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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Public Information Open House (PIOH) #2 Summary Report provides an overview 
of the activities undertaken by the Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) to 
gather public input in the development of the Screen 1 for alternatives for the State 
Route (SR) 20 Improvements project between the cities of Canton and Cumming, 
Georgia.  This report summarizes the public outreach efforts, including two PIOHs that 
were held on December 10, 2013 and December 12, 2013.  Public notification of the 
PIOHs utilized newspaper articles and radio stations, press releases and advertisements 
in local and regional media outlets, social media, and extended across population 
demographics.  The outcome of these efforts resulted in a total of 532 people (273 in 
Cumming and 259 in Ball Ground) attending the PIOHs.  The comments received from 
this phase of public involvement activities included overall support for the project need 
and a variety of supported solutions to meet that need.     

A total of 6,707 visits to the MetroQuest survey website were made.  Of the 1,997 
respondents who submitted a comment as of January 13, 2014, the distribution was as 
follows: 

 158 paper comment forms,  

 28 court reporter comments,  

 16 letters, 

 36 email comments,  

 1 petition, and  

 1,767 visitors left feedback via the MetroQuest website, which includes 241 
visitors who left written comments via the MetroQuest website.   

The comment forms indicated the following level of support for the project:  47 in favor, 
27 opposed, 71 conditional, and 3 uncommitted.  Several individuals submitted multiple 
comments, which accounts for a difference in the number of respondents and total 
number of responses received.  Many visitors to the PIOHs and MetroQuest website 
provided map-based input or survey data on areas of concern or community facilities, 
which are counted toward the ‘feedback’ category in the bullets above.  Written 
comments via MetroQuest are those in which typed comments were provided.  All input 
received during and after the formal comment period has been added to a database of 
locally important areas to help the project team better understand the issues and guide 
their development of solutions.  All comments received will be part of the official public 
record.  All respondents have been included in the project contacts database.    

This report also describes the results of public involvement activities and proposed 
future public engagement efforts.   
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2.0 PROJECT AND SCOPING PROCESS INTRODUCTION 

2.1 Proposal Overview and Context 

The GDOT is sponsoring the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to 
identify potential improvements to the SR 20 corridor, between the cities of Canton and 
Cumming, Georgia. 

The SR 20 Improvements study area extends for approximately 24 miles, between 
Interstate (I)-575 in Canton and SR 400 in Cumming, as shown in Figure 2.1. From west 
to east, jurisdictions along the corridor include the city of Canton; unincorporated 
communities of Buffington, Macedonia, Orange, and Free Home in Cherokee County; as 
well as the unincorporated community of Ducktown and the city of Cumming in Forsyth 
County. Existing land uses along the corridor include a mix of suburban and exurban 
uses including low density residential, strip commercial, and agricultural. Residents and 
the commuting public experience congestion, limited mobility, and safety issues along 
this heavily traveled corridor as outlined in the project Need and Purpose, which can be 
found on the project website at: www.dot.ga.gov/sr20improvements under the Project 
Information section.  The SR 20 Improvements project is conducting engineering and 
environmental studies to evaluate reasonable range of alternatives to relieve congestion, 
improve mobility, and reduce crashes along SR 20 between Canton and Cumming. 

Figure 2.1: Corridor Overview Map 

 

2.2 Purpose of Public Outreach Activities 

The GDOT hosted two PIOHs to present to the public the results from the Scoping 
Meetings and to present the Phase 1 alternatives analysis screening, which is the first 
draft of alternatives for them to consider and provide input.   

Materials for the PIOH included a virtual PIOH, displays, boards, Welcome Packet 
(including comment form) can be found at: www.dot.ga.gov/sr20improvements under the 
PIOH (December 2013) section.   

http://www.dot.ga.gov/sr20improvements
http://www.dot.ga.gov/sr20improvements
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3.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT  

The following section outlines the public involvement opportunities and ways in which 
the public involvement opportunities were advertised.  The public involvement efforts 
consisted of two PIOHs, several kiosk events (staffed and unstaffed), project website 
(including a virtual PIOH), and MetroQuest, a web-based interactive survey.  Efforts 
made to notify the public about these opportunities to learn about the project and provide 
comment included the following: 

 Newspaper advertisements 

 Press releases and articles in the media 

 PIOH notification flyers (English and Spanish) 

 Newsletter (English and Spanish) 

 PIOH notification signs 

 Kiosk events (staffed and unstaffed) 

 Internet tools (e.g., project website, MetroQuest survey website, and social media) 

Due to the length of the study corridor, these PIOH events were strategically located 
along the corridor at locations close to SR 20 and one was held in each of Cherokee and 
Forsyth counties.  This was done to minimize travel distances for citizens along the 
study area.  The meetings were held at these times and locations: 

December 10, 2013 
Calvary Baptist Church 
Ball Ground, GA  
5-7 pm 
 

December 12, 2013 
Otwell Middle School 
Cumming, GA  
5-7 pm 
 

3.1 Public Notification 

The PIOHs were widely publicized in an effort to encourage public participation.  The 
public notification process started in late-November and continued through early-
December as per GDOT policy.   

3.1.1 Newspaper Advertisements 

Advertisements were placed in the county legal organs, Cherokee Tribune and Forsyth 
County News, as well as the Spanish-language newspaper, Mundo Hispánico, consistent 
with GDOT policy of 3 weeks and 1 week prior to the meeting dates.  These were published 
on 11/20/13 and 12/4/13 in the Cherokee Tribune and Forsyth County News, and in Mundo 
Hispánico on 11/28/13 and 12/5/13.   The printed advertisement is provided in Appendix A: 
Newspaper Ads/Tear sheets. 

3.1.2 Press Releases and Articles in the Media 

Press releases were distributed to the GDOT District 1 and 6 media lists, including more 
than 100 media outlets in the North Metro Atlanta area on November 22nd and 
December 2nd, 2013.  A copy of the press is provided in Appendix B:  Press Release.  
These media distribution efforts resulted in 12 articles published in local and metro-
Atlanta news outlets between November 2013 and January 2014.  A list of media articles 
throughout the scoping period, both before and after the PIOHs, are compiled in 
Appendix C:  Media Articles.  Ten of the articles preceded the PIOHs, serving as 
additional notices of the upcoming opportunities for public input, and most were 
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published in print or on-line newspapers.  Several of the articles reported the activities at 
the PIOHs and prompted on-line comments.   

3.1.3 PIOH Notification Flyers and Newsletters 

A PIOH notification flyer and project newsletter, including promotion of the upcoming 
open houses, were developed in both English and Spanish and distributed to the project 
database by mail and email, as well as being available on the project website.  The 
newsletter also provided information about the draft alternatives.  The project database 
of included more than 875 addresses, including residences, businesses, more than 30 
social service organizations and religious organizations, neighborhood associations, and 
elected officials.  The database was developed through previous Scoping meeting public 
involvement efforts as well as the Citizens Advisory Committee.  Newsletters were also 
sent to various public locations (see Section 4.0, Environmental Justice below).  Elected 
officials in Cherokee and Forsyth Counties were notified directly via formal letter.  
Additionally, PIOH notification flyers were sent to environmental justice populations (see 
Section 4.0, Environmental Justice below).   

Since the time of the flyer and newsletter distribution, the project database has grown 
with the addition of contacts acquired during the project development.  All interested 
parties who request information or expressed interest in the project are included in this 
database.  English and Spanish copies of the flyer and newsletter are provided in 
Appendix D:  Project Flyer (English and Spanish) and Newsletter. 

3.1.4 PIOH Notification Signs  

A total of 40 PIOH Notification Signs were placed along the corridor on November 25 
and 26, 2013.  The signs included the location, date, and time of the PIOH meetings to 
be held.  The signs also stated that the same information would be presented at both 
meetings.  The signs were placed at approaches to major intersections in and around 
the corridor. 

3.2 Outreach Activities 

3.2.1 Public Information Open Houses 

Two PIOH events were held within the project corridor.  The first was in Ball Ground on 
December 10 and the second was held in Cumming on December 12.  Both events 
presented the same material.  Directional signs along the corridor were placed near the 
locations on the day of the events to assist in notifying the public of the meetings.  The 
PIOHs consisted of a number of stations with display boards around the room as well as 
high resolution project mapping.   

Upon entering the open house, participants were greeted and encouraged to place a 
sticker on where they live and where they work in order to gain a better idea of how 
residents use SR 20.  The entire study area (from just west of I-575 to just east of SR 
400, including a 1,000-foot buffer along SR 20) was displayed on roll plots at the open 
houses.   

Other boards displayed around the room showcased the study area map, project 
history/timeline, the Need and Purpose, project schedule, the EIS process, traffic 
projections, the Alternatives Analysis process, and potential alternatives.  Participants 
were given the opportunity to talk to the project team and provide feedback directly on 
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the informational display boards either by writing on the plots or through sticking ‘post-it’ 
notes directly onto the boards.   

The interactive stations provided for participants included: a comment/response station, 
where participants could fill out and submit their comment form and survey; and a portable web-
based MetroQuest survey iPad station, where participants were able to complete an electronic 
survey.   

3.2.2 Informational Kiosk Events 

Unstaffed kiosks with materials in both English and Spanish were placed at the 
Cherokee and Forsyth County Administrative Buildings and Chambers of Commerce in 
Cumming and Canton.  These events were intended to reach out to people who may not 
otherwise attend a public meeting.  The kiosks provided some basic information about the 
project, announced the PIOHs, and held copies of the newsletter for distribution to the 
public.  Kiosks were in place for 1 week leading up to the PIOHs.  Approximately 43 
English newsletters and 11 Spanish newsletters were distributed in this manner. In 
addition, staffed kiosk events were held to reach out to low-income and minority 
populations (see Section 4.0, Environmental Justice below). 

3.2.3 Internet Tools 

Internet tools for the project and the PIOH meetings included a Project website, MetroQuest 
interactive web-based survey, and social media.   

3.2.3.1 Project Website 

The project website is directly linked to the GDOT web pages and includes project 
information such as, the Public Involvement Plan (PIP), the Agency Coordination Plan (ACP), 
Scoping Booklet, a virtual PIOH, and scans of the materials presented at the PIOH.  It is 
found at:  www.dot.ga.gov/sr20improvements.   The virtual PIOH is a web-based video 
providing a walk-through of the PIOH as if the viewer had been able to attend the actual 
PIOH.  The website provides the contact information for the GDOT project manager as well 
as an email address to make inquiries.   

3.2.3.2 MetroQuest Website  

A MetroQuest engagement website was created to reach out to individuals who might 
not otherwise attend a public meeting.  An announcement of the MetroQuest website 
was emailed out to the project database.   The MetroQuest website 
(http://sr20.metroquest.com/) serves an interactive web-based survey tool that provides 
project background information and solicits input on the corridor needs.  Comments can 
be provided in text-based format and there is ability to provide map-based comments.  
Additionally, inquiries were made to the Chambers of Commerce in each county to let 
their memberships know about the site.  The MetroQuest website had more than 6,700 
visitors to the site, with more than 1,700 visitors providing input, including 241 visitors 
who provided written comments. 

3.2.3.3 Social Media 

To ensure social media messaging supported the goals of the Public Involvement Plan, a 
social media content calendar was created to support upcoming events, PIOHs, and 
MetroQuest.  This schedule provided post- and tweet-specific text which was disseminated 
using GDOT’s project-specific Facebook and Twitter pages between December 3rd and 13th, 

http://www.dot.ga.gov/sr20improvements
http://sr20.metroquest.com/
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2013. The calendar is attached in Appendix E:  Social Media Calendar.  In addition to the 
dates noted on the calendar, an additional Facebook reminder was sent on December 19th 
thanking participants for attending the meetings and that comments can be taken on the 
project website. 

3.3 Comment Opportunities 

A variety of methods were available for the public to provide a formal comment and be 
part of the project record, including the following:  

 fill out a formal comment on the comment form provided at the PIOHs (158 paper 

comment cards received); 

 visit the SR20 MetroQuest website (as linked from the project website), fill out a web-

based interactive survey, and leave comments (241 written comments received); 

 provide verbal comments at PIOHs, which were transcribed by a court reporter (28 

comments received); 

 call the GDOT project manager as indicated on the flyer and project web card; and,  

 submit a letter/email/call to GDOT (16 letters and 36 emails received by GDOT)  

The PIOH comment form is found in Appendix F: PIOH Comment Form.  In addition, 
comments received after the 1/13/14 formal comment period are included as part of the 
project but not part of the PIOH #2 summary.  Verbal comments informally provided by 
talking with project staff at the PIOHs or kiosks have been useful in informing overall 
project knowledge and understanding; however, these are not considered a ‘formal’ 
comment.  Formal comments are included in Appendix G: PIOH Comments.   

The results of the comments received during the PIOHs are summarized in Sections 5 
and 6.   
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE OUTREACH  

4.1 Introduction 

Analysis of Environmental Justice (EJ) in relation to transportation projects funded by the 
federal government has been mandated by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Federal-aid Highway Act of 1970 (23 United 
States Code 109(h)), Executive Order (EO) 12898 (1994), U.S. Department of 
Transportation (USDOT) Order 5610.2(a) Final DOT Environmental Justice Order 
(2012), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Order 6640.23A Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (2012), and 
FHWA’s Guidance on Environmental Justice and NEPA (2011).  Specifically, EO 12898, 
Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations, requires Federal agencies to achieve environmental justice by 
identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects, including the interrelated social and economic effects of their 
programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations in the U.S. 
Pursuant to FHWA Order 6640.23A, if the data demonstrate that there may be a 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects to a minority 
or low-income population, then efforts must be proposed to avoid, minimize and/or 
mitigate the disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects.  
Given the potential for the proposed project to affect low-income and minority 
populations activities geared toward reaching out to these populations were made.   

4.2 Outreach Efforts 

4.2.1 Translations 

Due to an initial data review of 2010 census data, it was identified that Spanish-speaking 
populations may be present along the corridor and efforts to reach these groups was 
conducted.  To ensure materials were made available to the Spanish-speaking 
population, the following materials were translated into Spanish: 

 Project flyer and newsletter 

 Welcome packet for public meetings 

 Comment Form 

 Press Release 

4.2.2 Citizen’s Advisory Committee 

The Citizen’s Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting was held in advance of the PIOHs.  
Members of the CAC include individuals who represent low-income and minority 
populations.  CAC members were encouraged to share the project meeting details and 
meeting content with individuals they represent.   

4.2.3 Social Service and Religious Organizations 

In an effort to ensure outreach to EJ populations, a project database of social service 
and religious organizations that provide services to low-income and minority populations 
was developed.  Additionally, 15 copies of both the Spanish and English newsletters 
were distributed to each of the following locations: 
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1. La Zacatecana 104 Pirkle Ferry Rd, Cumming, GA 30040 

2. Aguilera Mexican Food Store 1535 Atlanta Hwy, Cumming, GA 30040 

3. Cumming Forsyth Chamber of Commerce 212 Kelly Mill Rd. / Cumming, GA 30040 

4. Cumming First UMC 770 Canton Highway; Cumming, GA 

5. Church of the Good Shepherd 3740 Holtzclaw Road, Cumming, GA  30041 

6. St. Brendan The Navigator 4633 Shiloh Road, Cumming, GA  30 

7. Place of Forsyth County 2550 The Place Circle, Cumming, GA  30040 

8. Ninth District Opportunity, Inc. 133 Samaritan Dr. Ste. 202, Cumming, GA  30040 

9. Meals By Grace 6755 Majors Road, Cumming, GA  30040 

10. Secure Economic Empowerment 
Development 

133 Samaritan Drive, Cumming, GA  30040 

11. Good Shepherd Place 198 N Corners Pkwy, Cumming, GA 30040 

12. Summit Crossing Apartments 3920 Ivy Summit Ct, Cumming, GA 30040 

13. Evergreen at Aubrey's Landing 3305 Hutchinson Road, Cumming, GA 30040 

14. Willows of Cumming 225 Nancy Road, Cumming, GA 30040 

15. Cumming City Hall 100 Main Street, Cumming GA  30040 

16. Forsyth County Govt. Bldg. 110 Main Street, Cumming, GA  30040 

17. Canton Hispanic Seventh Day Adventist 462 Scott Road, Canton, GA 

18. Centro Mi Familia 2745 Marietta HWY, Suite 300, Canton, GA 30114 

19. Emanuel Assemblée De Dios  1461 Reinhardt College Pkwy.  Canton, GA  30114 

20. Iglesia De Dios Jesus En El Senor  2178 Marietta Hwy. , Canton, GA  30114 

21. Iglesias Pentecostal El-Faro MMM  385 Crisler Street, Canton, GA  30114 

22. St Paul AME 390 Crisler Street, Canton, GA 

23. Allen Temple AME 232 Arnold Mill Road, Woodstock, GA 

24. North Georgia Community Action 3049 Marietta Hwy. St 120h,  Canton, GA  30114 

25. Timothy's Cupboard 566 Arnold Mill Road, Woodstock, GA 

26. Canton Hispanic Seventh Day Adventist 462 Scott Road, Canton, GA 

27. Canton City Hall 115 Elizabeth Street, Canton, GA 

28. Cherokee County Govt. 1130 Bluffs Parkway, Canton, GA 

4.2.4 Direct Mail 

Another effort to reach minority populations included the purchase of a mailing list of 
1,800 addresses where the residents identified themselves as Spanish speaking and 
earning a household income of less than $50,000 per year.  A double-sided copy of the 
PIOH flyer, one side in Spanish and one side in English, was mailed to each of the 
households in the database. 

4.2.5 Kiosk Events 

Finally, a full day of staffed kiosks was held during the PIOH comment period to spread 
the word about the project to individuals not likely to attend a public meeting and to 
encourage those individuals to submit comments about the project.  Staffed kiosks were 
held on Saturday, January 4th, 2014 at the following locations: 

 Habitat for Humanity Re-Store in Canton, Georgia 

 Supermercado in Canton, Georgia 

 Post Road Library in Cumming, Georgia 

 La Zacatecana in Cumming, Georgia 
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These staffed kiosk events were selected to reach out to low-income and minority 
populations, who may frequent the Habitat for Humanity Re-Store and library.  
Specifically, the potential to reach Spanish speaking communities was met during 
outreach to the Spanish markets identified above.  At the staffed kiosk events, staff and 
interpreters spoke to approximately 42 individuals, of whom about 75% of whom were 
Hispanic.  Thirty-seven (37) newsletters were distributed to these individuals.  Few 
questions were received, and the kiosk events primarily served as an opportunity for 
educating the individuals about the project.  While a few individuals stated the project 
had been around a long time and wanted to know when something would be built, most 
of the people were unaware of the project.   

During the unstaffed kiosk events, as mentioned above in Section 3.2.2, approximately 
43 newsletters in English and 11 in Spanish were distributed.   

4.2.6 Tribal Partners 

The Muscogee (Creek) tribal partners were invited to attend the Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) #2 and provided materials for evaluation.  Other tribal partners have 
declined participation or not responded to requests.  Details of the tribal coordination are 
outlined in the Agency Coordination Plan. 
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5.0 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS 

5.1 Comments 

A total of 6,707 visits to the MetroQuest survey website were made.  Of the 1,997 
respondents who submitted a formal comment as of January 13, 2014, the distribution 
was as follows: 

 158 paper comment forms,  

 28 court reporter comments,  

 16 letters, 

 36 email comments,  

 1 petition, and  

 1,767 visitors left feedback via the MetroQuest website, which includes 241 
visitors who left written comments via the MetroQuest website.   

The comment forms indicated the following level of support for the project:  47 in favor, 27 
opposed, 71 conditional, and 3 uncommitted.  A total of 480 written comment forms were 
submitted; while 1,526 responses were submitted via MetroQuest that included preference 

data.  Several individuals submitted multiple comments, which accounts for a difference 
in the number of respondents and total number of responses received.  Many visitors to 
the PIOHs and MetroQuest website provided map-based input or survey data on areas 
of concern or community facilities, which are counted toward the ‘feedback’ category in 
the bullets above.  Written comments via MetroQuest are those in which typed 
comments were provided.  All input received during and after the formal comment period 
has been added to a database of locally important areas to help the project team better 
understand the issues and guide their development of solutions.  All comments received 
will be part of the official public record.  All respondents have been included in the 
project contacts database. 

5.2 Attendees 

The location range of where PIOH attendees live and work is indicated in Figure 5.1.  
Similar to the attendee who participated during the Scoping meetings, the Live/Work Dot 
Map indicated that a substantial number of participants are corridor residents and that 
most people also work in the vicinity of SR 20.  Distribution of the dots also suggests that 
PIOH participants originated from all portions in the vicinity of the project corridor that the 
PIOHs were well-attended by local stakeholders.  The Live/Work Dot Map demonstrates 
that the locations of the public meetings were successful in reaching residents and 
people affected by the project throughout the corridor. 
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Figure 5.1: Live/Work Dot Map 

Legend: 
   - Where people live who attended Ball Ground PIOH 
   - Where people work who attended Ball Ground PIOH 
   - Where people live who attended Cumming PIOH 
   - Where people work who attended Cumming PIOH 
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6.0 PIOH RESULTS  

6.1 Stations  

Following a series of informational boards and the project displays, meeting participants were 
provided the opportunity to comment on the project alternatives.  The most-frequent 
comments are provided below:   

 There is need for a project  

 Widening SR 20 will result in the fewest impacts to neighborhoods 

 Avoid neighborhood impacts (e.g., the Shoals at Arbor Hills, south of SR 20 
Ducktown bypass alternatives) 

 If a new location highway is selected, it would affect fewer people 

 Safety is a top concern  

 Preserve the rural/community  

6.2 Roll Plots 

Two roll plots of the entire corridor were on display at the open houses.  Participants were 
invited to review the maps and indicate areas of concern.  These concerns were written onto 
post-its and stuck to the maps in the vicinity of the issues.   

6.3 PIOH Comment Forms and MetroQuest Feedback 

Finally, participants were provided with a comment form and an opportunity to take the 
MetroQuest web-based survey to provide input on SR 20 alternatives (see Appendix F: PIOH 
Comment Form).  Feedback from the comment forms was gathered and reviewed.  The 
comment forms and MetroQuest forms were the same which allowed for data to be compiled.  
Overall, by using the MetroQuest survey tool, large numbers of respondents provided 
feedback and substantial community input was received.  A copy of the comments is 
provided in Appendix G: PIOH Comments. 

Following Screen 1: Fatal Flaw Strategy Screen (found on the project website at: 
www.dot.ga.gov/sr20improvements), several strategies were identified to be evaluated by 
the public and recommended for further analysis.  These include: a transportation 
system management approach, widen existing roadway, new location, widen 
existing/partial new location, and widen existing/rerouting/partial rerouting.  The results 
were presented at the PIOH.  Public input was solicited on the Screen 1: Fatal Flaw 
Strategy Screen.   

The comment form specifically solicited public preference for alignments:  a northern 
new location freeway, a southern new location freeway, widening SR 20, and a 
combination of widening with short-new location bypasses around congested areas with 
multiple resources in Buffington, Macedonia, Lathemtown, Ducktown, and Cumming.  

Participants were asked to provide their ranking for this project on the PIOH and 
MetroQuest survey forms which allowed for detailed quantitative and qualitative input to be 
provided by respondents.  Input was collected on comment forms or through the MetroQuest 
website.  The following preference data were obtained: 

1. Overall Alternatives  
2. Buffington Alternatives  

http://www.dot.ga.gov/sr20improvements
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3. Macedonia Alternatives 
4. Lathemtown Alternatives 
5. Ducktown Alternatives 
6. Cumming Alternatives 
7. Bike Lanes  
8. Facility Type 
9. Median Type 
10. Sidewalk Treatment 

On all the graphics, results are shown from the PIOH comment forms received at the 
meeting, mailed in, or emailed and received via MetroQuest.  MetroQuest data is shown on 
the darker color, while the lighter color shows data from the PIOH comment forms; the text in 
bold over each column is the total number of responses received.  

For the alternatives, responders were asked to evaluate their preference for an alternative by 
selecting a number (1-5) to indicate how much they disliked (1) or liked (5) each alternative. 
For the purposes of the analysis below, values of 1 and 2 were considered “Dislike” and 
values of 4 and 5 were considered “Like”; a score of 3 was considered neutral. Most 
responders had strong opinions about the alternatives, indicated by the high number of 
responses received for values 1 and 5 and the lower number of responses received for 
values 2, 3, and 4. 

Respondents had the choice to provide input on any portion of the comment form; therefore, 
some areas along the corridor received more input than others.  The overall alignments, 
Ducktown and Cumming areas received the greatest amount of input. 

6.3.1 Overall Alignments 

The Overall Alternatives question on the comment form and MetroQuest website was 
developed to distinguish public opinion about the potential for two new location alternatives 
versus the widening of existing SR 20 with partial new location alternatives.  Alternative A is a 
new location facility to the north of existing SR 20 and Alternative C is a new location facility 
to the south of existing SR 20.  Alternative B differs from Alternatives A and C, in that it is a 
widening of existing SR 20 with the option to go on shorter new location bypasses around 
areas that are constrained by narrow existing right-of-way, numerous businesses and 
residences, historic resources, and other environmental concerns.  The intention of this 
grouping of alternatives was to determine the public’s opinion on either building a new 
location facility or widen along existing SR 20.  Table 6.1, Evaluation of the Overall Alignment 
Alternatives, provides the number of responses to the Overall Alternatives and Figure 6.1, 
How Did the Public Score the Overall Alignment Alternatives?  

Table 6.1 Evaluation of the Overall Alignment Alternatives 
 

Alternative Dislike 
(1&2) 

Neutral 
(3) 

Like 
(4&5) 

Total 
Responses 

A 463 51 760 1,274 

B 615 52 525 1,192 

C 905 11 349 1,265 
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Alternative C is the least popular alternative, while Alternative A is the most popular. These 
results are not unexpected, since the area south of SR 20 is relatively more developed 
compared to the north side and commonly heard responses were that residents want to keep 
away from the project as much away as possible.  Although Alternative B is not supported as 
much as the new location alternatives, one of the most common responses from the PIOH 
comments was support for widening existing SR 20.  One interpretation of this discrepancy is 
there could be some confusion between what we presented as Alternative B and what the 
public perception of the alternative was. 

Figure 6.1 How Did the Public Score the Overall Alignment Alternatives? 

 
 

6.3.2 Buffington Alignments 

The Buffington question on the comment form and MetroQuest website was developed 
to solicit public opinion on the potential bypasses around Buffington. Alternatives A and 
B run north of the existing SR 20, while Alternative D runs to the south. Alternative C 
represents widening along the existing alignment.  Table 6.2 provides the number of 
responses to the Buffington Alternatives and Figure 6.2, How Did the Public Score the 
Buffington Bypass Alternatives? 
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Table 6.2 Evaluation of the Buffington Alternatives 
 

Alternative Dislike 
(1&2) 

Neutral 
(3) 

Like 
(4&5) 

Total 
Responses 

A 390 55 306 751 

B 353 41 292 686 

C 222 31 460 713 

D 598 24 121 743 

 

Alternative D is the least popular alternative, which is consistent with the commonly received 
PIOH comments indicating that residents want to keep the road away from the 
neighborhoods on the south side. Alternative C is the most popular and the only alternative 
that received more “Like” than “Dislike” selections. 

Figure 6.2 How Did the Public Score the Buffington Bypass Alternatives? 
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6.3.3 Macedonia Alignments 

The Macedonia question on the comment form and MetroQuest website was developed 
to solicit public opinion on the potential bypasses around Macedonia. Alternative A runs 
north of the existing SR 20, while Alternative D runs to the south. Alternative B begins 
north of the existing road, and then dips towards the south before tying back into existing 
SR 20. Alternative C represents widening along the existing SR 20 alignment.  Table 6.3 
provides the number of responses to the Macedonia Alternatives and Figure 6.3, How 
Did the Public Score the Macedonia Alternatives? 

 

Table 6.3 Evaluation of the Macedonia Alternatives 
 

Alternative Dislike 
(1&2) 

Neutral 
(3) 

Like 
(4&5) 

Total 
Responses 

A 394 31 327 752 

B 516 31 174 721 

C 194 32 528 754 

D 643 18 154 815 

 

Alternative D is the least popular alternative, which is consistent with the commonly received 
PIOH comments indicating that residents want to keep the road away from the 
neighborhoods on the south side. Alternative B is also unpopular, most likely because 
although it starts out north of SR 20, it dips south before tying back in. Alternative C is the most 
popular. 
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Figure 6.3 How Did the Public Score the Macedonia Bypass Alternatives? 
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Alternatives A and C received a relatively similar amount of support while Alternative D is the 
least popular, which follows the same patterns as the other areas along the corridor. 
Alternative A runs near an existing gas line easement, which could account for why it is the 
more popular of the two northern alignments given the overall public support for placing the 
SR 20 alignment in areas where there would be fewer residential impacts. 

Figure 6.4 How Did the Public Score the Lathemtown Bypass Alternatives? 
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Table 6.5 Evaluation of the Ducktown Alternatives 
 

Alternative Dislike 
(1&2) 

Neutral 
(3) 

Like 
(4&5) 

Total 
Responses 

A 367 27 427 821 

B 184 27 640 851 

C 776 29 70 875 

D 762 12 148 922 

 

The southern alternatives (Alternatives C and D) are overwhelmingly unpopular. Some 
comments indicated that these alternatives appeared to be similar to the alternatives in the 
Northern Arc project, which received a lot of criticism in the past; therefore, the perceived 
similarity between the southern alignments and previous projects is most likely the cause of 
the lack of popularity. However, it should be noted that the final corridor for the Northern Arc 
was not similar to any of the alternatives within this segment of the project.  Alternative B is 
the most popular alternative, similar to the other areas along the corridor. 

Figure 6.5 How Did the Public Score the Ducktown Bypass Alternatives? 
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6.3.6 Cumming Alignments 

The Cumming question on the comment form and MetroQuest website was developed to 
solicit public opinion on the potential bypasses around Cumming. Alternatives A & B 
bypass the City of Cumming to the north while alternatives D, E, & F bypass Cumming to 
the south. Alternative C represents widening along the existing alignment.  Table 6.6 
provides the number of responses to the Cumming Alternatives and Figure 6.6, How Did 
the Public Score the Cumming Bypass Alternatives? 
 

Table 6.6 Evaluation of the Cumming Alternatives 
 

Alternative Dislike 
(1&2) 

Neutral 
(3) 

Like 
(4&5) 

Total 
Responses 

A 357 27 534 918 

B 465 40 346 851 

C 404 29 395 828 

D 528 36 233 797 

E 610 28 204 842 

F 608 16 356 980 

 

Cumming is the only area along the SR 20 corridor that the existing widening alternative is 
not the most popular.  Alternative A is the most popular and is the only alternative that 
received more “Likes” than “Dislikes.” Compared to the other areas along the corridor, the 
preference of these alternatives seems to be more distributed among all the bypass options 
with no clear favorite. For example, relative to all alternatives, Alternative F received the 
second-most number of “Dislikes,” but the second-most number of “Likes.” 
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Figure 6.6 How Did the Public Score the Cumming Bypass Alternatives? 
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Figure 6.7 Are these Facility Types Appropriate for SR 20? 
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as people indicated it was a good balance between the residential and commercial aspects of 
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Figure 6.8 Are these Median Types Appropriate for SR 20? 

 
Paved medians were the least popular option. Based on the written portion of the comment 
form, people indicated that paved medians were not consistent with the rural nature of the 
area. Depressed Landscaped and Raised Landscaped were the most popular.  Many 
comments indicated that the landscaping added to the community feel in the area. Safety and 
maintenance cost also played a factor in the selection of median type. 

It should be noted that responses indicated a varied level of education regarding the 
pros and cons of the different median types.  For example, some people commented 
about the maintenance cost of a depressed median when in fact it has a relatively low 
maintenance cost compared to the other median types.  
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Figure 6.9 Are these Bike Accommodations Appropriate for SR 20? 

 
 
 

The multi-use path option was the most popular while the bikeable shoulders option was the 
least popular. Safety was a big concern, evidenced by the comments received in these 
sections, and multi-use paths were perceived as being the safest alternative; conversely, 
bikeable shoulders were considered unsafe. 

The limitations of these questions are the lack of understanding regarding why bicycles need 
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shows the distribution of responses.  
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Figure 6.10 Are these Sidewalk Treatments Appropriate for SR 20? 

 
 

Sidewalk with Buffer was the most favorable preference while Sidewalk Adjacent to Curb was 
the least popular preference. Safety likely played a large role in these results as well.  
Respondents commented that a sidewalk directly adjacent to the curb was not appropriate for 
a high speed road and that the addition of a buffer would be safer for pedestrians.  
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commenters may have selected a preference based on the entire corridor as opposed to a 
portion of the corridor. 
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reminders prior to the PIOHs, and calls for feedback (including links to MetroQuest) following 
the PIOHs. 

Based on monitoring GDOT’s social properties and targeted keywords on Facebook and 
Twitter, there have been no negative mentions or comments regarding SR 20 Improvements 
from Canton to Cumming.  

Based on these statistics, social media engagement for SR 20 Improvements corridor 
content is down slightly from the first round of public involvement, but still roughly consistent. 
The data from social media will be used as a benchmark for this project moving forward into 
other public involvement activities. Social media will continue to be monitored through the 
project development. Continued activity on social media channels is necessary to supporting 
GDOT’s commitment to transparency through every stage of the project, and valuably 
expands upon traditional public involvement efforts by allowing a timely means of interactive 
communications with residents.   
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7.0 HOW WILL THE PUBLIC CONTINUE TO BE ENGAGED? 

In summary, highlights of the public involvement tools for the scoping process include 
using the map-based methods and comment forms to obtain information at the PIOHs 
and on MetroQuest.  These geo-referenced methods for obtaining feedback are being 
consolidated and will be used for evaluating preferences for alternatives along the 
corridor for design.  The project team recommends using these tools again.  The project 
team recommends that future comment forms solicit specific feedback as well.   

7.1 General Population 

7.1.1 Internet Tools 

The project website will continue to be a tool used throughout project development to 
engage the public, solicit input, and provide project updates and materials.  The social 
media tools will continue to be monitored and assessed for activity.  The method of 
receiving input from MetroQuest appeared to be highly successful not only in visitor’s 
interest in the project, but also in soliciting feedback.  It is recommended to use this tool 
again.   

7.1.2 Newsletters 

Project newsletters were developed and made available to the public via the project website, 
kiosk events, mail-outs, and the project database.  Those parties who have left a formal 
comment and/or expressed an interest to receive project updates and information have been 
added to the project database.  Newsletters will continue to be developed and distributed at 
key project milestones.  

7.2 Environmental Justice Populations 

Focused outreach was conducted to EJ populations during this PIOH effort since the 
project database has grown, the CAC has met again, a direct mail list was obtained, and 
kiosk events were held.  The locations of the staffed kiosk events were used to reach 
out, educate, and distribute more newsletters/PIOH flyers at areas with higher potential 
to reach EJ populations.  The direct mail-out of the PIOH flyer to 1,800 potential low-
income and Hispanic households was an effort focused on EJ populations with a 
potential to be affected by the project.  Also, the project team has identified that an EJ 
focus group will be formed to consist of members of the CAC as well as other community 
leaders who can provide specific input regarding EJ populations.  The engagement of an 
EJ focus group will enable EJ population needs and interests to be incorporated into 
project development.  Additional collaboration among the CAC and TAC regarding 
details on implementing the EJ focus group is forthcoming. In summary, the project will 
continue to identify and reach out to EJ populations with the potential to be affected by 
the proposed project.  

7.3 Responses to Comments 

A response letter dated February 11, 2014 was mailed to all commenters who provided 
a formal comment and contact information (see Appendix H:  PIOH Response Letter).  
The letter will be posted on the project website.  The upcoming outreach activities will 
include public meetings in the Spring/Summer 2014, to provide the public updates on the 
alternatives analysis. 
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8.0 CONCLUSIONS 

This PIOH #2 Summary Report provided details of the public and stakeholder outreach 
efforts relative to the PIOH #2 for the SR 20 Improvements Canton to Cuming project.  
Outreach efforts during the Scoping Phase included two PIOHs (one each in Canton and 
Cumming), kiosk events, and a web-based interactive survey (MetroQuest).  Public 
notifications of these efforts were provided in newspaper advertisements, media press 
releases and articles, PIOH notification flyers/newsletters and signs, and web-based 
notifications. 

Efforts were made to reach out to and include low-income and minority populations.  
PIOH notification flyer mail-outs and kiosk events were provided in both English and 
Spanish in recognition of the substantial Hispanic population along the corridor.  Low-
income, minority and tribal representation is included in the CACs, which was held in 
advance of the PIOHs, and CAC members were encouraged to notify their community 
members of the meetings and project website. 

A total of 532 people attended the public information open houses, held on December 
10, 2013 in Cumming and December 12, 2013 in Ball Ground, and provided a total of 
480 formal comments through paper comment forms (158 comments), MetroQuest (241 
comments), 28 comments to court reporters, 16 letters, 1 petition, and 36 emailed 
comments to GDOT.   

This is only the second phase of soliciting community input.  Public and stakeholder 
outreach will continue as the project development and NEPA process progress.  This will 
include regular TAC and CAC committee meetings throughout the duration of the 
project, as well as PIOHs at the completion of each major stage of the process.     
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Appendix A:  Newspaper Ads/Tear sheets 
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Appendix B:  Press Release  
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Appendix C:  Media Articles  
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Appendix D: Project Flyer (English and Spanish) 
and Newsletter 
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Appendix E: Social Media Calendar 
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Appendix G:  PIOH Comments 
(Comment forms/Letters/Emails)  
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