on the mine operator (and the underlying resources present), we expect future clearing
and excavation to occur incrementally, affecting up to 100 acres of land or more. Because surface mining
operations by definition require surface clearing and excavation, these activities are excluded from utility
rights-of-way, and thus the operation of these facilities would not directly overlap with the operation of
the SMP Project. Based on our review of aerial imagery, we have determined that the land uses adjacent
to the identified surface mines are generally forested and open/disturbed. Clearing and excavating these
lands would result in the permanent loss of vegetation and associated wildlife habitat, removal and
relocation of soils, and alteration of surface and groundwater flow. These activities would also
permanently alter the aesthetic characteristics of affected lands, displace wildlife, and would temporarily
increase dust and noise related to construction equipment use. Based on these impacts, we have
determined that adding them to the largely temporary SMP Project impacts would not result in a
significant cumulative impact on any of the affected resources.
3.14.2 Cumulative Impacts on Forest
Constructing the SMP Project would affect 4,369.7 acres of forest. Unlike other resources
affected by the SMP Project, impacts on forest would be long term. Additionally:


1,684.7 acres (39 percent) consists of planted pine forest which generally does not
provide as high quality and diverse habitat as native forest; and because of harvesting,
planting and growth cycles are routinely disturbed.



2,736.2 acres (63 percent) would be allowed to revert to pre-construction conditions.
Whereas full restoration would take decades, these areas would develop plant diversity
and provide habitat for various species throughout the restoration period. About 1,030 of
the 2,688 acres (38 percent) that would be allowed to revert to pre-construction condition
consists of planted pine.



1,633.5 acres of forest would be affected by project operations, of which 652.8 acres (40
percent) consist of planted pine.



1,550.1 acres (95 percent) of the forest affected by operations would occur in the pipeline
right-of-way, which must be maintained free of large trees to ensure the integrity of the
facilities. However, the pipeline right-of-way would be maintained in an herbaceous
state, retaining environmental value. The remaining 83.4 acres of forest would be
permanently covered by either aboveground facilities or access roads, of which 48 acres
consist of planted pine forest.



Due to collocation, about 30 percent of the forest impacts would occur as an incremental
expansion of existing rights-of-way, avoiding and minimizing some forest impacts (e.g.,
habitat fragmentation).
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Impacts on forest resources would occur along 686 miles of pipeline right-of-way in three
states, thereby avoiding significant cumulative impacts in any localized area or in
conjunction with any other project.



The forest impacts associated with the SMP Project are not significant when considered
in comparison to the substantial extent of the resource in the region.

Adding the SMP Project’s impacts on forest with the forest clearing of other projects/actions
would contribute to a cumulative impact within the region of influence. The actual amount and timing of
forest clearing, and the restoration or mitigation measures that other project proponents may implement is
unknown. However, based on the linear nature of the SMP Project and the impacts of the project as
discussed above, we have determined that this cumulative impact would not be significant.
3.14.3 Cumulative Impacts on Air Quality
Other projects/actions within the regions of influence would involve the use of heavy equipment
that would temporarily increase traffic, dust, and air emissions. Additionally, when completed, the
energy, residential, commercial, industrial, and other developments in the regions of influence would
permanently increase air emissions. The combination of these effects would add to a cumulative impact
on air quality in the region.
Emissions from construction equipment would be primarily restricted to daylight hours and
would be minimized through applicable equipment emission standards. Because the construction
emissions would be short-term, intermittent, and highly localized, cumulative impacts would depend on
the type and location of construction activities occurring at the same time. The majority of these effects
would be mitigated by the large geographical area over which the various projects are located and the fact
that the SMP Project would be constructed in phases over a 5 year period. Construction air emissions
from the SMP Project are not expected to have a significant impact on air quality in the region.
The counties where the proposed compressor stations would be located are designated as
attainment or unclassifiable for all NAAQS criteria pollutants. The operational emissions from the SMP
Project would not be expected to cause or significantly contribute to a NAAQS exceedance and the other
notable and reasonably foreseeable stationary source projects in the region would either result in notable
emissions reductions, insignificant emission increases, or be required to comply with applicable air
quality regulations. The most notable of these would be the net emission reductions for all pollutants
except for VOCs and GHGs at the DEF Citrus Plant, where two coal-fired units would be replaced with
higher-efficiency natural gas units. It’s important to note that the net emission change is based on past
actual emissions from the coal units versus future projected emissions of the new equipment (which DEF
estimated based on continuous operation – 8,760 hours per year – for the new natural gas combustion
turbines).
3.14.4 Cumulative Impacts on Climate Change
We received several comments expressing concern about the SMP Project’s contribution to
global climate change. Climate change is the change in climate over time, whether due to natural
variability or as a result of human activity, and cannot be represented by single annual events or
individual anomalies. For example, a single large flood event or particularly hot summer are not
indications of climate change, while a series of floods or warm years that statistically change the average
precipitation or temperature over years or decades may indicate climate change.
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The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) is the leading international, multigovernmental scientific body for the assessment of climate change. The United States is a member of the
IPCC and participates in the IPCC working groups to develop reports. The leading U.S. scientific body
on climate change is the U.S. Global Change Research Program (USGCRP). Thirteen federal
departments and agencies participate in the USGCRP, which began as a presidential initiative in 1989 and
was mandated by Congress in the Global Change Research Act of 1990.
The IPCC and USGCRP have recognized that:


globally, GHGs have been accumulating in the atmosphere since the beginning of the
industrial era (circa 1750);



combustion of fossil fuels (coal, petroleum, and natural gas), combined with agriculture
and clearing of forests is primarily responsible for this accumulation of GHG;



these anthropogenic GHG emissions are the primary contributing factor to climate
change; and



impacts extend beyond atmospheric climate change alone, and include changes to water
resources, transportation, agriculture, ecosystems, and human health.

In May 2014, the USGCRP issued a report, Climate Change Impacts in the United States,
summarizing the impacts that climate change has already had on the United States and what projected
impacts climate change may have in the future (USGCRP, 2014). The report includes a breakdown of
overall impacts by resource and impacts described for various regions of the United States. Although
climate change is a global concern, for this cumulative analysis, we will focus on the potential cumulative
impacts of climate change in the SMP Project area.
The USGCRP’s report notes the following observations of environmental impacts that may be
attributed to climate change in the Southeast region:


temperatures are projected to increase another 4 to 8 °F by 2100, resulting in increased
harmful algal blooms; increased disease-causing agents; spread of non-native plants;
reduced dairy and livestock production; and reduced crop productivity;



the number of days above 95 °F are projected to increase, resulting in major human
health implications;



the global sea level has risen by about 8 inches since reliable record keeping began in
1880, and is projected to rise another 1 to 4 feet by 2100;



coastal water temperature in several regions are likely to continue warming as much as 4
to 8 °F by 2100;



increasing acidification resulting from the uptake of CO2 by ocean waters threatens
corals, shellfish, and other living things that form their shells and skeletons from calcium
carbonate;



substantial increases in the extent and frequency of storm surge, coastal flooding, erosion,
property damage, and loss of wetlands;
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the intensity, frequency, and duration of North Atlantic hurricanes, as well as the
frequency of Category 4 and 5 hurricanes, have increased since the early 1980s;



short-term droughts are expected to intensify, resulting in decreased aquifer recharge and
groundwater availability;



the number of days that fail to meet federal air quality standards is projected to increase
with rising temperatures if there are no additional controls on ozone-causing pollutants;
and



extreme weather events are affecting energy production and delivery facilities, resulting
in supply disruptions of varying lengths and magnitudes.

GHG emissions are a primary cause of climate change (EPA, 2014c). Of the GHGs emitted, CO 2
is the most prevalent, accounting for 82 percent of all U.S. emissions in 2012 (EPA, 2014d). Methane
(CH4) is the second most prevalent, accounting for 9 percent of the total U.S. emissions (EPA, 2014e).
Between 1990 and 2012, natural gas and petroleum systems accounted for 29 percent of CH4 emissions in
the United States. Although the amount of CH4 being emitted into the atmosphere is significantly less
than that of CO2, the comparative impact of CH4 on climate change over a 100-year period (that is, its
GWP) is more than 20 times greater (EPA, 2014f). Fugitive CH4 emissions are common in natural gas
systems and can occur during natural gas production, transmission, storage, and distribution (EPA,
2014g).
Currently, there is no standard methodology to determine how the proposed SMP Project’s
incremental contribution to GHGs would translate into physical effects of the global environment.
However, we acknowledge that operation of SMP Project would result in the distribution and
consumption of about 1,000,000 Dth/d of natural gas. As discussed earlier, portions of this gas would be
consumed by power plants that are replacing coal fired units. Because natural gas emits less CO2
compared to other fuel sources (e.g., fuel oil or coal), it is anticipated that consumption of the distributed
gas to converted power plants would reduce current GHGs emissions, thereby potentially offsetting some
regional CO2 emissions.
We received comments stating that our climate change analysis should include a lifecycle
analysis of the SMP Project and that our analysis does not quantify the potential emission offset by the
displacement of coal-based electricity with that of natural gas. The Commission staff’s longstanding
practice is to conduct an environmental review for each proposed project, or a number of proposed
projects that are interdependent or otherwise interrelated or connected. Actions are “connected” if they:
“[a]utomatically trigger other actions which may require environmental impact statements;” “[c]annot or
will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously or simultaneously;” or “[a]re interdependent
parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification.”24 NEPA does not,
however, require us to engage in speculative analyses or provide information that will not meaningfully
inform the decision-making process. Even if we were to find a sufficient connected relationship between
the proposed project and upstream development or downstream end-use, it would still be difficult to
meaningfully consider these impacts, primarily because emission estimates would be largely influenced
by assumptions rather than direct parameters about the project. It is suggested that stakeholders, or other
interested parties review the U.S. Department of Energy’s National Energy Technology Laboratory’s May
29, 2014 report: Life Cycle Analysis of Natural Gas Extraction and Power Generation. This report looks
at the lifecycle of natural gas from various sources and compares the lifecycle GHG emissions to other
24

40 C.F.R. § 1508.25(a)(1)(i)-(iii).
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fuels used for energy production (most notably coal). The report indicates that, although natural gas may
have higher upstream GHG than coal, the total lifecycle GHG emissions from electricity production using
natural gas is significantly lower than that of electricity from coal. In addition, emissions of criteria
pollutants, and HAPs are significantly less from natural gas combustion than for coal. For a typical
(baseload) case, the report indicates that the lifecycle emissions of electricity from natural gas are less
than half that of coal.
Potential future projects that would not be directly offsetting GHG emissions from higher
intensity sources (i.e., source that emit more GHGs per unit of electrical power generated), such as the
DEF Citrus Plant and the FPL Okeechobee Plant, would undergo state and federal air permitting
processes and would be subject to pertinent emission and mitigation requirements.
Based on these factors, we conclude the SMP Project would not significantly contribute to GHG
cumulative impacts.
3.14.5 Cumulative Impacts Conclusion
The SMP Project would occur in a region that has been significantly affected by previous human
activity. If constructed, the SMP Project and the energy projects, residential and other developments,
roadway projects, and mining operations that occur within the regions of influence would result in
varying degrees of cumulative impact on different resources depending on the type and scope of each
project, their proximity to each other, the timeframe in which they are constructed, and the measures that
would be implemented to avoid or reduce impacts at each project site. The majority of the impacts
resulting from the SMP Project would be temporary and about 65 percent of the pipeline facilities would
be collocated with existing infrastructure, thereby reducing overall impacts. As discussed in this EIS, the
environmental impacts associated with the SMP Project would be less than significant if the SMP Project
is constructed and operated in accordance with the Applicants’ proposed construction and restoration
plans, other applicable regulations or permit requirements, and our additional recommendations.
Therefore, we conclude that the impacts of constructing and operating the SMP Project when added to the
impacts of the aforementioned projects would not result in a significant cumulative impact on the
environment.
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