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INTRODUCTION 
Central Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. (Central Electric or the Applicant) proposes to construct and 
maintain a new 25.8-mile, 115-kilovolt (kV) transmission line between the existing Jamestown Substation 
and a new Berkeley Electric Cooperative, Inc. (Berkeley Electric) McClellanville Substation near the town 
of McClellanville, South Carolina. The proposed McClellanville transmission line would address system 
capacity, system reliability, human safety, and power quality issues in the McClellanville service area. 

The draft Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the McClellanville 115-kV Transmission Line 
Project identifies the Jamestown corridor as the preferred alternative after extensive studies of various 
corridors by Central Electric (2005a, 2005b, 2010a, 2010b) and after the consideration of alternative 
technology solutions (Burns & McDonnell 2020, 2022). This alternative is preferred over the Charity 
corridor, which is also analyzed in the EIS, because it is shorter and would have demonstrably fewer 
environmental impacts (McGavran 2017). The Belle Isle corridors, which are evaluated in the supplemental 
EIS, were eliminated from further consideration due to public opposition and extensive technical and 
financial reviews of potential corridors. 

Approximately 70 percent of the Jamestown and Charity corridors would cross National Forest System 
(NFS) lands managed by the Francis Marion National Forest (FMNF), and 30 percent would cross private 
lands. To further avoid and minimize impacts, the Jamestown corridor needs to be refined in areas where it 
would cross private lands. The goal of this effort is to refine the proposed corridor to include a limited set 
of alternative corridors across private lands, in accordance with the United States (U.S.) Department of 
Agriculture, Rural Utilities Service (RUS) guidance (RUS 2016). 1 This report summarizes the efforts and 
findings of the supplemental analysis of alternative corridors on private lands for the McClellanville 115-
kV Transmission Line Project.  

The proposed transmission line would cross four census block groups in Berkeley and Charleston counties 
that contain both impoverished and minority environmental justice populations. Although these populations 
could benefit from improved electricity reliability and power quality, the transmission line could adversely 
affect residents if it were located close to their homes. Consequently, potential environmental justice 
impacts are a key consideration for this routing across private lands. 

STUDY AREA AND ALTERNATIVE CORRIDORS 

Study Area Delineation 

The first step of this routing study was to define the study area. There are three locations with concentrations 
of private lands (study areas) where additional routing analysis is necessary for the Jamestown alternative. 
These study areas are referred to as: (1) Jamestown, (2) Honey Hill, and (3) McClellanville. For each study 
area, a boundary was delineated between a set of endpoints located at points of exit/entry to NFS lands. 
Central Electric reviewed the boundaries of each study area and confirmed them to be large enough to 
include an adequate number of alternatives but small enough to encompass only feasible alternatives. Figure 
1 shows the locations of the three study areas. 

 
1  This routing effort is focused on the Jamestown corridor but is also applicable to the Charity corridor, an alternative analyzed in 

the EIS, where both corridors would share an alignment between the McClellanville Substation and the 230-kV right-of-way. 
Refinement of the proposed Charity corridor across private lands is otherwise not necessary because it would parallel an existing 
230-kV right-of-way for approximately two-thirds of its length, from near Honey Hill to the Charity Substation.  
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Figure 1. Study areas
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Figure 2. Study segments in the Jamestown study area carried forward for analysis (black) and eliminated from further consideration or 
modified (red)  
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Figure 3. Study segments in the Honey Hill study area carried forward for analysis (black) and eliminated from further consideration or 
modified (red)  
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Figure 4. Study segments in the McClellanville study area carried forward for analysis (black) and eliminated from further consideration or 
modified (red)
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Table 1. Justification for study segments eliminated from further consideration or modified and replaced by alternative segments  

Study Segment ID Justification for Elimination/Modification 
Jamestown Study Area 

 1 Eliminated �t close to a sawmill 
 2 Eliminated �t close to a sawmill 
 3 Eliminated �t close to a sawmill 
 4 Eliminated �t close to a sawmill 
 5 Eliminated �t close to a sawmill 
 6 Eliminated �t close to a sawmill 
 7 Eliminated �t crosses unevaluated NFS lands  
 27 Eliminated �t close to one red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW) cluster and railroad crossing 
 28 Eliminated �t not usable without study segments eliminated due to RCW clusters 
 29 Eliminated �t close to one RCW cluster and railroad crossing 
 30 Eliminated �t crosses a very large wetland (>1,000 feet) 
 31 Eliminated �t close to one RCW cluster and railroad crossing 
 32 Eliminated �t not usable without study segments eliminated due to RCW clusters 
 33 Eliminated �t close to one RCW cluster and railroad crossing 
 34 Eliminated �t not usable without study segments eliminated due to RCW clusters 
 35 Eliminated �t close to one RCW cluster and railroad crossing 
 36 Eliminated �t not usable without study segments eliminated due to RCW clusters 
 37 Eliminated �t close to one RCW cluster and railroad crossing 
 38 Eliminated �t close to two RCW clusters 
 Honey Hill Study Area (Shulerville and Honey Hill East Subareas) 
 8 Eliminated �t crosses unevaluated NFS lands 
 9 Eliminated �t crosses unevaluated NFS lands 
 10 Modified to avoid crossing unevaluated NFS lands 
 11 Eliminated �t crosses close to buildings and no building on other side of road 
 12 Eliminated �t dependent on other study segments that cross unevaluated NFS lands 
 13 Eliminated �t dependent on other study segments that cross unevaluated NFS lands 
 14 Eliminated �t crosses unevaluated NFS lands 
 15 Eliminated �t dependent on other study segments that cross unevaluated NFS lands 
 16 Eliminated �t crosses unevaluated NFS lands 
 17 Eliminated �t crosses unevaluated NFS lands 
 18 Eliminated �t crosses unevaluated NFS lands 

  

Appx. A page 13 of 71



8 

Table 1 (Continued). Justification for study segments eliminated from further consideration or modified and replaced by other segments  

 Study Segment ID Justification for Elimination/Modification 
 19 Eliminated �t crosses unevaluated NFS lands 
 20 Modified to match node of route network 
 21 Eliminated �t crosses unevaluated NFS lands 
 26 Eliminated �t difficult crossing of Echaw Creek floodplain/wetlands 
 39 Modified to remove an angle and follow property boundaries 
 40 Modified (moved south and straightened) to avoid houses and reduce angles 
 41 Modified to straighten to avoid angles in wetland 
 42 Modified to straighten to avoid angles in wetland 
 43 Eliminated �t close to Wesley A.M.E. Church and cemetery 
 44 Eliminated �t very close to a house 
 45 Eliminated �t very close to a house 
 46 Eliminated �t very close to a house 
 47 Eliminated �t very long wetland crossing and angle within the wetland, and close to a house 
 McClellanville Study Area 
 22 Eliminated �t crosses very long wetland and unevaluated NFS lands 
 23 Modified to avoid crossing unevaluated NFS lands  
 24 Modified to avoid impact to cultural site and stay on edge of small parcels 
 48 Eliminated �t close to houses and visual impact to Wrens Chapel Methodist Church and cemetery 
 49 Modified to avoid points of intersection within archaeological site and wetlands 
 50 Eliminated �t close to a house 
 51 Modified to avoid siting pole within archaeological site 
 52 Modified to avoid siting pole within archaeological site 
 53 Modified to avoid siting pole within archaeological site 
 54 Eliminated �t no longer needed after adjustment of study segment to the south 
 55 Eliminated �t no longer needed after adjustment of study segment to the south 
 56 Modified to avoid impact to cultural site and stay on edge of small parcels 
 57 Modified because wetland span is almost 900 feet and would require placement of pole in the wetland 
 58 Eliminated �t front-yard residential impacts along highway 
 59 Modified to avoid points of intersection within wetlands 
 60 Modified to avoid points of intersection within wetlands 
 61 Eliminated �t extensive wetland and floodplain crossing 
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Fine-Scale Desktop Review  

Areas classified as non-pine habitat were verified using historical aerial imagery, which WSP also used to 
determine stand age for the purposes of identifying suitable foraging and nesting habitat. Developed areas 
and stands visible as cleared of tree cover in 1999, or more recently, were classified as non-RCW habitat 
because the trees would be less than 30 years old regardless of species. Google Earth did not include 
imagery between 1994 and 1999, so 1999 was used as the cutoff for stands less than 30 years because stands 
cut in 1994 would be 30 years old in 2024. Stands were labeled with the year cleared in the imagery and/or 
as deciduous or developed. To identify RCW foraging habitat (i.e., pine stands between 30 and 60 years 
old), WSP biologists identified stands cut between 1964 and 1994 using Google Earth imagery from 1991; 
Charleston County historical aerial imagery from 1968, 1989, and 1994; and Berkeley County historical 
aerial imagery from 1969, 1989, and 1995. The remaining stands were assumed to be potentially 60 years 
or older in 2024 (not cut since 1964 at least). This is not entirely accurate because aerial imagery between 
1964 and 1968/1969 was not available. 

Table 2. Ecosystems mapped in the study area and whether they provide potential RCW habitat 

Ecosystem Pine Potentially Dominant 
or Codominant? 

Wet Pine Savanna and Flatwoods (wet phase) Yes 
Upland Longleaf Pine Woodland (xeric to dry phase) Yes 
Upland Longleaf Pine Woodland (dry to dry-mesic phase) Yes 
Wet Pine Savanna and Flatwoods (mesic to wet phase) Yes 
Upland Longleaf Pine Woodland (dry-mesic to mesic phase) Yes 
Broad Nonriverine Swamp and Wet Hardwood Forest Yes 
Carolina Bay Cypress Wetlands Yes 
Depression Ponds Yes 
Peatland Pocosin and Canebrake Yes 
Mesic Slope Forest Yes 
Streamhead Seepage Swamp, Pocosin and Baygall Yes 
Maritime Forest Yes 
Narrow Nonriverine Swamp and Wet Hardwood Forest No 
Blackwater Stream Floodplain Forest (headwaters phase) No 
Small Blackwater River Floodplain Forest No 
Blackwater Stream Floodplain Forest (typic phase) No 
Tidal Wooded Swamp No 
Dry and Dry-Mesic Oak Forest No 
Salt and Brackish Tidal Marsh No 

 

RCW cluster locations documented by USFS and SC Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR) Heritage 
Trust Program (historic RCW clusters) were used to verify the accuracy of the desktop analysis and as an 
indicator of stands older than 60 years. Within a half mile of the evaluated corridors, only one known RCW 
cluster was located within a polygon classified as non-pine based on the FMNF ecosystem mapping; it was 
located on the edge of the non-pine polygon. 
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Table 3. Routing factors for evaluating alternative corridors, with weights range from 1 to 10 based on the importance of the metric to siting 
the transmission line 

Routing Factor 

Spatial Extent of Calculation 

Weight 
Segment 

75-ft 
Wide 

(ROW) 

600-ft 
Wide 

(Corridor) 
Constructability / Engineering Requirements         

Length (miles)  X    2 
Angles 0-15 degrees  X      1 
Angles 15-40 degrees  X      2 
Angles >40 degrees X      7 
Number of state highways crossings (count)  X    1 
Number of county/local/USFS road crossings (count)  X    1 
Number of railroads crossings (count)  X    1 
Number of airports and runways within 8,000 feet (count)  X    1 
Number of oil and gas pipeline crossings (count)  X    1 
Number of communication towers within 1,000 feet (count)  X    1 
Number of existing transmission line crossings (count)  X    1 
Water Resources         

Area of surface waters (acres)   X  X  8 
Area of wetlands (acres)   X  X  10 
Number of wetlands crossed with span length >500 feet (count)  X      10 
Area of PFO wetlands (acres)   X  X  10 
Area of ROW with forest within 30 feet of wetlands or hydric soils (acres)    X    8 
Area of ROW with forest within 31-100 feet of wetlands or hydric soils (acres)    X    4 
Area of 100-year floodplain (acres)   X  X  10 
Area of 500-year floodplain (acres)   X  X  5 
Number of potential power poles required within 100-year floodplain crossings (count) 
required X      10 

Number of potential power poles required within 500-year floodplain crossings (count)  X      5 
Wildlife Habitat         

Area of suitable nesting habitat for RCW (acres)   X  X  10 
Area of suitable foraging habitat for RCW (acres)   X  X  8 
Area of forest (acres)   X  X  8 
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Table 3 (continued). Routing factors for evaluating alternative corridors, with weights range from 1 to 10 based on the importance of the 
metric to siting the transmission line 

Routing Factor 

Spatial Extent of Calculation 

Weight 
Segment 

75-ft 
Wide 

(ROW) 

600-ft 
Wide 

(Corridor) 
Area of National Wetland Inventory wetlands that intersect Wet Pine Savanna and Flatwoods, 
Upland Longleaf Pine Woodlands and Forests, or Depressional Wetlands and Carolina Bays 
(acres) 

  X  X  8 

Cultural Resources      
Area of listed, eligible, or undetermined archaeological sites (acres)   X X  10 
Number of listed, eligible, or undetermined historic structures (count)    X  10 
Number of cemeteries (count)      X  5 
Built Environment         

Number of parcels (count)   X  X  4 
Number of unique landowners (count)   X  X  5 
Number of parcels <10 acres in size (count)   X X 5 
Length NOT parallel to an existing corridor (feet)  X      10 
Length NOT parallel to an existing corridor (percent)  X      5 
Number of residences (count)   X  X  10 
Number of non-residential buildings (count)   X  X  3 
Land Use/Land Cover         

Length within forest and NOT adjacent to land cover edges, existing corridors (openings), or 
parcel boundaries (miles) X      5 

Area of pavement and other impervious surfaces (acres) X      5 
Area of cropland crossed (acres)  X X  3 
Area of prime farmland crossed (acres)   X  X  3 
Area of scrub/shrub thicket crossed (acres)  X X  1 
Area of barren/grass/pasture crossed (acres)  X X  1 
Area of Town of Jamestown parcels crossed (acres)  X X  4 
Area of NFS lands crossed (acres)  X X  8 
Area of FMNF recreation areas crossed (acres)  X X  4 
Area of TNC land crossed (acres)  X X  7 
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FIELD SURVEY 
WSP conducted a field survey of the proposed alternative corridors to provide information on the location 
and quality of potential nesting and foraging habitat for RCW (see above) and enhance understanding of 
local conditions and potential environmental constraints.  

Methodology 

Prior to the field survey, a field map was created using ArcGIS Online, which included the alternative 
corridor segments and the following layers to guide field navigation: aerial photographs, roads, land 
ownership, parcel boundaries, residences and other structures, RCW habitat potential identified from the 
desktop analysis, National Wetland Inventory (NWI) polygons, regulatory floodplain boundaries, and RCW 
clusters. These data were loaded into ArcGIS Field Maps and viewed on an iPad for field data collection. 
The Field Maps application, together with a Trimble R1 Global Positioning System (GPS) receiver, allowed 
WSP to update existing GIS data and collect additional of point, line, and polygon features.  

WSP conducted roadside habitat ground-truthing surveys April 8�±12, 2024, in the three study areas: 
McClellanville, Honey Hill, and Jamestown. The purpose was to determine, as much as practicable, if the 
forest stand conditions match those mapped in the desktop exercises. Field surveys were performed by two 
wildlife biologists, including a Registered Forester and Certified Wildlife Biologist, both who have 
performed numerous RCW surveys. The field surveys were limited to open public roads and public lands. 
Biologists drove all accessible roads, and walked in locations on NFS lands, viewing as much as possible 
of the proposed alternative corridors. In forested areas on private lands, the biologists were able to view 
approximately 75 feet into forest stands. A spotting scope and binoculars were used in places where needed 
to document forest characteristics. Biologists identified nesting and foraging habitat for RCWs based on 
tree species composition, tree diameters, and tree stocking density. Also, because hardwood encroachment 
and midstory tree growth threatens pine habitat required by RCWs, WSP biologists made notes describing 
RCW habitat suitability under current conditions, such as understory and midstory structure, plant species 
composition, and any evidence of recent habitat management. They also searched for cavity trees or other 
evidence of RCW activity within stands where suitable nesting habitat was observed. Finally, WSP took 
geolocated photographs to document the range of RCW habitat conditions and any other constraints 
observed. 

Following the field survey, WSP biologists reviewed field notes and reclassified forested stands that were 
assessed as potential nesting and foraging habitat, as defined by the USFWS (2003) protocol. Another 
attribute was added to the shapefile to indicate whether the assessed stands could provide suitable foraging 
or nesting habitat based on current conditions/management. 
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Field Survey Findings 

WSP biologists were able to view most of the proposed alternative corridors from public roads but several 
locations across private lands were not possible to view. Figures 5, 6, and 7 show the track-log of biologists 
within the Jamestown, Honey Hill, and McClellanville study areas, respectively.  

In general, the desktop analysis was accurate in terms of classifying RCW habitat based on the dominance 
of pine trees and stands with pine trees greater than 30 or 60 years old. Two forest stands were upgraded 
from non-habitat to foraging habitat because of recent management. A second forest stand was upgraded 
from foraging habitat to nesting habitat because of management and RCW nesting activity observations. 
Several stands were downgraded from foraging and nesting habitat to non-habitat due to hardwood 
dominance (Photos 1 and 2). All other forest stands classified as suitable RCW habitat were verified or 
unchanged from the desktop analysis. In general, WSP biologist observed less potential RCW habitat than 
was identified by the desktop analysis. Overall, forest stands on private lands that meet the USFWS 
definition of RCW nesting or foraging habitat were in poor condition and not likely to be used by RCW 
due to the lack of active management (e.g., prescribed fire, thinning) and a resulting dense understory and 
midstory. On private lands, WSP biologists found no evidence of RCW nesting and did not hear any RCW 
vocalizations during the surveys. 

A final map of foraging and nesting habitat within the alternative corridors is provided in Figures 8, 9, and 
10 for the Jamestown, Honey Hill, and McClellanville study areas, respectively. Further details regarding 
observations of RCW habitat within each study area is provided following the figures. 

Appx. A page 23 of 71



 

18 

 
Figure 5. Track-log of WSP biologists showing accessible public roads and lands within the Jamestown study area
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Figure 6. Track-log of WSP biologists showing accessible public roads and lands within the Honey Hill study area
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Figure 7. Track-log of WSP biologists showing accessible public roads and lands within the McClellanville study area
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Photo 1. Example of a forest stand classified via desktop analysis as RCW nesting habitat, but downgraded in the field to non-habitat due to 
the lack of pine tree dominance
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Photo 2. Example of a forest stand classified via desktop analysis as RCW foraging habitat, but downgraded in the field to non-habitat due to 
the lack of pine tree dominance
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Figure 8. Suitable red-cockaded woodpecker habitat identified via desktop analysis in the Jamestown study area  
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Figure 9. Suitable red-cockaded woodpecker habitat identified via desktop analysis in the Honey Hill study area  
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Figure 10. Suitable red-cockaded woodpecker habitat identified via desktop analysis in the McClellanville study area
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