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GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Keith Golden, P.E., Commissioner

One Georgia Center, 600 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, Georgia 30308
Telephone: (404) 631-1000

July 18, 2012
Ms. Katy Allen
Environmental Team Leader
Federal Highway Administration
Atlanta Federal Center
61 Forsyth Street, SW, 17th Floor, Suite 100
Atlanta, Georgia 30303-3104

Re:

Request for Participation in Stakeholders Meeting
Atlanta to Charlotte High Speed Rail Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Allen:
The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) is preparing a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
proposed Atlanta to Charlotte high-speed rail project. A grant was recently awarded through the Federal Railroad
Administration’s (FRA) High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program to begin the environmental and operational analysis
for high-speed rail in this corridor.
GDOT is committed to ensuring that the development and evaluation of the Atlanta to Charlotte Tier 1 EIS components,
alternatives and final products reflect extensive involvement and input by all stakeholders and the public. Agency and
public involvement is an important part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. NEPA’s success as
an environmental disclosure documentation and problem-solving policy depends on full disclosure to the public and open
decision-making on the part of the federal agencies involved.
GDOT respectfully requests your participation in a formal stakeholder kick-off meeting to begin the process of agency
and public involvement. GDOT is requesting an in-person meeting during the week of August 26, 2012 in Atlanta.
Please contact Kirsten Berry at 404-946-5706 to discuss a time, date, and location that is convenient for a meeting.
We thank you for your continued support of transportation and rail in Georgia, South Carolina, and North Carolina. The
Department looks forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Derrick Cameron
Project Manager
Georgia Department of Transportation
Office of Program Delivery
404.631.1223 office
404.985.5894 cell

DC/AW/hs
cc: Andrew Smith

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Keith Golden, P.E., Commissioner

One Georgia Center, 600 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, Georgia 30308
Telephone: (404) 631-1000

July 18, 2012
Ms. Dana Lemon
Board Member, 13th Congressional District
State Transportation Board
Georgia Department of Transportation
7943 Thrailkill Road
Jonesboro, GA 30236
Re:

Request for Participation in Stakeholders Meeting
Atlanta to Charlotte High Speed Rail Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Lemon:
The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) is preparing a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
proposed Atlanta to Charlotte high-speed rail project. A grant was recently awarded through the Federal Railroad
Administration’s (FRA) High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program to begin the environmental and operational analysis
for high-speed rail in this corridor.
GDOT is committed to ensuring that the development and evaluation of the Atlanta to Charlotte Tier 1 EIS components,
alternatives and final products reflect extensive involvement and input by all stakeholders and the public. GDOT Office
of Program Delivery respectfully requests your participation in a formal kick-off meeting to begin the process of agency
and public involvement. We are requesting an in-person meeting during the week of August 26, 2012 at the GDOT
Office. Please contact Kirsten Berry at 404-946-5706 to discuss a time, date, and location that is convenient for a
meeting.
We thank you for your continued support of passenger rail transportation and rail in Georgia. The Department looks
forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Derrick Cameron
Project Manager
Georgia Department of Transportation
Office of Program Delivery
404.631.1223 office
404.985.5894 cell

DC/AW/hs
cc: Andrew Smith

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Keith Golden, P.E., Commissioner

One Georgia Center, 600 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, Georgia 30308
Telephone: (404) 631-1000

July 18, 2012
Mr. Emory C. McClinton
Board Member, 5th Congressional District
State Transportation Board
Georgia Department of Transportation
132 E. Lake Drive, SE
Atlanta, GA 30317
Re:

Request for Participation in Stakeholders Meeting
Atlanta to Charlotte High Speed Rail Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. McClinton:
The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) is preparing a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
proposed Atlanta to Charlotte high-speed rail project. A grant was recently awarded through the Federal Railroad
Administration’s (FRA) High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program to begin the environmental and operational analysis
for high-speed rail in this corridor.
GDOT is committed to ensuring that the development and evaluation of the Atlanta to Charlotte Tier 1 EIS components,
alternatives and final products reflect extensive involvement and input by all stakeholders and the public. GDOT Office
of Program Delivery respectfully requests your participation in a formal kick-off meeting to begin the process of agency
and public involvement. We are requesting an in-person meeting during the week of August 26, 2012 at the GDOT
Office. Please contact Kirsten Berry at 404-946-5706 to discuss a time, date, and location that is convenient for a
meeting.
We thank you for your continued support of passenger rail transportation and rail in Georgia. The Department looks
forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Derrick Cameron
Project Manager
Georgia Department of Transportation
Office of Program Delivery
404.631.1223 office
404.985.5894 cell

DC/AW/hs
cc: Andrew Smith

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Keith Golden, P.E., Commissioner

One Georgia Center, 600 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, Georgia 30308
Telephone: (404) 631-1000

July 18, 2012
Mr. Clarence Coleman
Preconstruction & Environment Director
Federal Highway Administration
North Carolina Division
310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410
Raleigh, NC 27601
Re:

Request for Participation in Stakeholders Meeting
Atlanta to Charlotte High Speed Rail Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Coleman:
The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) is preparing a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
proposed Atlanta to Charlotte high-speed rail project. A grant was recently awarded through the Federal Railroad
Administration’s (FRA) High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program to begin the environmental and operational analysis
for high-speed rail in this corridor.
GDOT is committed to ensuring that the development and evaluation of the Atlanta to Charlotte Tier 1 EIS components,
alternatives and final products reflect extensive involvement and input by all stakeholders and the public. Agency and
public involvement is an important part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. NEPA’s success as an
environmental disclosure documentation and problem-solving policy depends on full disclosure to the public and open
decision-making on the part of the federal agencies involved.
GDOT respectfully requests your participation in a formal stakeholder kick-off meeting to begin the process of agency
and public involvement. GDOT is requesting an in-person meeting during the week of August 26, 2012 in Raleigh.
Please contact Kirsten Berry at 404-946-5706 to discuss a time, date, and location that is convenient for a meeting.
We thank you for your continued support of transportation and rail in Georgia, South Carolina, and North Carolina. The
Department looks forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Derrick Cameron
Project Manager
Georgia Department of Transportation
Office of Program Delivery
404.631.1223 office
404.985.5894 cell

DC/AW/hs
cc: Andrew Smith

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Keith Golden, P.E., Commissioner

One Georgia Center, 600 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, Georgia 30308
Telephone: (404) 631-1000

July 18, 2012

Mr. Anthony L. Fuller
Director
North Carolina Department of Transportation
Rail Division
1553 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699
Re:

Request for Participation in Stakeholders Meeting
Atlanta to Charlotte High Speed Rail Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Fuller:
The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) is preparing a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
proposed Atlanta to Charlotte high-speed rail project. A grant was recently awarded through the Federal Railroad
Administration’s (FRA) High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program to begin the environmental and operational analysis
for high-speed rail in this corridor.
GDOT is committed to ensuring that the development and evaluation of the Atlanta to Charlotte Tier 1 EIS components,
alternatives and final products reflect extensive involvement and input by all stakeholders and the public. Agency and
public involvement is an important part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. NEPA’s success as an
environmental disclosure documentation and problem-solving policy depends on full disclosure to the public and open
decision-making on the part of the federal agencies involved.
GDOT respectfully requests your participation in a formal stakeholder kick-off meeting to begin the process of agency
and public involvement. GDOT is requesting an in-person meeting during the week of August 26, 2012 in Raleigh.
Please contact Kirsten Berry at 404-946-5706 to discuss a time, date, and location that is convenient for a meeting.
We thank you for your continued support of transportation and rail in Georgia, South Carolina, and North Carolina. The
Department looks forward to hearing from you.
Sincerely,

Derrick Cameron
Project Manager
Georgia Department of Transportation
Office of Program Delivery
404.631.1223 office
404.985.5894 cell

DC/AW/hs
cc: Andrew Smith

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Keith Golden, P.E., Commissioner

One Georgia Center, 600 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, Georgia 30308
Telephone: (404) 631-1000

July 18, 2012
Mr. Patrick Tyndall
Planning & Environmental Program Director
Federal Highway Administration
South Carolina Division
Strom Thurmond Federal Building
1835 Assembly Street, Suite 1270
Columbia, SC 29201
Re:

Request for Participation in Stakeholders Meeting
Atlanta to Charlotte High Speed Rail Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Tyndall:
The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) is preparing a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
proposed Atlanta to Charlotte high-speed rail project. A grant was recently awarded through the Federal Railroad
Administration’s (FRA) High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program to begin the environmental and operational analysis
for high-speed rail in this corridor.
GDOT is committed to ensuring that the development and evaluation of the Atlanta to Charlotte Tier 1 EIS components,
alternatives and final products reflect extensive involvement and input by all stakeholders and the public. Agency and
public involvement is an important part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. NEPA’s success as an
environmental disclosure documentation and problem-solving policy depends on full disclosure to the public and open
decision-making on the part of the federal agencies involved.
GDOT respectfully requests your participation in a formal stakeholder kick-off meeting to begin the process of agency
and public involvement. GDOT is requesting an in-person meeting during the week of August 26, 2012 in Columbia.
Please contact Kirsten Berry at 404-946-5706 to discuss a time, date, and location that is convenient for a meeting.
We thank you for your continued support of transportation and rail in Georgia, South Carolina, and North Carolina. The
Department looks forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Derrick Cameron
Project Manager
Georgia Department of Transportation
Office of Program Delivery
404.631.1223 office
404.985.5894 cell

DC/AW/hs
cc: Andrew Smith

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Keith Golden, P.E., Commissioner

One Georgia Center, 600 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, Georgia 30308
Telephone: (404) 631-1000

July 18, 2012
Mr. Doug Frate
Interim Deputy Secretary for Intermodal and Freight Programs
South Carolina Department of Transportation
955 Park Street
Columbia, SC 29201
Re:

Request for Participation in Stakeholders Meeting
Atlanta to Charlotte High Speed Rail Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Frate:
The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) is preparing a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
proposed Atlanta to Charlotte high-speed rail project. A grant was recently awarded through the Federal Railroad
Administration’s (FRA) High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program to begin the environmental and operational analysis
for high-speed rail in this corridor.
GDOT is committed to ensuring that the development and evaluation of the Atlanta to Charlotte Tier 1 EIS components,
alternatives and final products reflect extensive involvement and input by all stakeholders and the public. Agency and
public involvement is an important part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. NEPA’s success as an
environmental disclosure documentation and problem-solving policy depends on full disclosure to the public and open
decision-making on the part of the federal agencies involved.
GDOT respectfully requests your participation in a formal stakeholder kick-off meeting to begin the process of agency
and public involvement. GDOT is requesting an in-person meeting during the week of August 26, 2012 in Columbia.
Please contact Kirsten Berry at 404-946-5706 to discuss a time, date, and location that is convenient for a meeting.
We thank you for your continued support of transportation and rail in Georgia, South Carolina, and North Carolina. The
Department looks forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Derrick Cameron
Project Manager
Georgia Department of Transportation
Office of Program Delivery
404.631.1223 office
404.985.5894 cell

DC/AW/hs
cc: Andrew Smith

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Keith Golden, P.E., Commissioner

One Georgia Center, 600 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, Georgia 30308
Telephone: (404) 631-1000

July 18, 2012

Mr. Randall Brown
Regional Manager – Gulf States
Office of Railroad Policy and Development
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE, MS-20
Washington, DC 20590
Re:

Request for Participation in Agency Coordination Meeting
Charlotte-Atlanta Corridor Plan, FR-HSR-0109-12-01-00

Dear Mr. Brown:
The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) is preparing a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
Service Development Plan for the proposed Charlotte-Atlanta High Speed Rail Corridor. A grant was recently awarded
through the Federal Railroad Administration’s (FRA) High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program to begin the
environmental and operational analysis for high-speed rail in this corridor (Award FR-HSR-0109-12-01-00).
GDOT is committed to ensuring that the development and evaluation of the Atlanta to Charlotte Tier 1 EIS components,
alternatives and final products reflect extensive involvement and input by all agencies, stakeholders and the public.
GDOT respectfully requests your participation in a formal project kick-off meeting to begin the process of agency
involvement as well as the technical work associated with the Charlotte-Atlanta High Speed Rail Corridor. GDOT is
requesting an in-person meeting on August 9, 2012 in Washington D.C. to revise and finalize the FRA Work Plan which
is scheduled to be submitted to FRA the week of July 23, 2012. Please contact Kirsten Berry at 404-946-5706 to discuss a
time, date, and location that is convenient for a meeting.
We thank you for your continued support of transportation and rail in Georgia, South Carolina, and North Carolina. The
Department looks forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Derrick Cameron
Project Manager
Georgia Department of Transportation
Office of Program Delivery
404.631.1223 office
404.985.5894 cell

DC/AW/hs
cc: Andrew Smith

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Keith Golden, P.E., Commissioner

One Georgia Center, 600 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, Georgia 30308
Telephone: (404) 631-1000

July 18, 2012

Mr. Craig Camuso
Regional Vice President – State Government Affairs
CSX Transportation
500 Water Street, 15th Floor
Jacksonville, FL 32202
Re:

Request for Participation in Stakeholders Meeting
Atlanta to Charlotte High Speed Rail Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Camuso:
The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) is preparing a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
proposed Atlanta to Charlotte high-speed rail project. A grant was recently awarded through the Federal Railroad
Administration’s (FRA) High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program to begin the environmental and operational analysis
for high-speed rail in this corridor.
GDOT is committed to ensuring that the development and evaluation of the Atlanta to Charlotte Tier 1 EIS components,
alternatives and final products reflect extensive involvement and input by all stakeholders and the public. Agency and
public involvement is an important part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. NEPA’s success as an
environmental disclosure documentation and problem-solving policy depends on full disclosure to the public and open
decision-making on the part of the federal agencies involved.
GDOT respectfully requests your participation in a formal stakeholder meeting to begin the process of agency and public
involvement. GDOT is requesting an in-person meeting the week of August 26, 2012 in Jacksonville. Please contact
Kirsten Berry at 404-946-5706 to discuss a time, date, and location that is convenient for a meeting.
We thank you for your continued support of transportation and rail in Georgia, South Carolina, and North Carolina. The
Department looks forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Derrick Cameron
Project Manager
Georgia Department of Transportation
Office of Program Delivery
404.631.1223 office
404.985.5894 cell

DC/AW/hs
cc: Andrew Smith

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Keith Golden, P.E., Commissioner

One Georgia Center, 600 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, Georgia 30308
Telephone: (404) 631-1000

July 18, 2012

Mr. John Edwards
General Director Passenger Policy
Norfolk Southern Corporation
1200 Peachtree Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30309
Re:

Request for Participation in Stakeholders Meeting
Atlanta to Charlotte High Speed Rail Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Edwards:
The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) is preparing a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
proposed Atlanta to Charlotte high-speed rail project. A grant was recently awarded through the Federal Railroad
Administration’s (FRA) High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program to begin the environmental and operational analysis
for high-speed rail in this corridor.
GDOT is committed to ensuring that the development and evaluation of the Atlanta to Charlotte Tier 1 EIS components,
alternatives and final products reflect extensive involvement and input by all stakeholders and the public. Agency and
public involvement is an important part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. NEPA’s success as an
environmental disclosure documentation and problem-solving policy depends on full disclosure to the public and open
decision-making on the part of the federal agencies involved.
GDOT respectfully requests your participation in a formal stakeholder meeting to begin the process of agency and public
involvement. GDOT is requesting an in-person meeting during the week of August 26, 2012 in Atlanta. Please contact
Kirsten Berry at 404-946-5706 to discuss a time, date, and location that is convenient for a meeting.
We thank you for your continued support of transportation and rail in Georgia, South Carolina, and North Carolina. The
Department looks forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Derrick Cameron
Project Manager
Georgia Department of Transportation
Office of Program Delivery
404.631.1223 office
404.985.5894 cell

DC/AW/hs
cc: Andrew Smith
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Attendees:

August 2012
Federal Railroad Administration

NCDOT AND FHWA KICK-OFF MEETING
August 27, 2012
01:00PM-2:00PM

Derrick Cameron, GDOT
Mark Hamel, NCDOT
Paul Worley, NCDOT
Anthony Fuller, NCDOT
Alan Paul, NCDOT
Mitch Batuzick, FHWA
Andrew Smith, HNTB
Kirsten Berry, HNTB
Randy Wade, HNTB
Handouts:
Meeting Agenda
Maps and Reference Materials
I.

Introductions

The meeting began at 1:00PM. Andrew Smith, consultant project manager, began introductions around the room, in
which each participant introduced themselves. Andrew then provided an overview of the agenda for the day.
II.

Study/Corridor Background

Andrew provided a background for the study:
•
•
•

•
•

III.

The FRA Work Plan is currently under review by FRA and it is expected to be finalized in the next couple of
weeks;
The study team has been working to collect both environmental and planning data;
The group went over the study fact sheet pointing out two of the three study route alternatives, one being the
Norfolk Southern corridor, the other being the I-85 corridor. A third, greenfield corridor, is yet to be
determined.
Andrew went over the 2008 Volpe study that this Corridor Improvement Plan follows, indicating that the three
route alternatives are based on the findings for those studies.
Reviewed the project schedule, the study team plans on having a Record of Decision for the Tier 1 EIS in 24
months (June 2014). This will require lots of coordination with the other states, agencies, and FRA.
Gateway Station/Maintenance Facility

Andrew asked the meeting attendees for an update/background on the Gateway station. NCDOT issued Letters of
Intent in the spring, and interviewed firms on the concept of the Gateway station. NCDOT has acquired 15 blocks in
uptown Charlotte. Greyhound owns an additional parcel. The Request for Qualifications has been issued for a publicprivate partnership, in which there will b e a pre-proposal meeting on August 30th. The NCDOT expects that the Request
1|Page
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for Proposals will be released the beginning of September, with interviews in late September and October. Ideally, the
master developer will be under contract November 1 of this year. This station will not be a standalone station, NCDOT
plans on selling the air rights for future land/commercial development.
The Gateway station will include Charlotte Area Transit System (CATS), streetcar, regional busses (sponsored by CATS),
Greyhound, Amtrak and any future high-speed rail operations. Most of the CATS and streetcar trolley service will be
curbside. Greyhound will have 10 bays and a storage facility. The passenger rail will include 18,000 square feet of
waiting area to accommodate eight roundtrips. Once high-speed rail service is implemented, the waiting area will
expand to 25,000 square feet. There will be one high-level platform that is 1,000 feet long with an ability to add future
commuter rail platforms (two at 500 feet each).
NCDOT received a maintenance facility grant from FRA. They have acquired half of the needed property and it is located
½ mile south of the Gateway station site. This will be a full maintenance facility that will be able to maintain Acela-like
equipment. NCDOT has renders and plans available for review.
IV.

Corridor Design Standards

Randy Wade asked the meeting attendees on any insight or opinions on the design standards for the Atlanta-Charlotte
corridor:
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
V.

Anticipated through service to and from Atlanta;
Gateway station is anticipating future electrification;
To approach Gateway, there are two options, the R-Line from Columbia and the NS Mainline through
Spartanburg and Greenville. These lines converge just south of the maintenance facility;
The airport is on the NS mainlines about 3-4 miles south of Gateway;
o They envision an airport station;
o Currently plans for an intermodal station
o FRA encourages a stop at the airport, but locals are looking at more streamlined connections with
transfers to the airport;
o NS is not in favor of an airport stop, especially with the planned maintenance facility. The intermodal
facility is scheduled t o be complete in 18 months.
The market for the corridor will be a lot of business between the two stations, but through service to
Washington, DC will be more discretionary travelers.
There should be a concept for skip stops.
Current maximum speed in NC is 79 mph, but the track improvements can handle 90 mph. For Charlotte to
Raleigh, speeds will be no greater than 90 mph, mainly due to capacity issues.
The S-Line between Raleigh and Richmond, VA is designed for 110 with many areas capability of 150 mph.
From Richmond to Washington, travel speeds are no greater than 90 mph.
The agreement for track usage stops just north of uptown Charlotte.
I-85 Corridor

Randy also asked about the I-85 corridor:
2|Page

Atlanta-Charlotte Corridor Investment Plan
NC Meeting Summary
•
•
•

VI.
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Mitch Batuzick said he would find a database with current right-of-way. However, Charlotte is implementing hot
lanes and jersey barriers, which will take away from available right-of way.
Interstate is probably not a viable option because of curves, grade and interchanges.
There would be lots of environmental issues due to interstate alignments always avoiding them. If a train is
within the right-of-way, they will hit all of these environmental areas.
Stakeholder Outreach

Kirsten Berry gave an overview of the public and agency outreach activities citing that the scoping meetings would begin
taking place in late fall 2012. NCDOT stated that Shirley is the best contact at NCDOT for future coordination between
the study and North Carolina.
The meeting adjourned at 2:10PM.
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SCDOT AND FHWA KICK-OFF MEETING
August 28, 2012
02:30PM-3:30PM

Derrick Cameron, GDOT
Doug Frate, SCDOT
Rick Wyatt, SCDOT
Patrick Tyndall, FHWA
Andrew Smith, HNTB
Kirsten Berry, HNTB
Randy Wade, HNTB
Handouts:
Meeting Agenda
Maps and Reference Materials
I.

Introductions

The meeting began at 2:30PM. Randy Wade began the meeting and provided an overview of the agenda for the day.
II.

Study/Corridor Background

Randy provided a background for the study:
•
•
•

•
•

The FRA Work Plan is currently under review by FRA and it is expected to be finalized in the next couple of
weeks;
The study team has been working to collect both environmental and planning data;
Three route alternatives, one being the Norfolk Southern corridor, the other being the I-85 corridor. A third,
greenfield corridor, is yet to be determined. There will be last mile transitions in cities for the greenfield and
interstate alternatives.
Randy went over the 2008 Volpe study that this Corridor Improvement Plan follows, indicating that the three
route alternatives are based on the findings for those studies.
Reviewed the project schedule, the study team plans on having a Record of Decision for the Tier 1 EIS in 24
months (June 2014).

There was some discussion on why this is a Tiered EIS rather than just a full EIS, and Randy indicated that the tiered
process is required by FRA, otherwise it would be a full EIS. This led to discussion regarding stations. The 2008 Volpe
study included 14 stations, which SCDOT felt was too many for true high-speed rail. Randy indicated that the Tier 1 will
lay out the general station locations and may look at skip stop options. This will be market-based, and the physical
locations will be determined in the Tier 2 EIS.
III.

South Carolina Operations

1|Page
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Doug Frate gave an update on the rail progress across the state. SDDOT recently kicked off the Statewide Multi-Modal
Plan which includes statewide transit, statewide rail, statewide freight, statewide interstate and statewide strategic
corridor plans. The schedule is 18 months for completion. The study will also include a statewide forecasting model.
SCDOT just released the I-85 Corridor Study looking at traffic, trucks and packages for improvements. Overall, the state
is recommended that this portion of I-85 (between Spartanburg and Greenville) implement widening and premium
transit alternatives (Bus Rapid Transit and or passenger rail).
There are a number of urbanized areas in upstate SC that are interested in passenger rail options and other premium
transit. They will have more information on specific plans for transit in these areas. For example, the City of Greenville
is planning a transit intermodal facility.
A study for I-73 was completed and includes a 100 feet of right-of-way designated for future passenger rail operations.
BMW is located in Greer, SC and currently there are plans for an inland intermodal port to expand these (and other)
industry operations.
IV.

Corridor Options

There was general discussion regarding options to be included in the study:
•
•
•
•
•

V.

The interstate is worthy of discussion but there are going to be a lot of issues including politics, environmental
and limited right-of-way.
It is generally cheaper to go on new location (greenfield) than try to widen the right-of-way of an interstate or
railroad corridor.
Speeds need to be high enough to take some of the interstate traffic; otherwise it will not be successful.
Columbia, SC is looking to connect into Charlotte in order to be included in this high-speed rail corridor. The
study should include something to this effect.
SC would like a designated coastal line, believing that the tourism of Charleston would bring enough ridership
for feasibility.
Stakeholder Outreach

Kirsten Berry gave an overview of the public and agency outreach activities citing that the scoping meetings would begin
taking place in late fall 2012. SCDOT encouraged the following to be included in future stakeholder outreach:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

MPOs
Transit systems
Greenville-Spartanburg Airport
Clemson University
Cities
Upstate Forever
Upstate Chamber Alliance
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The study team needs to be clear about what the purpose of the project is since SC has a number of projects that
include stakeholder outreach and many of the same stakeholders. Kirsten said she would send the Public Involvement
Plan and activity schedule to SCDOT in order to coordinate meetings.
The meeting adjourned at 3:45PM.
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NS KICK-OFF/COORDINATION MEETING
September 14, 2012
10:00AM-11:00AM

Derrick Cameron, GDOT
Lee Cochran, NS
John Edwards, NS
Kirsten Berry, HNTB
By Phone:
Matt Gernand, NS
Andrew Smith, HNTB
Randy Wade, HNTB
Melvin Brown, HNTB
Neil Greenlee, HNTB
Handouts:
Meeting Agenda
NS Memorandum of Understanding
I.

Introductions

The meeting began at 10:00AM. Kirsten Berry, HNTB Deputy Project Manager introduced herself and Derrick Cameron,
GDOT Project Manager. She introduced those on the phone, Andrew Smith, HNTB Project Manager, Randy Wade,
Planning Task Lead, Melvin Brown, Environmental Task Lead, and Neil Greenlee, National NS Liaison. Lee Cochran, NS,
introduced Matt Gernand, NS Environmental, himself, and John Edwards. Kirsten then provided an overview of the
agenda for the day.
II.

HSR Corridor EIS/Work Plan

Andrew provided a background for the study:
•
•
•
•

•

The FRA Work Plan is currently under review by FRA and it is expected to be finalized in the next couple of
weeks;
The study is considering three corridors, the NS corridor being one of them, but is also looking at the CSX
corridor within the Atlanta metro area.
The HNTB team has been working to collect both environmental and planning data;
The group went over the study area pointing out two of the three study route alternatives, one being the
Norfolk Southern corridor, the other being the I-85 corridor. A third, greenfield corridor, is yet to be
determined.
Reviewed the project schedule, the study team plans on having a Record of Decision for the Tier 1 EIS in 24
months (June 2014). This will require lots of coordination with the other states, agencies, stakeholders and FRA.
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September 2012
Federal Railroad Administration

NS Corridor (Existing and Future)

Kirsten asked if Lee and John would be able to provide information regarding on existing corridor conditions as well as
information regarding the future strategic plans and vision for the corridor. John indicated that some information would
be unavailable as it is proprietary information that NS will not feel comfortable sharing with the public.
Norfolk Southern provided the following information:
•
•

•

•

No technical information will be available today, but are open to discussion on these issues to provide
information as needed.
A consistent policy on passenger rail is key to the success of these studies. NS had little input into the feasibility
studies, resulting in inconsistencies with NS Passenger Policy. NS provided Derrick and Kirsten with copies of the
NS Passenger Rail Policy that was last updated in early 2012.
NS is concerned about the presumption of implementation of other high-speed rail and intermodal projects as a
basis for the many feasibility and environmental studies being conducted concurrently. For example, the MMPT
study assumes the presence of high-speed and commuter rail, but those corridors also rely on the MMPT. It is a
circular logic that NS regards as a fallacy. They believe each study should be analyzed individually and should
not assume that any of the other projects or programs will be in place.
NS is currently working on a letter to GDOT addressing its position on joint use operations of higher speed trains
(above 79 mph) and freight trains. Under current operating conditions, NS cannot allow these higher speed
trains to share existing tracks with freight trains.

Kirsten asked if higher speed trains would be able to operate on separate track within existing right-of-way as opposed
to sharing existing track.
•
•

•
•

The study has no specific goal for operating speed, but needs to be competitive with auto travel and potentially
air travel between the two cities. Per FRA, ultimate top speed would be implemented incrementally.
NS can consider allowing higher speeds on separate track within its existing right-of-way, but would need to
weigh the cost of permanent loss of use of that right-of-way against the benefit of preserving it for future
opportunities that could enhance their own operations and revenue growth potential.
Atlanta-Charlotte is a primary freight route for NS and Lee and John are not sure how much right-of-way is left
for considering a separate track.
NS is also concerned about choke points and transitioning on and off existing track in areas such as the Gulch in
Atlanta.
o Derrick explained the design plans for the Georgia MultiModal Passenger Terminal and that the terminal
will not interfere with freight operations. There will be additional loading/unloading tracks off the
mainlines to allow continued free flow of freight traffic while passenger trains are in the station.
o Kirsten further clarified that all corridor alternatives being evaluated will require passenger operations
to transition to existing track in urban Atlanta and Charlotte in order to access station locations in those
cities. However, these trains would be traveling at speeds much less than 79 mph within those portions
of the NS corridor, thus meeting NS thresholds for joint-use operations.

The group discussed obtaining existing condition information and data:
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Depending on the type and amount of information requested, NS may require assistance from an outside
consultant due to current workload demands on its own personnel. This will require a reimbursement
agreement between NS and GDOT.
After NS receives a list of items needed by GDOT and HNTB, they will provide an estimate to collect the
information/data.
Derrick will check with the GDOT Director of Intermodal (Carol Comer) to understand this process.
NS typically does not provide detailed information because it is proprietary.
GDOT and HNTB need to assume the existing tracks are at capacity and will need to make improvements within
the corridor to accommodate the additional passenger service.

The group discussed the previous high-speed rail feasibility studies which were completed in spring 2012.
•

•
•

John asserted that the public has now been led to believe that higher speed passenger trains are feasible on
existing tracks, which as previously discussed is not the case. As a result, NS has now been put in the position of
having to counteract the public perception of the outcomes of the feasibility study.
Going forward, NS does not want to be backed into a corner regarding higher speeds on existing tracks because
they cannot accommodate it for safety and operational reasons.
Andrew Smith pointed out that newspaper reports took the reports out of context as they did not recommend
specific alternatives or technologies. He further clarified that the actual recommendation was to move forward
with further evaluation of corridor alternatives via a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement.

The group discussed possible opportunities for RTC modeling:
•
•

•
•

•

IV.

Kirsten indicated that the RTC modeling would take place as a part of the Service Development Plan only if
using/sharing the existing NS track is the preferred alternative.
Lee and John said that RTC modeling is a useful tool for looking at what kind of infrastructure would
accommodate explicitly defined operational needs; however, in the end it is merely a model/simulation that
cannot accommodate all possible input or predict all possible outcomes. FRA relies heavily on RTC modeling
outcomes, but in NS’s opinion it is not a good tool for predicting schedules and on-time performance.
NS agrees that RTC should be pushed further back in the study.
NS has a preferred method for RTC modeling and requires that it be done in their offices under their direct
supervision. GDOT and HNTB can be present during the modeling, but will not be allowed to take any printed or
written results away from the exercise due to the proprietary nature of the input and output parameters. As
with data collection efforts, NS may need to hire an outside consultant for assistance, and all costs to NS would
have to be reimbursed via a force agreement with GDOT. Costs for RTC modeling can go as high as $300K or
$400K, and a 6-8 month timeframe would be needed for completion.
If required, the RTC modeling would need to be started early next year as soon as GDOT has a good idea of what
the preferred alternative and technology will be.
Memorandum of Understanding

Kirsten asked if NS has had a chance to review the MOU:
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•
•

V.

September 2012
Federal Railroad Administration

They have looked at it and will have revisions.
Kirsten clarified the purpose of the MOU and NS advised that if they are just agreeing to “windshield surveys,”
potential photos from public property, and opportunity to participate, they would be able to revise the MOU to
reflect that.
Kirsten will follow up with Lee to receive those comments and revise as necessary.
Kirsten stated there would be public meetings in each state. Additional stakeholder meetings will be scheduled
as needed.
Lee and John stated that NS and GDOT/HNTB team need to talk quarterly at a minimum. Both parties want to
manage expectations and anticipate as much as possible. Lee will be the NS point of contact.
Other Items

Kirsten asked if there were any other items or experiences that come to mind that GDOT and HNTB should keep in mind
during the study:
•
•

•

VI.

John recommended referring to the FHWA Freight Analysis Framework for some of the existing data for the
Crescent Corridor.
Recommends that the study not assume flexibility that does not exist. In NC, pushed study was done that
limited rail maintenance to a night time shift, which was unrealistic. NS must maintain its property during the
daytime hours due to safety requirements.
There can be no windows on freight service. The study must assume occupation of the track any time for
freight, and daytime for all maintenance.
Action Items

Kirsten recited the following action items:
•
•
•
•
•

HNTB/GDOT will provide NS with a list of data/information needs in which NS will provide a timeline and cost to
obtain the data.
HNTB will review the Freight Analysis Framework as well as the NS website for public data pertaining to the
Crescent Corridor.
HNTB will follow up with NS regarding comments on the MOU.
HNTB will work with NS to set up a regular call for study updates.
HNTB will distribute the Passenger Policy to the HNTB team for reference and will continue to check the NS
website for updates to the Policy.

The meeting adjourned at 11:40AM.
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HIGH-SPEED RAIL DISCUSSIONS

Thursday, January 24, 2013, 2:00PM-3:00PM
City of Atlanta, Mayor’s Small Conference Room

Attendee List
Tom Weyandt, City of Atlanta
Josh Mellow, City of Atlanta
Carol Comer, GDOT
Derrick Cameron, GDOT

Andrew Smith, HNTB
Brock Hoegh, HNTB
Kirsten Berry, HNTB
Ed Campbell, PB

Handout
Regional High-Speed Rail Map
Atlanta-Charlotte Study Area Map
Atlanta-Charlotte Project Schedule
Atlanta-Charlotte Alternatives Analysis Flow Chart

Meeting Summary
Atlanta-Charlotte Tier 1 EIS
Andrew Smith, HNTB, gave an update on the Atlanta-Charlotte Tier 1 EIS project currently underway:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Feasibility study completed by Volpe Center in 2008, provided basis for corridors to be evaluated as a part of the
Tier 1 EIS.
Corridor is a priority for FRA as an extension to the Southeast High Speed Rail Corridor which is currently in Final
Design and Construction.
ROD scheduled for June 2015.
Tier 1 EIS and Service Development Plan.
Looking at three main corridors: Norfolk Southern, I-85 and Greenfield
o Will connect with MMPT and H-JAIA and Charlotte Gateway
The preferred corridor will be based on an environmental evaluation, and business case metrics (benefit-cost,
operating ratio, economic impacts, funding and financing opportunities).
Tier 1 EIS funded by FRA (80%) and GDOT (20%) for a total of $5 million.

Atlanta-Savannah Corridor
Mayor Reed has expressed interest in advancing the Atlanta-Savannah Corridor for high-speed/intercity passenger rail.
Mr. Weyandt is interested in knowing what steps are needed to get the corridor to the next stage in planning
(environmental).
•
•
•
•

The feasibility study was completed in spring 2012, and illustrated feasibility for the Atlanta-SavannahJacksonville Corridor.
The designated FRA corridor for this region does not include Savannah, but the feasibility studies included
Savannah as a natural destination for passenger rail.
This corridor could be in conjunction with the deepening of the Savannah port.
The City of Atlanta, State of Georgia, or other champion will need to take the lead on identifying the match
funding for the study.
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GDOT paid for 100% of the Atlanta-Charlotte match, but had to take funding from other intermodal
programs.
o GDOT does not currently have funding available for more environmental studies; therefore, the City of
Atlanta will need to identify additional champions/partners to identify funding.
o Norfolk Southern provided some of the match funding for the feasibility studies, as well as other state
DOTs and state agencies.
This corridor will most likely need to focus on improvement to the freight (Class I and Shortline) infrastructure
first, with passenger rail as a secondary improvement.
o After the port is deepened, the State will not want the freight corridors to become a bottleneck;
however, this conversation needs to take place with the railroads, as they have specifications for when
they utilize rail corridors versus trucks.
o The feasibility study looked at NS S-Line from Atlanta to Macon (via Griffin), Georgia Central Railroad
(subset of Genesee and Wyoming) from Macon to Savannah, and the abandoned CSX Seaboard from
Savannah to north of Jacksonville, CSX Mainline from north of Jax into the downtown multimodal
center.
o There may be an opportunity to partner with any of these railroads – GDOT is meeting with NS and CSX
on other projects and have relationships. GDOT also has good working relationship with Georgia Central
Railroad.
The City of Atlanta will need to meet with FRA about what items are needed to adequately prepare the corridor
for the Tier 1 EIS.
o FRA prefers a tiered approach for environmental studies, especially for longer high-speed rail corridors.
o Funding will need to be in place well before general appropriations are awarded to demonstrate
momentum for the corridor.
o

•

•

Next Steps
The City of Atlanta will need to take the following steps to advance the Atlanta-Savannah passenger rail corridor:
•
•
•

Identify additional champions/partners to help with the match funding
Talk with NS, CSX and Georgia Central Railroad to understand future plans, partnering opportunities, passenger
rail policies
Discussions with FRA for guidance on how to best prepare the corridor for environmental funding and how to
move the corridor up on FRA prioritization list

The meeting adjourned at 3:00 pm.
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April 2013
Federal Railroad Administration

HARTSFIELD-JACKSON ATLANTA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT STAKEHOLDER MEETING
MARCH 5, 2013
10:00-11:00AM

Shelley Lamar, H-JAIA
Matt Davis, H-JAIA
Andrew Smith, HNTB
Kirsten Berry, HNTB
Handouts:
Meeting Agenda
Maps and Reference Materials
I.

Study/Corridor Background

Andrew Smith provided the study background including the 2008 Volpe Center Feasibility Study. Andrew then went
over the alternatives map, describing each corridor in detail and potential station locations. He mentioned the difficulty
with some of the alternatives and their inability to hit key stations such as MMPT and Charlotte-Douglas International
Airport.
Andrew then turned the conversation over to H-JAIA to describe current work, future work, and coordination with highspeed passenger rail service including station locations.
II.

Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport Information

Shelley Lamar provided an overview of the previous involvement of H-JAIA with high-speed and commuter rail projects
-

Most of H-JAIA’s passenger traffic is within the domestic terminal, not the international
The AMACS II study looked at the number of people that would use rail as transport to the airport, and the
numbers are small. Kirsten said she would review these numbers from the study.
Peak Week study statistics could be used for the MARTA ridership (2009 data). The new Peak Week will be
conducted this summer.
Recommended further looking at the previously studied Southern Crescent Multimodal facility located on Old
Dixie Highway. GDOT looked at grade separation of the tracks around this facility.
The west side of the airport would be much more efficient for a passenger station for high-speed rail given its
proximity to the domestic terminal.
Recommended a College Park or East Point station.
H-JAIA owns property near the people mover to the rental car facility.
The issue will be connecting back over to the east side for connection down to Macon, which looked at an east
side station.
If a station is located on the east side, a connection will need to be determined to get passengers to domestic
terminal.
College Park would be interested in having further discussions about a station.
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V.

April 2013
Federal Railroad Administration

It was recommended talking to the Airport Area Task Force, made up of cities, counties and the Atlanta Regional
Commission. HNTB said they would be happy to make a presentation to this group. It was mentioned they
meet on a quarterly basis.
Stakeholder Outreach

Kirsten Berry gave an overview of the public and agency outreach activities citing that the scoping meetings would begin
taking place in May 2013. CLT is interested in staying involved in the project and will continue to participate in
stakeholder meetings and scoping meetings.
The meeting adjourned at 10:55am.
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GREENVILLE-SPARTANBURG AIRPORT STAKEHOLDER MEETING
MARCH 14, 2013
2:00-3:00PM

Kevin Howell, GSP
Dave Edwards, GSP
Carlos Gittens, PB
On the phone:
Andrew Smith, HNTB
Kirsten Berry, HNTB
Derrick Cameron, GDOT
Gail D’Avino, GDOT
Jeremy Daniel, GDOT
Randy Wade, HNTB
Handouts:
Meeting Agenda
Maps and Reference Materials
I.

Study/Corridor Background

Andrew Smith provided the study background including the 2008 Volpe Center Feasibility Study. Andrew then went
over the alternatives map, describing each corridor in detail and potential station locations. He mentioned the difficulty
with some of the alternatives and their inability to hit key stations. There are some unique challenges to accessing GSP
Airport, especially for the shown greenfield route.
Andrew then turned the conversation over to Mr. Howell to describe current work, future work, and coordination with
high-speed passenger rail service including station locations.
II.

Greenville-Spartanburg Airport Information

Mr. Howell provided an overview of ongoing and future projects around the GSP Airport and commented on the highspeed rail study.
-

For the NS alternative, Kevin suggested calling it Greer and not GSP to avoid confusion with exact location of the
airport, as the city of Greer is a bit further north of the airport.
Suggested considering a GSP stop directly on GSP property, not directly adjacent to I-85
GSP passenger usage is fairly evenly split between Greenville and Spartanburg, but Greenville does have slightly
higher percentages of patron to GSP
GSP saw a 30-40% passenger growth last year to what is thought to be caused by Southwest Airlines. This
increase is not expected in future years.
There are approximately 1 million passenger annual with a 5% annual growth rate on average.
Private aviation for Greenville/Spartanburg is at regional airports, GSP is mostly public airline passengers.
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April 2013
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This high-speed rail study needs to be aware of a future parallel runway southeast of the existing runway
(towards BMW and I-85), as this may impact possible station locations.
GSP agreed to provide the Land Use Master Plan and Planning Study documents to HNTB.
Stakeholder Outreach

Kirsten Berry gave an overview of the public and agency outreach activities citing that the scoping meetings would begin
taking place in May 2013. GSP is interested in staying involved in the project and requested that they be able to review
major documents prior to public release.
The meeting adjourned at 3:00pm.
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CDOT and CATS STAKEHOLDER MEETING
MARCH 28, 2013
2:00-3:00PM

Tim Gibbs, CDOT
Danny Pleasant, CDOT
Brian Nadolny, CATS
Andrew Smith, HNTB
Kirsten Berry, HNTB
By Phone:
Derrick Cameron, GDOT
Chet Welsh, GDOT
Handouts:
Meeting Agenda
Maps and Reference Materials
I.

Study/Corridor Background

Andrew Smith provided the study background including the 2008 Volpe Center Feasibility Study. Andrew then went
over the alternatives map, describing each corridor in detail and potential station locations. He mentioned the difficulty
with some of the alternatives and their inability to hit some key stations.
Andrew then turned the conversation over to CDOT and CATS stakeholders to describe current work, future work, and
coordination with high-speed passenger rail service including station locations.
II.

Charlotte-Douglas International Airport Information

CDOT and CATS provided the following information using the Charlotte Railroad and Safety Improvement Map.
-

The grade separation for NS and CSX will be completed in 2017 and will cost a total of $129 million.
Property has been bought for a passenger rail maintenance facility, but no construction is planned.
The maintenance facility will be set up for use by Amtrak and will be a light maintenance facility with the heavy
maintenance facility located in Raleigh.
NCDOT Rail operates on current Amtrak station and operations
NCDOT Rail owns the Piedmont and Northern line, which could be another approach into Charlotte, but would
bypass the airport. Further, the P&N line is not at grade and is difficult to access the Gateway station.
CATS looked at light rail, bus rapid transit and streetcar from uptown to airport. It is the last on the list to be
built, looking at the 2030 timeframe.
There will be BRT to the south along US 21
A commuter rail study for the city found that the NS mainlines is very constricted. Andrew mentioned that
HNTB is currently conducting a capacity analysis for this study as well.
US 21 could be used as an approach from I-77 since there is adequate right-of-way.
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There may be some potential for partnering with intercity passenger rail, especially looking at commuter rail
towards Gastonia.
They asked if this study would potentially look at a terminal east of Gateway around the university area. Similar
concept of Hartsfield-Jackson rather than MMPT as a terminal. Andrew stated that this study does not look at a
terminal east of Gateway as to no overlap with ongoing studies and planning on NCDOT Rail’s part for the
Charlotte to Raleigh line. However, HNTB will review NCDOT document to confirm actual termination area in
Charlotte.
They noted that any of the alternatives traveling south from Charlotte towards Rock Hill would parallel four of
the light rail south service.
Stakeholder Outreach

Kirsten Berry gave an overview of the public and agency outreach activities citing that the scoping meetings would begin
taking place in May 2013. CDOT and CATS are interested in staying involved in the project and requested quarterly
updates.
The meeting adjourned at 3:00pm.
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CHARLOTTE-DOUGLAS AIRPORT STAKEHOLDER MEETING
MARCH 28, 2013
9:30-10:30am

Kathy Dennis, CLT
Jack Christine, CLT
Lauren Scott, CLT
Andrew Smith, HNTB
Kirsten Berry, HNTB
By Phone:
Derrick Cameron, GDOT
Jeremy Daniel, GDOT
Randy Wade, HNTB
Handouts:
Meeting Agenda
Maps and Reference Materials
I.

Study/Corridor Background

Andrew Smith provided the study background including the 2008 Volpe Center Feasibility Study. Andrew then went
over the alternatives map, describing each corridor in detail and potential station locations. He mentioned the difficulty
with some of the alternatives and their inability to hit key stations such as Charlotte-Douglas International Airport.
Andrew then turned the conversation over to the stakeholders to describe current work, future work, and coordination
with high-speed passenger rail service including station locations.
II.

Charlotte-Douglas International Airport Information

Jack Christine provided the majority of information using the future planning map for the CLT airport property.
-

-

CLT’s goal Is to provide a logistical hub, moving goods and providing access to the interstate.
The NS Intermodal facility is under construction and is scheduled to open spring 2014.
There are already plans in place for future expansion of the intermodal facility.
There is a possibility of adding track on south side of airport to free up some capacity issues in and around the
airport.
The facility will have 5 overhead cranes with 1,000 lifts per day
This will be an inland port for Norfolk, VA, Charleston, SC, and Jacksonville, FL. Cargo will go through customs at
CLT since the airport already has custom capabilities. The freight will then move onto other areas of the
network, including Chicago.
NS will vacate the intermodal they have in uptown Charlotte once constructed.
The airport advocates for high-speed rail and light rail access to the airport.
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April 2013
Federal Railroad Administration

The NS mainline is currently two tracks, with plans to add a 3rd track and have room for one or two more
additional tracks to accommodate the intermodal facility.
They have already included plans for a passenger station adjacent to the main terminal facility for the airport.
So far there has not been much planning on light rail from uptown Charlotte to the airport. The city has five (5)
mainlines identified. The west corridor (to CLT) would be the last of the five as the models indicate lower
ridership.
CLT is very interested in partnership and strategies for moving the high-speed rail corridor further along in the
process.
Stakeholder Outreach

Kirsten Berry gave an overview of the public and agency outreach activities citing that the scoping meetings would begin
taking place in May 2013. CLT is interested in staying involved in the project and will continue to participate in
stakeholder meetings and scoping meetings.
The meeting adjourned at 10:55am.
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January 2014
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AUGUSTA STAKEHOLDER MEETING
JANUARY 9, 2014
10:00AM-11:30AM

Al Dallas, City of Augusta, Mayor’s Office
Deke Copenhaver, Mayor, City of Augusta
Todd Glover, City of North Augusta
Sue Parr, Chamber of Commerce
Scott McGregor, Oglethorpe Public Affairs
Don Grantham, GDOT Board
Walter Sprouce, Economic Development Authority
Robert Bennett, Development Authority of Columbia County
Derrick Cameron, GDOT
Jeff Parker, HNTB
Kirsten Berry, HNTB
Handouts:
Various Handouts from Public Scoping meetings
I.

Introductions and Background

Jeff Parker, HNTB, began the meeting by asking everyone to introduce themselves. Introductions went around the
room. Jeff then went into a review of the purpose of the Atlanta to Charlotte Passenger Rail Corridor Investment Plan
(PRCIP):
-

Identify a preferred route between the two cities to provide intercity passenger rail service.
Identify a specific technology for the corridor route.
Have the route be competitive with air and auto travel times.
Provide another mode of transportation as population and congestion in the corridor continue to grow.
Connect with other modes of travel (auto, bus, air).

Jeff also reviewed the scope of a Tier 1 and Tier 2 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Tier 1 will identify a broad
route alternative and technology, the Tier 2 will delve deeper within that route alternative and identify the preferred
alignment include any approach alignments within the terminal city areas.
Jeff stated that the process of this study is mandated by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) as well as the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Further, the selection of a preferred route as a part of the PRCIP follows this
process and will be in alignment with the Purpose and Need that was developed at the beginning of the project and was
available for review by the public during the scoping period.
The stakeholders at the meeting indicated that the City of Augusta was not aware of the scoping meetings in 2013.
There was question of the DOT’s involvement in these meetings and how notifications were announced. Don Grantham,
GDOT, explained the process of distributing information. Kirsten Berry, HNTB, followed stating that a media release was
distributed to media sources.
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Study Process

Kirsten provided a more detailed overview of the Tier 1 EIS process. She directed everyone to a handout that provides
the eight-step process beginning with a Notice of Intent (NOI) and ending with the Record of Decision (ROD). She stated
that the preferred alternative would not be recommended until the Final EIS after the public has a chance to review and
comment on the Draft EIS.
It was asked whether a recommendation that may be cost prohibitive be “all for not”, meaning, is it possible that the
study would recommend an alternative that is infeasible because of the cost? Kirsten responded that while cost was not
a part of the initial screening process that was presented at scoping, cost is taking into account during the detailed
analysis and evaluated along with other variables such as environmental impacts, social impacts, and economic impacts.
Kirsten continued to explain the process of narrowing down alternatives from an initial set of potentially feasible
alternatives to one preferred alternative. She pointed the group to three of the handouts that illustrate the location of
the initial set of potentially feasible alternatives. She explained the relationship between the routes and the
technologies available for each, noting that each technology is capable of different top speeds.
It was asked whether it was any coincidence that the scoping meetings were located along only a couple of the routes
and that none of the meetings were located along any of the more southern routes? Derrick Cameron, GDOT, and Jeff
responded that the meeting were selected based on population and were not tied to any of the route alternatives.
Kirsten explained that all six alternatives that were initially identified went through an initial screening process including
factors such as alignment with purpose and need, route length, travel time, geometry, population/employment around
potential stations, and regional and intermodal linkages, noting that linking to other modes of travel is a key purpose of
this corridor. She pointed to the initial evaluation result handout.
There were various questions regarding the raw data behind the results, particularly travel times. Kirsten indicated that
the quickest travel time is the greenfield alternative, and two of the slower travel times were the alternatives through
Augusta and Athens (Alternatives 5 and 6).
Kirsten explained that the performance of the alternatives were in relation to one another, meaning that given the best
performing alternative for a certain category, how did the other alternatives fare against the best performing?
Kirsten continued to explain that following the closing of scoping, the study would screen out some of these
alternatives. The alternatives remaining would undergo a more detailed evaluation that includes more variables, most
notably the environmental and economic impacts. Once this evaluation is completed, it will be documented in the Draft
EIS, which will be distributed for review and public comment. There will be public hearings on the Draft EIS. She noted
again that this document would not have a recommendation, but would only present the findings of the detailed
evaluation.
Following the public hearings and comment period, the Draft will be revised to a Final EIS in which the recommendation
for a preferred alternative and technology will be included. This will be available for public review, and the Final will be
presented to FRA who will provide the ROD, allowing the corridor to move onto a Tier 2 NEPA document.
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January 2014
Federal Railroad Administration

Discussion Topics

It was mentioned that Cyber Command is coming to Augusta, which is anticipated to increase employment and
population for the region. It was asked if developments such as this were taken into account for future population and
employment estimates. Kirsten indicated that specific developments were not taken into consideration but a growth
factor was applied for population and employment, especially as it relates to ridership projections.
It was noted that Augusta has economic development that much of the state is unaware and this will have a significant
impact on the region, making it more attractive for passenger rail service. The study should make sure to consider
future growth areas before eliminating any route alternatives.
There was question of how potential station locations were chosen. The station areas were chosen based on population
and initial estimates of travel times. Station areas will undergo further analysis and exact stations would not be decided
upon until the Tier 2 NEPA analysis.
There was a good bit of discussion regarding ridership modeling. Kirsten stated that current travel within the region
would be evaluated through airline data and auto data (collected through cell phone GPS data).
Stakeholders mentioned the importance of military installations and that Alternative 4 has two military stations within
close proximity, which is a factor that other alternatives do not have.
Stakeholders mentioned that the region passed the Transportation Investment Area, indicating that the region
understands the importance of transportation investment.
It was asked what the City can provide to GDOT to help the routes through Augusta move through to the more detailed
analysis? Jeff and Derrick stated that they could provide all of the benefits in writing either through the website, email
or letter correspondence. It was asked when the deadline for public comments is? Kirsten responded with March 1,
2014.
Stakeholder asked if another public scoping meeting could be helped in the Augusta area before scoping closes. Derrick
stated that a full scoping meeting would be difficult. They asked if there could possibly be a larger stakeholder meeting
to include stakeholders from Columbia, SC? Derrick stated that he would take the idea back to Carol. Don indicated he
would like to be at that meeting, should it be scheduled.
Stakeholders wanted to reiterate the importance of the region, especially when taking into consideration both Augusta
and Columbia. Augusta is only 55 miles from Columbia and there is quite a connection that has been there for many
years.
The meeting adjourned at 11:30am.
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Attendees (by phone):

February 2014

SCDOT STAKEHOLDER UPDATE MEETING
FEBRUARY 4, 2014
9:00AM-10:00AM

Kirsten Berry, HNTB Corporation
Jeff Parker, HNTB Corporation
Brock Hoegh, HNTB Corporation
Harry Boxler, GDOT Intermodal
Randy Wade, HNTB Corporation
Doug Frate, SCDOT
Rick Wyatt, SCDOT
I.

Update on Project
- Kirsten provided a recap of activities since the Scoping meeting in June 2013.
- Scoping is scheduled to close March 1
- Continuing to work on technical analysis of refined alternatives
- Preliminary results are completed, reviewing with GDOT on 2/13 (rescheduled to 2/20 because of winter
storm).
- Will be able to share results with stakeholders after GDOT/FRA review.

II.

Augusta and Columbia Stakeholders
- GDOT/HNTB recently met with Augusta to discuss the alternatives that travel through
Augusta/Columbia.
- Augusta Mayor’s office and other stakeholders are advocating for at least one of the routes to advance
to the next stage of evaluation and be incorporated into the Tier I EIS.
- Augusta is going to reach out to Columbia for additional support of this position. HNTB/GDOT have
been trying to get in contact with Columbia Mayor’s office, but has been unable to do so.
- SCDOT indicated that Columbia stakeholders are supportive of an Atlanta – Charlotte line traveling
through Upland South Carolina and bypassing Columbia. There is another designated FRA line that
travels through Columbia into Charleston.
- SCDOT is supportive of identifying a preferred alternative that provides the most efficient and effective
service for the region.

III.

Next Steps and Overall Schedule
- Kirsten recapped the next steps including:
o Briefing GDOT on preliminary technical results in February 2014
o Scoping to close March 1, 2014. Develop Final Scoping Report and response letters.
o Tier I Draft EIS is scheduled to be completed the end of 2014 with open house and public review
spring/summer 2015. Record of Decision is scheduled for end 2015 or first quarter 2016.

The call adjourned at 9:35am
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Coordination Meeting with NCDOT & SCDOT / October 20, 2015 / 10:00 a.m. to 10:45 a.m.
Attendees (by phone):
Harry Boxler, GDOT
Rick Wyatt, SCDOT
Doug Frate, SCDOT
Eddie McFalls, NCDOT
Sandra Stepney, NCDOT
Paul Worley, NCDOT
Melvin Brown, HNTB
Tim Kassa, HNTB
Randy Wade, HNTB
Aaron Bowe, HNTB

I.

Introductions & purpose of meeting
- Harry began the call by thanking everyone for joining then provided a brief overview on the
purpose of today’s call. SCDOT/NCDOT was made aware that the Project will be carrying forward
the Crescent, I-85, and Greenfield into the EIS, which the other three alternatives were screened
out.
- The Project schedule in terms of major milestones was discussed, primarily for the purposes of
highlighting the junctures that would involve SCDOT/NCDOT’s review of the document or
convening another coordination meeting to discuss the Project.

II.

Fall 2015 Project Fact Sheet #2
- SCDOT/NCDOT were provided a copy of the latest factsheet; it was pointed out, however, during
the conference call that the project milestones listed in the agenda did not correspond to what was
illustrated in the factsheet. Harry indicated that the discrepancy would be addressed and another
factsheet would be forthcoming.
- While on the subject of project schedule, Harry informed SCDOT/NCDOT that a more detailed
milestones listing would be shared very soon; therefore this would enable both DOTs with
anticipating when their reviews as well as subsequent coordination with GDOT would be necessary.

III.

Coordination steps with NC and SC DOTs
- An initial question posed to SCDOT/NCDOT was whether they preferred to see the DEIS prior to
FRA’s review; both DOTs indicated a preference of reviewing prior to FRA. Next item of discussion
was whether or how to engage both DOTs prior to the DEIS (preliminary analysis). Tim Kassa
suggested that after the completion of Ch. 3 of the DEIS, this would be a good juncture to convene
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VI.

October 2015

another coordination discussion with SCDOT/NCDOT. Harry stated that coordination will be
scheduled in the future to share preliminary analysis.
- Harry asked both DOTs how long they wanted/needed to review the DEIS, which SCDOT asked for a
few weeks and NCDOT asked for 30 days; it was agreed that 30 days would be provided for both
DOTs’ concurrent reviews.
- Both SCDOT and NCDOT confirmed their respective agency roles as Participating.
- NCDOT brought up the issue of making sure this Project ties in well with the FRA’s regional rail
program (i.e. studies, statement of work, goals/vision), especially regarding developing Service
Development Plans.
SCDOT and NCDOT input on Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP
- Both SCDOT and NCDOT understood the logic and rationale behind the alternatives selected for
analysis in the EIS; SCDOT asked whether the Greenfield alternative would tie into the inland port
in Greer, SC. Aaron asked for confirmation regarding the specific location of the inland port;
afterwards, he confirmed that it would not tie into the inland port.
- NCDOT suggested that the upcoming regional meeting for SEHSR in March 2016 would be a good
opportunity to reconvene the state DOTs for discussing preliminary analysis and coordination in
general; it would also be an opportunity for GDOT to provide an update on the Project. Harry
agreed with this suggestion.
Other project updates from NCDOT and SCDOT
- NCDOT briefly provided status of its Raleigh to Richmond project where the ROD will come later
this year and a public hearing would follow. NCDOT indicated that the SEHSR regional conference
is scheduled for March 16 – 18th, 2016 and the primary audience comprises state DOTs, state
operators, and MPOs.
- SCDOT indicated that the state is still pursuing a Columbia to Charlotte connection and currently is
looking at a few service options and plans. But the top priority now is restoring freight rail back
into full operation, following the major flooding.
- There was general discussion on lessons learned relating to coordination with FRA. Two topics
discussed were FRA’s document reviews essentially pivot off of a first come first serve basis, but
project funding and commitments also come into play with its review time. Neither SCDOT or
NCDOT has had much experience working with FRA’s 3rd party consultant.
Next steps
-

Harry reiterated that both DOTs would receive a revised project factsheet as well as a more
detailed listing of key milestones of the Project.
March 2016 during the SEHSR regional conference was pegged as the next juncture to reconvene
coordination with SCDOT and NCDOT.

The call adjourned at 10:450 a.m.
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NCDOT and SCDOT ADR WEBINAR BRIEFING
SEPTEMBER 30, 2014
9:00AM-10:30AM

Kirsten Berry, HNTB Corporation
Harry Boxler, GDOT
Randy Wade, HNTB Corporation
Pat Simmons, RS&H
Shirley Williams, NCDOT
Marc Hamel, NCDOT
Doug Frate, SCDOT
Rick Wyatt, SCDOT
Merishia Robinson, GDOT
Paul Worley, NCDOT
I.

-

II.

-

III.

-

Introductions
Kirsten thanked everyone for joining and gave an overview of how the meeting would be conducted.
Kirsten stated that the purpose of the meeting was to brief both State Department of Transportation (DOTs) on
the work that has been completed to date and provide an overview of the findings within the Alternatives
Development Report.
Kirsten mentioned that the ADR was delivered to FRA for review in September and is still currently under review.
Kirsten turned the meeting over to Randy Wade for the presentation.
Route Alternative Screening
Randy reviewed the screening process including an overview of all six alternatives that were identified at the
beginning of the project.
Randy provided an overview of technologies that were evaluated for the alternatives: diesel-electric with top
speeds up to 125mph and electrified with top speeds up to 220mph. Both technologies have benefits and
obstacles.
Randy presented the results board that illustrates the screening process and the scoring and ranking based on a
variety of criteria.
Randy presented the recommended reasonable alternatives that move through to a more detailed operating
planning analysis: Southern Crescent, I-85 and Greenfield.
Recommended Route Analysis Criteria
Randy discussed each of the criteria that are used in the detailed operating planning analysis.
Service Frequency: Randy gave an overview of the methodology for determining the service frequency and then
presented the final frequencies that were found to be the most efficient for each alternative.
Travel time: Randy gave an overview of the methodology for calculating the travel time and then presented the
travel time estimates and compared them to auto travel.
Potential Station Stops: Randy gave an overview of the station stops for each alternative. After scoping and
based on comments, some adjustments were made to adjust station locations and routes in order to optimize
ridership and revenue.
Ridership: Randy gave an overview of the methodology for estimating ridership and then presented the 2025
(opening year) forecasts for each alternative.
Capital Costs: Randy provided an overview of the methodology for estimating capital costs.
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Conceptual Engineering: Randy provided an overview of the engineering challenges associated with each
alternative.
Typical Sections: Randy provided an overview of the typical sections for each alternative, highlighting those
areas with challenging engineering and areas that drove higher capital cost estimates.
Randy then presented the capital cost estimates for each alternative by FRA Standard Costing Category.
Randy then provided an overview of the federal and state capital shares based on an 80/20 split.
Financial Performance Statistics
Randy explained the methodology of various financial performance statistics calculated for the corridor
including operating surplus/deficit and operating ratios.
Randy presented the operating surplus/deficit and ratios for 2025 (opening year) and indicated that only
Alternatives 1: Southern Crescent (Phase A and B) show operating ratios less than 1.0.
Net Present Value of a 25-year operating period (2025-2050) was also calculated for each alternative and phase.
Two interest rates were use (3% and 7%) to indicate more conservative and more flexible estimates.
Randy presented the Net Present Value for each alternative and phase which indicated that Alternative 3 would
be the only one in which the Net Present Value could cover a 20% state share.
Randy provided the methodology for the benefit cost analysis and ratios, again using two interest rates (3% and
7%).
The only alternative showing a positive (>1.0) ratio is Alternative 3: Greenfield (both Phase A and B).
Environmental Impacts
Randy provided a brief overview of environmental impacts, stating that the detailed environmental impacts
would be included in the Environmental Impact Statement.
Summary Matrix and Next Steps
The presentation includes a summary matrix of all of the variables presented for a better comparative analysis.
All have benefits and obstacles. These results are all included in the Alternatives Development Report and
explained in detail with all back up data and information.

Questions and Answers:
Question: Paul Worley – When looking at South Carolina, did the team look at bypassing certain areas?
Answer: Randy Wade – No, due to cost considerations, the team looked at the most reasonable and shortest distances
for each alternative.
Question: Paul – Business centers in South Carolina are important to economy. The Greenfield alternative does not hit
those important activity centers?
Answer: Randy – They do not. This is a trade off with travel time. There would be too many geometric challenges to
allow the Greenfield to reach full speed potential. Multiple iterations of Greenfield routes and ridership forecasts were
evaluated before selecting the reasonable Greenfield route.
Question: Paul – Because the Greenfield does not hit activity centers such as Clemson, this may cause a loss of political
support for the Greenfield.
Answer: Randy – With the Greenfield accessing Athens, GA (University of Georgia) this may offset Clemson support.
Additionally, the team heard from stakeholders in South Carolina that a station around the Greenville-Spartanburg
Airport (GSP) would sufficiently serve those activity areas.
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Comment: Doug Frate – That is correct that the GSP location access the economic growth in Greenville and Spartanburg
area, in addition to BMW and the Inland Port. His core concern is how to best address connectivity issues with Clemson
if there is not a proposed connection.
Response: Randy – Typically, it is recommended that a feeder bus system be implemented for that connection.
However, this study will not evaluate that feeder system.
Question: Pat Simmons – What were the team’s assumptions for max authorized speeds and congestion?
Answer: Randy – Shared use is generally 79 mph max with the exception of 110 sections which are on a dedicated
passenger track. This evaluation uses schedule to avoid conflicts with freight traffic.
Question: Shirley Williams – Is the I-85 alternative proposed in the right-of-way or parallel to the interstate right-ofway?
Answer: Randy – There is a median cross section proposed for part of the alternative. In South Carolina, the alternative
will have to be elevated with the base majority in the interstate right-of-way.
Question: Shirley – Why is there a dramatic increase in round trips from the Southern Crescent alternative to the I-85
alternative (4 to 14-16)?
Answer: Randy – Ridership was a major driver of developing number of round trips. The Southern Crescent alternative
was limited due to travel time. Trips were largely based on the market.
Question: Doug – The I-85 alternative includes two stations, one in Greenville and one in Spartanburg. Any analysis
conducted for a joint location similar to the Greenfield?
Answer: Randy – The team looked at both and concluded that it was optimal to provide two stations.
Question: Marc Hamel – Have you looked at the Norfolk Southern right-of-way maps? He had heard they have 200 feet
of right-of-way all the way to Atlanta. He said Charlie could take a look and send it to Randy.
Answer: Randy – We have not seen anything that shows a 200 feet right-of-way. If NCDOT has something to show,
please pass it along.
Question: Shirley – Have you talked to the Class I railroads?
Answer: Kirsten Berry – Yes, we began coordinating with both railroads at the beginning of the study. There has been
limited discussion and coordination since with the exception of letters stating they have not approved passenger rail on
their right-of-way due to capacity constraints. GDOT and FRA have been working together regarding coordination and it
was decided that the project move along without Class I cooperation.
Question: Paul – Do you have the NS Passenger Rail Policy?
Answer: Kirsten – Yes, that and the CSX Passenger Rail Principles.
Question: Pat – Do you have a measure of capital efficiency?
Answer: Randy – Yes, the benefit-cost analysis is probably the best reflection of capital.
Comment: Doug – For I-85, they have widening in the STIP from Greenville to Gaffney. Phase III will be from Gaffney to
the NC state line. This could pose impacts to your capital cost estimates. Construction is to begin in 2017.
Response: Randy – Team and SCDOT should have a sidebar on that topic. Kirsten will set up a time to discuss.
Question: Shirley – Looking at the Greenfield alternative, does it include right-of-way?
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Answer: Randy – Yes, urban and rural costs. The team did a close examination of right-of-way cost; however, structures
and improvements make up the majority of costs. It should not be discounted that a real issue for the Greenfield is
eminent domain, which is not a part of the Tier I analysis.
Question: Pat – Was there an assumption for the cost to railroad right-of-way access or to occupy the right-of-way?
Answer: Randy – There was costs calculated for improvements and any additional land along the existing railroad rightof-way. There was no financial discussion of railroad access costs.
Question: Shirley – Did you use a generic cost per mile?
Answer: Randy – We have a cost per mile for each alternative, but it was calculated from a bottom up approach taking
into account variability between the alternatives.
Question: Shirley – what is the length of the corridor?
Answer: Randy – approximately 280 miles.
Comment: Pat – It appears the team has done a good job portraying the alternatives. There are challenges associated
with each alternative.
Question: Doug – Does the ridership only look at the corridor independent of other corridors?
Answer: Randy – Yes, this does not look at increased ridership from other corridors north or south of this corridor.
Comment: Shirley – Virginia and North Carolina submitted an application for a Service Development Plan for Raleigh to
Richmond to match the Service Development Plan in the Virginia RAPP. It would be beneficial if that Plan could
coordinate with the Service Development Plan for this corridor.
Response: Harry Boxler – Would it be helpful to show an overview of the schedule for that coordination?
Response: Shirley – Yes that would be helpful
Question: Pat – Did you calculate number of trainsets? Could you calculate roundtrips per trainset?
Answer: Randy – Yes, we have the data but did not calculate that in particular.
Question: Doug – On the Greenfield, has there been any thought of right-of-way for a new highway alignment, similar to
Texas?
Answer: Randy – Have not explicitly looked at this approach. The Greenfield does not development patterns.
Action Items:
- Circulate slides to participants
- Provide schedule overview
The call adjourned at 11:00am.
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NCDOT and SCDOT ADR WEBINAR BRIEFING
DECEMBER 10, 2014
2:00PM-4:00PM

Kirsten Berry, HNTB Corporation
Harry Boxler, GDOT
Ariel Heckler, GDOT
Randy Wade, HNTB Corporation
Marc Hamel, NCDOT
Doug Frate, SCDOT
Rick Wyatt, SCDOT
Kyle Gradinger, FRA
Jessie Gaetti, FRA
John Winkle, FRA
Randy Brown, FRA
Mindy Robison, FHWA
Brice McCoy, Army Corps of Engineers
Tim Gibbs, City of Charlotte, NC
Janie Futrell, ARC
Jonathan Lewis, City of Atlanta
David Phillips, TranSystems
Grace Dysico, TranSystems
Clarence Coleman,
Robert Holland, USACE
Jamie Higgins, US EPA, Region 4
I.

-

II.

-

-

Introductions
Harry Boxler thanked everyone for joining and gave an overview of how the meeting would be conducted.
Harry stated that the purpose of the meeting was to brief the agencies on the work that has been completed to
date and provide an overview of the findings within the Alternatives Development Report.
Harry asked each agency in attendance to introduce themselves. Introductions went around.
Harry provided an overview of the agenda for the call and asked that everyone submit their questions via the
online chat function within WebEx.
Harry turned the meeting over to Kirsten Berry to start the presentation.
Passenger Rail Corridor Investment Plan (PRCIP) Process
Kirsten provided an overview of the Tier I Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process and where the project
team is today. To date the team has:
o Issued a Notice of Intent in April 2013
o Conducted agency and public scoping in May/June 2013
The next milestones include:
o Draft EIS available to the public in spring 2015
o Final EIS and Record of Decision (ROD) in 2016
Kirsten asked John Winkle to provide an update on the ROD process in which John explained that in the past FRA
has completed the Final EIS followed by a ROD. However, moving forward, FRA is combining the Final EIS and
ROD which will help save time and be more efficient.
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Kirsten said that the graphic in the PowerPoint would be updated to reflect this recent change.
Kirsten turned the presentation over to Randy Wade to go through the alternatives development process.
Route Alternative Screening
Randy provided an overview of the three step process for alternatives development:
o Step 1: Evaluation of potentially reasonable alternatives
o Step 2: Refinement and analysis of reasonable alternatives
o Step 3: Evaluation of reasonable alternatives with environmental and planning factors.
The result will be a preferred route and technology. A Service Development Plan (SDP) will be created for the
preferred alternative that further refines the operations of the alternative and introduces a phasing and
implementation plan for a Tier II National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) study.
Randy reviewed the six initial alternatives that were identified at the beginning of the project and reminded the
agencies that these are the alternatives that were presented during the scoping meetings.
o Three alternatives primarily use existing rail corridors
o Two alternatives primarily use existing interstate right-of-way
o One greenfield alternative on new alignment
The initial evaluation (Step 1) was based on factors such as meeting purpose and need, route length, travel time,
geometry, population and employment access and regional and intermodal linkages. From this evaluation,
three alternatives were identified as reasonable routes to move to Step 2: refinement of reasonable
alternatives.
The three alternatives include:
o One using primarily existing rail along the Norfolk Southern right-of-way (Southern Crescent)
o One using primarily the I-85 interstate right-of-way (I-85)
o One Greenfield along new alignment. It was noted that the alignment shifted due to public input to
provide access to the Greenville-Spartanburg Airport as well as Athens, GA (Greenfield)
Randy provided an overview of technologies that were evaluated for the alternatives: diesel with top speeds up
to 125mph and electrified with top speeds up to 220mph. Both technologies have benefits and obstacles.
Randy presented the recommended reasonable alternatives and their associated technologies that moved
through to Step 2.
Refinement and Analysis of Reasonable Route Alternatives
Randy provided an overview of the various operating planning factors that were evaluated during the Step 2
refinement and analysis process including service frequency, potential station stops, travel time, ridership
forecasts, capital costs, federal and state capital cost shares, financial performance and benefit-cost ratios.
Randy discussed each of the criteria that are used in the detailed operating planning analysis.
Service Frequency: Randy gave an overview of the methodology for determining the service frequency and then
presented the final frequencies that were found to be the most efficient for each alternative:
o Alternative 1 (79 mph): 4 round trips
o Alternative 1 (110 mph): 4 round trips
o Alternative 2 (125 mph): 14 round trips
o Alternative 2 (220 mph): 14 round trips
o Alternative 3 (125 mph): 16 round trips
o Alternative 3 (220 mph): 22 round trips
Potential Station Stops: Randy gave an overview of the station stops for each alternative. After scoping and
based on comments, some adjustments were made to adjust station locations and routes in order to optimize
ridership and revenue. Additionally, express, semi-express and local schedule combinations provided a
combination of service levels to both provide local access and preserve end-to-end travel times.
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Travel time: Randy gave an overview of the methodology for calculating the travel time and then presented the
travel time estimates and compared them to auto travel.
o Alternative 1 (79 mph): 5 hours, 34 minutes
o Alternative 1 (110 mph): 4 hours, 35 minutes
o Alternative 2 (125 mph): 2 hours, 50 minutes
o Alternative 2 (220 mph): 2 hours, 42 minutes
o Alternative 3 (125 mph): 2 hours, 44 minutes
o Alternative 3 (220 mph): 2 hours, 6 minutes
o Auto travel: 3 hours, 52 minutes.
Ridership: Randy gave an overview of the methodology for estimating ridership.
o The forecast period was for 2025 through 2050
o A travel demand model was created for the corridor that included 189 travel zones.
o Airsage data was used for origin-destination data
o Woods and Poole data was use for socioeconomic forecasts
o The fares were optimized to produce maximum revenues
Randy then presented the 2025 (opening year) ridership forecasts for each alternative:
o Alternative 1 (79 mph): 0.81 million
o Alternative 1 (110 mph): 1.01 million
o Alternative 2 (125 mph): 4.65 million
o Alternative 2 (220 mph): 4.75 million
o Alternative 3 (125 mph): 4.58 million
o Alternative 3 (220 mph): 5.37 million
Conceptual Engineering: Randy provided an overview of the methodology for estimating capital costs:
o The conceptual engineering identified track, signal and structural costs for each route and technology
o A planning level capacity analysis was used to estimate the required track improvements where
operations are shared use with freight
o All costs were put into the FRA Standard Cost Categories
Randy reviewed three areas with significant engineering challenges:
o The Atlanta metro area
o The Greenville and Spartanburg metro areas (refers to I-85 and Greenfield)
o Gastonia, NC to Charlotte, NC
Randy then presented the capital cost estimates for each alternative by FRA Standard Cost Category:
o Alternative 1 (79 mph): $2.0 billion
o Alternative 1 (110 mph): $2.3 billion
o Alternative 2 (125 mph): $13.2 billion
o Alternative 2 (220 mph): $15.4 billion
o Alternative 3 (125 mph): $6.2 billion
o Alternative 3 (220 mph): $8.5 billion
Randy then provided an overview of the federal and state capital shares:
o The implementation plan assumes an 80/20 federal/state capital program which follows the authorizing
language and guidance of USDOT.
o Capital shares are generally based on the improvements within each state’s boundaries.
o Based on the 80/20 split, the total state share (GA, SC and NC) would be:
 Alternative 1 (79 mph): $0.4 billion
 Alternative 1 (110 mph): $0.5 billion
 Alternative 2 (125 mph): $2.6 billion
 Alternative 2 (220 mph): $3.0 billion
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Alternative 3 (125 mph): $1.2 billion
Alternative 3 (220 mph): $1.7 billion

Financial Performance Statistics
Randy explained the methodology of operating surplus/deficit and operating ratios:
o A measure of operating efficiency
o A surplus could be used to capitalize infrastructure improvements
o Per Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act (PRIIA) Section 209, any operating deficits must be
covered by states (where Amtrak is the operator of the system).
Randy presented the operating surplus/deficit and ratios for 2025 (opening year) and indicated that only
Alternatives 1: Southern Crescent (79 and 110 mph) show operating ratios less than 1.0.
Net Present Value of a 25-year operating period (2025-2050) was also calculated for each alternative and phase.
Two interest rates were use (3% and 7%) to indicate more flexible and more conservative estimates,
respectively.
Randy presented the Net Present Value for each alternative and phase which indicated that Alternative 3, 125
mph would be the only one in which the Net Present Value could cover the 20% state share. Alternative 3, 220
mph comes close.
Randy provided the methodology for the benefit cost analysis and ratios, again using two interest rates (3% and
7%):
o Calculates the net present value of benefits and costs
o Costs include capital, operating, maintenance and any other associated costs
o Benefits are derived from ticket revenues, highway congestion reductions, airport delay reductions,
safety benefits, emission reductions, time savings benefits, etc.
The only alternative showing a positive (>1.0) ratio is Alternative 3: Greenfield (both 125 and 220 mph), meaning
this is the alternative that the benefits outweigh the costs.
Randy presented a summary matrix that provides the results for each of the operating planning factors.
Randy turned it over to Kirsten to provide an overview of the environmental impacts, which will be a part of the
next step, Step 3, evaluation of the refined reasonable routes.
Environmental Impacts
Kirsten provided a brief overview of environmental impacts, stating that the detailed environmental impacts
would be included as a part of Step 3 and documented in the Draft EIS.
Kirsten reviewed each of the environmental categories that would be included:
o Air quality
o Water quality
o Noise and vibration
o Ecological resources
o Energy and climate
o Visual, aesthetics and design
o Transportation
o Land use, zoning and property acquisitions
o Social and economic
o Environmental justice
o Public health and safety
o Parks and federal or state listed natural areas
o Cultural resources
o Section 4(f) and 6(f)
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Construction

Next Steps
Kirsten reviewed the next steps and estimated schedule:
o Winter 2014-Spring 2015:
 Conduct the agency webinar for the alternatives development
 Finalize the Alternatives Development Report
 Continue the EIS analysis
 Submit the Administrative Draft EIS to GDOT for review
o Spring 2015-Fall 2015
 Release the Notice of Availability for the Tier I Draft EIS
 Hold a public comment period and public open houses for the Draft EIS
 Begin revision of the Draft EIS
o Fall 2015-Summer 2016
 Prepare the Final EIS and ROD
 Prepare the Service Development Plan
Contact Information
Kirsten provided contact information for FRA and GDOT.
Kirsten asked for any questions

Questions and Answers:
Question: Jonathan Lewis – Why were the alternatives through Augusta, GA and Columbia, SC eliminated from the
screening?
Answer: Randy Wade – These alternatives did not perform as well as the three that moved to Step 2, primarily due to
travel time and route length. Additionally, they did not provide the connectivity to the Charlotte-Douglas International
Airport.
Question: Jamie Higgins – Will air quality hot spots be identified in the Tier I EIS?
Answer: Brock Hoegh – No, the Tier I will evaluate more generally the air quality and non-attainment areas and qualify
how this project will impact the existing air quality. Hot spot evaluations will be conducted during the Tier II NEPA which
will be a project level study.
-

Harry thanked everyone for attending and reminded them that the presentation would be distributed to the
group.

The call adjourned at 3:30 pm.
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2. PARTICIPATING & COOPERATING AGENCY INVITATIONS &
RESPONSES

DRAFT NOVEMBER 2018

Charlotte Weber
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kirsten Berry
Wednesday, May 22, 2013 3:21 PM
Charlotte Weber
FW: Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP webinar

FYI
From: Stephens, Sarah A. [mailto:sstephens@SCDAH.STATE.SC.US]
Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2013 3:09 PM
To: Kirsten Berry
Subject: Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP webinar

Ms. Berry,
SC Department of Archives & History has decided to be a Participating Agency for the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP and
would like to RSVP for attending the webinar scoping meeting.
Thank you.

Sarah Stephens
Review Coordinator for Transportation Projects
SC Department of Archives & History
8301 Parklane Road
Columbia, SC 29223
803-896-6184 (ph) | 803-896-6167 (fax)
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5/23/13
Date

Willie

Director,

R. Taylor

Print or Type Name

Title

Office of

Environmental

Policy

and Compliance

I do not CONCUR our agency's role as a Participating Agency.

Signature

Date

Print or Type Name

Title

----------------------------------------------------------------------------

----

Agency Contact information for future mailings and notices:
Agency:
Name:
Address:

Department of the Interior
Additional
Director, Offlce of Envlronmental
Policy and Compliance
Name:
1849 C Street NW
washington,

Phone:

MS-2462

Addre~

DC 20240

(202) 208-3891

Email:

Contact

Joyce Stanley
:75 Spring Street SW, Suite 1144
Atlanta,

Phone:
Email:

GA 30303

(404) 331-4524
joyce_stanley@ios.doi.gov

Please mail, scan and email, or fax responses by June 3, 2013 to:
Mail:
Kirsten Berry, Deputy Project Manager
HNTB Corporation
3715 Northside Parkway
200 Northcreek, Suite 800
Atlanta, GA 30327
Email:

kberry@hntb.com

Fax:

(404) 841-2820

3

ATLANTA to CHARLOTTE PASSENGER RAIL CORRIDOR INVESTMENT PLAN | APPENDIX C

3. AGENCY SCOPING COMMENTS
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600 East Fourth Street
Charlotte, NC 28202
704-336-2205
www.mumpo.org

Mr. Glenn Bowman, P.E.
State Environmental Administrator
Georgia Department of Transportation
600 West Peachtree Street NW, 16th Floor
Atlanta, Georgia 30308
Attn: Ms. Gail D’Avino

July 3, 2013

Subject: Charlotte to Atlanta High Speed Rail (HSR) Corridor Investment Plan Draft Scoping
Package Comments
Dear Mr. Bowman:

The Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan Planning Organization (MUMPO), the City of Charlotte and
other municipalities in the MUMPO area, have reviewed the draft scoping package as well as
information presented at the June 6, 2013 public scoping meeting. The comments and questions
listed below are offered for your consideration.
Service Options
1. Confirm that the Charlotte Gateway Station (CGS) will be the eastern terminus of all service
options.

2. Explain why all high-speed trains would not be through-routed at CGS. Would this be due to
differences in train technology or motive power? Passengers can continue on the same train
traveling between the Northeast Corridor and southern cities, even though there is a change in
motive power at Washington’s Union Station.

3. MUMPO’s Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) designates the Norfolk-Southern Corridor
as the passenger rail corridor to and from the west for the Charlotte MPO area. Nevertheless,
we would expect that the results of the Atlanta to Charlotte HSR Alternatives Analysis and DEIS
would be expected to provide relevant information that could change this alignment selection.
4. On Page 4-3, does “shared use” mean the shared use of tracks or the shared use of railroad
rights-of-way? With the latter, there could be more options in horizontal or vertical alignments
available for HSR service. These options could also affect phasing of HSR service.

5. We would expect that the operating speeds for HSR trains inside urban areas would be lower
than the operating speeds between urban areas. What would be the likely average or maximum
operating speeds for each service option inside urban areas?
6. Will any new alignments be considered within urban areas? (See next related question.)
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7. Could variations of Alternatives 4, 5 and 6 also access Charlotte/Douglas International Airport
by using the NS tracks in Charlotte and building a station at or near West Boulevard (NC
Highway 160)? Connecting shuttle bus service would have to be part of these service options,
which could also include a large parking deck for persons driving to the HSR train service.

8. Could there be variations of the greenfield alternative that would connect to Alternatives 4, 5 or
6 between Rock Hill, SC and the greenfield alternative (#3)?

9. Could (high-speed) rail freight service be implemented in the greenfield corridor to offset some
of the costs of construction and rail operations? (Including both operational factors and market
demand or economic viability factors.)
Benefits Assessment
1. Will any likely or potential benefits be analyzed in the Tier I EIS? The list on page 4-4 of the
Draft Scoping Package includes only negative impacts.

2. Would it be possible to incorporate regional commuter rail services, such as from Charlotte to
Gastonia, NC or Charlotte to Rock Hill, SC with any of the alternatives? If so, should this be part
of the benefit analysis?
3. What analysis years will be included in the Tier I Study to show how benefits will change over
time?

Impacts Assessment
1. Will a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) of the service options be conducted? If so, what type of
HIA process will be used?

Other
1. What were the sources of the employment data presented in Table A-8 of the Draft Scoping
Package?
2. Will the trains accommodate bicycles?

3. What opportunity will stakeholders have to be involved in the future review (and possibly the
refinement) of service options (see Page 5-1)
4. Will additional tracks be built in the Charlotte urban area?
5. Will all crossings need to be grade-separated?

6. Could there be incremental/phased development for the service options?

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project. If you have any questions
about these comments, please contact me at 704-336-8643 or via email at
rwcook@charlottenc.gov.

CHARLOTTE

CORNELIUS

DAVIDSON

PINEVILLE

HUNTERSVILLE

STALLINGS

INDIAN TRAIL

UNION COUNTY

MATTHEWS

WAXHAW

MECKLENBURG COUNTY

WEDDINGTON

WESLEY CHAPEL

MINT HILL
WINGATE

MONROE

NCDOT

Sincerely:
Robert W. Cook, AICP
Secretary, Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan Planning Organization

cc:

CHARLOTTE

Stuart Basham, Project Manager, MUMPO
Bill Coxe, Transportation Planner, Town of Huntersville, NC
Kathy Dennis, Airport Planner, City of Charlotte (NC) Aviation Dept.
Tim Gibbs, AICP, Transportation Planner III, Charlotte, (NC) DOT
David McDonald, PE, Transit Planning Manager, Charlotte (NC) Area Transit System
Danny Pleasant, AICP, Director, Charlotte (NC) DOT
Norman Steinman, AICP, Planning & Design Division Manager, Charlotte, (NC) DOT
Ken Tippette, Bicycle Program Manager, Charlotte (NC) DOT
Dick Winters, Built Environment- SRTS Coordinator, Mecklenburg County (NC) Health Dept.
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SECTION 5: AGENCY AND PUBLIC SCOPING
SUMMARY
NEPA requires an early and open process for determining the extent and significance of environmental issues
as they relate to a proposed action (40 CFR 1501.7). This
process, known as “scoping,” is intended to provide an
opportunity for participating agencies and members of
the public to provide the lead agencies with expert advice
and input. The purpose is to further aid in the identification of goals and objectives, screening of alternatives and
evaluation of impacts. This chapter of the Final Scoping
Report includes:
A summary of the public scoping process;

A summary of the agency scoping process; and

A summary of the comments received on the Scope of
the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP that will be considered
during the alternative effects analysis.

5.1. PUBLIC SCOPING PROCESS
5.1.1. SCOPING
The scoping process for the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP
was conducted as a series of interactive meetings and
open forums designed to provide the opportunity for
both agencies and the public to review and comment on
the proposed project.
Public Scoping Meeting Notices: Press releases, a media release, email blasts and newspaper notices were distributed for public notification in Georgia, South Carolina and
North Carolina in late May 2013. Social media applications, such as Facebook and Twitter, were used to notify
the public of the meetings and to post media coverage of
the meetings.
Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP Website: The dates, locations
and times for the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP public
scoping meetings were advertised on the project website http://www.dot.ga.gov/IS/Rail/AtlantatoCharlotte.

Additional information on the website included a project
schedule, FAQs, information on the corridor’s history, and
meeting materials, including a virtual open house video
and the display boards.
Notice of Intent: Pursuant to NEPA, a Notice of Intent (NOI)
to prepare a Draft Tier 1 EIS for the Atlanta to Charlotte
PRCIP was published in the Federal Register on May 16,
2013 (see Appendix A). The NOI:
Provided dates and contact information for submission
of written and/or verbal comments on the scope of the
Draft Tier 1 EIS;
Provided dates, locations and times for public scoping
meetings; and

Described the purpose of the scoping process, the
Atlanta to Charlotte study area, the purpose and need
for the project, the environmental review process and
the background information on the corridor and project.
Public Scoping Meeting Format and Content: Three Public
Scoping meetings were held in early June 2013 in Suwanee, Georgia; Greer, South Carolina; and Charlotte,
North Carolina. Each scoping meeting followed the format of an open house-type meeting. A brief PowerPoint
presentation explaining the project was displayed on a
continuous loop during each meeting. Interactive topicspecific areas focused on the initial purpose and need,
proposed corridor route alternatives and proposed station locations were set up along with display boards and
project staff for one-on-one discussions with meeting
attendees. The display boards included information on
the various route alternatives, technologies of the trains,
the project schedule, intercity passenger rail history and
the environmental process. The project team representatives were comprised of staff from GDOT, SCDOT, NCDOT,
the FRA and the Tier 1 EIS consultant team. A welcome
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letter, a newsletter and a short survey were made available to all attendees. A copy of the PowerPoint presentation used at the public scoping meetings, the public scoping meeting display boards and the meeting handouts
were posted on GDOT’s project website.
The times and locations of the three meetings were as
follows:
Tuesday, June 4, 2013
Time: 4:00-7:00 pm
Suwanee Council Chambers
323 Buford Highway
Suwanee, GA 30024
Wednesday, June 5, 2013
Time: 4:00-7:00 pm
301 East Poinsett Street
Hall C
Greer, SC 29651
Thursday, June 6, 2013
Time: 3:00-6:00 pm
2327 Tipton Drive
Charlotte, NC 28206
Summary of Public Participation and Comments: A total of
182 individuals attended the three Public Scoping meetings listed above. A total of 139 comments were submitted through various means including a court reporter,
a comment/survey form, email and a survey via the online virtual public meeting. The comment period began
on June 4, 2013, and extended until March 1, 2014. The
majority of the attendees or those commenting via the
online survey responded positively (94% in favor) to the
proposed project. A summary of the comments received
on the PRCIP purpose, need and alternatives follows:
 Of the comments received, 131 were in favor of the
project (94%), and the remaining were either opposed
(7) or neutral (1).

 There is an interest for overall connectivity, including
connectivity to multi-modal facilities, urban areas and
employment centers.

 There is an interest for inclusion of higher education
institutions as key stakeholders.

 There is an interest for safe, reliable and convenient
passenger rail service.

 There is an interest for quick and efficient service, and
travel time should be a primary factor in determining
a preferred route.
 Ticket costs should be competitive with air travel costs
for successful operation.

 There is an interest for intergovernmental cooperation, especially between each states’ Department of
Transportation.
 There is a general interest in the potential for economic development opportunities along the route and
around stations.

 There is a general interest in the potential for passenger rail service to reduce congestion in urban areas
and improve air quality.

 Participants made suggestions on preferences for
routes and stations between Atlanta and Charlotte.
 There is a general interest in a funding/financing plan
and expected subsidies.

This chapter addresses the comments received during the
scoping process so that participants can review the comments along with the responses given. Listed below are
the comments summarized by theme (in bold) followed
by FRA’s and GDOT’s response.

 Multi-modal urban and employment connectivity:
The primary purpose of the Atlanta to Charlotte intercity passenger rail service is to provide a regional
transportation linkage that improves overall regional
connectivity between Atlanta and Charlotte as well as
other cities along the corridor. The intercity rail corridor intends to provide connectivity between metropolitan areas, including employment and residential as
focus areas. It also intends to provide regional connectivity so that stations along the corridor can maximize
multi-modal transportation opportunities by connect-
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ing the intercity rail corridor with other travel modes
such as local transit, airports, and major highways and
interstates.

 Involvement of higher education institutions: The
proposed PRCIP alternative routes may serve some of
the higher educational institutions in Atlanta, Athens,
Clemson, and Charlotte, among other cities. Similar to
the municipalities, regions, counties and states within
the project study area, representatives from the higher
education institutions along the corridor will be invited to attend upcoming meetings and will be provided
with new information through newsletters, social
media and email updates.
 Safe, convenient and reliable passenger rail service:
Intercity passenger rail provides a mobility alternative
to automobile, bus, conventional passenger rail and
air travel that is safe, convenient and reliable.
Historically, passenger rail service experiences lower
fatality rates compared to conventional automobile
travel, as illustrated in the Table 5-1.

Table 5-1: Transportation Fatality Rates, U.S.
2006-20081
MODE OF TRANSPORTATION

2006-2008
AVERAGE FATALITY
RATE

Vans, SUVs, Pickup trucks

0.66

Passenger automobiles

0.61

Railroad passenger trains

0.06

Buses

0.05

Transit buses

0.03

Intercity buses

0.03

Scheduled airlines

0.003

1 Source: Fatality Analysis Reporting System data: Federal Railroad
Administration.
Airline passenger deaths: National Transportation Safety Board.
Average Fatality Rate equals the average annual fatalities per 100,000,000
passenger miles.

The PRCIP will evaluate various operating plans and typical train manufacturers to evaluate frequency of service
throughout a day, and amenities that the train may provide including the ability to work during travel. Finally,
intercity passenger rail is typically less likely to be impacted by external factors such as automobile traffic
congestion, flight delays or other weather-related travel delays, making it more reliable than other modes of
travel. The PRCIP will evaluate these external factors and,
specifically, any potential impacts with existing freight
congestion.

 Need for expedited project implementation: Intercity
passenger rail implementation is primarily funded
through the FRA. FRA has a process in place for implementing passenger rail in order to ensure federal funds
are appropriately distributed across the country. This
process has multiple steps and associated timelines.
These steps include feasibility, environmental, design,
right-of-way acquisition, construction and operation.
The PRCIP is expected to be completed in 2017, and
both FRA and GDOT are committed to expediting the
planning process whenever prudent. A schedule for
subsequent studies and activities will be developed as
a part of the Tier 1 EIS.

 Travel time and its importance in selecting a preferred alternative: To implement successful intercity
passenger rail, the service must be competitive with
other modes of travel from a travel time perspective,
such as automobile and air. Two factors primarily influence travel time: train speed and route distance. This
study evaluates multiple route alternatives, some
which have shorter route distances making travel
times more desirable. Travel times will be estimated
for each of the route alternatives to serve the corridor
and will consider diesel and electric train locomotive
technologies. While travel time is one of the primary
criteria included in the evaluation for selection of a
preferred alternative, other evaluation criteria include
capital and operating costs, ridership, environmental
impacts and economic impacts.
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Competitive ticket pricing with air travel: Since
determination of air fares is largely demand-based,
and Atlanta and Charlotte are both major airline hubs,
low fares between the two airports are often available.
It is possible that the lowest air fares could be similar
to rail fares, though on average, rail fares are lower. By
contrast, rail fares are typically distance-based, meaning rail travel between Greenville/Spartanburg and
Atlanta or Charlotte could be substantially less expensive than the corresponding air trips.
It is also important to note that many air travelers
making trips originating along the proposed rail
passenger corridor are connecting to a flight in either
Atlanta or Charlotte. The introduction of passenger
rail on the corridor could provide these passengers
with a less-expensive alternative (compared to aironly travel) for the on-corridor leg of their trips. To
the extent that arrangements could be made between
the airlines and the rail operator, there may also be
opportunities for coordinated travel trip planning.

Intergovernmental coordination: The PRCIP is funded
by a grant from FRA awarded to GDOT. The State of
Georgia has provided a 20 percent state match fund
and is administering the study. The state transportation agencies in South Carolina and North Carolina are
active participants in the study and have been regularly consulted in the planning process. Various federal, state, regional and local agencies provide technical
input throughout the PRCIP. South Carolina and North
Carolina agencies have participated in multiple stakeholder meetings and provided support during the
public meetings in June 2013. As the study progresses,
GDOT and FRA will continue coordination with all relevant agencies.
Economic development opportunities: As a part of
the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP, FRA and GDOT will present an economic analysis that provides an assessment
of all economic factors, including economic development potential. The economic impact analysis will be

completed as part of the environmental impact analysis, and the results will be presented in the Tier 1 EIS.

Reduction of automobile traffic congestion and air
pollutants: The air pollutant impacts will be evaluated
at a high level, as it is difficult to measure the air quality
improvement from introducing passenger rail. As part
of the air quality analysis for this project, a desktop
review of previous studies and environmental documentation along the corridor will be conducted. Also, recent
air quality data will be obtained from the Environmental
Protection Agency, Georgia Environmental Protection
Division, South Carolina Department of Health and
Environmental Control - Bureau of Air Quality, and
North Carolina Division of Air Quality for locations
within or near the study area as well as data in the context of Clean Air Act requirements.
Route and station selection: The alternatives and station screening and evaluation methodology for the
Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP is focused on identifying
and evaluating corridor alternatives that provide intercity passenger rail service terminating in the Atlanta
and Charlotte metropolitan areas. The evaluation of
corridor alternatives and stations occurs at three levels
(phases) following increasingly detailed consideration
of technical and environmental factors leading to the
selection of a preferred alternative along with the
preparation of a detailed SDP. The three phases of the
analysis are: 1) the identification and evaluation of
potentially feasible routes leading to the selection of
an initial set of reasonable corridor alternatives; 2) the
refinement of reasonable route and service alternatives; and 3) the comparative evaluation of the reasonable corridor alternatives to select a preferred alternative.
Figure 5-1 illustrates each of these phases and the evaluation criteria used for each phase.

Funding and subsidies: In the past, states have funded
passenger rail through a variety of small federal and
state funding programs. However, with the passage of
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the Passenger Rail Investment
and Improvement Act of 2008
(PRIIA) and the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act
of 2009 (ARRA), federal funding
has increased exponentially.
These programs introduced billions of dollars into passenger
rail programs. Recently, the
Moving Ahead for Progress in
the 21st Century Act (MAP-21)
which was enacted in 2012 and
expires in 2014, provides funding programs that could be used
to support the development of
passenger rail transportation.
Currently, the USDOT is awaiting a new Federal transportation authorization bill.

FIGURE 5-1: SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES SCREENING AND
EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

Intercity passenger rail programs are typically funded
through a combination of grants
and financing options at the federal and state level. However,
private investment in passenger
rail systems is growing. While
most rail lines are subsidized to
an extent, the FRA strives to develop future intercity passenger
rail corridors that cover the operating costs by the ticket revenue generated. In addition, each
corridor must have a strategic
plan for covering capital (initial
construction) costs.
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5.2. SUMMARY OF AGENCY SCOPING
PROCESS
5.2.1. AGENCY SCOPING MEETING
INVITATIONS
Participating agencies aid in defining the purpose and
need for the project and in determining the range of alternatives to be considered. More specifically, participating agencies:
Provide input on the impact assessment methodologies and level of detail in their agency’s area of expertise;

Participate in coordination meetings, conference calls
and joint field reviews, as appropriate; and

Review and comment on sections of the pre-draft or
pre-final environmental documents to communicate
any concerns of an agency on the adequacy of the
document, the alternatives considered and the anticipated impacts and mitigation.
Pursuant to the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act – A Legacy for Users (SAFETEALU),2 invitation packets were mailed to 31 federal, state
and local agencies inviting them to participate in the environmental review process. A sample invitation letter is
included in Appendix B of this report. These included
additional agencies identified in responses obtained from
various agencies that received early coordination letters
as well as from conversations with key stakeholders. Included in the invitation packet was a copy of the Federal
Register NOI, the Draft Scoping Document and the Public
Involvement/Coordination Plan.

5.2.2. AGENCY SCOPING MEETING FORMAT
AND CONTENT
An agency scoping meeting was held via webinar on June
4, 2013, from 10 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. The purpose of the
scoping meeting was to solicit input from the resource
and regulatory agencies on the nature and extent of issues, concerns and potential impacts to be addressed in
the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP, including the methods by
which they will be evaluated. Agencies were provided
with the following:

Project overview;
Purpose and need;
Goals and objectives;
Social, economic and environmental considerations;
Alternatives to be evaluated, technical considerations
and evaluation results; and
Public and agency involvement information.

5.2.3. SUMMARY OF AGENCY INVOLVEMENT
The following table lists the federal, state and local agencies invited and their responses on participating in the
Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.

2 FRA falls under SAFETEA-LU regulations, not Moving Ahead for Progress in the
21st Century (MAP-21).
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Table 5-2: Agency Participation Responses
AGENCY

TYPE

PARTICIPATION
LEVEL

ACCEPTED
INVITATION

ATTENDED
SCOPING
MEETING
3

U.S. Department of Transportation,
Federal Railroad Administration

Federal

Federal Lead Agency

U.S. Department of Transportation,
Federal Transit Administration

Federal

Cooperating

3

3

U.S. Department of Transportation,
Federal Highway Administration*

Federal

Participating

3

3

U.S. Department of the Interior

Federal

Participating

U.S. Army Engineering Division

Federal

Participating

3

3

3

3

Advisory Council for Historic Preservation

Federal

Participating

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Federal

Participating

National Park Service

Federal

Participating

U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Federal

Participating

3

3

3

3

Georgia Department of Transportation

State

State Lead Agency

North Carolina Department
of Transportation

State

Participating

3

3

South Carolina Department
of Transportation

State

Participating

3

3

Georgia Department of
Natural Resources – Historic
Preservation Division

State

Participating

North Carolina State Historic
Preservation Office

State

Participating

South Carolina State Historic
Preservation Office

State

Participating

3

3

Regional

Participating

Appalachian Regional Commission

PROVIDED
WRITTEN
COMMENTS

Atlanta Regional Commission

Regional

Participating

Georgia Mountain Regional Commission

Regional

Participating

Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan
Planning Organization

Regional

Participating

Greenville-Pickens Area
Transportation Study

Regional

Participating

Spartanburg Area Transportation Study

Regional

Participating

3

3

Gainesville-Hall Metropolitan
Planning Organization

Regional

Participating

3

3

City of Charlotte

Local

Participating

3

3

City of Atlanta

Local

Participating

City of Greenville

Local

Participating

City of Spartanburg

Local

Participating

City of Augusta

Local

Participating

City of Columbia

Local

Participating

3

3

3

3

3

3

Cooperating agencies are those governmental agencies specifically requested by the lead agency (FRA) to participate during the environmental evaluation
process. Participating agencies are those federal or non-federal agencies that may have an interest in the project and are invited to participate in the
environmental review of the project.
* FHWA initially was to serve as a cooperating agency but later decided to serve as a participating agency.
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5.2.4. SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION
During the agency scoping meeting, each resource and
regulatory agency was provided an opportunity to indicate specific areas of concern and identify issues that
should be addressed in the Tier 1 EIS and the methods by
which they should be evaluated. The following are the
recorded questions and answers from the agency scoping meeting:
Question: Is this a MAP-21 Project?

passenger rail studies have been mainly financed
with federal funds (typically 80%) with state and
private matches (20%).
Question: How can we provide information to you?
Answer: You can submit public comments and
information via the project website, contact email
with GDOT and HNTB, and via physical mail to GDOT.
Contact information is provided in this Final Scoping
Report, Chapter 7.

Answer: No, this is not a MAP-21 project; FRA does
not fall under the MAP-21 regulations; it falls under
SAFETEA-LU.

Question: Will you declare a preferred alternative in the
Tier 1?
Answer: Yes

Question: Will you do an Environmental Impact Statement
on the whole thing? Will you permit the whole thing
or will it be broken into sections? What about logical
termini?
Answer: This project is broken into two NEPA
documents: a Tier 1 EIS, which is a high-level desktop
analysis of the alternatives, and a Tier 2 NEPA
analysis that will be a more detailed evaluation on a
preferred alternative and technology. As part of the
Tier 1 EIS, a Service Development Plan will be
developed for the preferred alternative and
technology to move forward to a Tier 2, and it will
specify the needed permits. The termini for the Tier 1
EIS are the Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International
Airport area, south of downtown Atlanta, and the
proposed Charlotte Gateway Station in Uptown
Charlotte.

Question: Have you developed alternatives for
consideration?
Answer: Yes, GDOT has identified six (6) initial route
alternatives within the corridor. These were
presented during Scoping.

Question: At what stage do you do the permits?
Answer: Permits will be acquired during a Tier 2 NEPA
analysis and 30% preliminary design completion
stages.
Question: In regards to funding, will there be matching
local/private funds or federal only?
Answer: We do identify specific funding sources
during the Tier 1 EIS evaluation, and we look at
historical funding trends and current programs
DYDLODEOHIRUIXQGLQJïSULPDULO\IHGHUDOVWDWHDQG
private funding and financing options. Historically,

Question: Is this something that is feasible, or is it the first
step of “wishful thinking?”
Answer: The corridor was determined feasible as a
result of a 2008 feasibility study conducted by Volpe.
However, implementation of the corridor will be
dependent on funding and identifying champions to
see the corridor through the planning and design
phases.
The Southeast High Speed Rail is very much alive, but
it has been undergoing studies and implementation
plans for a while. The section between Charlotte and
Raleigh is finalizing a Tier 1 EIS. Raleigh to Richmond
is in the Tier 2 NEPA phase and Richmond to D.C., is
also in Tier 2 NEPA phase. This particular project
places the three states in a competitive position to
capitalize on future opportunities since it connects
with this already well-established corridor.
Question: Is there going to be a phased approach or
prioritization? Is that going to be discussed in the Tier 1
EIS? What about the economics of running up the interstate
where people are vs. greenfield where people would go?
Answer: The Service Development Plan will outline
phasing and implementation strategies that could be
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implemented for the corridor, but will not provide
specific direction or prioritization. That exercise will
occur as a part of the Tier 2 NEPA document. An
economic analysis is a part of the Tier 1 EIS and will
evaluate the economic impacts of all of the refined
alternatives.
Question: Is there consideration of economic indirect
effects and cumulative effects?
Answer: At a high level, yes, the Tier 1 EIS will
evaluate indirect and cumulative effects. However,
data is based on desktop data. The Tier 2 NEPA
document will be able to provide a much more
detailed evaluation of these effects when field work is
required for the evaluation.
Question: Regarding last mile connectivity – do you have
any thoughts about how to address?
Answer: A Rail Traffic Controller (RTC) capacity
analysis will be conducted on the preferred
alternative for any areas where passenger and freight
operations are either co-mingled or adjacent to one
another. The study team, GDOT and FRA will
coordinate with the Class I railroads to ensure these
last mile areas are addressed effectively.
Comment: Spartanburg Area Transportation Study (SPATS)
Commends GDOT for initiating this project.

5.2.5. SUMMARY OF WRITTEN RESPONSES
(AGENCIES)
The FHWA declined to serve as a cooperating agency but
accepted to serve as a Participating Agency (see footnote
on Table 5-2). Ten other written responses to the invitation letter were received.
The Mecklenburg-Union County Metropolitan Planning
Organization, in coordination with the City of Charlotte,
provided written comments on the scoping package and
presentation. Their full response can be found in Appendix C of this scoping report. An excerpt of specific questions follows:

1. Confirm the Charlotte Gateway Station (GCS) will be the
eastern terminus of all options.
Answer: Confirmed
2. Explain why all passenger trains would not be throughrouted at GCS. Would this be due to differences in train
technology or motive power? Passengers can continue on
the same train traveling between the Northeast Corridor
and southern cities, even though there is a change in
motive power at Washington’s Union Station.
Answer: This corridor terminates at the GCS;
however, future studies will look at transfers to
connect to the Southeast High Speed Rail Corridor
and through-routed schedules.
3. MUMPO’s Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP)
designates the Norfolk Southern Corridor as the passenger
rail corridor to and from the West for the Charlotte MPO
area. Nevertheless, we would expect that the results of the
Atlanta to Charlotte intercity passenger rail Alternatives
Analysis and draft EIS would be expected to provide
relevant information that could change this alignment
selection.
Answer: This study will provide information on all
alternatives with regards to serving the Charlotte
MPO area. The preferred alternative will be selected
based on a variety of factors, including connectivity.
4. On page 4-3, does “shared use” mean the shared use of
tracks or the shared use of railroad right-of-way? With
the latter, there could be more options in horizontal or
vertical alignments available for intercity passenger rail
service. These options could also affect phasing of intercity
passenger rail service.
Answer: “Shared use” can mean both shared use of
track and shared use of railroad right-of-way. The
conceptual engineering results will distinguish areas
of shared tracks versus shared right-of-way.
5. We would expect that the operating speeds for highspeed rail trains inside urban areas would be lower than
the operating speeds between urban areas. What would be
the likely average or maximum operating speeds for each
service option inside urban areas?
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Answer: Average operating speeds will depend on the
specific routes. At this time, we do not have average
operating speeds within the urban areas. This will be
provided later in the study.
6. Will any new alignments be considered within urban
areas? (See next related question.)
Answer: There is the potential during a Tier 2 NEPA
analysis to identify and evaluate various alignments
within urban areas. For this study, only one
alignment is being evaluated within the Charlotte
area: the Norfolk Southern corridor into GCS.
7. Could variations of Alternatives 4, 5 and 6 access
Charlotte Douglas International Airport by using the
Norfolk Southern tracks in Charlotte and building a
station at or near West Boulevard (NC Highway 160)?
Connecting shuttle bus service would have to be part of
these service options, which could also include a large
parking deck for persons driving to the HSR train service.
Answer: This level of detail will not be provided in
the Tier 1 EIS; however, these options may be
evaluated as a part of a Tier 2 NEPA evaluation.
8. Could there be variations of the greenfield alternative
that would connect to Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 between Rock
Hill, S.C., and the Greenfield Alternative (#2)?
Answer: This study will strive to identify the most
efficient greenfield alternative that includes the least
amount of environmental and social impacts. Tier 2
NEPA may look at adjustments to the specific
alignment should it be deemed the preferred
alternative.
9. Could (high-speed) rail freight service be implemented
in the greenfield corridor to offset some of the costs
of construction and rail operations (including both
operational factors and market demand or economic
viability factors)?
Answer: There are areas in the U.S. of shared freight
and passenger service. While this is a possibility for
any of the routes, this will be a decision of the owner
and operator of the corridor.

The Environmental Protection Agency provided a written letter in response to the scoping report and presentation. The following is an excerpt overview of the written
response with the complete comments included in Appendix D.
EPA wishes to note that we support the consideration of
passenger rail for this project. If constructed, the Atlanta
line would connect to a intercity passenger line under
development between Washington, D.C., and Charlotte.
Optimizing the use of existing transportation corridors
can reduce the amount of greenfield acreage that would
be disturbed if new alignments were selected. However, we
also understand that such projects are not without their
impacts.

5.3. EFFECT OF INPUT RECEIVED
The primary objective of the scoping process was to solicit and obtain comments from the public and agencies regarding the purpose and need for the Atlanta to Charlotte
PRCIP project, alternatives to be evaluated, and the scope
of the environmental analysis to be conducted. Based on
the comments received during the scoping process, no
changes are proposed to the purpose and need statement
or the alternatives to be studied. A list of the alternatives
is provided below. There were no comments received that
resulted in changes to the scope of the environmental
analysis as a result of the scoping process.
Seven alternatives have been considered for the Atlanta
to Charlotte PRCIP as follows and are described in Section
4:
- Alternative NB = No-Build
- Alternative 1 = Southern Crescent
- Alternative 2 = Greenfield
- Alternative 3 = Interstate 85
- Alternative 4 = Interstate 20 and Interstate 77
- Alternative 5 = CSXT and NS via Augusta
- Alternative 6 = CSXT and NS via Athens
A subset of the above will be advanced (incluidng the
No-Build) into Phase II: Refinement of Reasonable Alternatives (refer back to Figure 5-1).
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·1· · · · · · · ·P R O C E E D I N G
·2· · · ·MR. ELDRIDGE:· Doc Eldridge, 246 West
·3· ·Hancock Avenue, Athens, Georgia.
·4· · · ·My name is Doc Eldridge, I'm from Athens,
·5· ·Georgia, and I'm here to advocate for the Athens
·6· ·route from Hartsfield through Atlanta through
·7· ·Athens on to Charlotte either the line that is
·8· ·drawn or a spur off the Greenfields line, which
·9· ·is shown also.· Athens has long been in the
10· ·conversation of rail connecting Atlanta and
11· ·Athens, home of the University of Georgia.
12· · · ·We are the only city in the state that has
13· ·already designed, located, funded, built and are
14· ·using a multimodal center that is currently
15· ·being utilized as an intermodal transportation
16· ·system between bus lines.· It is built in close
17· ·proximity to the existing rail lines.· And
18· ·again, Athens has been part of that conversation
19· ·for many years, and we are here to advocate for
20· ·that.· Thank you.
21· · · ·MR. DENICKE:· Pete Denicke, 4474 Heathfield
22· ·Trace, Suwanee, Georgia 30024.
23· · · ·I would like for this project to consider
24· ·today -- and I'm going to give you this to enter
25· ·into the record -- that you can ride a bus
Huseby, Inc.
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·1· ·non-stop at the MARTA Civic Center Station to
·2· ·Charlotte to the Charlotte Transfer Station
·3· ·Center.· It takes 4 hours and 15 minutes, and it
·4· ·costs $9 on the mega bus.· All of the profit to
·5· ·mega bus is taxable.· Any government or quasi
·6· ·government rail service has no taxes to be paid,
·7· ·so it's tax free to the provider.
·8· · · ·(Meeting concluded at 7 p.m.)
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·1· · · · · · · · · ·C E R T I F I C A T E
·2
·3· ·G E O R G I A:
·4· ·FULTON COUNTY:
·5
·6· · · · I hereby certify that the foregoing deposition
·7· ·was reported, as stated in the caption, and the
·8· ·questions and answers thereto were reduced to the
·9· ·written page under my direction; that the foregoing
10· ·pages 1 through 6 represent a true and correct
11· ·transcript of the evidence given.· I further certify
12· ·that I am not in any way financially interested in
13· ·the result of said case.
14
15· · · · Pursuant to Rules and Regulations of the Board
16· ·of Court Reporting of the Judicial Council of
17· ·Georgia, I make the following disclosure:
18
19· · · · I am a Georgia Certified Court Reporter.· I am
20· ·here as an independent contractor for Huseby, Inc.
21
22· · · · I was contacted by the offices of Huseby, Inc.
23· ·to provide court reporting services for this
24· ·deposition.· I will not be taking this deposition
25· ·under any contract that is prohibited by O.C.G.A.
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·1· ·15-14-7 (a) or (b).
·2· · · · I have no written contract to provide reporting
·3· ·services with any party to the case, any counsel in
·4· ·the case, or any reporter or reporting agency from
·5· ·whom a referral might have been made to cover this
·6· ·deposition.· I will charge my usual and customary
·7· ·rates to all parties in the case.
·8· · · · This, the 6th day of June, 2013.
·9
10· · · · · · · · · · · ·DIONDRE C. THOMAS, RPR, CCR-B-2433
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·1· · · · · · THE COURT REPORTER:· What is your
·2· ·name?
·3· · · · · · MR. HUNGERFORD:· Phillips
·4· ·Hungerford.· My grandfather, Homer
·5· ·Hungerford, was superintendent of the area
·6· ·between -- in this area in 1908 to 1933.
·7· · · · · · And in the late 20s, he was the
·8· ·general superintendent in Charlotte.· And he
·9· ·used to get on -- and my grandmother didn't
10· ·like going to Charlotte, so they would come
11· ·down and give him -- he would get on office
12· ·car -- they called it a private car at that
13· ·point -- and go up to Charlotte and then
14· ·catch the train and come back that night.
15· · · · · · And when he died in 1932, my father
16· ·was working -- as a young man was working for
17· ·the Southern Railroad and had a young family
18· ·and we were in Jacksonville and he was in
19· ·Jacksonville representing Southern Railroad.
20· · · · · · And they sent him back to Greenville to
21· ·be able to take care of my grandmother.
22· · · · · · And so -- there were two sons of Homer
23· ·Hungerford.· One of them was Lessley Phillips,
24· ·which was my father, and Clark Hungerford.· And
25· ·Clark was in the operating department and my
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·1· ·father was in the traffic department.
·2· · · · · · And Clark went on to be -- with the
·3· ·Southern Railroad, he went on to be Vice
·4· ·President of Western Lines out of Cincinnati.
·5· · · · · · And then during the war, he went to
·6· ·work for the American Association, World War
·7· ·II.
·8· · · · · · And then shortly thereafter, he was
·9· ·offered the position of President of the
10· ·Frisco Railroad, which was coming out of
11· ·receivership from the 30s, and he operated
12· ·there until he died in 1960 -- '68.· 1968.
13· · · · · · So we all come from a long lineage
14· ·of railroads.· I learned railroads at the
15· ·breakfast table.
16· · · · · · And obviously it is a different
17· ·world now relative to what it was when my
18· ·grandparents and parents operating it.· One
19· ·is:· Central Railroad, that was the rates,
20· ·what you could charge were set by the
21· ·government.· Did you know that?· It was set
22· ·by the Government.
23· · · · · · From the time of 1930s to the 1960s,
24· ·the railroads were controlled -- or the rates
25· ·were controlled by the Department of
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·1· ·Transportation in Washington and they set the
·2· ·rates.
·3· · · · · · And so the marketing element of it
·4· ·was, I can do a better job than you can, and
·5· ·we'll go out on the golf course and talk
·6· ·about it.
·7· · · · · · And my dad -- my father, Lessley
·8· ·Phillips Hungerford, we were transferred from
·9· ·Greenville after my grandparents died to
10· ·Winston-Salem to Atlanta where he ran the
11· ·shore lines for the Southern Railroad.
12· · · · · · And then we moved to Philadelphia
13· ·representing the Southern Railroad up there.
14· ·Of course, he could talk to the people up
15· ·there because he went to school at Princeton.
16· ·After then, we went to Chicago.· And he died
17· ·at a very young of age of 46 and we moved
18· ·back down here to -- back to home base, which
19· ·is out in Greer.
20· · · · · · So, I've always been a student of
21· ·the railroad business.· I was in the banking
22· ·business and had organized a bank called
23· ·First Piedmont.
24· · · · · · And in 1976, they were closing down
25· ·all of the -- the Greer station, the Taylors
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·1· ·Station and others along the line.
·2· · · · · · And I was going over the tracks in
·3· ·Taylors to -- and I saw a sign on the station
·4· ·saying we're closing the station.
·5· · · · · · So I called the Southern Railroad
·6· ·and said, what are you going to do with that
·7· ·train station?· And they said, if somebody
·8· ·doesn't move it, we'll tear it down.· I said,
·9· ·you're not going to tear it down because I'm
10· ·going to move it.· Because one is, my
11· ·grandfather had been with the Southern
12· ·Railroad, and secondly Washington Taylor gave
13· ·the land for the station in Taylor in the
14· ·1880s when they brought -- when the railroad
15· ·came through.· The Richmond Airline.· He was
16· ·my great grandfather.
17· · · · · · So I went home to mother, and said,
18· ·Mother, would you like to have the Taylor -19· ·what, what?· And she said, yeah.· So we moved
20· ·it.· And there it is (indicating).

I

21· ·converted it into living quarters.· You can
22· ·look in there and see.
23· · · · · · When they were trying to secure or put
24· ·the track in for the Richmond Southern, they
25· ·would go to different towns and get property.
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·1· ·And when they were in Taylor, my grandfather -·2· ·great, great-grandfather, Washington Taylor gave
·3· ·them the property to put the station on it
·4· ·thinking, uh-huh, I can develop around it.
·5· · · · · · And they also were looking at
·6· ·Reidville.· Reidville is down the road about
·7· ·10 miles or so.· And they went to Reidville
·8· ·and said, would you like to have the train
·9· ·come through your town, and they brought -10· ·the town all got together and said, no.· One,
11· ·we got to put fences up so the trains won't
12· ·run into the cows; and, two, we got to -13· ·you'll get smoke all over the wash that will
14· ·be hanging out.
15· · · · · · That story was written by the Greer
16· ·paper that would be interesting for you to
17· ·have for your library, or your research just
18· ·as added -19· · · · · · That year, it was about 1880.· It
20· ·came to -- and Greer at that point was just
21· ·-- the guy that owned the property was named
22· ·Greer.· Just as the people in the Taylor was
23· ·named Taylor that gave it.
24· · · · · · You ought to put a footnote.· They
25· ·tore down the one in Greer.· They picked up
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·1· ·parts and moved it, but I still have it.· And
·2· ·for the right kind of money, you could buy it
·3· ·back.
·4· · · · · · It's a private holding now.· And
·5· ·with what's going on locally, and in Taylor
·6· ·even, it ought to go back and be a public
·7· ·building.· If you're going to have a train
·8· ·station -- if you have a junction, say, for
·9· ·instance, in Greer, it would have a arm that
10· ·went out to Greer -- to GSP,
11· ·Greenville/Spartanburg airport, you might be
12· ·want to have a building there to cover it, or
13· ·whatever, right?· When you're waiting for the
14· ·train to go back and forth, you need some
15· ·place to put it.· Perhaps, they'd like to
16· ·pick it up and move it back.
17· · · · · · We ought to really get some pictures
18· ·made of this.· We ought to get this folder.
19· ·I should have made some copies of it, or
20· ·maybe we can do it upstairs, so you folks
21· ·have it in your files.
22· · · · · · You know, Spencer, North Carolina?
23· · · · · · THE COURT REPORTER:· No, but you can
24· ·tell me about it.
25· · · · · · MR. HUNGERFORD:· Spencer was the
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·1· ·place where they did all the repairs and all
·2· ·the elements of -- for the Southern Railroad.
·3· ·And Spencer still is operating up there as a
·4· ·repair shop.
·5· · · · · · And it's named after one of the
·6· ·early presidents of the Southern Railroad,
·7· ·who is named Spencer.
·8· · · · · · The Southern Railroad and -- and it
·9· ·was -- the railroad used to be called the
10· ·Richmond Airline.· It went from Atlanta up
11· ·through here.· And then when the Southern
12· ·Railroad was formed by taking an old group of
13· ·struggling train operations, train companies -14· ·railroad companies and put them all together and
15· ·it was called the Southern Railroad System,
16· ·because it brought all of these trains together.
17· ·All of them -- all the separate operations
18· ·together.· I think there were some 12 to 13
19· ·entities that joined in to be the Southern
20· ·Railroad.
21· · · · · · And from my personal standpoint, it was
22· ·at that point my grandfather, Homer Hungerford,
23· ·who was born in Michigan and worked his way down
24· ·on the railroads in Mississippi, he came over to
25· ·be the superintendent of the Southern Railroad in
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·1· ·Charleston, and then he was there for four or
·2· ·five years and he came to Greenville.
·3· · · · · · As it so happened, his grandson Clark,
·4· ·Clark Hungerford, which was the son of Clark
·5· ·Hungerford, as he finished college was the
·6· ·superintendent of the Southern Railroad in
·7· ·Charleston at the same desk that his grandfather
·8· ·was at.
·9· · · · · · We have all this documented, and I'm
10· ·trying to tell you the year.
11· · · · · · · · · · (Off the record.)
12· · · · · · (ISBN80-8078-13636-1, Book Number,
13· ·University of North Carolina press, Chapel
14· ·Hill, North Carolina.)
15· · · · · · I want to go on the record relative
16· ·to and say that the presentation shows a
17· ·right glorious operating opportunity, but we
18· ·need to get to what the economics are
19· ·relative to be able to develop a railroad -20· ·fast track railroad system versus the
21· ·financing of it; one from an operations
22· ·standpoint, and, two, how much subsidy is
23· ·going to be required.
24· · · · · · And there's no sense to go around
25· ·and be ambiguous relative to putting it
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·1· ·together if you're not going to be able to
·2· ·finance it.· That's my opinion.
·3· · · · · · So, therefore, in your
·4· ·presentations, you ought, or should be -- or
·5· ·might consider -- I was a banker -- during
·6· ·the time, I went back and became -- I went to
·7· ·Clemson and got involved in urban planning.
·8· ·Then I started, after a couple years, with
·9· ·the World Bank and USA ID for about 15 years
10· ·in developing countries.· And then I came
11· ·back and then I taught at Furman for about
12· ·eight years, economics.
13· · · · · · The element is, how parallel is what
14· ·you want to build is the import of the
15· ·financing and the economics and the viability
16· ·of it.· No sense to have dreams without
17· ·knowing how you're going to finance it.
18· · · · · · And it seems to me that from the
19· ·very start that should be, and at this
20· ·particular presentation, there's no element
21· ·of financing feasibility, economic
22· ·feasibility.
23· · · · · · · · · · ·(Off the record.)
24· · · ·(End of recorded statement for City of Greer
25· · · · · · · · · · Meeting; 6/5/2013.)
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·1· · · · · · · · · · S T A T E M E N T S
·2· · · · · · · MR. ARCHIBALD:· My name is C. Murphy
·3· Archibald.· My Charlotte address is 828 Lexington
·4· Avenue, Charlotte, 28203.· I do not have an e-mail
·5· address, but my fax number is as follows:
·6· 704-377-3693.
·7· · · ·I noticed only today that this
·8· comment/hearing/meeting was to be held -- I guess I
·9· should have strike marks or forward slash marks
10· through those -- was to be held today, and I came up
11· as a person who has lived in Charlotte for the last
12· 28 years and I very frequently travel the route
13· between North Carolina and Atlanta and farther west
14· than Atlanta.· In fact, since I moved to Charlotte in
15· 1985 I believe I have had close to 500 round trips
16· between Charlotte and the Atlanta area both for family
17· matters and for business.· Probably 95 percent or more
18· of that time has been by automobile, which I find to
19· be very wasteful as far as my time, not to mention the
20· cost, not to mention what increasingly concerns me,
21· the pollution.
22· · · ·I have for a number of years used rail traffic
23· whenever it was even moderately convenient.· Ever
24· since the Carolinian service was set up between
25· Charlotte and Raleigh I have used that frequently,
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·1· usually for business, and I have taken it perhaps 40
·2· or 50 times in the last five or six years.· I also
·3· take the rail to Washington D.C. and occasionally to
·4· the northeast, again, when I have the opportunity to
·5· do so.
·6· · · ·I have traveled by rail both in Asia and in Europe
·7· over the last 40 years and find it to really be the
·8· best type of -- especially business traffic but also
·9· the best type of transportation in general.
10· · · ·I have been concerned with the deterioration of
11· the American rail system since that deterioration
12· started I suppose in the 1950's.· I certainly hope
13· that a substantial amount of time and investment can
14· be put into the establishing of a high-speed rail
15· corridor between Atlanta and Charlotte.

I

16· particularly like it, as I indicated, would like that
17· for business, but I think it is a superlative way for
18· families to travel, and I know the times my family and
19· I have traveled by rail it's a wonderfully stress-free
20· way to travel.
21· · · ·I think perhaps we should look to some extent not
22· so much to Europe and to Europe [sic], although they
23· both have excellent rail systems, at least part of
24· Asia does, but especially to the Canadian system.

I

25· have actually taken the Trans-Canadian railway from
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·1· Montreal all the way to an extreme terminus in
·2· northwest British Columbia which terminates on the
·3· Pacific, it's about 4000 miles, and I took that for
·4· business several years ago and can't think of a better
·5· way to travel, both for having an opportunity to think
·6· about what's going and also a beautiful trip.· So it's
·7· my hope that whatever can be done to establish this
·8· project will do so.
·9· · · ·I'm aware of the EIS requirements in matters like
10· these.· As a lawyer, over the years I've dealt with a
11· number of EIS's and certainly believe that the
12· ultimate environmental impact is far, far, far less
13· with a potential high-speed rail corridor.
14· · · ·I can be contacted at either the above address or
15· at the fax number given.· Thank you.
16· · · · · · · (Wherein, the statements were concluded.)
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·1· · · · · · · · · CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER
·2
·3
·4· · · ·I, Mindy Vislay, Court Reporter with the firm of
·5· Huseby, Incorporated, and Notary Public within and for
·6· the State of North Carolina, do hereby certify that I
·7· was personally present at the proceedings had in the
·8· above-entitled meeting at the time and place
·9· previously described; that I then and there took down
10· in Stenotype the proceedings had; and that the
11· foregoing is a full, true and correct transcript of
12· such Stenotype notes so made at such time and place.
13
14
15
16· · · · · · · · ____________________________
17· · · · · · · · Mindy Vislay
18· · · · · · · · ·Notary Public #200926400076
19
20
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6. ONLINE SURVEY RESULTS

DRAFT NOVEMBER 2018

Atlanta to Charlotte
Public Scoping Comments
Results from Online Survey

Do you have any comments on the presented
purpose of the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP
project?

Do you have any comments on the presented project
needs?

Do you have any comments on the alternatives presented?

Please list any issues, challenges and/or opportunities
in your area that the team should be aware of going
forward.

Please list any stakeholders, organizations or groups
the project team should coordinate with going
forward.

Please provide any other comments about your vision for the
Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.

Please provide any general comments regarding Did you attend an open house? If yes, which meeting did
the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.
you attend.

Open-Ended Response

Open-Ended Response

Open-Ended Response

Open-Ended Response

Open-Ended Response

Open-Ended Response

Open-Ended Response

By connecting existing business centers and ridership, I hope the
current Crescent route is selected. I also hope that a route using
existing city centers is strongly considered.

Locating the route outside of city centers will increase
hassle and commuting challenges.

Greenville has several groups promoting a more
sustainable community. I hope that the are included in
this effort.

I am excited to see this project moving forward. As While recognizing the reluctance of existing freight
a current user of Amtrak on this corridor, this is a
railroads to share space, moving through primary corridors
huge step forward.
is essential.
I think that this project will be advantageous to the
region. The ability for business and casual travelers
to move between Charlotte and Atlanta will make
the region more attractive to individuals and
businesses.
No

No

N/A

N/A

Yes, June 4,
2013
(Suwanee,
GA)

Yes, June 5,
2013 (Greer,
SC)

Yes, June 6,
2013
(Charlotte,
NC)

Email

Facebook

Yes, June 5,
2013 (Greer,
SC)
I feel that the route through Columbia and then Augusta has great
promise for the region because of the government agencies,
military installations, health-care facilitiie, and institutions of
higher education.

No

No

How did you hear about the project?

I would hope this system would come through Augusta. This
would increase travel and commerce.

If the Southeast is going to be competitive as a region, it is
clear that improved regional transportation connections are
vital. As our population increases, we can no longer afford
to rely on purely auto-centric transportation investments for
our transportation needs.

We strongly advocate for a route that passes through major Upstate
South Carolina cities within the rapidly growing I-85 Corridor in
South Carolina, specifically the cities of Greenville, Greer, and
Spartanburg, as well as the university city of Clemson. Our reasons
for these route preferences are as follows: two of the most populous
counties in the state are Greenville and Spartanburg; Clemson is the
Upstate region’s preeminent research institution; and local travel
between these destinations and other points along the route would
seem vital to the project’s success. Two of the six routes under
consideration fit this description: the Norfolk-Southern route and
the I-85 route. In comparing the Norfolk-Southern route with the I85 route, it would appear that the Norfolk-Southern route would
better serve commuters between points within the Upstate region
(i.e. Clemson, Greenville, Greer, and Spartanburg). This sort of
alternative transportation option could be critical in avoiding costly
improvements to I-85 in the future by removing local commuter
traffic to relieve highway congestion. In addition, stops at city
centers (versus at stations on the city’s periphery or within the
county) will offer transportation options for transit users once they
arrive to city centers.

The I-85 Corridor is the fastest growing region in the
Southeast. The Upstate of South Carolina, which includes
the cities of Greenville, Spartanburg, and Greer, is the
fastest growing in the state. By 2035 the population in the
counties of Spartanburg and Greenville will total nearly
one million. Providing further economic boost to the area
will be an inland port that is scheduled to open for service
in Fall 2013 in Greer, SC. The port will be designed to
relieve congestion at the Port of Charleston by relocating
some port operations to the rapidly growing I-85 Corridor.

Somehow Athens, GA should be on the route

Our vision of this project is one that serves regional needs as well We thank the Georgia DOT for their leadership on No
as local needs. We feel it is absolutely necessary that a project of this project.
this magnitude serves as an asset to those commuting not only
from Atlanta to Charlotte but also to strategic points that offer
commuter options in between. In addition, it would seem to make
sense to ensure the cities of Greenville, Greer, and Spartanburg
within the rapidly growing I-85 corridor are served by this project.

Sierra Club

It would be helpful to have it run in the I-85 corridor to advertise
the advantage as it passes automobiles

It is a a needed project and should move forward.
We are way behind NC.

I support the Norfolk Southern route.

It could also carry cargo like mail and packages as
an alternative to air cargo

Word of
Mouth

Other
(please
specify)

Email

News story

Email

News channel Email

Press
Release
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Email

A colleague
Sherry
Barrett who
attended one
of the open
houses.

Yes, June 4,
2013
(Suwanee,
GA)

Email

No

Email

Email

Facebook

Email

Georgia, South Carolina, and North Carolina Sierra
Clubs, Any state passenger rail groups like GARP in
Georgia

The City of Oakwood has included a rail station as a part Gainesville-Hall MPO, City of Oakwood, City of
of its downtown master plan. the city owns property along Gainesville
the Norfolk Southern rail line.

I think it's fantastic and a much needed project.

I think the speed of travel is going to be important - being
I like the options that go through Greenville. It provides by far the
able to travel between stations - especially between Atlanta - most direct route between Atlanta and Charlotte, and I think has the
Greenville - Charlotte, will be compelling.
greatest potential to open the labor markets in both cities to
travelers. Currently, a large number of people work in Greenville
and commute to north Atlanta - especially Gwinnet county business. And the reverse is true as well. High speed rail could
have a great, positive impact on these commuters.

I also think an option that extends at least along 1-85 to
Suwanee will help immensely with traffic congestion
between Suwanee and downtown Atlanta. I would also
show connection to Marta stations in Doraville and at the
Airport, and would work to place stations near those
Marta stations.

You're doing a great job reaching out to the local
community for involvement. Keep up the good work!

I would like to know more about the connection beyond Charlotte It's an excellent project.
to the Washington DC area and what the plans are there (as well
as how the Atlanta to Charlotte line will connect to it).

Obviously important to connect the major cities in
this growing megatropolis. Could be major
attractor for economic development in this area.

The project will help ease congestion and could be very
imprtatn to the future of this area.

Utilizing the CSX line may be the fastest to implement and more
directly connects business travelers and others to the center of the
City that they are traveling to. After the CSX line, I prefer the 85
corridor as I think the route needs to strengthen the growing
megapolitan area which extends along the 85 corridor.

Challenges coordinating with freight and railroad
companies.

CSX, Clemson University

Should connect existing urban centers and connect with with other Let's make it happen.
existing transportation modes.

Agree that rail along the I-85 corridor would
improve transit and future growth.

Need to link key nodes. This is the only way project is
viable. Special attention needs to be paid to ease of transit
beyond rail embarkation / disembarkation sites.

While the CSX-Athens route would benefit me locally most (NE
Atlanta) and link UGA with GA Tech (ex Brain Train), FOr this
project to work, you need the maximum ridership density along the
line. Unless Athens-Atl & Rock Hill - Charlotte are very high
ridership, the only viable route, from a ridership point of view is the
most north (Norfolk Southern) route which includes ATL, Clemson,
Greenville, Spartanburg, Gastonia and Charlotte.

For ATL support, any of the four northern routes may
work, the three northmost (up to Suwanee) prhaps the
best. Obtaining operating rights along existing rail right of
way (NS and the two CSX routes) may save a lot of costs

HSR sounds nice, but is a boondoggle and money pit. If you can
just run trains on time at current maximum AMTRAK speeds you
can do it with readily available equipment, signals and track that
will cost far less. There is already abundant air travel ATL to
Charlotte, so you will not be able to charge HSR supporting
prices... stick with conventional passenger speeds and conventional
prices and you might make a go of it.

Yes, June 4,
2013
(Suwanee,
GA)
Yes, June 4,
2013
(Suwanee,
GA)

No

I live in NE Atlanta... right now, to catch a flight I No
either have to drive or drive / MARTA to the
airport and go through security, which adds at
least two hours to my flight to Charlotte... If it is
easy and convenient to get to rail stations from
home / work and easy to get to appointments /
work from rail stations, then the scheme works. If
I have to take a long cab ride, or rent a car, etc.
then I'd rather drive. Don't do what FLA did with
the Orlando to Tampa HSR rail to nowhere... from
nowhere. rail has to have several convenient
stations or I drive or fly. Good luck.

Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)

Email

As a resident of Augusta I would love to have the No
option of using rail transit. Since I was a small
child I always dreamed of a rail system combining
Charlotte, Augusta, and Atlanta.

Is there a PRCIP for Charlotte to Raleigh? I
haven't heard anything.

Yes stop wasting money studying routes that clearly have no merit
like running the line through Lawrenceville and Athens, GA, or
Augusta, GA. and Columbia SC. Stick to the three most likely
direct routes. We don't need to study routes just to say we studied
other options when they clearly would nor be High Speed rail when
they take a round about route. You have already determined that
only alternative routes 1,2 and 3 make real sense. Explain why
NEPA or any other federal entity demands we waste taxpayer
money studying the other routes so I and other can solicit our
Congressional representatives to change the law.

Newspaper

No

Upstate Forever is a non-profit conservation group
representing the 10 counties of the Upstate. The mission
of Upstate Forever is to promote sensible growth and
protect special places in the Upstate. The organization
strongly advocates for alternative modes of
transportation, with high-speed rail being no exception.
This project would dramatically impact growth and
development patterns in the Upstate, and we would
welcome the opportunity to be involved in the planning
process. Please feel free to contact Lisa Hallo at Upstate
Forever at 864-250-0500 ext. 33 or
lhallo@upstateforever.org if coordination is an option.

I prefer the proposed route that goes from Atlanta, GA through
Greenville and Spartanburg, SC and Gastonia, NC to Charlotte, NC.
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Release

Yes, June 4,
2013
(Suwanee,
GA)

As indicated by the Georgia Department of
Transportation website, the purpose and importance
of the project -- improving intercity travel and
mobility between Atlanta and Charlotte -- is clear,
especially given plans for a rail connection between
Charlotte and Washington, D.C., and the fact that
the I-85 Corridor which this route would potentially
parallel is the most rapidly growing region in the
Southeast.
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How would you like to receive updates on the project?
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Contact my civic
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Atlanta to Charlotte
Public Scoping Comments
Results from Online Survey

Do you have any comments on the presented
purpose of the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP
project?

Do you have any comments on the presented project
needs?

Do you have any comments on the alternatives presented?

Great idea

Move the project forward

In favor of the Augusta/Covington route as first preference; Athens
route as the second preference

I believe the southeast has long been too dependent
on auto travel. Creating alternatives to the highway
will bring the southeast a competitive edge that is
needed for the 21st century.

The route through Gainesville and Taccoa and the upstate of S.C.
would provide a quicker travel route and service cities such as
Greenville that would also gain ridership from the N.C. mountains.

Please do the study! The casual observer like me
thinks there is PLENTY of passenger volume up
the ATL/CLT corridor. I'd use it several times a
month.
I think the immediate need for this line is not as
significant as that for coming decades, when I
believe air travel will become cost prohibitive
because of fuel

Please provide any other comments about your vision for the
Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.

Tourism stakeholders in communities should be added to We should be putting financial backing to this project as much as
the list of participants at any future meetings. They can
possible. It will offer greater enhancement of our transportation
help spread the word with local business owners about
needs over new/expanded highways. Good work!
public meetings, and other opportunities for feedback.
The GDEcD Tourism Division will aid in that effort!

Better advertising of Open Houses would be beneficial for
all cities that would be along the route. I live in Buford,
Ga. and only learned of this high speed rail initiative
yesterday. Gwinnett County should create more buzz
about this opportunity.

no

Please provide any general comments regarding Did you attend an open house? If yes, which meeting did
the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.
you attend.

Ready for it to be open!

No

Narrow-minded people will be a challenge, but we really Don't know of any.
must begin to offer alternative transportation methods to
the population. For instance, MARTA has been going for
a long time but we can't even get it up to Gwinnett County,
let alone Hall County, where many people commute daily
to Atlanta each day.

If you have not already listed the aid of the Univ of Ga,
Engineering Dept please do so.

My suggestion would be to go with the I-85 corridor as a first
choice, followed by the Norfolk Southern Line and lastly the
Greenfield option. One way or another, Greenville and or GSP
should be the vital link in between Atlanta and Charlotte as the
biggest and busiest economic zone in the upstate of SC. This will
ensure ridership and ticket sales.

I think the best idea would be to rope Greenville and
Spartanburg city councils into selling this idea to the local
population. I think if that metro region buys into the
project, the likelihood of this succeeding will be highest.
Particularly the progressive greenville city council with its
outlook on new urbanism and revived downtown.

Email

Emory Morsberger's Brain Train group studied the metro
Atlanta area for light rail commute options. It could
make sense to share the Atlanta area rails with a
commuter option to best utilize the new infrastructure. It
looks that the website for that study is gone now, but I
am sure interested parties are still out there.

Email

CNN website
had a link

Press
Release

I could see this being a reasonable alternative for regional
transportation, especially over the option of those wanting short
flights or long drives. As it will connect with other corridors, it
could provide alternatives to long flights as well, depending on the
scope of cities covered and time to reach them.

I would describe myself as a fiscal conservative,
but would also say I appreciate the need for
foresight, especially with infrastructure. Highspeed rail will become a necessity for this nation
within the next 50 years or so.

No

Newspaper

Email

I think it will be a difficult idea to implement because everyone
wants to drive their own car, but change will never come unless
we push through and make public transportation more easy, safe,
comfortable, fun and efficient to use for everyone.

I am greatly in favor of the Atlanta to Charlotte
PRCIP. How can I help make it a reality?

No

Newspaper

Email

Please keep the Hartwell Sun Newspaper and/or the
Having macular degeneration I can vision myself relaxing as I
Franklin County Citizen Newspaper on your contacts list. travel to Hartsfield from Athens.
Small town newspapers tend to be forgotten in large
projects.

I support this 100%

Greenville, Greer, and Spartanburg chambers of
commerce.

May we see the day when both a through-route and a local-route
exist between Atlanta and Charlotte, but for now please do not
ignore the needs of small SC cities on the I-85 corridor. Take a
look at North Carolina's 50-year plan for rail service between
Raleigh and Charlotte. For now they will serve the NC Railroad
corridor cities. They hope though in fifty years to also provide a
through-corridor. I hope you will plan similarly.

No

In Greenville, I would think GreenLink, Upstate Forever
(respected local environmental firm), Greenville Business
Council/Chambers of Commerce, the City Council and
any business association that promotes downtown
greenville and GSP airport.

Ideally I think this busy I-85 corridor should be seamlessly
integrating transit options for the residents of the region. I should
be able to get from the downtown greenville to better flight
options out of ATL or CLT or be able to go from downtowns in
any of the cities to the downtown of another city (preferably
connected to that city's light rail or public transit hub). This will
continue to reduce vehicular miles travelled in the three biggest
cities and reduce congestion along the I-85 corridor. Aside from
the environmental benefits of the reduced VMT, competition for
flights will likely drive down costs as residents would have more
options of where to fly out of. Having this high speed rail link in
the region will also be a boost to the urban center growth in the
regions cities and increase local city tax bases.

No
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Email
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No

I am in full support. This has the potential to
No
greatly impact traffic burden as well as job
opportunities (by reducing the commute burden)
for thousands of people in the region. I would be
more than willing to pay more taxes to support this
project.

Email

internet
article

I have a general comment regarding the Atlanta to No
Charlotte Project. I'm sharing this not that it will
really make a diffient. I have learned when
stakeholders has a stake in a project it really
doesn't matter what the community wants. My
family moved to the area because of the pace and
charm of the city. I have seen many city that
progress and loose a lot of its charm. Chalotte- Is a
beautiful and friendly city. As the city grow it will
loose some of its charm. I wish it could stay the
way it is because progress can be good and bad.
The Charlotte that brought us here will be no
more and have us moving again the near future. I
look at Phila, Baltimore and New York and the
city is really not better because of their growth that
is why people are moving south. Charlotte will
loose it charm just because someone thinks things
should progress. Thanks for trying to bring another
city down.

Agree wholeheartedly. This project is desperately An additional need is connection between metro areas
It's crucial that the line come through or very close to Athens, GA
needed and will have a number of significant
(Atlanta and Charlotte) that are major economic hubs in our and Clemson, SC to connect both universities to larger cities in the
benefits in terms of economic development,
region.
region.
transportation enhancement, and quality of life in the
region. It also has the potential to transform how
the South thinks about alternative transportation by
offering a high-speed alternative to the automobile
to connect cities and people to jobs.

How would you like to receive updates on the project?

from Athens
CVB

No

metro Atlanta looks to be well served by the line in all
options, but of the alternatives, one that takes it through
the up-and-coming Greenville-Spartanburg metroplex
makes more sense than routing through Augusta and
Columbia, plus it would be most direct in somewhat
following the relatively-straight 85 corridor

After spending hours sitting in my car on I-85, I fully concur I live between Athens and Anderson. My first choice rail would be
that an alternative mode of transportation is necessary.
#6,then #1, #3 and #2. I have taken Amtrak in Calif and love the
high speed rail.

Yes, June 4,
2013
(Suwanee,
GA)

How did you hear about the project?

Having lived in Dutches County, N.Y., I rode the North Metro
often and found that having opportunities to travel by train rather
than auto creates many more options for commuters and the
southeast has relied on highway expansion as the only means of
travel where flying would not make sense. The northeast has used
commuter trains for over one hundred years and it is time the
southeast join that network.

I had originally thought that shared use options would be best, but
the map really showed well that a standalone line with straighter
geometry makes much better sense, and would better achieve the
goal of a high speed line. Shared use would not be fast enough for
the average citizen to consider it a reasonable alternative to driving.

The need for extension of high speed rail into Georgia and It would be good if the service could hit downtown Greenville, SC,
the Southeast is great, and hopefully implementation will be albeit without losing efficiency due to NS operations. The
soon.
greenfield route looks best if the project were to be purely a
through-service provider. I've lived in Greenville for the past nine
years though and have often thought that if SEHSR were operating
between Greenville and South Hill, VA I would already be using it
on a regular basis. Keep the project high-speed, but please consider
the small cities on the route.
My only comment is that this project has been a
long time in coming. We need this investment to
make travel faster and more efficient in the I-85
corridor, particularly if it links the regions three
main airports as well: ATL, CLT and GSP.

Please list any stakeholders, organizations or groups
the project team should coordinate with going
forward.

We need a 'system' not just a line. Consider how other
forms of transport could tie into HSR.

I agree with the purpose, as high speed rail will be a No
welcome addition to this area. I would definitely use
it. I lived in England for a few years and loved their
train system and have always wished we had
something similar.

The purpose of this project is very clear.

Please list any issues, challenges and/or opportunities
in your area that the team should be aware of going
forward.
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Atlanta to Charlotte
Public Scoping Comments
Results from Online Survey

Do you have any comments on the presented
purpose of the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP
project?

Do you have any comments on the presented project
needs?

Do you have any comments on the alternatives presented?

Please list any issues, challenges and/or opportunities
in your area that the team should be aware of going
forward.

Please list any stakeholders, organizations or groups
the project team should coordinate with going
forward.

If the intended purpose is to provide much needed,
high speed transportation throughout major
metropolitan areas, it seems absurd to leave out
Atlanta and its surrounding areas. The greater
community would find relief from traffic stressed
roads and finally help move the area into something
less car-centric

I think a purpose as high (if not higher) should be
intrastate travel between population centers within a
state along with interstate travel between population
centers of different states. You should also look at
the purpose of linking job and education centers
both inter- and intrastate.

If you look at linking job and education centers as a purpose, you
have to link Athens, GA to Atlanta, GA. To only have one
alternative that does that appears to be a shortcoming. The one
alternative that does that is my preference.

I have always enjoyed traveling by train. I would
enjoy using the train for vacations or day trips. It
might also assist employment with individuals
taking the train to work.

I would prefer a path that stops in Spartanburg, SC.

There is an "inland" port in Greer, SC.

Very progressive project.

The proposed route that oincludes Columbia and Augusta on the
Norkolk Southern ROW is the best.

Please select a route that include downtown areas
whereever possible for smart growth and sustainability
conformance.

Please provide any other comments about your vision for the
Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.

Please provide any general comments regarding Did you attend an open house? If yes, which meeting did
the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.
you attend.

I think the project should only consider the broader services of a
full service southeast rail line, but also the possibility for
transportation remediation between areas that now handle much
more traffic than is necessary (ie- Athens to Atlanta, etc). These
smaller regional issues need to be considered along with the larger
transport among major metro areas such as Charlotte and Atlanta

I think this project could serve as a very much
No
needed introduction to lessening traffic and
roadway conditions in the southeastern area. On
top of lessening congestion, pollution, and a myriad
of other issues, this project could ultimate wave
money for both the state and the overall population
by relieving what is right now an over reliance on
the automobile/gas.

Train travel should connect town and city centers. Proposed
stations along interstates and roadways away from population
centers defeats the majority of the benefit of this mode of
transportation. New location alignments off existing rail corridors
allowing higher speeds would also make this a more attractive and
competitive service.

No

How did you hear about the project?

Press
Release

Newspaper

It is a great idea and definitely overdue.

No.

Looks like a great project. Wish it could move
faster.

This would be a good opportunity for Augusta because we City of Augusta, Augusta's Chamber of Commerce,
are a growing college town. This could be a benefit to
Walter Sprouse, executive director of the Developement
students, doctors, and patients who have to come Georgia Authority of Richmond County
Regents University. Then there all the business
opportunities here Augusta. We have Club Car, Ez-Go,
Kimberly Clark, and various other manufactorers. Not to
mention that the world looks at Augusta duning the
Augusta National Golf Tournament.

I think the Greenville-Gainesville alternative is the most desirable; Great opportunities exist for commuters into the Atlanta
terminating it at the Hartsfield-Jackson International Airport is a no- area so I hope the team is considering ways to maximize
brainer.
this opportunity.

No

Augusta would like to have a future public open house to discuss
the project. The local government is very interested in the route
going through their city.

It most definitely should have a station in GAstonia Gastonia is not the back door to Charlotte. We have a name the line through Gastonia would serve to get people moving faster
and serve that community.
and we have voters..
and even open up commerce between Georgia, S.C. and N.C.

Email

ARTS Policy Email
Committee
Meeting

Would favor the routes that go through Augusta,
Georgia. Thank you.

No

Press
Release

I do not understand how a project this large could
be developed without inviting representatives of
Georgia’s second largest city’s participation.

No

Press
Release

Vision 2030 in Gainesville (can contact through Chamber Moving people from Atlanta to Charlotte safely, rapidly, and
of Commerce).
directly... connecting people and cities, no driving required!
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Email
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I was just commenting three weeks ago that we a No
rail system between Augusta and Atlanta. This
would be even better to have one between Augusta
and Charlotte. I have been on the rail system in
New Jersey. I see what a great assest it is for the
community. People driving and parking their cars
and getting on the train to go to the city to work.
On the weekend, people go into the city to enjoy
the shopping and entertainment. A rail system
between Atlanta and Charlotte would be a very
good thing.

Newspaper

Email

The sooner this is actualized, the better!

Newspaper

Email

No

Of the 6 alternatives presented the I-85 and Norfolk Southern routes
seem to be the most logical. They appear to be the most direct
routes, and because they use existing right of way it should be
possible to move forward more quickly and be less expensive
because you don't need to do right-of-way acquisition. The Norfolk
Southern route in particular looks like it would go through the most
cities, so it would appear to have the most potential ridership.

Word of
Mouth

Whichever one is feasible with the shortest travel time.

No

My vision would be to see this come into reality as soon as
poosible. I know this can not happen because studies have to be
done. I think this would be a great thing not only for my city, but
other cities in the south and the north.

Email

Newspaper

I belive that it would be best for the rail to go through Augusta. Its
the largest city from point A to pont B. allowing for more
passangers.
I believe the need for this project is substancial for the
No comment
people who live in the projected states and for the economy.
It could also help with our environment because there will
be less cars on the road. Therefore less gas emissions from
vehicles and less traffic on the roads as well. There is a
great need for this project.

Email

No

I think it would open up travel for alot of people
that currently have no way from one to the other.

Email

Word of
Mouth

No

The published purpose of the Atlanta to Charlotte If the cities with the greatest populations are not included in I am to privy to the other options, but clearly the direct line between
line is to improve intercity travel. An Atlanta to
the project the chances it would fulfill its objective are
the two cities traverses mountainous terrain and does not include
Augusta to Columbia, SC to Charlotte would
diminished.
large cities.
certainly include the major cities between the
termini. Additionally that line would also Improve
overall regional connectivity, again by including the
largest industrial production areas between Atlanta
and Charlotte.

I believe this is greatly needed in the Southeast.
This is a very important project, and I believe that
this should be looked into by GA DOT for the
citizens of GA. This would be very important to the
city I live in, Augusta. We could travel on the
weekends to see family and friends in Atlanta or
Charlotte or other cities that are stops along the
way.

Word of
Mouth

Newspaper

No
BMW in Greer, the cities of Spartanburg and Greenville,
come immediately to mind. There are other international
business in the area. You might also want to bring into
the conversation the numerous schools like USCUpstate.

How would you like to receive updates on the project?

Council for Quality Growth in Atlanta

Augusta is planning on moving a multi-modal transfer
facility to downtown Augusta near the railroad tracks.

I think that existing rails and right of ways are already in
place in the Gaston Cty area..

Augusta Regional Transportation Study (ARTS) Policy
Committee, Technical Coordination Commitee and
Citizen's Advisory Commitee

HSR is absolutely essential as a transportation
alternative to those areas that are flight-challenged
and where driving is less than convenient.

Yes, June 4,
2013
(Suwanee,
GA)

Augusta would seem to have a good amount of ridership to
Atlanta.

Would like to see more consideration for Augusta. No

would raised rail service be more efficient and effective and non
disturbing, quicker to be of service?

This is invaluable for the whole corridor..building
toll roads and such just takes time to get finished.
It seems rail service would definitely be more
efficient.

No

Colleague
who
suggested I
attend the
meeting.
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I greatly favor the northern alternatives that stop in Doraville, which
will provide a significant opportunity to connect the HSR system to
MARTA.
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video on
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Email
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Make it th4 least expensive route, nott the ones
driven by a bunch of politicians and lobbyists who
want ta make millions ?serving the public" be.....

A nice idea, but, not a practical one to implement,
given none of the 6 listed corridors meet a true high
speed standard.

More passenger rail opportunities would be good, but, trying to
compete with auto & air between Charlotte/Atlanta just wont be
feasible.

Very curious as to the make up of your board(s).
Are there any true railroad people? Not
executives, actual railroaders?

No
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Atlanta to Charlotte
Public Scoping Comments
Results from Online Survey

Do you have any comments on the presented
purpose of the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP
project?

Do you have any comments on the presented project
needs?

Do you have any comments on the alternatives presented?

Please list any issues, challenges and/or opportunities
in your area that the team should be aware of going
forward.

Please list any stakeholders, organizations or groups
the project team should coordinate with going
forward.

Please provide any other comments about your vision for the
Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.

Please provide any general comments regarding Did you attend an open house? If yes, which meeting did
the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.
you attend.

This project should build true high-speed rail at 220 mph max
speeds. The route should try to serve city centers as much as
possible to encourage walkable development, including Gainesville
and Clemson that are not directly serviced by I-85 (greenfield if
necessary between stations). The route can then parallel I-85
between Charlotte and Greenville. A GSP airport station should be
built within walking distance of the terminal.

This is a great project that will help aliviate
congestion on 85 and will allow the fast growing
cities of the southeast to be better connected.

I think the timeline to completion is too far out. I
don't understand why a projct would take more than
5 years to design and build. It seems like they built
the rail lines to the wild west faster than the rate we
get things done today. This project has been in the
works sice 1998? Over a decade ago and we still
don't know the route.

No

Downtown Greenville, SC would be a perfect stop for this
line. Not only is Greenville a fast growing city with unique
restraunts and an exciting nightlife, but it also has a steady
and broad economy in banking and high tech
manufacturing. Greenville was even featured in a USA
Today article entitled "Free things to do in 10 great cities."

I don't think it needs to stop at all the bedroom communities The shorter the commute time, the better. The high speed tain must
in the metro areas. I think those needs should be addressed be competitive on time, so it has to beat 4 hours. I worry that
by local transit solutions. For example, residents in Gastonia Augusta is too far out of the way.
should be able to catch a commuter train or light rail to the
Gateway Station to board the high speed train. Why would
the train stop less than 10 miles away from its origination.
If so, then I would limit the stops to just one more. I think
the high speed train should only stop at significant
population centers.

I think the political issues will have to be addressed.
Republicans tend to be anti-transit. SC and GA are very
conservative, Republican leaning states. Somehow these
citezines will have to educated on why this is not only a
necessary project, but a wise investment of public money.

I think it's a shame that it has taken so long for the At least three cities showed up on your map as ending up
For HSR exclusively, either the Greenfield or the I85 routes are
state of Georgia to get interested in passenger rail as with two railroad stations not close to each other; Columbia, best.
a means of travel.
SC, Greenville, SC and I don't remember the third.

Possible congestion issues entering Gateway from the
south end.

Carolinas Association for Passenger Trains and NCDOT All HSR trains should have access to the same stations
I'm satisfied with conventional Amtrak service
rail division.
conventional trains use for passenger connectivity. That should be from Charlotte to Atlanta except for the times they
seamless.
run. I am a retired person and not in need of the
much higher speeds the HSR will have.

I support the purpose of improving rail passenger
service between Atlanta and Charlotte, and better
connecting Atlanta to the SEHSR system. It will
be important to consider what other secondary
(regional/local) transportation systems can be
developed to tie into this "backbone" service. Many
travellers are not going to downtown Atlanta, or to
downtown Charlotte.

In Charlotte where I am located, there is still considerable
opposition to funding transit as a priority. There has also
been slow-walking of the proposed "Red Line" transit
project to the north suburbs along an existing NorfolkSouthern ROW by the NS corporation, leading to some
doubt about their willingness to share their ROW with
passenger service. As always, getting a solid and reliable
funding source to ensure that a planned and designed
project actually goes to construction is KEY. Charlotte's
current AMTRAK station is ancient and poorly located in
a run-down part of town. There is poor transit service and
no car rentals. There is no downtown station, nor any
airport station. The future "gateway" station downtown
has a dedicated piece of land, but no funding or apparent
timeline for construction. Amtrak's service seems to
suffer from conflicts with freight rails AND equipment
unreliability. There is no "backup plan" when an engine
breaks down. Because the train is a single locomotive,
either it goes, or it doesn't. Can there be some redundancy
planned into the system?

Since the legislature of NC is presently controlled by the
Republican party, it is that party that needs to be
convinced that rail is a viable and useful alternative.
And somehow, the road-building lobby needs to be
brought onboard. Can local road and bridge contractors
somehow be brought into railroad building? If it's all outof-state specialty firms, the local construction lobby will
have little interest in pushing forward the funding and
support needed from the General Assembly.

A faster, more direct service between the endpoints is preferable.
Having major cities along the line is a desirable, but secondary goal.
Since freight rail companies are often not amenable to moving
quickly on passenger rail projects/improvements, the "Greenfield"
option is preferable. Offering benefits to local people along a new
line will be key to getting political support for funding the property
acquisition and construction.

Press
Release

No

It sounds like the high speed train is moving along well in
North Carolina, but South Carolina and Georgia seem to
lag behind. I think the challenge will be getting the state
residents to embrace the procject in the areas where the
train will not pass through. As well, the high speed train
cannot meet all the alternative transportation needs. There
should be layers of transportation where this train connects
the urban centers and have regular commuter trains that tie
into the system. For example, Rock Hill and Gastonia
hould tie into Charlotte, and the high speed connect
Charlotte and Greenville. Greenville, Spartenberg, and
Columblia should be connected by rail and that line
intersects once or twice with he high speed line.

It's not clear if a new greenfield service would also have a
(secondary) freight purpose. If so, it might be more
expensive, but might also gain some political support and
buy-in from freight companies, who probably don't want to
share their existing tracks/ROW's.

How did you hear about the project?

The two terminals in Charlotte and Atlanta needed to connect to
the urban fabric. The benefit of this project is saving time and
money by not driving. If you take the train to only end up needing
a car, then its not worth doing. That's why this project needs to
include a localvision for a commuter rail or light rail transit
system.

Fast, reliable, frequent service between cities would be a useful
alternative. Stations must have options for transit and for getting to
the final destination, once passengers alight from the train.
Service to a FEW intermediate locations that people want to visit
will improve both the usefulness of the service and its political
support. Service to key transportation hubs like airports, center
cities, and transit hubs is critical. Project needs someone
dedicated to coordinating with local transit and transportation.

Project
Website

Email

If the train takes more than 4 hours, cost the same No
as a tank of gas ($50 each way) and I still need my
car to get around in Atlanta and Charlotte, then I
don't see how it will be successful. This project
has to be the catalyst to really work toward transit
solutions for Charlotte and Atlanta.

I'm excited and happy about the project. Would
like to see it move into a real design and
construction project much more quickly than we
usually see.

What a wonderful opportunity! Removes vehicles
from a congested corridor, reduces gas
consumption and exhuast emissions, provides
passengers with free travel time. And as an aging
"baby boomer" whose driving concerns increase
with the passing of time ,it would open up safe
travel opporutities to neighboring cities and airports.
Win, Win...Win

HAPPY TO HEAR WE MAY BE CONSIDERED NO

NO

I'm in CLT and would love to get to ATL in 2 hours...
Just watch out for the Carolina Heel Spilter...
Parking decks would be an issue downtown Charlotte midweek, no issue at the Airport

WE HAVE MANY PEOPLE WHO ARE ELDERLY
AND POOR WHO CAN'T GET TO COLUMBIA OR
ATLANTA

CHURCHES

Using an alternative plan running the train through Rock Hill would
provide the Upper SC York County a major suberb of Charlotte NC
the connection needed for linking the two areas.

I would love to see this route through Augusta, GA.

Keep true to High Speed...

Clemson University Clemson Area Transit Clemson
ICAR City of Clemson City of Greenville Greenlink
Transit City of Spartanburg GSP Airport Sparta Bus
Upstate Forever

Newspaper

Email

Newspaper

Email

No

Newspaper

Email

No

Newspaper

Email

Keep true to HSR... High Speed Rail

Email

Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)

Newspaper
Newspaper

Yes, June 6,
2013
(Charlotte, NC)

Email
Email

Project
Website

No

Newspaper

No

Newspaper

WE NEED A PASSENGER RAIL SYSTEM IN
THIS AREA

No
The lines that pass through Greenville and Spartanburg make the
most sense. Bypassing these areas would bypass the economic and
population centers of Upstate South Carolina.

Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)

Email

No
Don't try to kill to many birds with one stone... Each stop is Concentrate on one area (stop) between CLT & ATL say GSP so
a bird and the trail is the stone
that the Speed stays high. That area (say GSP) has got to have the
"desire" to grow as big as CLT or even ATL

Newspaper

Yes, June 6,
Email
2013
(Charlotte, NC)

No
In order to maintain high public ridership at your
largest public centers Charlotte & Atlanta stay as
close to what HSR means >>> "HIGH SPEED"...
The more stops between Charlotte and Atlanta the
slower the overall trip will be... Greenfield is the
only option...

How would you like to receive updates on the project?

Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)

Press
Release
http://atlanta.
curbed.com/

Atlanta to Charlotte
Public Scoping Comments
Results from Online Survey

Do you have any comments on the presented
purpose of the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP
project?

Do you have any comments on the presented project
needs?

Do you have any comments on the alternatives presented?

Please list any issues, challenges and/or opportunities
in your area that the team should be aware of going
forward.

Of the six options, it seems that the Atlanta to
Charlotte project should follow along 1-85 corridor
provided it does not interfere with Freight rail. It
seems that the project would involve using Norfolk/
Southern or CSX tracks. This would hinder the rail
freight success.

Freight rail is highly successful in this country and is
considered the best in the world. Attaching passenger high
speed rail to freight rail lines would in effect, re-regulate the
freight rail industry. It would subject those private lines to
federal control. It was federal control that brought the rail
industy to near death until the Staggers Act de-regulated the
industry in the 1970s and thus resussitated the freight rail
industry. In addition, except for most of the Northeast, all
passenger lines are subsidized by the government. How
much would these trains be subsidized? Would it be worth
it?

Keep Norfolk Southern and CSX rail out of the governments plans
for high speed rail. Freight rail is critical to the economy of North
Carolina and the country. Any high speed rail pact with rail freight
could choke the freight rail industry's need to invest in rail
infrastructure.

Issues: Freight rail would have to grant passenger rail
access to their track and give priority status to passenger
service. Opportunities: Positive economic impact;
decrease road/highway congestion; decrease need for
more road building; reduction of gas emissions and
improvement of air quality.

Please list any stakeholders, organizations or groups
the project team should coordinate with going
forward.

Please provide any other comments about your vision for the
Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.

Highways are congested. It's inefficient to drive as a solo
traveler. Interregional transportation is long overdue in this
country.

No

No

My experience with train travel in Europe (although most
was not high speed) was that it was efficient, safe, clean,
convenient, reasonably priced, offered amenities on board.
USA trains need to do likewise. Stations and transfer
locations should be convenient to appropriate centers
(downtown, high density residential, outlying areas for
commuter parking and boarding/unboarding, and probably
the airport.)

three of the alternatives overall performance is poor, bases on all
criteria rank equally, correct?

How and when do engage state government with the
project, at the end of tier 1?

No

Email

No

Ideally all stations should be located near
community transportation

THIS RAIL SYSTEM SHOULD CONNECT THE
CHARLOTTE LIGHT RAIL TO THE ATLANTA LIGHT RAIL
SYSTEM PERIOD. THE BEST CHOICE WOULD BE TO
PARALLEL I-85 OR USE MEDIAN. SHOULD INCLUDE
BUSES IN THIS TRANSPORTATION IDEA. SHOULD
INCLUDE THE TRANSPORTATION OF ELECTRIC CARS
BETWEEN CITIES. COULD BE RECHARGED BETWEEN
CITIES. TERMINALS SHOULD BE WEATHERPROOF WITH
ENCLOSED AREAS FOR BUSES .TAXI'S, ETC. TO
PARTNER WITH TRAIN.

FORGET ABOUT AMTRAK. DO NOT USE
No
EXISTING RAIL SYSTEM. FREIGHT AND
PASSENGER SYSTEMS DO NOT MIX!
FORGET ABOUT "HI-SPEED" RAIL! IF WE
WERE TRAVELING BETWEEN THE
SOUTHEAST AND CALIFORNIA (YES).;(120300mph)

Augusta Augusta Augusta! :)

First preference would be the route through Athens (good stop
options, fewest stops.) Second preference would be the route along
I-85.

Newspaper

Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)

Local News

I think travel time needs to be very competitive with car or air

Augusta is the 2nd largest city in Georgia, and a rail line
coming through the CSRA area would serve a large
percentage of the population. Also, the I20 corridor has
many traffic fatalities that could be prevented by having
the option of transit by rail

How would you like to receive updates on the project?

Please include AUGUSTA, GA in the route! The
Augusta metro area is the second largest in the
state of Georgia. It makes sense to include Augusta
in this rail route!

It's just one more step in the right direction to offer good
Yeah, full steam ahead!
alternatives to flying. Flying is now inconvenient if not down right
a hassle. Flying is expensive and you are trapped on an airborne
bus. I'd like to have alternatives to that type of business travel, as
well as personal travel. I want enough leg room to cross and
uncross my legs, get up and stretch, without feeling like I really
am on an actual bus. I haven't traveled much on Amtrak because
my last experiences were dirty, unsavory train companions
(fighting, excessive drinking and resultant classless behavior,
throwing up, you name it. The new high speed trains need to
provide the safety and personal security that I feel in my own car.
I heard on the news that it will be competitive with airline prices.
It should also be priced better than that, if you want people to use
it. It has be more affordable, or people will stick with the plane
just for the time factor alone. You need to appreciate the
customers, which airlines no longer do and make traveling a
pleasure.

THE CHALLENGE WOULD BE TO HAVE A NONSTOP TRAIN. IT COULD BE ACCOMPLISHED BY
HAVING A CIRCLE OF TRACK THAT WENT
THROUGH THE MAIN PARTS OF A CITY THEN
BACK AROUND TO A SWITCHED CONNECTION
TO THE MAIN TRACK. AS YOU REACHED YOUR
DESTINATION; PASSENGERS WOULD MOVE TO
THE LAST CAR, WHICH WOULD DETACH, GO
INTO TOWN. PICK UP AND DELIVER PASSENGERS
AND BACK TO THE MAIN LINE, JUST LIKE A
CLOVERLEAF.ROADS WOULD BRIDGE OVER
TRACK.

Please have it come through Augusta GA!!

How did you hear about the project?

No

Please include AUGUSTA in the route!

GREAT IDEA!

Please provide any general comments regarding Did you attend an open house? If yes, which meeting did
the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.
you attend.

The news
tonight.

Yes, June 6,
2013
(Charlotte, NC)

Email

Newspaper

Newspaper

No

Facebook

Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)

Word of
Mouth

Ideally, travel between Atlanta to Charlotte would be less than the
4 - 4.5 hours it currently takes by car or airplane (counting
security/parking).

Email

Curbed
Atlanta Blog

Please include an Atlanta-Athens route.
I'm in favor of a high-speed commuter rail from
Atlanta to Charlotte that would include the city of
Athens

I support the route through Gaston County.

Athens has already built a multi-modal center along the
The University of Georgia The Athens Clarke County
existing downtown rail-line in anticipation for passenger
government The Athens Clarke Downtown Development
rail - an opportunity that would keep costs down. The
Authority
center will provide a link between passenger trains and the
municipal bus system. The multi-modal center is located
downtown, only a short walk away from our large
civic/convention center. It's also close to Georgia's flagship
university - UGA. The Civic Center and UGA regularly
attract many people to Athens. It makes sense to bring the
rail-line to Athens. It would lessen car traffic between
Athens and Atlanta.

The need for High speed rail is short, reduce Vehicle traffic I support the route through Gaston County.
and thus pollution.

Newspaper

Use similar model similar to Europe; provide room or access to
lower speed trains for local transportation.

No

Press
Release

I believe the i-85 corridor is severely congested and
in need of a multi-modal transportation concept.

As a resident of Greenville, SC, I would like to see this high speed
rail travel into our downtown area.

No

Press
Release

Do it gastonia doesn't have many outlets please do it

More job seeking Opportunity more to do for the community of
gastonia

$16 trillion debt in this country, unacknowledged Opposed
debt and pension and other unfunded liabilities along
with not enough people who need or want this
project should be considered. NO!

Oppose

Challenges: Safety through small towns; Possible solution Public, DOT, Environmental agencies, Community
is to elevate train.
Colleges

I feel that Athens should be included in the
No
proposed high-speed rail line for the reasons stated
above (#4).

NO $$$

Who are the the stakeholders, those of us who have no
jobs and are expected to pay for this? Who exactly?

I am a resident of Gastonia, NC and strongly support the
rail line stopping in our community

Gaston Chamber, Gastonia Mayor's office, Gaston
County Board of Commissioners

It is a fantastic idea.

Email
Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)

Email

I appreciate the survey and hope you will take it
seriously.

Email

Email

No

Newspaper

No

Newspaper

Email

Atlanta to Charlotte
Public Scoping Comments
Results from Online Survey

Do you have any comments on the presented
purpose of the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP
project?

Do you have any comments on the presented project
needs?

Do you have any comments on the alternatives presented?

Please list any issues, challenges and/or opportunities
in your area that the team should be aware of going
forward.

The Norfolk Southern route, although having a longer route and
longer travel time, would hit more major population centers, thus
creating a higher need than the other routes. In comparison, the
Greenfield rout, while having less trackage and time issues, doesn't
hit large population centers, and the areas of proposed stations on
the line are too far for the larger population areas to connect to the
HSR due to economic, political, or geographic issues.

Greenville is one of the fastest growing cities in the area
BMW, Fluor, Greenville Forward.
and has lots of international business, such as Fluor and
TD Bank. Other areas around Greenville, such as Greer
also have large potential with companies like BMW.
Greer also is in the process of building an inland port, so
Greer will soon hold a large chunk of trade and business in
the area.

It needs to be run efficiantly and on its own rails. Do Please make a stop in Gaston County. Despite our nearness
not share rails with freight system or it wont ever be to Charlotte, a stop here would be profitable.
able to support itself as the freight lines will not
give the passenger trains priority. Build its own
infrastructure.

Not knowing the terrain or the best routes out here, all I can do is
rexommend your own infrastructure. This is why the NorthEast
Corridor survives and why the California Corridors only barely
survives.

I think it's an awesome idea. Any mode of
transportation that moves people and gets cars off
the rode is an awesome idea!

I thing a stop in Gastonia, NC is a great option. It wouldn't have to
stop in already congested Charlotte, but still puts travelers just 15 20 minutes from the Queen City if that's their final destination.

A very necessary project. Will benefit economies in
Atlanta, Upstate South Carolina, and Charlotte.

The most beneficial route is Alternative 1. This route goes through
Clemson (University), Greenville, downtown, and Greer. These
locations are emerging economies (largest in South Carolina). The
hub of this is in downtown Greenville. Transit through this area will
provide a much larger user base. For example, I do not believe
riders will be interested in stopping at the Greenville airport.
Upstate riders will likely just continue to travel by car rather than
drive to get a train station. Alternative 1 puts the track close to the
metro areas with high concentration of people, business, and
activites; Altermative 2 requires the access to a car or a long ride in
a taxi. Riders from Atlanta and Charlotte under 'Alternative 2' are
less likely to use this mode of transportation for business in
Greenville/Spartanburg/Anderson. In essence, it cuts off the value
that a strong connection with Upstate South Carolina can provide to
this line for the benefit of saving some time on the journey.

Please bring this through Augusta! I know many
people who travel there regularly on business, and
most people I know go often for family or
entertainment, same for Charlotte. This would be a
huge boon for everyone involved.

Please bring this through Augusta! I know many people
who travel there regularly on business, and most people I
know go often for family or entertainment, same for
Charlotte. This would be a huge boon for everyone
involved.

Please list any stakeholders, organizations or groups
the project team should coordinate with going
forward.

Please provide any other comments about your vision for the
Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.

Gaston county has experienced nothing but growth,
growth, growth.

I think the project teams should reach out to the TDA's
(Tourism Development Authorities) throughout the
county. Their sole purpose is to bring tourism to the
Area. Their may be some partnering opportunities, Mt.
Holly TDA, Belmont TDA, Gastonia TDA etc....

Bring it to Gastonia!

Greenville Forward; Greenville County; Greenville
Mayor's office; Greenville Chamber of Commerce.

Please bring this through Augusta! I know many people who travel
there regularly on business, and most people I know go often for
family or entertainment, same for Charlotte. This would be a huge
boon for everyone involved.

Please bring this through Augusta! I know many people who
travel there regularly on business, and most people I know go
often for family or entertainment, same for Charlotte. This would
be a huge boon for everyone involved.

City of Gastonia

It should definitely go through GSP.

Routes along freeways require minimal right-of-way purchase, and
serve as a advertisement for the train to all freeway users.

It's a good idea

The only feasible one is to run the lines over the NS existing lines.

Just compare the population base of NYC-WASH to ATL- Design firm, politicians, research firms, construction
CLT. Just not the population base. Also, compare the
firms.
CONCENTRATION of locations for each corridor.
Manhattan and DC destination are much more centrally
located or accessible.

Excellent idea.

Fantastic idea, love the idea of high speed rail between
Charlotte and Atlanta!

Make a stop in Gastonia, NC!

Just Do It! Great idea.

A stop is needed in Cherokee County that isn't currently in
scope.

I believe there is an opportunity to provide a station in
Cherokee County Development Board- Executive
Cherokee County, SC. Limestone College is near the
Director, Jim Cook.
proposed route and houses many national and international
students that would utilize the rail for travel to both
Charlotte and Atlanta. Also the demographic in the
county includes an average age of approximately 38 years
of age. This is an ideal public transportation age
demographic. At present there is limited availability got
shopping in the county. Thiswould provide an economical
alternative for travel that residents already make regularly
due to limited local availability.

No

Press
Release

No

Press
Release

Email

Newspaper

Email

Project
Website

Newspaper

Email

Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)

My preference would be the I-85 route - through
Anderson, Greenville, GSP. I don't see much
traffic with the Ft. Inn stop.

Channel 7
Email
News
(Spartanburg)
No

Word of
Mouth

I believe this is an excellent alternative to driving and flying which I would definitely travel high speed rail if it were No
can be expensive. I feel that high speed rail travel is quick and
available. This is an excellent alternative to driving.
generally affordable. It also reduces pollution from vehicles when
more people are traveling by train.

Newspaper

No

Newspaper

No

Newspaper

If you are going to do this, just go to the NE corridor and copy
them. I do not think the VA rail commuter system has its own
rails but uses private ones.

You need to ask yourselves just WHERE in these
areas are the people going. If I live in the GSP
area, I am not going to drive to the station, park,
wait, go to downtown ATL/CLT and then travel
another 10-20 miles to my location. Now if a mass
of folks want to go to downtown ATL/CLT within
in taxi distance, that is one thing. Also how do you
connect to Douglas/Hartsfields, etc.

This is an amazing idea, high speed rail between
Charlotte and Atlanta!

Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)

Email

I'm strongly in favor of having high speed rail from No
Atlanta to Charlotte with a stop/terminal in
Gastonia, NC!

I hope for a station in Gastonia or Gaston county

Yes

How would you like to receive updates on the project?

Newspaper

Newspaper

Southerners like cars.

Yes

Facebook

Please bring this through Augusta! I know many No
people who travel there regularly on business, and
most people I know go often for family or
entertainment, same for Charlotte. This would be a
huge boon for everyone involved.

Make sure there are convinient local transit option to
Atlanta airport, otherwise it's unlikely to succeed

I support the high speed rail project

How did you hear about the project?

I vision the Atlanta/Charlotte PRCIP to help turn the area towards
smart, feasible growth that is more sustainable than what is
currently going on. It will also help the area become more
attractive to national as well as international businesses and people
looking for opportunities.

No

I like the Norfolk Southern or I-85 corridor best - more convenient
to access for me.

I'd like to see some information on how much a high speed
rail line would support freight movement

Please provide any general comments regarding Did you attend an open house? If yes, which meeting did
the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.
you attend.

Email

Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)

Email
Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)
Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)
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Atlanta to Charlotte
Public Scoping Comments
Results from Online Survey

Do you have any comments on the presented
purpose of the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP
project?

Do you have any comments on the presented project
needs?

Do you have any comments on the alternatives presented?

Please list any issues, challenges and/or opportunities
in your area that the team should be aware of going
forward.

Please list any stakeholders, organizations or groups
the project team should coordinate with going
forward.

This is exciting and would request to accelerate the No. Needs are justified.
implementation of this project. If the leaders of all 3
states had a vision for the economic future of the
region, they would certainly be on the cutting edge
by fully supporting this plan. Just do it already.

No. Please move forward

Challenge will be to find support from the deficit hawks.

Must get republican support on this. Forget about the tea Vision is articulated well. Need to provide simulated visuals of the
party.
rail service so that communities can understand the impact this
will have in the region

The purpose is spot on, I believe, and I would love
to one day see this connected all the way to
Washington, DC.

I believe that any route chosen should pass through Athens, GA.
Athens is one of the largest cities between Atlanta and Charlotte
(only slightly smaller than Columbia, SC), and has immense
potential in the regional economy, as seen by Caterpillar's decision
to locate in Athens.

I believe the train should target cities with potential for
greater economic development. I don't believe it will
necessarily revitalize areas, but cities with preexisting
infrastructure, like bus systems, convention centers, etc.
could integrate well with the train system and increase the
impact.

Universities should be engaged. Georgia has thought
about a "brain train" for some period of time, and young
people would certainly be among those most willing to
travel along the trains.

Yes, I believe there is certainly a need for improved
transportation around the Southeast, and this rail system
would be beneficial.

Please provide any other comments about your vision for the
Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.

I want this train system to be something we can be proud of, just
like we are currently of the interstate system. I believe it has
substantial potential to be just that.

Please provide any general comments regarding Did you attend an open house? If yes, which meeting did
the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.
you attend.

No

How did you hear about the project?

Email

Thanks for asking for public feedback, and keep up No
the good work!

Press
Release

Facebook

No

No

I think this would be a wonderful asset to both
Atlanta and Charlotte (and any cities connected in
between). Gas prices are rising, as is the Millennial
generation, which wants options other than driving.

No

Local political attempts to have a stop in every community Gaston Regional Chamber of Commerce

Even if I have to go to Charlotte to catch this train it would be
worth it to get to Atlanta quickly.

Accessibility from I-85.

I think that it is a good thing

None

Press
Release

No

No

Great opportunity for commuters in the Athens area. I
would be worth it to work in Atlanta if a train were
available for the commute.

Love it! Do it!

No, it's needed.

Run the route through Athens, GA

It's in Georgia, so it probably won't get funding.

I think it would make the Upstate a more desirable
location for businesses to enter the market, as well
as increase destination tourism and be more
environmentally friendly.

Press
Release

Athens Transit, MARTA

Please don't be short sighted and choose the
cheapest version. By the time this project is
complete, the most advanced train will be old
technology.

No

Get on a train, go to Charlotte for business or day trip, stop in
Athens, GA on the way back.

Run it through Athens, GA

No

Newspaper

No
No

Newspaper
Newspaper

No

Newspaper

Higher education organizations, textile and automotive
industries, Blue Wall initiative, Ten at the Top, inland
Port.

love to see it happen

Press
Release

No

No

The two options stopping near downtown Gastonia are great!

This train MUST come through Augusta (CSRA).
Preferably through North Augusta, SC so it serves Aiken
County and Columbia County. I will remind you that
Augusta is the 2nd largest city in GA. We have no direct
interstate to Charlotte or south to the coast. The drive to
Atlanta is 2 to 2-1/2 hours long. We have people that
commute to ATL for work each day/week. Our local airport
only flies to ATL or Charlotte as it is!!! WE NEED THIS!

Greer is a growing area and rail service to and from GSP
will enhance the airport. Also, since locals cannot get
international flights from GSP, it presents an alternative to
driving to Atlanta or Charlotte.

Two rail lines pass thru/near GSP... can't tell with the maps if they
come close to the airports in Atlanta and Charlotte.

Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)

Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)
Email

No

Great idea. Love the convenience, less cars on road,
etc

Email

Press
Release

television
news

No

Would be terrific and convenient for participating in
activities in Atlanta.

Email

Why are we just now getting this done. We're decades behind
European countries in public transportation. It's embarrassing.
This project should be much more extensive, connecting more
cities by high speed rail.

This would be a great alternative to travel to
Atlanta from Charlotte. I am looking forward to
seeing this in the future. I would like to be a part
of the initial rollout of this project.

I think it is an excellent idea.

Email

Curbed
Atlanta
Website

No

The two options stopping near downtown Gastonia are
great!

Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)

Facebook

I think that the CSX route going through Athens would be a great
option and would provide needed rail service between Atlanta and
Athens.

No

Come through Gastonia!

Email

Newspaper

No
No

None

Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)

Newspaper

Please do NOT build this rail line through
No
Suwanee!! I am a resident here and do not feel that
this rail line fits the community vision and lifestyle.

Bring it through the Augusta area!
Make it truly a fast way to get to Atlanta. If it stops Get it away from gated crossings if possible. At high speeds Most direct route for time savings.
at every town it will be faster to drive.
automobile drivers will not have time to go around the
gates.

How would you like to receive updates on the project?

Email

Press
Release

Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)

Email

Email

Gastonia needs this. Not southern Gastonia, but the
northern routes!

Then work on continuing high speed straight up to DC, NYC,
Boston.

No

Columbia County GA is one of the fastest growing
The Mayor of Augusta, Columbia County
counties in the COUNTRY. We have tons of people
Commissioners, McDuffie County Commissioners, Aiken
relocating to Fort Gordon and retirees coming South to
County Commissioners. Fort Gordon Army Facility.
Columbia Co and Aiken Co. Columbia County has plans
to complete a new school each year for the next 5 yrs! By
running this train through our area, both locations would
be served. It would have been nice if a 'public meeting'
would be held in our area so we can voice our opinion as
to HOW IMPORTANT it is for our area to be included!!!
FYI: I work in construction and we have builders from
Atlanta who have moved here to build homes over the last
few years. We have numerous major manufacturing
facilities in our area, including 2 golf cart mfgs,
Bridgestone Tire facility (Aiken Co.), Starbucks mfg,
Proctor & Gamble, DSM Chemicals, oh and of course
Savannah River Site, the feds nuclear facility that
employees 8-10,000 people. We have a huge Army base
(Ft. Gordon) that is growing - one of the few in the
country right now. NSA National Security Admin. is
transferring hundreds of people here from DC, let alone
the transfers coming in from 'high cost' bases like Hawaii,
Seattle, Alaska, etc.

BRING IT THROUGH THE CSRA (Central Savannah River
Area). Covers 8 counties in SC & 15 counties in GA. It needs to
run through North Augusta, SC (Aiken County) and through
Evans or Martinez, GA (Columbia County).

No

NBC 26
Email
Television in
Augusta

Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)

No

WSPA
Email
news.... Too
late to attend
open house

Updates online
(Project Website,
Facebook, Twitter)

No

Greenville
local news

Shuttle service should be considered from terminals to
airports if rail service cannot have a station at the airports
along the route.

Tracks already run from Greenville through Clemson to
Atlanta. Maybe these could be used. Also, many students
go to Atlanta from Clemson for many entertainment
things.

Shuttle service should be considered from
terminals to airports if rail service cannot have a
station at the airports along the route.

It would be easier to allow people from this area to get to the
airport. Air fares from Atlanta are so much cheaper than flying in
and out of GSP.

Newspaper

Atlanta to Charlotte
Public Scoping Comments
Results from Online Survey

Do you have any comments on the presented
purpose of the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP
project?

Do you have any comments on the presented project
needs?

Do you have any comments on the alternatives presented?

Please list any issues, challenges and/or opportunities
in your area that the team should be aware of going
forward.

Please list any stakeholders, organizations or groups
the project team should coordinate with going
forward.

Please provide any other comments about your vision for the
Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.

Please provide any general comments regarding Did you attend an open house? If yes, which meeting did
the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.
you attend.

Go through Athens, Georgia

Inside of an hour from Athens to Atlanta

no

stop in Athens

Oconee County Board of Commissioners

Please stop in Athens

Make Athens a hub

This is a great idea for the I-85 corridor and would I think the existing rail is there is most cases and would be a I think the route through Spartanburg, Greer, and Greenville is the
make this area of the country even more desirable great corridor for growth.
best route to connect these areas together.
for companies and the community to live, work, and
play.

The only challenges I see are lack of a transportation from Greater Greer Chamber of Commerce, Greer
the potential stations to the final destination. Cab
Development Corporation, Partnership for Tomorrow,
companies etc would need to be contacted and increased. Greenville Chamber of Commerce, Spartanburg Chamber
of Commerce, Greer Station Association

Facebook

Email

No

I think this a much needed development that would I fully support any project that more easily links major
more easily connect people living in Atlanta, such as cities, reduces the need for driving or air travel, and
myself, with cities to the north.
promotes economic growth in multiple locations, and this
project would seem to satisfy all those criteria.

The route following I-85 would seem to be the easiest and fastest
alternative proposed. The proposed routes that link Augusta and
Columbia seem to circuitous, and there likely would not be enough
demand for people in Atlanta wishing to travel to those cities, or
vice versa. Although the Greenfield route would be the most
optimal for high-speed travel and possibly the most picturesque, the
route bypasses several significant stops between Atlanta and
Charlotte, and the proposed stations in that route do not appear to
be areas that would contribute significant amounts of passenger
traffic on the train.

Yes. The best location for this line is the Atlanta Lawrenceville - Athens - Charlotte route. Not only do you
end up connecting Atlanta and Charlotte, but you connect
Athens (and, by proxy, the University of Georgia) to Atlanta
and its universities (Georgia Tech, Georgia State, and
Emory). This will allow for more research based
collaboration that will give us our own version of North
Carolina's research triangle (Raleigh, Durham, Chapel Hill)

Great project for government; this is one of the
Very much needed to provide alternate to automobiles on
main functions that our local, state, and federal govt interstate highways. Tired of driving up and down
s. should exceed at doing. This is long overdue!!
highways 316, I-85, I-285 etc.

Legislators from the State of Georgia seems to have a
particular aversion to any sort of alternative transportation,
but otherwise, there are plenty of people in the Atlanta
area who would be thrilled to see this project completed.

You need to pitch this as an investment in the upcoming
generation. In Atlanta, you'll be dealing with many out-oftouch "me first" style Republicans that tend to be older.
Their mentality will be: "Well it doesn't benefit me, so
hands off my tax money!" or "Well, I'll be dead before it's
completed, so why should I care?"

Want to see it routed through Athens. Would ride to Atlanta and
Charlotte regularly. UGA football fans on gamedays alone would
probably pay for the rail going through Athens.

How would you like to receive updates on the project?

I see this at a great potential opportunity for this region and the
Good information today at the forum and happy to
people of this region. It will volt the I-85 corridor to another level help get this info out to the public even more.
in terms of attractiveness for people to live and for companies to
locate. I see full trains of business people as well as families
taking trips, and college students going to school!

This project should have been talked about years
ago! This NEEDS to happen. Think of the regional
economy stimulation!

DO IT! DO IT! DO IT! This is the sentiment of
every 20 something and 30 something year old
young professional in Atlanta. PLEASE BUILD
THIS RAIL LINE!

No

How did you hear about the project?

The completion of the proposed Multi Modal Passenger Transit
center in downtown Atlanta is essential to the success of this
project. No other location would be as useful for those of living in
the city to access a high-speel rail line.

Atlanta Regional Commission would be the first that
comes to mind. However, identifying a number of young
professionals in Atlanta to serve on some sort of outreach
board or committee would be welcomed. Instead of
hiring full-time lobbyists, you need to gather up working
professionals who can commit some of their post-work
free time to a committee. Otherwise, in selecting solely
lobbyists, you will lose the trust and confidence of the
people you are trying to win over in Atlanta.

People in Athens have been advocating for alternate
Athens Clarke has been advocating for passenger rail to Athens would be the best route for the rail because of UGA and all
transportation into Atlanta for decades. ACC will be a big Atlanta for decades; there is a lot of interest in alternative the students coming from Atlanta suburbs. Plus Athens is a
proponent of this project coming here.
transportation for those coming to UGA .
destination for tourists beyond those coming for UGA football
games; but for that purpose alone this would be much used.

Word of
Mouth

No

No

Would have liked to attend meeting in Suwanee but No
didn't read about it until the day of the meeting.
Would like to attend meetings in Greer (today) or
Charlotte (tomorrow), oh but wait, I don't want to
have to drive my car up I-85 and spend all that
money on gas. We would go if there was a train
(lol)

Contact my civic
organization to make
a presentation

http://atlanta. Email
curbed.com/

Press
Release

Email

Newspaper

Email
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7. AGENCY COORDINATION

DRAFT NOVEMBER 2018

September 18, 2013
Derrick Cameron, GDOT Project Manager
Georgia Department of Transportation
One Georgia Center
600 West Peachtree St., NW
Atlanta, GA 30308
RE:

Request for Protected Species Occurrence Data in South Carolina
Atlanta to Charlotte High speed Rail Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement
GDOT Project No. TOOIPSPC100674, P.I. No T004193

Dear Mr. Cameron,
Because our database does not represent a comprehensive biological inventory of the state, I
can only verify the known occurrences in the vicinity of your project. There may be
occurrences of species in the vicinity of your project area that have not been reported to us.
Fieldwork remains the responsibility of the investigator.
I have checked our database, and there are a number of federally listed and rare species that
are known to occur within 0.5 mile of the three project corridors. I have attached a
spreadsheet that contains the species information for each proposed corridor on separate tabs.
As an indication of other potential occurrences in the area, I have enclosed current lists of
rare, threatened, and endangered species for Anderson, Cherokee, Greenville, Laurens,
Oconee, Pickens, Spartanburg, Union, and York counties, as portions of those counties are
within the 0.5 mile radius. If there is nothing in the “USESA Designation” or “State
Protection” columns, the species is considered to be of concern in the state, but has no legal
protection under the federal or state threatened and endangered species laws.
I also noted a number of state and federal lands within the 0.5 mile radius that might be
impacted by the project. I’ve included a separate spreadsheet with that information.
As a professional courtesy, we ask that you acknowledge S.C. Heritage Trust as a source of
information whenever you use this data in reports. If you need additional assistance, please
contact me by phone at 803-734-3917 or by e-mail at HollingJ@dnr.sc.gov.
Sincerely,

Julie Holling, Data Manager
SC Department of Natural Resources
Heritage Trust Program
Rembert C. Dennis Building • 1000 Assembly St • P.O. Box 167 • Columbia, S.C. 29202

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources
Pat McCrory
Governor

Office of Conservation, Planning, and Community Affairs
Linda Pearsall
Director

John E. Skvarla, III
Secretary

September 26, 2013
Via Electronic Mail
Katherine Bleau
HNTB Corporation
3715 Northside Parkway
200 Northcreek, Suite 800
Atlanta, GA 30327
Email: kbleau@HNTB.com
SUBJECT: GDOT Project No. TOOIPSPC100674, P.I. No. T004193 request for records
Dear Ms. Bleau:
The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) has performed a database search for records
within 0.5 mile of the project corridors against our 2013-07 dataset using the information and shapefiles
you provided for GDOT Project No. TOOIPSPC100674. Our results, contained in three shapefiles, were
sent to you via email by John Finnegan, NCNHP data manager, on 12 September 2013. This letter serves
as a follow-up to that email and summarizes the data contained within the shapefiles.
A current record for the federal and state endangered Schweinitz’s sunflower (Helianthus schweinitzii)
was found within 0.5 mile of NS/Greenfield Split to SC State Line segment in Gaston County, N.C. This
occurrence (EO 186) was last observed in 2005 on the western road shoulder of SR-2435 (Union New
Hope Road), approximately 0.85 road mile southwest of the NC-276 junction. The habitat for this species
includes open woods, roadsides, and other open rights-of-way in the piedmont of North and South
Carolina.
In Mecklenburg County, N.C., the Charlotte Gateway to NC/Greenfield Split corridor crosses two creeks,
Irwin and Paw Creeks in the Catawba River basin, from which the federal and state endangered Carolina
heelsplitter (Lasmigona decorata) has been historically reported. However, the conclusion drawn from
surveys conducted in 1987 is that the species no longer survives in these two creeks. NCNHP has an
additional record of Carolina heelsplitter (EO 036) with current status from outside of the project area but
from the Catawba basin in Mecklenburg County. The species was last observed in Sixmile Creek on the
Mecklenburg-Union County border in 2011. The Carolina heelsplitter inhabits waterways in the Catawba
and Pee Dee River drainages in the piedmont of North Carolina and adjacent South Carolina.
NCNHP has two records for the federal candidate and state threatened Georgia aster (Symphyotrichum
georgianum) from within 0.5 mile of the project. One occurrence (EO 044) has been observed near the I85/NS Split to SC Line corridor in Gaston County. The location is 0.15 air mile due south of I-85 from a
point 0.35 road mile northeast of I-85 overpass over SR-1312 (Oates Road), in a powerline right-of-way.
This occurrence was last observed in 2010.
The second record of Georgia aster (EO 053) is from Gateway Nature Preserve in Mecklenburg County.
This property is adjacent to Charlotte Gateway to NS/Greenfield Split segment, on its north side and
1601 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1601
Phone: 919-707-8600 \ Internet: www.ncdenr.gov
An Equal Opportunity \ Affirmative Action Employer – 50% Recycled \ 10% Post Consumer Paper
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Georgia aster is located in the powerline corridor that bisects the preserve. The habitat for this species
includes open woods, roadsides, and other open rights-of-way.
A record of a Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) nest has been reported on the west side of Rankin
Lake, approximately 0.5 air mile north of I-85/NS Split to SC Line in Gaston County. The nest was active
in 2010, 2011, and 2012. Bald Eagles were removed from the federal list of threatened and endangered
species and are no longer protected under the Endangered Species Act. However, Bald Eagles remain
protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. They are
also listed by the N.C. Wildlife Resources Commission as a threatened species. Their habitat includes
lakes and sounds as well as mature forests near large bodies of water for breeding.
The following rare species and high quality natural communities have also been reported from within 0.5
mile of the project site:

Scientific Name
Delphinium
exaltatum
Magnolia
macrophylla

Crotalus horridus
Sistrurus
miliarius
Echinacea
pallida
Pycnanthemum
torreyi
Dry-Mesic Basic
Oak--Hickory
Forest (Piedmont
Subtype)
Mesic Mixed
Hardwood Forest
(Piedmont
Subtype)

EO
Number

Common
Name

EO
Status

NC Status

Federal
Status

011

Tall Larkspur
Bigleaf
Magnolia

Historical

Endangered

---

Current

Threatened

---

029

003

Timber
Rattlesnake
Pigmy
Rattlesnake
Pale
Coneflower
Torrey's
Mountainmint

020

216

038
037, 038
002

---

P: rich deciduous forests
CMP: wetland forests in the Coastal
Plain; rocky, upland forests
elsewhere
CSP: pine flatwoods, pine/oak
sandhills, other pine/oak forests

---

P: mafic glades and barrens

---

M: on rock faces in spray zone of
waterfalls

none

---

---

none

---

---

Historical

Special
Concern
Special
Concern
Significantly
Rare
Special
Concern Vulnerable

---

Current

---

Current

Current
Current
Historical

Habitat Comments
(M= mountains; P = piedmont; S =
sandhills; C = Coastal Plain)
MP: grassy balds, glades, woodlands,
mostly over mafic rock

---

* For status definitions, please see the Help document at http://www.ncnhp.org/web/nhp/database-search.

The presence of the species described above as well as those listed in the table indicates an increased
potential for them to occur if suitable habitat exists in the project area. Please contact the N.C. Wildlife
Resources Commission, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and/or the N.C. Natural Heritage Program if
these or rare species are observed. If rare species are found, we request that you design the project to
minimize impacts to the populations and their habitat.
Although our maps do not show additional records of rare occurrences in the project area, it does not
necessarily mean that they are not present. It may simply mean that the area has not been surveyed. The
use of Natural Heritage Program data should not be substituted for actual field surveys, particularly if the
project area contains suitable habitat, significant natural communities, or priority natural areas.
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Two properties of conservation interest (Managed Areas) owned by Mecklenburg County and managed
by Mecklenburg County Park and Recreation are found within 0.5 mile of the project. As noted above,
Gateway Nature Preserve is adjacent to Charlotte Gateway to NS/Greenfield Split, on its north side. This
property is managed for the benefit of Georgia aster and is a Significant Natural Heritage Area (SNHA).
NCNHP requests minimization of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to the Significant Natural
Heritage Area and any natural communities within it. The second Managed Area, Berryhill Preserve, is
located more than 0.25 mile south of Charlotte Gateway to NC/Greenfield Split.
Two Managed Areas owned by Catawba Lands Conservancy are within 0.5 mile of the project in Gaston
County. NS/Greenfield Split to SC State Line intersects one of these properties and the other is located
more than 0.25 mile north of NS/Greenfield Split to I-85/NS Split portion of the project.
Twenty-five Managed Areas, totaling approximately 442 acres, characterized as open space and owned
by Gaston County are scattered across the county within 0.5 mile of the I-85/NS Split to SC Line and
NS/Greenfield Split to I-85/NS Split corridors. One additional Gaston County open space property is
located near the NS/Greenfield Split to SC State Line segment; however, it is almost 0.5 mile north of the
corridor.
NCNHP recommends coordination with the property owners if impacts to these Managed Areas are
expected. Note that NCNHP’s Managed Area data were acquired from a wide variety of sources, and in
some cases their boundaries are approximate. Because of these inaccuracies, these data are intended to be
used as an aid to conservation planning only and are not a substitute for land survey data.
Please do not hesitate to contact me at 919-707-8637 if you have questions or require further information.
Regards,

Suzanne Mason, Conservation Information Specialist
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Katharine Bleau
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Tiffany.A.Johnson@uscg.mil on behalf of Johnson, Tiffany LT
<Tiffany.A.Johnson@uscg.mil>
Monday, October 28, 2013 11:08 AM
Katharine Bleau
Brock Hoegh; Martin, Timothy R LT
RE: P.I. No. T004193 - Atlanta to Charlotte Passenger Rail Corridor Investment Plan Tier I
EIS

Ms. Bleau,
Based on the information provided in your email "P.I. No. T004193 - Atlanta to Charlotte Passenger Rail Corridor
Investment Plan Tier I EIS", dated 18 October 2013, I reviewed our records for waterways that intersect the proposed
rail corridor within the Fifth Coast Guard District. As the only state involved in this project within the Fifth Coast Guard
District is North Carolina, I have only reviewed that section of the proposed corridor. Within North Carolina, the corridor
would intersect the Catawba River and Lake Wylie.
According to the "Fifth Coast Guard District North Carolina Navigability
Determinations":
Catawba River- "Not navigable above Lake Wylie"
Lake Wylie- "Navigable"
If you are interested in finding out which waterways the proposed corridor would intersect in Georgia and South
Carolina, and whether they are navigable, I recommend you contact the Seventh Coast Guard District Waterways
Management Division. LT Timothy Martin can provide you a point of contact, Timothy.R.Martin@uscg.mil.
Respectfully,
LT Tiffany Johnson
U.S. Coast Guard Fifth District (dpw)
431 Crawford Street
Portsmouth, VA 23704
Ph: 757-398-6516
CGD5Waterways@uscg.mil

-----Original Message----From: prvs=996d280a1=kbleau@hntb.com
[mailto:prvs=996d280a1=kbleau@hntb.com] On Behalf Of Katharine Bleau
Sent: Friday, October 18, 2013 11:47 AM
To: Johnson, Tiffany LT
Cc: Brock Hoegh
Subject: P.I. No. T004193 - Atlanta to Charlotte Passenger Rail Corridor Investment Plan Tier I EIS
Hi Tiffany,

1

Per our phone conversation, on behalf of the Georgia Department of Transportation, I am requesting a database search
for commercially navigable waterways located within the proposed project corridors for the above referenced project.
In North Carolina, the proposed project travels through Cleveland, Gaston and Mecklenburg Counties. As requested, I
have attached .kmz files of the 3 project alternatives as well as a map of the alternatives and an official data request
letter.
Please review the attachments and contact me with any questions.

Thank you,
Katie Bleau

Katharine Bleau
Ecologist

HNTB Corporation
3715 Northside Parkway
200 Northcreek, Suite 800
Atlanta, GA 30327

Tel (404) 946-5761
Fax (404) 841-2820
www.hntb.com <http://www.hntb.com/>

________________________________
This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity
to whom they are addressed. If you are NOT the intended recipient and receive this communication, please delete this
message and any attachments. Thank you.

2

MARK WILLIAMS
COMMISSIONER

DAN FORSTER
DIRECTOR

October 15, 2013
Katharine Bleau
Ecologist
HNTB
3715 Northside Parkway
200 Northcreek, Suite 800
Atlanta, GA 30327
Subject: Known occurrences of natural communities, plants and animals of highest priority
conservation status on or near Atlanta to Charlotte High Speed Rail Tier 1, Northeast, Georgia
Dear Ms. Bleau:
This is in response to your request of September 5, 2013. According to our records, within a
three-mile radius of the project corridor, there are the following Natural Heritage Database
occurrences:
Please see Appendix 1, Appendix 2, and Appendix 3.
Recommendations:
We have no records of high priority species directly within any of the proposed routes.
However, all proposed alternatives for the High Speed Rail Tier 1 from Atlanta to Charlotte are
within three miles of a number of high priority species and habitats. Separate lists of species
near the three alternatives can be found in the appendices.
Of the three, Alternative 2 is likely to have a lesser impact on high priority species and habitats.
There are several federally listed species within three miles of the proposed project. The
Endangered Species Act states that taking or harming of a listed species is prohibited. We
recommend all requestors with projects located near federally protected species consult with the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service. In north Georgia, please contact Robin Goodloe (706613-9493, ext.221 or Robin_Goodloe@fws.gov).
There are also several state protected species that have been observed within the project corridor
or within three miles of the alternatives. For information about these species within Georgia,
please visit our webpage at http://www.georgiawildlife.org/rare_species_profiles. For additional
assistance, please contact our office and you will be referred to a biologist specializing in the
species / habitat in question.

NONGAME CONSERVATION SECTION
2065 U.S. HIGHWAY 278 S.E. | SOCIAL CIRCLE, GEORGIA 30025-4743
770.918.6411 | FAX 706.557.3033 | WWW.GEORGIAWILDLIFE.COM

All three alternatives for this project have the potential to impact high priority streams; however
only Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 actually cross these significant waterways (see appendices).
As part of an effort to develop a comprehensive wildlife conservation strategy for the state of
Georgia, the Wildlife Resources division developed and mapped a list of streams that are
important to the protection or restoration of rare aquatic species and aquatic communities. High
priority waters and their surrounding watersheds are important for aquatic biodiversity
conservation, but do not receive any additional legal protections. We now have GIS ESRI
shapefiles of GA high priority waters available on our website
(http://www.georgiawildlife.com/node/1377). Please contact this office if you would like
additional information on high priority waters.
Of the three options presented, Alternative 1 has the most potential to negatively impact high
priority species and habitats. Of the three, this option has the most federally listed species within
three miles of the project corridor. Some examples of plants that may be impacted include
populations of Symphyotrichum georgianum (Georgia Aster), Echinacea laevigata (Smooth
Purple Coneflower), Nestronia umbellula (Indian Olive) and Lysimachia fraseri (Fraser's
Loosestrife)
Alternative 3 is also not the best choice. Along this route there are many additional species of
concern. This is not surprising given that Alternative 3 passes through the Alcovy, Apalachee,
North Oconee and the Broad Rivers. Example species that could be impacted along this route
are Moxostoma robustum (Robust Redhorse), Notropis scepticus (Sandbar Shiner), and
Cyprinella xaenura (Altamaha Shiner).
Alternative 2 is likely to have the least impact on high priority species and undisturbed habitats.
We consider this the preferred option. It is important to note that there may be listed species
found in surveys along the route, and thorough surveys should be completed before this project
begins. Examples of some of the species that are in the vicinity of this route are Amphianthus
pusillus (Pool Sprite), Isoetes melanospora (Black-spored Quillwort), and Isoetes tegetiformans
(Mat-forming Quillwort). For a large portion of the project corridor, when traveling west from
the GA border towards Atlanta, this alternative runs along I-85 and does not impact undeveloped
land. In contrast, the landscapes of the other two routes are likely to impact more undeveloped
land.
Presented with two different routes for Alternative 2 (from the divergence at the Jackson county /
Barrow county border until the options meet up again near Braselton), one route can be expected
to cause less impact to the watersheds than the other. Both of these routes traverse the Upper
North Chattahoochee River, Upper Ocmulgee River, and North Oconee River watersheds. With
stringent erosion and runoff control, the Northern route should have less impact than the
Southern route. The Northern route does not cross through any priority streams (as opposed to
the Southern route which crosses the both the Altamaha and Apalachee Rivers). Also of note,
the Northern route does not cross as many of the smaller streams or transect as many
Greenspaces. From its origin in Atlanta until Duluth, the Northern route appears to only cross
two mapped streams in 20 miles, whereas the Southern route crosses at least a dozen, travels
alongside streams for most of the same distance, and transects numerous Greenspace areas in the
city.
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NEW ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COORDINATOR
Please send all future correspondence to Anna Yellin, Environmental Review Coordinator.
Email correspondence is preferred. I can be contacted at anna.yellin@dnr.state.ga.us or 706557-3283.
Disclaimer:
Please keep in mind the limitations of our database. The data collected by the Nongame
Conservation Section comes from a variety of sources, including museum and herbarium
records, literature, and reports from individuals and organizations, as well as field surveys by our
staff biologists. In most cases the information is not the result of a recent on-site survey by our
staff. Many areas of Georgia have never been surveyed thoroughly. Therefore, the Nongame
Conservation Section can only occasionally provide definitive information on the presence or
absence of rare species on a given site. Our files are updated constantly as new information is
received. Thus, information provided by our program represents the existing data in our
files at the time of the request and should not be considered a final statement on the species
or area under consideration.
If you know of populations of highest priority species that are not in our database, please fill out
the appropriate data collection form and send it to our office. Forms can be obtained through our
web site (http://www.georgiawildlife.com/node/1376) or by contacting our office. If I can be of
further assistance, please let me know.
Sincerely,

Anna Yellin
Environmental Review Coordinator

Data Available on the Nongame Conservation Section Website
•

Georgia protected plant and animal profiles are available on our website. These accounts cover basics like
descriptions and life history, as well as threats, management recommendations and conservation status.
Visit http://www.georgiawildlife.com/node/2721.

•

Rare species and natural community information can be viewed by Quarter Quad, County and HUC8
Watershed. To access this information, please visit our GA Rare Species and Natural Community
Information page at: http://www.georgiawildlife.com/conservation/species-of-concern?cat=conservation.

•

Downloadable files of rare species and natural community data by quarter quad and county are also
available. They can be downloaded from: http://www.georgiawildlife.com/node/1370.
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Appendix 1: Alternative 1
Alternative 1 Point 1 (-84.46562, 33.63666; NAD27):
US Symphyotrichum georgianum (Georgia Aster) approx. 1.5 mi. N of site
Greenspace approx. 1.0 mi. N of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. NW of site
Flint River [High Priority Stream] approx. 3.0 mi. E of site
Alternative 1 Point 2 (-84.44082, 33.69115; NAD27):
GA Aimophila aestivalis (Bachman's Sparrow) approx. 0.5 mi. SE of site
GA Cypripedium acaule (Pink Ladyslipper) approx. 1.0 mi. W of site
Greenspace approx. 1.0 mi. W of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. W of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. N of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. NE of site
Greenspace approx. 3.0 mi. W of site
Alternative 1 Point 3 (-84.39552, 33.75314; NAD27):
GA Falco peregrinus (Peregrine Falcon) approx. 1.0 mi. NE of site
Alternative 1 Point 4 (-84.37320, 33.81969; NAD27):
GA Cambarus howardi (Chattahoochee Crayfish) approx. 2.5 mi. SE of site in the Peachtree
Creek and tributaries
Panax quinquefolius (American Ginseng) approx. 3.0 mi. SE of site
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 1.5 mi. SE of site in the South Fork of
Peachtree Creek
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 2.0 mi. S of site
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 3.0 mi. SE of site
Greenspace approx. 1.0 mi. SE of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. E of site
Johns Sanctuary [Land Trust] approx. 2.5 mi. E of site
Alternative 1 Point 5 (-84.32752, 33.87473; NAD27):
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 1.5 mi. N of site
Greenspace approx. 1.0 mi. NE of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. SE of site
Greenspace approx. 3.0 mi. W of site
Alternative 1 Point 6 (-84.26455, 33.91459; NAD27):
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. S of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. SW of site
Alternative 1 Point 7 (-84.18942, 33.96515; NAD27):
[Land Trust] approx. 2.5 mi. S of site
[Land Trust] approx. 2.5 mi. SE of site
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. NE of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. SW of site
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Alternative 1 Point 7 (-84.12481, 34.02061; NAD27):
Panax quinquefolius (American Ginseng) approx. 1.0 mi. SE of site
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER GREENWAY [GDNR] approx. 2.5 mi. W of site
Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area [NPS] less than 0.1 mi. N of site
Greenspace approx. 1.0 mi. NW of site
Alternative 1 Point 8 (-84.05410, 34.08312; NAD27):
GA Hydrastis canadensis (Goldenseal) approx. 3.0 mi. W of site
GA Hydrastis canadensis (Goldenseal) approx. 2.5 mi. W of site
GA Hydrastis canadensis (Goldenseal) approx. 3.0 mi. W of site
Panax quinquefolius (American Ginseng) approx. 3.0 mi. W of site
GA Veratrum woodii (Ozark Bunchflower) [EXTIRPATED?] approx. 2.5 mi. W of site
GA Waldsteinia lobata (Barren Strawberry) approx. 2.5 mi. W of site
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER GREENWAY [GDNR] approx. 3.0 mi. NW of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. N of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. SW of site
Alternative 1 Point 9 (-83.99569, 34.14183; NAD27):
GA Nestronia umbellula (Indian Olive) [EXTIRPATED?] approx. 2.0 mi. N of site
Alternative 1 Point 10 (-83.93463, 34.18669; NAD27):
GA Cambarus howardi (Chattahoochee Crayfish) 1.5 mi. NE of site in Mud Creek
Alternative 1 Point 11 (-83.86771, 34.24555; NAD27):
GA Cambarus howardi (Chattahoochee Crayfish) approx. 1.0 mi. SW of site in an Unnamed
Tributary to Balus Creek
GA Hydrastis canadensis (Goldenseal) approx. 2.5 mi. E of site
GA Veratrum woodii (Ozark Bunchflower) approx. 2.5 mi. SE of site
GA Veratrum woodii (Ozark Bunchflower) [EXTIRPATED?] approx. 3.0 mi. W of site
Chicopee Woods [County/Local] approx. 1.5 mi. SE of site
Alternative 1 Point 12 (-83.80876, 34.29551; NAD27):
GA Nestronia umbellula (Indian Olive) approx. 1.0 mi. SE of site
GA Nestronia umbellula (Indian Olive) approx. 1.5 mi. S of site
Spiraea alba var. latifolia (Broadleaf White Spirea) approx. 2.5 mi. N of site
Greenspace approx. 1.0 mi. W of site
Greenspace approx. 3.0 mi. NW of site
Atlanta Botanical Garden tract approx. 2.5 mi. N of site
Alternative 1 Point 13 (-83.75665, 34.36438; NAD27):
GA Monotropsis odorata (Sweet Pinesap) approx. 1.0 mi. NE of site
US Symphyotrichum georgianum (Georgia Aster) approx. 2.0 mi. SE of site
DON CARTER SP [GDNR] approx. 1.0 mi. N of site
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. E of site
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Alternative 1 Point 14 (-83.67987, 34.38518; NAD27):
GA Cypripedium acaule (Pink Ladyslipper) approx. 1.5 mi. N of site
GA Cypripedium acaule (Pink Ladyslipper) approx. 2.5 mi. N of site
GA Cypripedium parviflorum (Yellow Ladyslipper) approx. 1.5 mi. N of site
LULA BRIDGE WMA [GDNR] approx. 2.5 mi. N of site
Alternative 1 Point 15 (-83.61438, 34.43346; NAD27):
GA Cyprinella callitaenia (Bluestripe Shiner) approx. 2.5 mi. NW of site in Little Mud Creek
US Symphyotrichum georgianum (Georgia Aster) approx. 2.0 mi. SE of site
US Symphyotrichum georgianum (Georgia Aster) approx. 3.0 mi. E of site
WILSON SHOALS WMA [GDNR] approx. 1.0 mi. E of site
Alternative 1 Point 16 (-83.55510, 34.48157; NAD27):
No Natural Heritage Database occurrences
Alternative 1 Point 17 (-83.47280, 34.53360; NAD27):
GA Aimophila aestivalis (Bachman's Sparrow) approx. 1.5 mi. SE of site
US Echinacea laevigata (Smooth Purple Coneflower) approx. 3.0 mi. SE of site
Hemidactylium scutatum (Four-toed Salamander) approx. 2.5 mi. S of site
Lygodium palmatum (Climbing Fern) approx. 1.5 mi. SE of site
US Symphyotrichum georgianum (Georgia Aster) approx. 2.5 mi. S of site
US Symphyotrichum georgianum (Georgia Aster) approx. 3.0 mi. E of site
Chattahoochee NF [USFS] 0.4 mi. SE of site
LAKE RUSSELL WMA [GDNR] 0.4 mi. SE of site
Alternative 1 Point 18 (-83.37961, 34.57537; NAD27):
Clematis ochroleuca (Curly-heads) approx. 1.0 mi. SE of site
Clematis ochroleuca (Curly-heads) approx. 3.0 mi. S of site
US Echinacea laevigata (Smooth Purple Coneflower) approx. 2.0 mi. NW of site
US Echinacea laevigata (Smooth Purple Coneflower) approx. 3.0 mi. NE of site
US Echinacea laevigata (Smooth Purple Coneflower) approx. 0.5 mi. NE of site
US Echinacea laevigata (Smooth Purple Coneflower)
US Echinacea laevigata (Smooth Purple Coneflower) approx. 2.0 mi. S of site
US Echinacea laevigata (Smooth Purple Coneflower) approx. 2.5 mi. S of site
US Echinacea laevigata (Smooth Purple Coneflower) approx. 2.5 mi. SW of site
US Echinacea laevigata (Smooth Purple Coneflower) approx. 3.0 mi. S of site
US Echinacea laevigata (Smooth Purple Coneflower) [EXTIRPATED] approx. 0.5 mi. W of
site
US Echinacea laevigata (Smooth Purple Coneflower) [EXTIRPATED] approx. 1.0 mi. SE of
site
US Echinacea laevigata (Smooth Purple Coneflower) [EXTIRPATED?] approx. 1.5 mi. S of
site
US Echinacea laevigata (Smooth Purple Coneflower) [EXTIRPATED?] approx. 2.5 mi. N of
site
GA Fothergilla major (Mountain Witch-alder) approx. 2.5 mi. NE of site
GA Nestronia umbellula (Indian Olive)
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GA Nestronia umbellula (Indian Olive)
Stachys eplingii (Epling's Hedge-nettle) approx. 2.5 mi. S of site
GA Sylvilagus obscurus (Appalachian Cottontail) approx. 2.5 mi. SW of site
US Symphyotrichum georgianum (Georgia Aster) approx. 2.5 mi. SW of site
Pinus echinata - (Quercus stellata, Quercus marilandica) / Schizachyrium scoparium Salvia urticifolia Woodland (Upper Piedmont Mafic Shortleaf Pine - Oak Woodland)
approx. 2.5 mi. S of site
Chattahoochee NF [USFS] 0.3 mi. SE of site
Alternative 1 Point 19 (-83.29591, 34.58392; NAD27):
Clematis ochroleuca (Curly-heads) approx. 3.0 mi. NW of site
US Echinacea laevigata (Smooth Purple Coneflower) approx. 2.5 mi. NW of site
US Echinacea laevigata (Smooth Purple Coneflower) approx. 3.0 mi. NW of site
Pinus echinata - (Quercus stellata, Quercus marilandica) / Schizachyrium scoparium Salvia urticifolia Woodland (Upper Piedmont Mafic Shortleaf Pine - Oak Woodland)
approx. 2.5 mi. NW of site
Pinus echinata - (Quercus stellata, Quercus marilandica) / Schizachyrium scoparium Salvia urticifolia Woodland (Upper Piedmont Mafic Shortleaf Pine - Oak Woodland)
approx. 3.0 mi. NW of site
Chattahoochee NF [USFS] approx. 2.0 mi. NW of site
Alternative 1 Point 20 (-83.23186, 34.62156; NAD27):
Agastache scrophulariifolia (Purple Giant Hyssop) approx. 2.0 mi. NW of site
Clematis ochroleuca (Curly-heads) approx. 2.0 mi. W of site
GA Hydrastis canadensis (Goldenseal) approx. 1.0 mi. S of site
GA Lysimachia fraseri (Fraser's Loosestrife) approx. 2.5 mi. SE of site
GA Veratrum woodii (Ozark Bunchflower) approx. 1.0 mi. S of site
Savannah River Lakes [DOD/COE] approx. 0.5 mi. W of site
TRAVELERS REST HS [GDNR] approx. 1.0 mi. SW of site
* Entries above proceeded by “US” indicates species with federal status in Georgia (Protected or
Candidate). Species that are federally protected in Georgia are also state protected; “GA”
indicates Georgia protected species.
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Appendix 2: Alternative 2
Alternative 2 Point 21 (-84.46844, 33.63348; NAD27):
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. N of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. NW of site
Alternative 2 Point 22 (-84.44771, 33.66410; NAD27):
GA Aimophila aestivalis (Bachman's Sparrow) approx. 2.0 mi. NE of site
GA Cypripedium acaule (Pink Ladyslipper) approx. 2.0 mi. N of site
US Symphyotrichum georgianum (Georgia Aster) approx. 1.0 mi. SW of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. NW of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. N of site
Alternative 2 Point 23 (-84.42191, 33.71824; NAD27):
Barksdale [County/Local] approx. 3.0 mi. W of site
Beecher Hills [County/Local] approx. 2.5 mi. NW of site
Ellison [County/Local] approx. 2.5 mi. NW of site
Greenspace approx. 1.0 mi. E of site
Greenspace approx. 1.0 mi. NW of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. SE of site
Greenspace approx. 3.0 mi. NW of site
Alternative 2 Point 24 (-84.40008, 33.77226; NAD27):
GA Falco peregrinus (Peregrine Falcon) approx. 1.0 mi. SE of site
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 2.0 mi. NE of site
Alternative 2 Point 25 (-84.37589, 33.81800; NAD27):
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 1.5 mi. SE of site
Greenspace approx. 1.0 mi. SE of site
Alternative 2 Point 25 N (-84.33381, 33.86755; NAD27):
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 2.0 mi. NE of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. NE of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. SE of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. W of site
Alternative 2 Point 26 N (-84.27724, 33.90580; NAD27):
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. S of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. S of site
Alternative 2 Point 27 N (-84.21068, 33.94595; NAD27):
Land Trust approx. 1.5 mi. SE of site
Greenspace 0.3 mi. W of site
Peachtree [DOD/COE] "private with easement or covenant" approx. 1.5 mi. NW of site
Alternative 2 Point 27 N (-84.15794, 33.98237; NAD27):
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Land Trust approx. 2.5 mi. S of site
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER GREENWAY [GDNR] approx. 2.5 mi. NW of site
Greenspace approx. 1.0 mi. W of site
Alternative 2 Point 28 N (-84.10941, 34.02535; NAD27):
Panax quinquefolius (American Ginseng) approx. 1.0 mi. S of site
Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area [NPS] 0.2 mi. NW of site
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. W of site
Alternative 2 Point 28 N (-84.05688, 34.07007; NAD27):
GA Hydrastis canadensis (Goldenseal) approx. 3.0 mi. W of site
GA Hydrastis canadensis (Goldenseal) approx. 2.5 mi. W of site
Panax quinquefolius (American Ginseng) approx. 2.5 mi. W of site
GA Veratrum woodii (Ozark Bunchflower) approx. 2.5 mi. W of site
GA Waldsteinia lobata (Barren Strawberry) approx. 2.5 mi. W of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. SW of site
Alternative 2 Point 29 N (-83.98065, 34.07028; NAD27):
GA Cypripedium acaule (Pink Ladyslipper) approx. 1.5 mi. NE of site
Greenspace 0.5 mi. W of site
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. NW of site
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. SW of site
Ivy Creek [DOD/COE] "private with easement or covenant" approx. 2.0 mi. SE of site
Mill Creek Nature Center 0.2 mi. E of site
Alternative 2 Point 30 N (-83.90465, 34.07711; NAD27):
Aesculus glabra (Ohio Buckeye) approx. 2.5 mi. SE of site
Panax quinquefolius (American Ginseng) approx. 2.5 mi. SE of site
GA Veratrum woodii (Ozark Bunchflower) approx. 2.5 mi. SE of site
Little Mulberry River Park [County/Local] approx. 2.0 mi. S of site
Alternative 2 Point 31 N (-83.82891, 34.09223; NAD27):
GA Cyprinella xaenura (Altamaha Shiner) approx. 1.5 mi. NE of site in Mulberry Creek
Tributaries
Alternative 2 Point 32 S (-84.30145, 33.80666; NAD27):
Land Trust approx. 1.5 mi. SW of site
GA Cambarus howardi (Chattahoochee Crayfish) approx. 1.0 mi. SW of site in Peachtree
Creek
Panax quinquefolius (American Ginseng) approx. 1.5 mi. W of site
Pd mesic broadleaf decid. forest (Piedmont Mesic Hardwood Forest) approx. 2.5 mi. SW
of site
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 1.5 mi. SW of site
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 1.5 mi. W of site
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 2.0 mi. SW of site
Greenspace 0.3 mi. SE of site
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Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. E of site
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. NW of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. SE of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. S of site
Johns Sanctuary Land Trust approx. 1.5 mi. NW of site
Alternative 2 Point 33 S (-84.24078, 33.84166; NAD27):
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. S of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. NW of site
Alternative 2 Point 33 S (-84.16963, 33.86521; NAD27):
Panax quinquefolius (American Ginseng) approx. 1.5 mi. NE of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. S of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. NE of site
Alternative 2 Point 34 S (-84.09873, 33.89707; NAD27):
GA Cypripedium acaule (Pink Ladyslipper) approx. 1.0 mi. N of site
GA Cypripedium parviflorum (Yellow Ladyslipper) [EXTIRPATED] approx. 1.0 mi. N of
site
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 1.5 mi. SE of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. W of site
Alternative 2 Point 35 S (-84.03779, 33.92864; NAD27):
GA Cyprinella xaenura (Altamaha Shiner) approx. 2.0 mi. N of site in a tributary to Yellow
River
Alternative 2 Point 36 S (-83.96908, 33.96872; NAD27):
GA Cyprinella xaenura (Altamaha Shiner) approx. 2.5 mi. NW of site in Yellow River
Alcovy River [High Priority Stream] approx. 1.5 mi. NE of site
Alternative 2 Point 37 S (-83.89974, 33.99207; NAD27):
GA Waldsteinia lobata (Barren Strawberry) approx. 2.0 mi. SW of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. SW of site
Apalachee River [High Priority Stream] approx. 1.0 mi. NE of site
Alternative 2 Point 38 S (-83.83042, 34.01707; NAD27):
No Natural Heritage Database occurrences
Alternative 2 Point 39 S (-83.80157, 34.05446; NAD27):
GA Cyprinella xaenura (Altamaha Shiner) approx. 1.0 mi. NE of site in Mulberry Creek
Tributaries
Alternative 2 Point 40 (-83.77135, 34.11191; NAD27):
US Amphianthus pusillus (Pool Sprite) approx. 2.0 mi. NW of site
Hemidactylium scutatum (Four-toed Salamander) approx. 2.5 mi. NW of site
US Isoetes melanospora (Black-spored Quillwort) approx. 2.0 mi. NW of site
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US Isoetes tegetiformans (Mat-forming Quillwort) approx. 2.0 mi. NW of site
Thompson Mill Forest [BOR (Board of Regents)] approx. 1.5 mi. W of site
Alternative 2 Point 41 (-83.70363, 34.12845; NAD27):
GA Cyprinella xaenura (Altamaha Shiner) approx. 1.5 mi. NW of site in Walnut Creek
Alternative 2 Point 42 (-83.63825, 34.15659; NAD27):
GUMLOG-RIVERMIST Land Trust approx. 2.5 mi. S of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. S of site
Alternative 2 Point 43 (-83.58512, 34.19278; NAD27):
No Natural Heritage Database occurrences
Alternative 2 Point 44 (-83.51769, 34.22257; NAD27):
Greenspace approx. 1.0 mi. SW of site
Alternative 2 Point 46 (-83.45844, 34.25884; NAD27):
GA Notropis scepticus (Sandbar Shiner) approx. 2.5 mi. NW of site in Grove Creek
Alternative 2 Point 47 (-83.40527, 34.29830; NAD27):
No Natural Heritage Database occurrences
Alternative 2 Point 48 (-83.34793, 34.33448; NAD27):
Panax quinquefolius (American Ginseng) approx. 2.0 mi. NW of site
GA Veratrum woodii (Ozark Bunchflower) approx. 2.0 mi. NW of site
Alternative 2 Point 49 (-83.28240, 34.36744; NAD27):
Clematis ochroleuca (Curly-heads) approx. 2.0 mi. E of site
GA Notropis scepticus (Sandbar Shiner) approx. 0.5 mi. NE of site in the Broad River
Alternative 2 Point 50 (-83.20675, 34.40056; NAD27):
No Natural Heritage Database occurrences
Alternative 2 Point 51 (-83.14719, 34.43501; NAD27):
No Natural Heritage Database occurrences
Alternative 2 Point 52 (-83.08343, 34.46450; NAD27):
No Natural Heritage Database occurrences
Alternative 2 Point 53 (-83.02345, 34.48555; NAD27):
Savannah River Lakes [DOD/COE] 0.2 mi. SW of site
TUGALOO SP [GDNR] "DOD/COE" approx. 2.0 mi. W of site
* Entries above proceeded by “US” indicates species with federal status in Georgia (Protected or
Candidate). Species that are federally protected in Georgia are also state protected; “GA”
indicates Georgia protected species.
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Appendix 3: Alternative 3
Alternative 3 Point 54 (-84.46649, 33.63132; NAD27),
US Symphyotrichum georgianum (Georgia Aster) approx. 1.5 mi. N of site
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. N of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. NW of site
Flint River [High Priority Stream] approx. 3.0 mi. E of site
Alternative 3 Point 55 (-84.44309, 33.69547; NAD27):
GA Aimophila aestivalis (Bachman's Sparrow) approx. 1.0 mi. SE of site
GA Cypripedium acaule (Pink Ladyslipper) approx. 0.5 mi. W of site
Greenspace approx. 1.0 mi. W of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. W of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. NE of site
Greenspace approx. 3.0 mi. W of site
Alternative 3 Point 56 (-84.41139, 33.75315; NAD27):
GA Falco peregrinus (Peregrine Falcon) approx. 1.5 mi. NE of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. SW of site
Alternative 3 Point 57 (-84.38978, 33.81389; NAD27):
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 2.0 mi. E of site
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 2.0 mi. SE of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. E of site
Wildwood Road Pro [County/Local] approx. 2.0 mi. E of site
Alternative 3 Point 58 (-84.34962, 33.86177; NAD27):
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. W of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. SE of site
Alternative 3 Point 59 (-84.28939, 33.91018; NAD27):
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 2.0 mi. SW of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. S of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. SW of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. SE of site
Alternative 3 Point 60 (-84.21845, 33.94213; NAD27):
Land Trust approx. 2.0 mi. SE of site
Greenspace 0.2 mi. NE of site
Peachtree [DOD/COE] approx. 1.5 mi. NW of site
Alternative 3 Point 61 (-84.15803, 33.98881; NAD27):
Land Trust approx. 3.0 mi. S of site
Greenspace approx. 1.0 mi. SW of site
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Alternative 3 Point 62 (-84.10156, 34.03536; NAD27):
Panax quinquefolius (American Ginseng) approx. 1.5 mi. S of site
Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area [NPS] approx. 0.5 mi. SW of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. W of site
Alternative 3 Point 61 N (-84.15609, 33.99053; NAD27):
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER GREENWAY [GDNR] approx. 2.0 mi. NW of site
Alternative 3 Point 62 N (-84.10162, 34.03703; NAD27):
GA Hydrastis canadensis (Goldenseal) approx. 3.0 mi. N of site
GA Hydrastis canadensis (Goldenseal) approx. 3.0 mi. N of site
Panax quinquefolius (American Ginseng) approx. 3.0 mi. N of site
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 3.0 mi. N of site
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. NE of site
Alternative 3 Point 63 N (-84.03274, 34.07551; NAD27):
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. SE of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. NE of site
Greenspace approx. 3.0 mi. N of site
Alternative 3 Point 64 N (-83.95397, 34.06239; NAD27):
Mill Creek Nature Center [Land Trust] approx. 1.0 mi. W of site
GA Cypripedium acaule (Pink Ladyslipper) approx. 1.5 mi. N of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. W of site
Ivy Creek [DOD/COE] approx. 0.5 mi. SE of site
Alternative 3 Point 65 N (-83.87441, 34.08433; NAD27):
Aesculus glabra (Ohio Buckeye) approx. 2.5 mi. S of site
GA Cyprinella xaenura (Altamaha Shiner) approx. 2.5 mi. N of site in Sherwood Creek
Panax quinquefolius (American Ginseng) approx. 2.0 mi. S of site
GA Veratrum woodii (Ozark Bunchflower) approx. 2.0 mi. S of site
Alternative 3 Point 66 N (-83.79446, 34.09621; NAD27):
US Amphianthus pusillus (Pool Sprite) approx. 2.5 mi. N of site
GA Cyprinella xaenura (Altamaha Shiner) approx. 1.5 mi. NW of site in Mulberry Creek
tributaries
Hemidactylium scutatum (Four-toed Salamander) approx. 2.5 mi. NW of site
US Isoetes melanospora (Black-spored Quillwort) approx. 2.5 mi. N of site
US Isoetes tegetiformans (Mat-forming Quillwort) approx. 2.5 mi. N of site
Thompson Mill Forest [BOR (Board of Regents)] approx. 1.5 mi. N of site
Alternative 3 Point 67 N (-83.73534, 34.06913; NAD27)
No Natural Heritage Database occurrences
Alternative 3 Point 68 N (-84.31890, 33.79243; NAD27):
Land Trust approx. 0.5 mi. SE of site
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GA Cambarus howardi (Chattahoochee Crayfish) approx. 0.5 mi. NE of site in Peachtree
Creek and tributaries
Panax quinquefolius (American Ginseng) approx. 1.0 mi. NW of site
Pd mesic broadleaf decid. forest (Piedmont Mesic Hardwood Forest) approx. 1.0 mi. S of
site
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) 0.4 mi. NW of site
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 1.0 mi. NW of site
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 1.0 mi. S of site
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. NE of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. N of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. SE of site
Greenspace approx. 2.5 mi. SE of site
Greenspace approx. 3.0 mi. S of site
Johns Sanctuary [Land Trust] approx. 2.0 mi. N of site
Alternative 3 Point 69 N (-84.26051, 33.83576; NAD27):
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. NW of site
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. SE of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. S of site
Alternative 3 Point 70 S (-84.18105, 33.85288; NAD27):
GA Nestronia umbellula (Indian Olive) approx. 3.0 mi. SE of site
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. SE of site
Alternative 3 Point 71 S (-84.11849, 33.89458; NAD27):
GA Cypripedium acaule (Pink Ladyslipper) approx. 1.5 mi. NE of site
GA Cypripedium parviflorum (Yellow Ladyslipper) [EXTIRPATED] approx. 1.5 mi. NE of
site
Panax quinquefolius (American Ginseng) approx. 2.0 mi. SW of site
GA Schisandra glabra (Bay Star-vine) approx. 2.5 mi. SE of site
Greenspace approx. 1.0 mi. W of site
Greenspace approx. 1.5 mi. W of site
Alternative 3 Point 72 S (-84.05114, 33.91632; NAD27):
GA Cyprinella xaenura (Altamaha Shiner) approx. 3.0 mi. N of site in a tributary to Yellow
River
Alternative 3 Point 73 S (-83.98256, 33.96144; NAD27):
GA Cyprinella xaenura (Altamaha Shiner) approx. 2.5 mi. N of site in the Yellow River
GA Sedum pusillum (Granite Stonecrop) approx. 3.0 mi. SE of site
Alternative 3 Point 74 S (-83.91334, 33.98984; NAD27):
GA Waldsteinia lobata (Barren Strawberry) approx. 1.0 mi. S of site
GA Waldsteinia lobata (Barren Strawberry) approx. 1.5 mi. SW of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. S of site
Alcovy River [High Priority Stream] approx. 1.0 mi. SW of site
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Apalachee River [High Priority Stream] approx. 1.5 mi. NE of site
Alternative 3 Point 75 S (-83.83806, 34.01834; NAD27):
Little Mulberry River Park [County/Local] approx. 2.5 mi. NW of site
Alternative 3 Point 76 S (-83.77644, 34.03646; NAD27):
GA Cyprinella xaenura (Altamaha Shiner) approx. 2.0 mi. N of site in Mulberry Creek
tributaries
Alternative 3 Point 77 (-83.65882, 34.06245; NAD27):
MULBERRY [Land Trust] approx. 2.0 mi. SE of site
Alternative 3 Point 78 (-83.58217, 34.05072; NAD27):
MULBERRY2 [Land Trusts] approx. 2.0 mi. W of site
GA Cyprinella xaenura (Altamaha Shiner) approx. 0.5 mi. S of site in the Middle Oconee
River
Alternative 3 Point 79 (-83.51717, 34.02533; NAD27):
BEAR CREEK [Land Trusts] approx. 3.0 mi. S of site
COOK [Land Trust] approx. 0.5 mi. SW of site
GA Cyprinella xaenura (Altamaha Shiner) approx. 2.5 mi. S of site in the Middle Oconee
River
Kenney Ridge [Land Trust] approx. 2.5 mi. SE of site
Alternative 3 Point 80 (-83.44638, 34.00670; NAD27):
FENNELL [Land Trust] approx. 2.0 mi. NE of site
NATURE WALK [Land Trust] approx. 1.0 mi. SW of site
GA Cyprinella xaenura (Altamaha Shiner) approx. 2.5 mi. SW of site in the Middle Oconee
River
Bowden Park [Land Trust] approx. 2.5 mi. S of site
North Oconee River [High Priority Stream] approx. 1.5 mi. NE of site
Alternative 3 Point 81 (-83.37418, 34.00812; NAD27):
KESLER [Land Trust] approx. 3.0 mi. N of site
Five Acre Woods [Land Trust] approx. 2.0 mi. S of site
Greenspace 0.3 mi. NW of site
Greenspace approx. 1.0 mi. NW of site
Greenspace approx. 2.0 mi. S of site
NORTH OCONEE RIVER GREENWAY [GDNR] approx. 3.0 mi. S of site
ORANGE TWIN [Land Trust] approx. 1.0 mi. NE of site
Sandy Creek Nature Center [County/Local] approx. 1.5 mi. S of site
Sandy Creek Park [County/Local] approx. 1.0 mi. N of site
North Oconee River [High Priority Stream] approx. 1.0 mi. SW of site
Alternative 3 Point 82 (-83.30179, 34.00281; NAD27):
THOMAS FARM [Land Trust] approx. 1.5 mi. S of site
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Tyto alba (Barn owl) approx. 2.0 mi. SE of site
Foxhall Farms [Land Trust] approx. 0.5 mi. NW of site
Langdale [Land Trust] approx. 1.5 mi. S of site
Alternative 3 Point 83 (-83.25895, 34.05207; NAD27):
NOAHS LANDING [Land Trust] approx. 3.0 mi. SE of site
ROLLING OAKS [Land Trusts] approx. 0.5 mi. S of site
Alternative 3 Point 84 (-83.20623, 34.10986; NAD27):
No Natural Heritage Database occurrences
Alternative 3 Point 85 (-83.15302, 34.15091; NAD27):
Hexastylis shuttleworthii var. harperi (Harper Wild Ginger) approx. 2.0 mi. E of site
GA Moxostoma robustum (Robust Redhorse) approx. 2.0 mi. N of site in the Broad River
Moxostoma sp. 4 (Brassy Jumprock) approx. 2.5 mi. N of site
GA Notropis scepticus (Sandbar Shiner) approx. 2.5 mi. N of site in the Broad River
Odum Tract [Land Trust] approx. 1.5 mi. NE of site
Alternative 3 Point 86 (-83.10009, 34.20531; NAD27):
Juniperus communis var. depressa (Ground Juniper) approx. 2.5 mi. SW of site
BROAD RIVER NA [GDNR] approx. 1.5 mi. SW of site
Broad River [High Priority Stream] approx. 2.0 mi. SW of site
Alternative 3 Point 87 (-83.04685, 34.24967; NAD27)
No Natural Heritage Database occurrences
Alternative 3 Point 88 (-82.98736, 34.28742; NAD27)
No Natural Heritage Database occurrences
Alternative 3 Point 89 (-82.90946, 34.31540; NAD27):
Tyto alba (Barn owl) 0.3 mi. SE of site
Alternative 3 Point 90 (-82.83729, 34.33155; NAD27):
GA Haliaeetus leucocephalus (Bald Eagle) approx. 2.0 mi. NE of site
GA Haliaeetus leucocephalus (Bald Eagle) approx. 2.5 mi. E of site
GA Notropis scepticus (Sandbar Shiner) approx. 2.0 mi. NE of site in the Savannah River
Trillium discolor (Pale Yellow Trillium) approx. 3.0 mi. SE of site
HART COUNTY WMA [GDNR] approx. 1.5 mi. SW of site
Hartwell Farms I [Land Trust] 0.3 mi. SW of site
Savannah River Lakes [DOD/COE] 0.3 mi. N of site
* Entries above proceeded by “US” indicates species with federal status in Georgia (Protected or
Candidate). Species that are federally protected in Georgia are also state protected; “GA”
indicates Georgia protected species.
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8. CULTURAL RESOURCES COORDINATION

DRAFT NOVEMBER 2018

1200 New Jersey Ave, SE
Washington, DC 20590

July 9, 2015

Re:

Early Coordination for Tier I EIS for the Atlanta to Charlotte
Passenger Rail Corridor Investment Plan (PRCIP)

Dear :
The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) in coordination with the Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) is in the early stages of preparing a Tier I Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
as a part of the Atlanta to Charlotte Passenger Rail Corridor Investment Plan (PRCIP) study, which will
evaluate the proposed development of intercity passenger rail service between Atlanta, Georgia and
Charlotte, North Carolina. In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969,
the Tier I EIS will evaluate route alternatives, station locations, and levels of service, including travel
times and number of stops, for the approximately 280-mile study corridor. The Tier I EIS is being
prepared in cooperation with GDOT, South Carolina DOT (SCDOT), North Carolina DOT (NCDOT) and
FRA.
In accordance with NEPA, projects receiving Federal financial assistance, or requiring issuance of a
Federal permit or other form of Federal approval must evaluate potential transportation, social, economic,
and environmental impacts that could significantly affect the quality of the human environment. As such,
this Tier I EIS will provide a discussion of environmental impacts, including historic and cultural
resources, as well as inform both decision makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives that would
avoid or minimize impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.
The purposes of the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP are to improve intercity travel and mobility between
Atlanta and Charlotte by expanding the region’s transportation capacity and reliable mode choices
through improvements in passenger rail services, to reduce travel times, and to provide an alternative to
highway and air travel in a manner that is safe, reliable, and cost-effective while avoiding, minimizing,
and mitigating impacts on neighborhoods and the environment. A refinement of early conceptual
engineering alignments has resulted in the identification of three route alternatives to fulfill the purposes
of the proposed PRCIP (see attached map).
For the PRCIP, GDOT proposed three broad route alternatives in the Atlanta to Charlotte corridor, from
which GDOT developed three initial Study Areas. The Study Areas for cultural resources were defined by
the broad route alternatives, and all previously identified archaeological and historic resources in those
DUHDV í LQFOXGLQJ KLVWRULF EXLOGLQJV VWUXFWXUHV EULGJHV UDLOroads, and sites – will be identified for the
Tier I analysis. To date, the identification process has utilized only existing cultural resource inventories
and databases, maintained by state and Federal cultural resource management agencies (i.e. SHPOs,
NPS), the results of which will be compiled in the Tier I Draft EIS (DEIS). At this time, FRA and GDOT
are inviting potential consulting parties to provide information with regards to any historic or
archaeological resources that may be of concern located within the vicinity of the Tier I EIS route
alternatives presented in the attached map.
The Tier I EIS will be prepared with a conceptual level of engineering; therefore, the corresponding
environmental analyses are evaluated in a proportional manner. As the lead federal agency, FRA is
deferring individual identification and evaluation of historic and cultural resources and formal initiation
of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act until the Tier II NEPA analysis process when
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alternative selection becomes better defined. The Tier I EIS will establish the likely presence of known
historic and cultural properties within the Study Areas for each route alternative through research and
coordination with potential consulting parties. The Tier I EIS will provide the project sponsors with
sufficient information to determine a general route location, general station locations, and definition of the
general operating and capital requirements of the intercity passenger rail corridor. A completed Tier I
EIS, with a Record of Decision (ROD), will allow for further engineering and, should a build alternative
be selected, site-specific environmental documentation would be included in a Tier II NEPA analysis.
The Atlanta to Charlotte corridor for the analysis of environmental resources has been established in the
following counties: Mecklenburg, Gaston, and Cleveland Counties in North Carolina; Cherokee, York,
Spartanburg, Greenville, Pickens, Laurens, Anderson, and Oconee Counties in South Carolina; and Hart,
Stephens, Franklin, Habersham, Banks, Madison, Clarke, Jackson, Barrow, Hall, Gwinnett, Fulton, and
DeKalb Counties in Georgia.
The compilation of known historic and archaeological resources located within the Study Areas for the
route alternatives will be included in the Tier I DEIS. These results will be available upon request to
potential consulting parties so that future project partners may become familiar with the results and the
progress of the Tier I EIS as it relates to cultural resources. Potential consulting parties and tribal partners
which express interest in the project will have the opportunity to review and comment on the findings of
the cultural resources screening within the Tier I DEIS document per 36 CFR 800.4(b)(2) and 36 CFR
800.8.
The potential consulting parties identified as part of the Tier I EIS are listed at the bottom of this letter.
FRA and GDOT will develop a more refined list of consulting parties during the Tier II NEPA process
when Section 106 consultation is formally initiated and individual identification and evaluation of historic
resources is undertaken. If you are aware of other organizations or individuals that may be interested in
cultural resources associated with the Tier I EIS Study Areas that are not identified below, please forward
their names to the project team.
Any written responses to documentation or information regarding the project provided as part of the Tier I
EIS should be directed to the project team as follows:
HNTB Corporation
3715 Northside Parkway
200 Northcreek, Suite 800
Atlanta, Georgia 30327
Attn: Charlotte Weber
chweber@hntb.com
If you have any general questions about the Atlanta-Charlotte PRCIP, please contact John Winkle of my
staff at 202-493-6067 or John.Winkle@dot.gov. If you have additional questions or concerns regarding
cultural resources please direct them to the following individuals:
x
x
x

Historic resource concerns can be can be addressed to Charlotte Weber of HNTB Corporation (404946-5712 or chweber@hntb.com);
Archaeological resource or Native American concerns, including cemeteries, can be addressed to Jim
Pomfret of the GDOT Office of Environmental Services (404-631-1256 or jpomfret@dot.ga.gov);
and
Questions concerning the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP may be addressed to Harry Boxler of the GDOT
Division of Intermodal (404-631-1225 or hboxler@dot.ga.gov).

We appreciate your assistance in this matter.
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Sincerely,

David Valenstein
Chief, Environment and Planning Division
Federal Railroad Administration
cc: Mr. James Pomfret, GDOT, Archeology Team Leader
Ms. Teresa Lotti, GDOT, History Team Leader
Mr. Chad Carlson, GDOT, Historian
Dr. Gail D’Avino, GDOT, Assistant State Environmental Administrator
Mr. Harry Boxler, GDOT Rail Planner
Ms. Charlotte Weber, HNTB, Sr. Environmental Planner/Sr. Historian
Distribution:
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Atlanta Regional Commission
Atlanta Urban Design Commission
Charlotte Regional History Consortium
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Historic Landmarks Commission
Georgia Mountains Regional Commission
Georgia State Historic Preservation Officer
National Park Service - Southeast Region
North Carolina State Historic Preservation Officer
North Carolina Office of Archives and History
Northeast Georgia Regional Commission
South Carolina Department of Archives and History - State Historic Preservation Officer
Tribal Partners:
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians
United Keetoowah Band
Cherokee Nation
Poarch Band of Creek Indians
Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana
Muscogee (Creek) Nation National Council
Kialegee Tribal Town
Muscogee (Creek) Nation
Thlopthlocco Tribal Town
Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas
Seminole Nation of Oklahoma
Catawba Indian Tribe
Tuscarora Nation
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Figure 1: Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP Study Route Alternatives

1200 New Jersey Ave, SE
Washington, DC 20590

July 9, 2015
John Fowler
Executive Director
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite #803, Old Post Office Building
Washington, D.C., 20004
Re:

Early Coordination for Tier I EIS for the Atlanta to Charlotte
Passenger Rail Corridor Investment Plan (PRCIP)

Dear John Fowler:
The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) in coordination with the Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) is in the early stages of preparing a Tier I Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
as a part of the Atlanta to Charlotte Passenger Rail Corridor Investment Plan (PRCIP) study, which will
evaluate the proposed development of intercity passenger rail service between Atlanta, Georgia and
Charlotte, North Carolina. In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969,
the Tier I EIS will evaluate route alternatives, station locations, and levels of service, including travel
times and number of stops, for the approximately 280-mile study corridor. The Tier I EIS is being
prepared in cooperation with GDOT, South Carolina DOT (SCDOT), North Carolina DOT (NCDOT) and
FRA.
In accordance with NEPA, projects receiving Federal financial assistance, or requiring issuance of a
Federal permit or other form of Federal approval must evaluate potential transportation, social, economic,
and environmental impacts that could significantly affect the quality of the human environment. As such,
this Tier I EIS will provide a discussion of environmental impacts, including historic and cultural
resources, as well as inform both decision makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives that would
avoid or minimize impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.
The purposes of the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP are to improve intercity travel and mobility between
Atlanta and Charlotte by expanding the region’s transportation capacity and reliable mode choices
through improvements in passenger rail services, to reduce travel times, and to provide an alternative to
highway and air travel in a manner that is safe, reliable, and cost-effective while avoiding, minimizing,
and mitigating impacts on neighborhoods and the environment. A refinement of early conceptual
engineering alignments has resulted in the identification of three route alternatives to fulfill the purposes
of the proposed PRCIP (see attached map).
For the PRCIP, GDOT proposed three broad route alternatives in the Atlanta to Charlotte corridor, from
which GDOT developed three initial Study Areas. The Study Areas for cultural resources were defined by
the broad route alternatives, and all previously identified archaeological and historic resources in those
DUHDV í LQFOXGLQJ KLVWRULF EXLOGLQJV VWUXFWXUHV EULGJHV UDLOroads, and sites – will be identified for the
Tier I analysis. To date, the identification process has utilized only existing cultural resource inventories
and databases, maintained by state and Federal cultural resource management agencies (i.e. SHPOs,
NPS), the results of which will be compiled in the Tier I Draft EIS (DEIS). At this time, FRA and GDOT
are inviting potential consulting parties to provide information with regards to any historic or
archaeological resources that may be of concern located within the vicinity of the Tier I EIS route
alternatives presented in the attached map.

1200 New Jersey Ave, SE
Washington, DC 20590

August 3, 2015
Mr. Thomas Yahola
Speaker
Muscogee (Creek) Nation National Council
PO Box 158
Okmulgee, OK 74447
Re:

Early Coordination for Tier I EIS for the Atlanta to Charlotte
Passenger Rail Corridor Investment Plan (PRCIP)

Dear Mr. Thomas Yahola:
The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) in coordination with the Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) is in the early stages of preparing a Tier I Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) as a
part of the Atlanta to Charlotte Passenger Rail Corridor Investment Plan (PRCIP) study, which will evaluate
the proposed development of intercity passenger rail service between Atlanta, Georgia and Charlotte, North
Carolina. In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the Tier I EIS will
evaluate route alternatives, station locations, and levels of service, including travel times and number of
stops, for the approximately 280-mile study corridor. The Tier I EIS is being prepared in cooperation with
GDOT, South Carolina DOT (SCDOT), North Carolina DOT (NCDOT) and FRA.
In accordance with NEPA, projects receiving Federal financial assistance, or requiring issuance of a Federal
permit or other form of Federal approval must evaluate potential transportation, social, economic, and
environmental impacts that could significantly affect the quality of the human environment. As such, this
Tier I EIS will provide a discussion of environmental impacts, including historic and cultural resources, as
well as inform both decision makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives that would avoid or
minimize impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.
The purposes of the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP are to improve intercity travel and mobility between Atlanta
and Charlotte by expanding the region’s transportation capacity and reliable mode choices through
improvements in passenger rail services, to reduce travel times, and to provide an alternative to highway and
air travel in a manner that is safe, reliable, and cost-effective while avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating
impacts on neighborhoods and the environment. A refinement of early conceptual engineering alignments
has resulted in the identification of three route alternatives to fulfill the purposes of the proposed PRCIP (see
attached map).
For the PRCIP, GDOT proposed three broad route alternatives in the Atlanta to Charlotte corridor, from
which GDOT developed three initial Study Areas. The Study Areas for cultural resources were defined by
the broad route alternatives, and all previously identified archaeological and historic resources in those areas
− including historic buildings, structures, bridges, railroads, and sites – will be identified for the Tier I
analysis. To date, the identification process has utilized only existing cultural resource inventories and
databases, maintained by state and Federal cultural resource management agencies (i.e. SHPOs, NPS), the
results of which will be compiled in the Tier I Draft EIS (DEIS). At this time, FRA and GDOT are inviting
potential consulting parties to provide information with regards to any historic or archaeological resources
that may be of concern located within the vicinity of the Tier I EIS route alternatives presented in the
attached map.
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The Tier I EIS will be prepared with a conceptual level of engineering; therefore, the corresponding
environmental analyses are evaluated in a proportional manner. As the lead federal agency, FRA is deferring
individual identification and evaluation of historic and cultural resources and formal initiation of Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act until the Tier II NEPA analysis process when alternative selection
becomes better defined. The Tier I EIS will establish the likely presence of known historic and cultural
properties within the Study Areas for each route alternative through research and coordination with potential
consulting parties. The Tier I EIS will provide the project sponsors with sufficient information to determine a
general route location, general station locations, and definition of the general operating and capital
requirements of the intercity passenger rail corridor. A completed Tier I EIS, with a Record of Decision
(ROD), will allow for further engineering and, should a build alternative be selected, site-specific
environmental documentation would be included in a Tier II NEPA analysis.
The Atlanta to Charlotte corridor for the analysis of environmental resources has been established in the
following counties: Mecklenburg, Gaston, and Cleveland Counties in North Carolina; Cherokee, York,
Spartanburg, Greenville, Pickens, Laurens, Anderson, and Oconee Counties in South Carolina; and Hart,
Stephens, Franklin, Habersham, Banks, Madison, Clarke, Jackson, Barrow, Hall, Gwinnett, Fulton, and
DeKalb Counties in Georgia.
The compilation of known historic and archaeological resources located within the Study Areas for the route
alternatives will be included in the Tier I DEIS. These results will be available upon request to potential
consulting parties so that future project partners may become familiar with the results and the progress of the
Tier I EIS as it relates to cultural resources. Potential consulting parties and tribal partners which express
interest in the project will have the opportunity to review and comment on the findings of the cultural
resources screening within the Tier I DEIS document per 36 CFR 800.4(b)(2) and 36 CFR 800.8.
The potential consulting parties identified as part of the Tier I EIS are listed at the bottom of this letter. FRA
and GDOT will develop a more refined list of consulting parties during the Tier II NEPA process when
Section 106 consultation is formally initiated and individual identification and evaluation of historic
resources is undertaken. If you are aware of other organizations or individuals that may be interested in
cultural resources associated with the Tier I EIS Study Areas that are not identified below, please forward
their names to the project team.
Any written responses to documentation or information regarding the project provided as part of the Tier I
EIS should be directed to the project team as follows:
HNTB Corporation
3715 Northside Parkway
200 Northcreek, Suite 800
Atlanta, Georgia 30327
Attn: Charlotte Weber
chweber@hntb.com
If you have any general questions about the Atlanta-Charlotte PRCIP, please contact John Winkle of my staff
at 202-493-6067 or John.Winkle@dot.gov. If you have additional questions or concerns regarding cultural
resources please direct them to the following individuals:
•
•
•

Historic resource concerns can be can be addressed to Charlotte Weber of HNTB Corporation (404-9465712 or chweber@hntb.com);
Archaeological resource or Native American concerns, including cemeteries, can be addressed to Jim
Pomfret of the GDOT Office of Environmental Services (404-631-1256 or jpomfret@dot.ga.gov); and
Questions concerning the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP may be addressed to Harry Boxler of the GDOT
Division of Intermodal (404-631-1225 or hboxler@dot.ga.gov).
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We appreciate your assistance in this matter.
Sincerely,

David Valenstein
Chief, Environment and Planning Division
Federal Railroad Administration
cc: Mr. James Pomfret, GDOT, Archeology Team Leader
Ms. Teresa Lotti, GDOT, History Team Leader
Mr. Chad Carlson, GDOT, Historian
Dr. Gail D’Avino, GDOT, Assistant State Environmental Administrator
Mr. Harry Boxler, GDOT Rail Planner
Ms. Charlotte Weber, HNTB, Sr. Environmental Planner/Sr. Historian
Distribution:
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Atlanta Regional Commission
Atlanta Urban Design Commission
Charlotte Regional History Consortium
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Historic Landmarks Commission
Georgia Mountains Regional Commission
Georgia State Historic Preservation Officer
National Park Service - Southeast Region
North Carolina State Historic Preservation Officer
North Carolina Office of Archives and History
Northeast Georgia Regional Commission
South Carolina Department of Archives and History - State Historic Preservation Officer
Tribal Partners:
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians
United Keetoowah Band
Cherokee Nation
Poarch Band of Creek Indians
Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana
Muscogee (Creek) Nation National Council
Kialegee Tribal Town
Muscogee (Creek) Nation
Thlopthlocco Tribal Town
Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas
Seminole Nation of Oklahoma
Catawba Indian Tribe
Tuscarora Nation
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Figure 1: Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP Study Route Alternatives

July 27, 2015
David Valenstein
Chief, Environment and Planning Division
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
Washington, DC 20590
Attn: John Winkle
RE:

Atlanta to Charlotte Rail Corridor Investment Plan (PRCIP)
Statewide, Georgia
HP-150721-003

Dear Mr. Valenstein,
The Historic Preservation Division (HPD) has received initial information concerning the above
referenced project requesting comments pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. Our
comments are offered to assist the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the Georgia Department of
Transportation (GDOT) in complying with the provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.
Thank you for notifying us of this federal undertaking. While we have publicly available collections of
research files, including National Register of Historic Places, Historic Resource Survey, Identified Sites,
and Environmental Review, HPD is unable to provide this service for you. Please see our website
(www.georgiashpo.org) for additional information on setting an appointment to research these files.
You may find it helpful to check "NAHRGIS," Georgia’s web-based geographical information system
that has information about the state’s archaeological and historic resources. It is available at
https://www.gnahrgis.org. Please note that information about archaeological sites is restricted in
NAHRGIS and not all historic resources are included. We look forward to receiving Section 106
compliance documentation, once available.
Please refer to project number HP 150721-003 in future correspondence regarding this project. If we
may be of further assistance, please contact me at (770) 389-7851 or jennifer.dixon@dnr.ga.gov.
Sincerely,

Jennifer Dixon, MHP, LEED Green Associate
Program Manager
Environmental Review & Preservation Planning
Cc:

Charlotte Weber, HNTB Corporation
Jim Pomfret, GDOT
Terri Lotti, GDOT
Chad Carlson, GDOT

Charlotte Weber
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Caitlin Haire <caitlinh@ccppcrafts.com>
Monday, August 03, 2015 11:11 AM
Charlotte Weber
Early Coordination for Tier I EIS for the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP

Ms. Weber,
Dr. Wenonah Haire spoke with Mr. John Winkle on the phone about this project. The Catawba's concerns are
more specific to Section 106 when a route has already been established. If you have any other questions let me
know. Thanks
Caitlin

-Caitlin Totherow
Catawba Indian Nation
Tribal Historic Preservation Office
1536 Tom Steven Road
Rock Hill, SC 29730
803-328-2427 ext. 226
Caitlinh@ccppcrafts.com
*Please Note: We CANNOT accept Section 106 forms via e-mail, unless requested. Please send us hard
copies. Thank you for your understanding*
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North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources
State Historic Preservation Office
Ramona M. Bartos, Administrator

Governor Pat McCrory
Secretary Susan Kluttz

Office of Archives and History
Deputy Secretary Kevin Cherry

August 13, 2015
Charlotte Weber
HNTB Corporation
3715 Northside Parkway
200 Northcreek, Suite 800
Atlanta, GA 30327
chweber@hnbtb.com
Re:

Atlanta, Georgia to Charlotte, North Carolina Passenger Rail Corridor, Multi County, ER 15-1649

Dear Ms. Weber:
We have received information concerning the above referenced project.
After reviewing the information provided and based on the general physical location, we have decided to
withhold our comments regarding any extant archaeological resources until the final passenger rail corridor has
been determined. This recommendation is, in part, based on North Carolina’s not having determined any
archaeological site of such significance that it required preservation on place.
Please review the locaton and information about known above ground historic properties at:
www.gis.ncdcr.gov/hpoweb/.
The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR
Part 800.
Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have questions concerning the above comment,
contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental review coordinator, at 919-807-6579 or
environmental.review@ncdcr.gov. In all future communication concerning this project, please cite the above
referenced tracking number.
Sincerely,

Ramona M. Bartos
cc:

John Winkle, john.winkle@dot.gov

Location: 109 East Jones Street, Raleigh NC 27601

Mailing Address: 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 27699-4617 Telephone/Fax: (919) 807-6570/807-6599

Charlotte Weber
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Pomfret, Jim <jpomfret@dot.ga.gov>
Wednesday, August 19, 2015 2:37 PM
Charlotte Weber
Response from UKB

FYI
Jim Pomfret
Archaeology Team Leader
Georgia Department of Transportation
Office of Environmental Services
600 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, GA 30308
Phone: 404.631.1256
Cell: 404.314.0669
Fax: 404.631.1916

-----Original Message----From: Lisa LaRue-Baker - UKB THPO [mailto:ukbthpo-larue@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 2:34 PM
To: Pomfret, Jim
Cc: ebird@unitedkeetoowahband.org
Subject: Tier 1 EIS for the Atlanta to Charlotte Passenger Rail Corridor Investment Plan
Jim, I am looking over the letter of July 9 from David Valenstein.
We, of course, want to be involved in the consultation for this project. Looking forward to working with you on this.
Lisa

Lisa C. Baker
Acting THPO
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma PO Box 746 Tahlequah, OK 74465

c 918.822.1952
ukbthpo-larue@yahoo.com

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to
whom they are addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify the system manager. This message
contains confidential information and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named addressee you
should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you have
received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. If you are not the intended recipient you are
notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents of this information is strictly
prohibited.
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Please FOLLOW our historic preservation page and LIKE us on FACEBOOK

________________________________
Traffic fatalities are on the rise since the beginning of 2015 and Georgia could see the first increase in nine years! Many
of these fatalities are the result of distracted driving. DriveAlert ArriveAlive implores motorists to drive responsibly. 1—
buckle up; 2—stay off the phone/no texting; and 3—drive alert. Visit www.dot.ga.gov/DS/SafetyOperation/DAAA.
#ArriveAliveGA
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Charlotte Weber
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Young, Doug <DYoung@AtlantaGa.Gov>
Tuesday, August 25, 2015 12:16 PM
Charlotte Weber
Keane, Tim; Jacks, Charletta; Lewis, Jonathan
Early Coordination for Tier I EIS for Atlanta to Charlotte Passsenger Rail Corridor
Investmant Plan (PRCIP)

Charlotte –
I hope all is well. I wanted to respond to our correspondence date July 9, 2015 regarding the Tier I EIS for the Atlanta to
Charlotte Passenger Rail Corridor Investment Plan. I have reviewed the materials that were enclosed with the
correspondence, including the small scale map of the alternative routes. Based on this small scale map, it appears that
within the City of Atlanta corporate limits, the various alternatives follow a similar route from the Hartsfield-Jackson
International Airport area, through southern Atlanta, through Downtown, and through north east Atlanta generally
following the I-85 corridor. Given the Tier I nature of the research (and corresponding the lack of definition of an APE),
the City’s Office of Planning will only be able to provide a very general response to the request for information regarding
potential historic resources along the route.
Assuming our reading of the alternatives route map is correct, along that route there are about 26 neighborhoods,
portions of neighborhoods, or commercial areas (all with a variety of resource types) that are either listed in the
National Register of Historic Places or likely eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, including but not
limited to the following areas (from south to north):
Hammond Park
Glenrose Heights
Perkerson
Sylvan Hills
Lakewood Heights (listed)
Polar Rock
Joyland
Capitol View Manor
South Atlanta (individual listings)
Pittsburgh (listed)
Mechanicsville
Peoplestown
Summerhill
South Downtown / “Terminus” (various listings)
Sweet Auburn / Martin Luther King, Jr. (various listings – individual, districts, and National Landmarks)
Old Fourth Ward (portion is listed)
Downtown Atlanta (various listings – individual and districts)
Midtown (various listings – individual and districts)
Georgia Tech Campus (portion is listed)
Home Park
Ansley Park (listed)
Ardmore
Loring Heights
Sherwood Forest
Brookwood Hills (listed)
1

Piedmont Heights
Pine Hills
As you might already know, the Transportation Division Staff in our office is participating in the study process from the
perspective of transportation analysis vs. environmental analysis. Jonathan Lewis, cc’ed on this email, is our Assistant
Manager of Transportation Planning and is aware of this process / study.
For the purposes of environmental review (and particularly Section 106 review), please consider the City of Atlanta’s
Office of Planning a consulting party for this process / study. We look forward to receiving additional materials and
information as the study progresses.
Please let me know if you have any questions about our response and/or if our office can be of assistance with the
study. If our reading of the small scale map isn’t accurate, please let us know that as well so that we can provide a more
focused response to the actual alternatives being considered. Thanks.

Doug Young, Assistant Director
Office of Planning / Atlanta Urban Design Commission
Department of Planning and Community Development
55 Trinity Avenue, SW, Suite 3350
Atlanta, GA 30303
dyoung@atlantaga.gov
404-330-6145 (ph - office)
404-330-6702 (ph - direct)
404-546-8799 (e-fax)
www.atlantaga.gov (City website)
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1. OVERVIEW
The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) awarded the Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT)
$4,100,000 for the High Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program on November 18, 2011 for FY 2010. FRA
and GDOT are preparing a Passenger Rail Corridor Investment Plan (PRCIP) to evaluate high-speed rail
along the 280-mile Atlanta, GA to Charlotte, NC corridor. A Tier I Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
and Service Development Plan (SDP) will be completed as a part of this PRCIP Tiering Process

1.1 PROJECT LOCATION
The Atlanta to Charlotte High-Speed Rail Corridor begins in Atlanta, GA, travels northeast through portions
of South Carolina and extends to Charlotte, NC. The exact logical termini of the corridor routes have not
yet been established and will be finalized as a part of the PRCIP which will address connectivity to
proposed and existing passenger rail stations, airports, and other regional transportation services along the
corridor. In particular, the project will consider connectivity to the proposed Georgia MultiModal Passenger
Terminal (MMPT) and Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport (H-JAIA) in Atlanta, and the
Gateway Station and Charlotte-Douglas International Airport, as well as connectivity to the Southeast High
Speed Rail (SEHSR) in Charlotte. The potential corridor route alternatives include the Norfolk Southern
(NS) railroad corridor (also referred to as the Southern Crescent Corridor route), the I-85 corridor, and a
Greenfield corridor that is yet to be established. These corridor alternatives were previously defined as a
result of the 2008 Volpe Center Report Evaluation of High-Speed Rail Options in the Macon-AtlantaGreenville-Charlotte Rail Corridor (2008 Volpe Center Report) and agreements between GDOT and FRA1.
The PRCIP plans to build upon the findings of the 2008 Volpe Center Report by further examining these
and other potentially feasible alternatives. Based on this work, two route alternatives have been initially
identified: the existing Southern Crescent Corridor owned by Norfolk Southern Railroad, which is currently
used by Amtrak to provide passenger rail service, and the I-85 interstate highway corridor which offers the
opportunity to take advantage of grade-separated, publicly owned right-of-way between the two cities. Two
additional shared use alternatives, CSX Augusta through Augusta, GA, Columbia, SC and Rock Hill, SC
and CSX Athens, via Athens, GA, Greenwood, SC and Rock Hill. Additionally, the I-20 and I-77 corridor
offers another interstate alternative through Augusta, Columbia, and Rock Hill. A Greenfield corridor(s) is
a final alternative which offers the opportunity to define a fully grade-separated route alignment which has
optimal geometric characteristics for high-speed passenger rail service. Other potentially feasible routes
may also be identified if they meet the basic requirements of the purpose and need statement for the
corridor. As a part of the alternatives development analysis, the study will analyze corridor alternatives,
station locations, and service technologies including diesel and electrified operations, service frequency and
hours of service. Other route alternatives may also be evaluated pending the outcome and identification of
additional alternatives from the agency and public scoping meetings.

1.2 TIERING PROCESS
The Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP includes a Tier I EIS. The tiering environmental analysis process takes an
approach of conducting two or more rounds, or “tiers”, of environmental review rather than preparing a
single EIS document as the basis for approving the entire project. In a Tier I document, the lead agency
1

See http://www.sehsr.org/reports/hsr/eval_hsr_options.pdf
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typically prepares an EIS that analyzes a program or large project on a broad scale, in this case an Atlanta to
Charlotte high-speed rail corridor. In Tier II, the lead agency prepares one or more additional NEPA
documents, which examine individual component projects or sections identified within the Tier I EIS
process in greater detail.

1.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Atlanta to Charlotte Corridor was first introduced as a part of the SEHSR that connects Atlanta to
Washington, DC. GDOT included the corridor in their most recent 2009 State Rail Plan following the 2008
Volpe Center Report of the corridor (which included the extension from Atlanta to Macon, GA). This
corridor is part of the strategic vision for passenger rail service in Georgia as well as the Southeast region,
and will include considerations for intermodal connections in Atlanta and Charlotte, as well as intermediate
cities. For example, the passenger rail service may link to existing or proposed intercity rail services, longdistance airline travel at each city, intercity, regional and local transit services, all of which will be governed
by the location of terminal points and service scheduling for the benefit of the regional traveling public. It
should be noted that while this study will focus on the Atlanta-Charlotte Corridor, considerations will be
made for other high-speed and passenger rail efforts along the SEHSR and Northeast Corridor.
As previously mentioned, the potential, already identified corridor alternatives include the NS and CSX
railroads, the I-85 and I-20/I-77 corridors, and a Greenfield corridor. Figure 1 illustrates the project corridor
and study area.
Within these corridors, the study team will evaluate the potential of the following options:
•

Shared use operations using diesel-electric technology (FRA Class 6 track);

•

Dedicated operations2 using diesel-electric technology with the opportunity for future electrification
(FRA Class 7 track)3; and

•

Dedicated operations using electrified technology options (FRA Class 8-9 track).

Once the corridors have been evaluated at a high-level, the route alternatives will be screened to the most
feasible alternatives and go through refinement before beginning detailed analysis.

2
“Dedicated” refers to predominately grade-separated and passenger-only operations (no concurrent freight operations) except in “last mile”
segments in urban areas approaching stations.
3

The PRCIP will evaluate traditional high-speed rail services levels; however, in addition it will also evaluate this “hybrid” concept, first
outlined in the GDOT High Speed Rail Planning Services utilizing a diesel-electric technology with an operation to upgrade to full
electrification as demand increases.
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Figure 1.1: Atlanta to Charlotte Study Area

The PRCIP will determine the environmental impacts and operations of the refined corridor alternatives and
technologies for passenger rail service between the cities of Atlanta and Charlotte and will also conduct a
general financial analysis including cost, ridership, and revenue. These, along with other user and non-user
benefits will be used in the evaluation of the benefit cost and operating ratios of each alternative to assist in
determining a preferred alternative. Additionally, this project will evaluate the environmental, economic
and social impacts of each of the refined route alternatives. Once these activities are completed, the study
will establish a preferred route alternative and technology for advancement to a Tier II environmental
evaluation. The PRCIP will outline the operational characteristics of the preferred alternative and provide a
phasing and implementation plan and will also identify Tier II projects.
Because the PRCIP includes a high-level corridor analysis, the study will not include a number of factors or
decisions as a part of the study. The major factors and decision points that will not be evaluated as a part of
the PRCIP include:
•

Specific track alignments within the NS corridor and I-85 corridor;

•

Specific greenfield sub-alignment options;
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•

Specific treatment of design elements (e.g., interchanges, rail/road crossings, bridges, viaducts);

•

Specific equipment; and

•

Specific locations, design, elevation requirements, and funding partnership for stations.

This corridor includes a variety of transportation agencies and stakeholders that will ultimately be affected
by the outcomes of the study. NS owns the railroad between Atlanta and Charlotte and CSX Transportation
owns railroad within the Atlanta area that will be evaluated as a potential connection to the proposed
Georgia MMPT in Atlanta.
Currently, Amtrak operates passenger rail service along the NS corridor twice daily connecting passengers
from the southeastern to the northeastern U.S. The corridor also includes the I-85 corridor between the two
cities, affecting the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the GA, SC and NC Departments of
Transportation (GDOT, SCDOT, NCDOT), and Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs). Finally, the
Greenfield corridor could have an impact on all of the stakeholders previously mentioned as well as private
property owners, local municipalities, and businesses, dependent upon the final corridor, which will be
determined as a part of the alternatives development analysis.
As required by NEPA, but also an important aspect of any planning study, the PRCIP will include an
expansive stakeholder and public outreach effort that will allow all affected parties an opportunity to learn
about the project and present concerns and comments on all aspects of the conceptual design, operational
findings and environmental impacts of high-speed rail service in the corridor. The list of stakeholders along
with public outreach techniques are highlighted within this Public Involvement Plan/Coordination Plan
(PIP/CP) (refer to Appendix A). Known stakeholders include FRA, GDOT, NCDOT, SCDOT, FHWA, NS,
CSX Transportation, Amtrak, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), local transit operators, MPOs, county
and local governments. It will be determined during the scoping process whether these stakeholders will be
cooperating or participating agencies during the NEPA process.

1.4 PUBLIC OUTREACH AND AGENCY COORDINATION PURPOSE
To support the successful delivery of this project, the public involvement process has been designed to
involve and inform as many citizens and stakeholders as possible during the planning efforts for the
environmental and operational documentation of this process. Together, GDOT and partnering agencies are
committed to ensuring that the development and evaluation of the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP components,
alternatives and final products reflect extensive involvement and input by all stakeholders and the public.
This PIP/CP provides a framework for all outreach and communications activities related to the Atlanta to
Charlotte PRCIP including the development of the SDP and development of the Tier I EIS that will select a
preferred alternative for the ultimate design and construction of the Atlanta-Charlotte Corridor.
The PIP/CP includes methods for soliciting input from the public on the purpose and need of the project as
well as issues to be addressed in both the service development planning and environmental study. The
service development planning and NEPA scoping processes are combined to facilitate efficiency and to
streamline project delivery. These methods address interagency outreach and engagement, community
outreach and engagement, environmental justice outreach, media and government relations, and public
relations. The PIP/CP documents and addresses all federal and state requirements relevant to public
involvement activities, identify target audiences, identify stakeholder and public involvement goals and
objectives for the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP, and highlights specific tools and strategies that will be
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utilized throughout the course of the environmental process. The proposed strategies will be designed to
specifically address the needs of identified target audiences, but the PIP/CP will remain flexible enough to
accommodate additional opportunities to address public involvement goals that present themselves during
ongoing Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP outreach efforts.
The PIP/CP will specifically address the following:
•

Federal and state requirements regulating public involvement activities;

•

Public involvement goals and objectives;

•

Target audiences;

•

Outreach tools, techniques, and strategies for engaging stakeholders and the public including:


Public workshops,



Interviews,



Open houses,

•

Media outreach;

•

Ongoing team activities supporting the stakeholder and public involvement process;

•

Environmental justice involvement efforts;

•

Section 106 consulting party efforts;

•

NEPA scoping activities;

•

External communications protocol;

•

Government relations;

•

Monitoring of effectiveness of ongoing stakeholder and public involvement activities;

•

Phasing the PIP/CP;

•

Schedule of public involvement activities; and

•

Stakeholder and public involvement process documentation.

1.5 LEGISLATIVE/REGULATORY FRAMEWORK
The Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP must be developed with the full involvement of the public to ensure a
timely and successful implementation. Federal laws and regulations set guidelines to ensure the public’s
participation in transportation related projects. FRA and GDOT, in concert with other key federal and state
agencies, will strive to go beyond the mandated laws to fully engage the public in the identification of
mutually agreeable solutions that will meet the purpose and need of the project. The PIP/CP will adhere to
include the following guidelines.
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1.5.1 Federal
National Environmental Policy Act

Public involvement is an important part of the NEPA process. NEPA’s success as an environmental
disclosure documentation and problem-solving policy depends on full disclosure to the public and open
decision-making on the part of the federal agencies involved. Therefore, federal agencies must make
diligent efforts to involve the public and those opportunities are identified within this PIP/CP. In addition to
the public participation methods identified herein, the public will be afforded the opportunity to comment on
the agencies actions during the following project milestones:
•

Notice of Intent;

•

Public scoping meetings;

•

Public comment period on the NEPA document;

•

Public information open houses; and

•

Public hearing open house.

Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act

In June and July 2012, Congress passed, and President Obama signed into law the Moving Ahead for
Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21), that is the reauthorization of transportation funding and guidance on
transportation practices, including NEPA best practices. However, because FRA does not fall under the
new MAP-21 legislation, the NEPA guidelines for the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP will follow the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). The
PIP/CP will be modified if there are any changes in guidance under MAP-21 that would affect the Atlanta to
Charlotte corridor. Both laws are important and relevant to the Atlanta-Charlotte Corridor due to the
inclusion of the I-85 corridor as a build alternative. This will result in FHWA’s involvement in the PRCIP
with additional sets of regulations that must be considered as a part of the evaluation.Adopted in August 2005, Section 6001 SAFETEA-LU (23 USC 139) provides guidance on both
metropolitan and statewide planning processes, as well as explanations of new approaches for linking
planning activities with the overall project development process, including NEPA requirements and
associated implementing regulations.
Specific reference to public involvement for transportation planning studies and project development is
made in Section 450.318, which states that, to the extent practicable, development of transportation planning
studies shall involve consultation with, or joint efforts among, the MPO, state, and public transportation
operator(s). These regulations will be followed in the implementation of this PIP/CP.
In addition, 23 CFR 771.111 sets forth the requirements under NEPA for early coordination, public
involvement, and project development in the processing of highway and urban mass transit projects.
Specifically, it states that state public involvement/public hearing procedures must provide for:
•

Coordination of public involvement activities and public hearings with the entire NEPA process;

•

Early and continuing opportunities during project development for the public to be involved in the
identification of social, economic, and environmental impacts, as well as impacts associated with
relocation of individuals, groups, or institutions;
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•

One or more public hearings or the opportunity for hearing(s) to be held by the state highway agency
at a convenient time and place; and

•

Reasonable notice to the public of either a public hearing or the opportunity for a public hearing.

All public involvement techniques anticipated under this PIP/CP are designed to comply with these
regulations.
Americans with Disabilities Act

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) encourages the involvement of persons with disabilities in the
development and improvement of transportation plans, services and facilities. ADA provides
accommodations for persons with disabilities for all public involvement activities, including access to
meetings and communicating effectively with people who have hearing, vision, or speech difficulties.
Title VI of Civil Rights Act of 1964

Section 601 states that “no person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or national origin,
be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any
program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance”. Protected classes include:
•

Race: U.S. Census categories define race;

•

Color: Discrimination based on skin color or complexion; and

•

National Origin: foreign born ancestry.

Title VI applies institution-wide and it applicable to both federal aid recipients and subrecipients.
Executive Orders 12989 and 13166 – Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898 defines environmental justice as the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of
all people, regardless of race, ethnicity, income, or education level, in transportation decision-making.
Executive Order 13166 further provides for Limited English Proficiency persons requiring all recipients of
federal funds to take reasonable steps to ensure meaningful access to their programs and activities. All
environmental justice outreach activities anticipated under this public involvement plan will meet these
regulations.

1.5.2 State
GDOT conducts public information open houses and public hearing open houses under procedures
described in “The Plan Development Process”, Policies & Procedures Section 4055-1 on Public
Involvement, and the Official Code of GA Annotated (O.C.G.A §50-13-3).4
Additionally, GDOT has adopted a comprehensive Public Involvement Plan and a Public Involvement
Policy, as outlined in Chapter 4 of the GDOT Environmental Procedures Manual.5 These documents
represent a conscious effort to create more proactive programs and initiatives that form additional

4

http://www.dot.ga.gov/doingbusiness/policiesmanuals/roads/pdp/4050-1.pdf

5

http://www.dot.state.ga.us/doingbusiness/PoliciesManuals/roads/Environmental/GDOT-EPM-Chap04.pdf
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partnerships and provide greater opportunities to involve residents and other stakeholders in transportation
planning and project development.

2. PROJECT TEAM
FRA and GDOT are co-lead agencies for the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP. Partnering Agencies/Entities may
include, but are not limited to:
•

NS Railroad;

•

CSX Transportation;

•

Amtrak;

•

SCDOT;

•

NCDOT;

•

FHWA; and

•

FTA.

The Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP will be managed by the HNTB Atlanta Office and the GDOT Atlanta
Office. The following provides an overview of each of the consultants’ responsibilities.
HNTB Corporation – HNTB will be responsible for the overall project management as well as task
leadership for both the NEPA Compliance and service development planning. Additionally, HNTB will
lead conceptual engineering and capital costs for two of the three corridor alternatives (NS and I-85).
HNTB will conduct a review of all available funding/financing sources and Public Private Partnership
opportunities. For NEPA Compliance, HNTB will be responsible for the environmental investigation and
reporting as well as the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts associated with water quality, ecological
systems, wetlands, endangered species, flood hazards, natural resources, elderly and handicapped
populations, recreational opportunities, 4(f) resources, environmental sustainability, transportation, historic
resources and the operational period.
Parsons Brinkerhoff (PB) – PB will support HNTB in the Service Planning and NEPA compliance
activities. Specifically, PB will develop the greenfield alignment and provide the conceptual engineering
and capital costs for the greenfield alignment as a part of the alternatives development analysis. PB will be
responsible for station locations and assessments as well as maintenance facilities. PB will also provide
research and recommendations on vehicle technologies. For NEPA compliance, PB will be responsible for
the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts associated with air quality, noise/vibration, energy resources,
aesthetic and design quality, land use, environmental justice, public health, public safety/hazmat,
socioeconomic environment, archeological resources, and the construction period impacts.
Steer Davies Gleave (SDG) – SDG is responsible for the development and implementation of the travel
demand model and the associated ridership and revenue estimates for service year and future horizon year
(2025 and 2050, respectively).
TEMS, Inc. – TEMS is responsible for the development of the operations planning and the final operation
plan associated with all alternatives considered during the alternatives development analysis. TEMS will
produce train schedules and frequencies as inputs for the ridership and revenue forecasts. TEMS will
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calculate and provide operations and maintenance cost forecasts for the service and horizon years (2025 and
2050, respectively). TEMS will also provide a user and non-user benefit analysis (i.e., operating ratio and
benefit cost ratio). As a part of the Tier I EIS, TEMS will conduct an economic impact analysis that will
look at the impacts to jobs, growth, development and tax base.

3. KEY PROJECT ISSUES
Throughout the process, key project issues will be vetted through both agency and public involvement.
Identified project issues include, but are not limited to, the following:

3.1 STATION LOCATIONS
An initial station location analysis will be based on the 2008 Volpe Center Report.6 The study team will
evaluate the performance of each station as it relates to ridership volumes and determine the optimal number
of stations and more precise station locations. It is anticipated that station locations will become substantial
issues with local stakeholders and the public based on proximity to residential and downtown areas.

3.2 COORDINATION WITH CLASS 1 RAILROADS
The NS Southern Crescent and CSX right-of-way will be evaluated as alternatives in the service
development planning. It will be imperative to include NS and CSX during the PRCIP process as an
important stakeholder to coordinate future planning efforts and ensure that the parameters set within the
service development planning are in conjunction with respective policy and plans.

3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRAINTS
The Atlanta- Charlotte PRCIP will evaluate multiple alternatives within the study corridor. One of the key
issues will be the identification of environmental constraints along each of the alternatives including, but not
limited to, wetlands, streams, lakes, habitats, historical/archeological and community resources, and
environmental justice populations. This study will calculate these impacts and evaluate the mitigation
potential for each. Environmentally critical areas may constitute a fatal flaw for an alternative, and will be
an important factor towards the identification of the preferred alternative moving forward into the SDP.

3.4 CONNECTIVITY
3.4.1 High Speed and Other Rail Initiatives
Connectivity to other high-speed rail efforts will be critical in Charlotte, as the Charlotte to Raleigh Corridor
is also underway in the design phase. Ensuring a smooth transition and integration between these two
segments will be essential to the success of the overall SEHSR corridor from Washington, DC to Atlanta.
Consideration will also need to be made for an overall high-speed, intercity and commuter rail network and
the interaction of this high-speed rail corridor with other rail projects in the region.

6

http://www.sehsr.org/reports/hsr/eval_hsr_options.pdf
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3.4.2 Intermodal Facilities
Intermodal connectivity around proposed stations will be critical to the development of strong ridership
volumes through the understanding of how passengers will be able to access the high-speed rail corridor.
Connectivity at the terminal cities will be the most critical part of this evaluation, especially with the
proposed development of multi-modal terminals in both cities.

3.4.3 Airport Connectivity
Integration with existing airports will provide an additional connection to other modes of travel within the
southeastern U.S. H-JAIA is the largest airport in the U.S., and connectivity between rail and air in the
Atlanta region will be critical to the success of the Atlanta to Charlotte high-speed rail corridor. Further,
connectivity between rail and air travel in Charlotte will also provide additional passenger volume for the
corridor, as Charlotte is a well-known connection airport for the region.

4. GOALS AND PRINCIPLES
4.1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT GOALS
Public involvement goals for the Atlanta to Charlotte Tier I EIS include:
Goal: Clearly communicating the process from project initiation through completion.
Strategy: In order to create clear expectations, the environmental and public involvement process
will be clearly defined and explained from the outset through completion. The PIP/CP will be
refined as the project moves forward to address unexpected scheduling conflicts, additional
stakeholders that arrive late into the process, etc. However, at all stages, planning participants and
the public will be kept appraised of where the process stands and community concerns will be
regularly monitored.
•

Educating the public on the environmental studies as it relates to the project;

•

Providing information in a comprehensive, yet, understandable manner; and

•

Ensuring the federal, state, regional and local government agencies and key stakeholders
within the project study area are well informed at every stage.

Goal: Ensure meaningful participation for all stakeholders.
Strategy: In order for collaboration to be fully successful, collaboration must involve a wide variety
of stakeholder agendas including governmental/public-sector administrators and service providers
(city, county, region and state), political interests, businesses and property owners, residents, the
development community, and other special interests.
•

Conduct a public outreach effort to gather input from all populations along the study corridor
including student populations, environmental justice communities, businesses, government,
transit and transportation authorities and citizen groups; and
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•

Utilize local residents, business owners, and vendors throughout the community to the extent
feasible and practicable to provide services that support the outreach process.

Goal: Create realistic expectations of project outcomes.
Strategy: In order to maintain public and agency expectations regarding the outcome and results of
the PRCIP, it will be imperative for FRA and GDOT to be proactive in anticipating the concerns and
issues.
•

Begin agency and stakeholder outreach in the early stages of the project to convey the
purpose and goal of the PRCIP; and

•

Continue to keep stakeholders updated on a regular basis through a variety of communication
methods including a project website, social and print media, and email to ensure that the
goals and objectives remain a focus of public and agency outreach.

4.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PRINCIPLES
Based on the identified public involvement goals, several principles provide the foundation for the PIP/CP.
These principles support the goals of the PIP/CP and ensure that the environmental and selection of
alternatives processes serve the public interest. These principles include:
1

Facilitating early involvement by agency and public stakeholders in identifying corridor issues
and opportunities
•

2

Building an understanding of the project and credibility in decision-making for the
environmental process.

Understand and respect varying stakeholder agendas
It is critical to understand that different stakeholders represent different and sometimes conflicting
agendas. Finding the appropriate middle ground requires a detailed understanding of what each
party is trying to achieve:

3

•

Establishing and maintaining productive partnerships with individuals and organizations who
are interested in the project; and

•

Providing information to the media proactively throughout the environmental process.

Use a variety of formats for seeking public input
Just as different stakeholders have diverse agendas, it is important to recognize that people respond
differently to diverse public involvement methods. In this regard, this process will utilize a wide
variety of input mechanisms depending upon the audience and circumstance. Over the course of the
plan, input and consensus will be achieved through such measures as, but not limited to, one-on-one
interviews, short-answer survey questions, and more traditional public presentations. The project
team will also leverage relationships with existing committees, advisory groups, and citizen
organizations to expand participation efforts within and beyond the study corridor. Strategies
include:
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•

Providing assistant services at public workshops and meetings (such as court reporters and
translators) so all interested residents can participate in the process;

•

Providing a constructive format for collaboration that facilitate the dissemination of
information while encouraging discussion and consensus-building;

•

Utilizing alternative forms of outreach including webinars, video conferencing, virtual public
meetings, and social media; and

•

Figure 4.1 illustrates the overall public input and decision-making process that will take
information from all of the outreach strategies described above.

Figure 4.1: Public/Agency Input and the Decision-Making Process

4

Maintaining an administrative record that clearly tracks all residents and stakeholders and
their input into the decision-making process
The administrative record will be developed and maintained consisting of papers, documents,
memoranda and studies that will ultimately be used by FRA in making a decision concerning the
Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP documentation. Included in the administrative record will be a database
of all comments and input from stakeholders and the public. The project team will develop a
systematic approach for documenting and filing all comments received by GDOT and FRA. Tasks
include:
•

Developing a database system with filing organization;

•

Collecting and filing all comments received by GDOT and FRA; and

•

Documenting and filing all comment responses.

4.3 UPDATING THE PIP/CP
This PIP/CP addresses stakeholder and public outreach activities through the service development planning
and environmental phases of the Atlanta to Charlotte Tier I EIS effort. Due to the nature of this project and
the potential for new stakeholder and new information as the study progresses this PIP/CP will be updated
as necessary throughout the duration of the project.

5. STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION
All interested stakeholders including, federal, state, and local agencies will have the opportunity to
participate in the development of the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP. This participation is fundamental in
providing information to FRA and GDOT and all cooperating agencies to fully understand and assess
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potential impacts and benefits from the proposed project. Early and continuing stakeholder participation will
allow GDOT and the resource agencies to be aware of perceived issues, concerns, and impacts, and provide
opportunities for the agencies to discuss and comprehensively address these concerns.
The Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP has a comprehensive list of interested parties that will be expanded as
project efforts continue (Appendix A). This list identifies an initial list of interested parties, the type of
stakeholder, and the anticipated participation level for each. Participation levels are defined as follows:
•

Stakeholder: A person, group, or organization that realizes a direct or indirect impact or benefit (or
an interest in the project) based upon the outcome of the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.

•

Partner: Class 1 Railroads – NS and CSX

6. AGENCY INVOLVEMENT
As outlined in the SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 Environmental Review Process Checklist and in cooperation
with FRA, this PIP/CP has been developed for federal and state resource and regulatory agencies. The
PIP/CP is intended to define the process by which the study and FRA shall communicate information about
the project to the lead, cooperating, participating and other agencies. The plan will identify early
coordination efforts, identify cooperating and participating agencies, and establish the timing and form for
agency involvement in defining the project’s purpose and need and study area, as well as the range of
alternatives to be investigated. The following provides a description of agency involvement.
•

Lead Agency: FRA, the federal agency with primary responsibility for complying with NEPA on the
proposed project.

•

Cooperating Agency: May be any federal agency other than the lead agency that has discretionary
authority over the proposed action, jurisdiction by law, or special expertise with respect to the
environmental impacts expected to result from the proposed Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP.

•

Participating Agency: Defined as an agency that may have an interest in the project and is afforded
an opportunity for involvement in the development of the Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP. Participating
agencies also may provide the lead and cooperating agencies access to information integral to
understanding and assessing the potential impacts and benefits of the proposed the Atlanta to
Charlotte PRCIP.

6.1 INVITATIONS TO COOPERATING AND PARTICIPATING AGENCIES
FRA and GDOT will distribute invitations to cooperating and participating agencies. FRA will be
responsible for inviting federal agencies and Native American Tribal Governments. GDOT will be
responsible for inviting all state, regional, and local agencies. Invitations will be sent by certified mail or email with verification of receipt. The PIP/CP will also be included with the invitation. A copy of each
invitation will be maintained in the project file. The invited agencies will have 45 days to respond to the
invitation and to comment on the Draft Scoping Document.

6.1.1 Responding to an Invitation
If a federal agency chooses to decline, the response letter (hard copy, electronic email, or fax the signed
form that will be included in packet) must state that the agency:
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•

Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project;

•

Has no expertise or information relevant to the project; or

•

Does not intend to submit comments on the project.

If the federal agency’s response does not state the agency’s position in these terms, then the agency will be
treated as a participating agency. A state, regional or local agency or a Native American Tribal Government
must respond affirmatively to the invitation to be designated as a participating agency.

6.2 AGENCY MEETINGS
FRA and GDOT will conduct several agency meetings that will include representatives from North and
South Carolina DOTs, FHWA, FTA, and other federal, state, regional and local agencies. Because of the
large geographic area of the study corridor, the following meetings will be web-based and or utilize video
conferencing:
•

Agency Scoping Meeting (Webinar); and

•

Corridor Alternatives Development Meeting.7

7. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES
FRA and GDOT will initiate outreach activities to the public, key stakeholders and target audiences to
introduce the project to the community, frame the structure of the public involvement process and articulate
how input will be integrated into the planning process. FRA and GDOT will establish a variety of
techniques to provide the public and stakeholders the opportunity to participate in the master plan and
environmental study throughout the planning process. Due to the magnitude of the study area, the public
involvement activities will focus on virtual outreach such as webinars, social media, newsletters and website
materials. It is thought that these activities will provide information to a larger group than public meetings
alone. The following are the major objectives for outreach:
•

Education and outreach on the NEPA processes will be the cornerstone for this public involvement
process;

•

Material and messages developed will be clear and understandable; and

•

Comments received from public outreach activities, based on established criteria to comply with the
NEPA process, will be documented and responded to.

The public involvement program will be consistent with the study’s practices and will be developed to
effectively obtain and incorporate public comments without jeopardizing or interfering with an objective
and unbiased technical analysis of this project’s impact.
Outreach activities will be varied in their approach in order to encourage participation across different
audiences, with sensitivity to the fact that groups receive information in different ways. The following are

7

Corridor Alternative Development meeting will be conducted if deemed necessary after the Corridor Alternative Development Report per FRA
guidance.

DRAFT / MAY 2013

14

ATLANTA to CHARLOTTE PASSENGER RAIL CORRIDOR INVESTMENT PLAN |

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT/COORDINATION PLAN

tools that may be used to actively engage stakeholders and the public. This PIP/CP is a document that will
continue to develop as the project progresses and the programs are tailored to meet the needs.

7.1 COMMUNICATION TOOLS
The project team understands the need to maintain open and accessible communication with environmental
justice populations and will use the appropriate communication tools to achieve this objective.
Newsletters: A one-page, color newsletter will be distributed during outreach efforts and public
meetings in both electronic and hardcopy formats. The publication will also be distributed to public
officials, elected officials, and interested stakeholders. A maximum of three (3) newsletters will be
produced and distributed.
Public Website: The existing GDOT website will be used to post project information (e.g.,
upcoming events, date, time and location of meetings, materials, contact information, etc.) regarding
the project. The project team will be responsible for updating the website.
www.dot.ga.gov/AtlantaCharlotteHSR
Surveys: Utilizing different survey techniques including online surveys and meeting surveys allows
the project team to reach a wide variety of people. Questions will be formed to gather input on
commuting practices, potential impacts, and aspects to improve quality of life. No survey will take
more than 5 minutes to complete. This can include website and smart phone applications. Further, if
more detailed information is needed along the corridor, the project team may distribute surveys
through school systems in order to obtain results from a wider range of people within the study area
as compared to only public meetings.
Social Media: Social media will be leveraged, such as Facebook and/or Twitter, to post information
regarding the project such as meeting information, newsletters, links to online surveys, links to other
media, and website updates.
Master Email and Mailing List: A master email and mailing list database of contacts will be
developed using information supplied by cities and counties in the project area, FRA, and from
previous studies in the area. The project team will maintain and update the email and mailing list
through the life of the project.

7.2 PUBLIC MEETINGS
The public meetings will be an open house format to allow attendees to review exhibits, discuss issues with
project personnel, and provide written and verbal comments. Virtual online public meetings will also be
provided for those unable to attend the meetings in person.
Task/Deliverables:

•

NEPA Scoping Meetings: One (1) Public and Stakeholder Scoping Meeting will be conducted in
each of the three study corridor states (Georgia, North Carolina, and South Carolina) for a total of
three (3) public scoping meetings. Included in this subtask is the identification of appropriate
stakeholders for inclusion in the meetings and advertising the meetings for public attendance as well
as mailing invitation letters and scoping packets to appropriate stakeholders. All responses will be
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maintained as a part of the Administrative Record. In addition appropriate agencies will be
identified for inclusion in the meeting. The project team will maintain and document all responses
as part of the Administrative Record.
•

A Scoping Comment Summary will be prepared that includes a list of attendees and notes relating
to issues identified and applicable comments. The Scoping Comment Summary will also be
prepared that lists, in table format, the issues identified and provided to FRA for review and
approval.

•

Draft EIS Public Hearings: The public hearings (3) will be held along the corridor in central
locations and will be held during the corridor evaluation stage to solicit input from the public in
support of this process. The team will prepare appropriate display and presentation materials.

•

For each meeting, the team will provide a sign-in sheet, exhibits, handouts, and a questionnaire. The
team will summarize each round of public meetings in a technical memo. The team will provide
summary documentation following the public meeting and hearing following the close of the
comment period.

Schedule:

•

Scoping Meetings (including Agency and Public Scoping meetings) – June 2013

•

Draft EIS Public Hearing (including Comment Summary Documentation) – Spring/Summer 2014

7.3 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE INVOLVEMENT EFFORTS
Ample opportunity must be provided for meaningful input from all interested participants and this extends
to environmental justice communities along the study corridor who may utilize the facility in the future.
Participants must be aware their issues have been heard and understood. Outreach to these communities and
populations identified in conjunction with GDOT and partners will be crafted based on local preferences
and input on effectively capturing the needs and reactions of these communities with respect to the Atlanta
to Charlotte PRCIP . Based on the study team’s previous experience and lessons learned working with
environmental justice communities, proposed outreach methods include:
•

Leveraging minority business associations, establishing a grass-roots approach with local
communities and leaders using existing active citizen groups, faith-based organizations, and other
community facilities and produce information materials for those groups;

•

Utilizing connections established through diverse groups of leaders representing community
organizations, advocacy groups, coalitions, environmental justice groups, and local governments;

•

Providing translation services, as needed, to ensure suitable communication; and

•

Adhering to ADA requirements for public information.

7.4 SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTY EFFORTS
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires the FRA and the GDOT, in consultation with
the Georgia, South Carolina, and North Carolina State Historic Preservation Officers, to identify potential
consulting parties and to invite them to participate in the Section 106 process. Also, on behalf of FHWA, in
keeping with a government-to-government relationship and in compliance with 36CFR800, the Tribal
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Governments will also be invited to participate in the Section 106 process for this project. The full list of
invited potential consulting parties and Tribal Governments to be invited will be added to the PIP/CP at the
time the Section 106 process is initiated.

7.5 ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD
The Administrative Record will be developed and maintained consisting of papers, documents,
memorandum and studies that will ultimately be used by FRA in making a decision concerning the Atlanta
to Charlotte PRCIP documentation.8 The project manager will ensure all information related to the NEPA
process is filed and organized for easy accessibility and provides thorough information to FRA.

7.6 COMMUNICATIONS PROTOCOL
Official Comments

The Atlanta to Charlotte High-Speed Rail Tier I EIS is partially federally funded; therefore, the project will
undergo a NEPA process. The Council for Environmental Quality requires that all federal agencies make
information available to the public officials and citizens regarding the social and environmental impacts of
any federal funded transit related action before decisions are made. Each of the comments gathered and
their individual responses will become part of the administrative record. To comply, the following process
will be followed in gathering “Official Comments”:
•

Only written comments on GDOT/Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP specific forms;

•

Formal comments addressed to Glenn Bowman, PE, State Environmental Administrator or other
officials at the GDOT’s Office of Environmental Services;

•

Formal comments addressed to John Winkle, Transportation Industry Analyst at FRA;

•

Comments taken from court reporters available at Public Information Open Houses/Public
Information Hearings;

•

Specific comment forms provided through the website; and

•

Comment cards available to the public at project events.

Examples of comments not recorded in the “Official Record”:
•

Posts on Facebook;

•

Phone calls;

•

Unsolicited emails to non-official personnel;

•

Twitter threads; and/or

•

Blog comments.

8

Administrative Record will follow guidelines identified in Maintaining a Project File and Preparing an Administrative Record for a NEPA
Study, AASHTO Practitioner’s Handbook 01, July 2006.
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8. PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFECTIVNESS EVALUATION
The project team, in cooperation with FRA and GDOT team leaders, will monitor and evaluate the
effectiveness of the PIP/CP by using performance measures and goals. Measuring what is most effective
will have to be continuously monitored.
As the public outreach and involvement processes develops, FRA, GDOT, state and federal partners, and
the NEPA team will evaluate the effectiveness of the public involvement process using performance
measures such as number of public participants at meetings, how the meetings were advertised, and how
successful the effort appears to have been. As the process moves forward and through cooperative efforts
from the project team, agencies, and citizens; adjustments and the incorporation of new techniques and
measures will be developed to continuously strengthen the effectiveness of public outreach and
involvement.
In addition to analyzing feedback from participants, team evaluation of specific outreach activities will
consider the following questions:
•

Was the method successful in reaching the intended audience?

•

Did the method result in an opportunity for the audience to receive, consider, and react to
information?

•

Did the method provide the project team an adequate opportunity to share information and listen to
the audience’s response?

•

Was the information provided clearly understood by the audience?

Continuous adjustments will be made during the process to ensure effective, two-way communication with
stakeholders and the general public.

9. SCHEDULE
The Atlanta to Charlotte High-Speed Rail Tier I EIS project began June 2012 and is scheduled to be
completed (through a Record of Decision) in June 2015. The PIP/CP will need to be applied throughout this
study process, whereas the public involvement activities are expected to have more a focus during certain
deliverables as outlined in Figure 9-1 on the following page.
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Figure 9.1: Atlanta to Charlotte High-Speed Rail Passenger Rail Corridor Investment Plan Schedule
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STAKEHOLDERS
The following is a working draft of key stakeholders for the Atlanta to Charlotte Corridor as of May 2013. The list will continue to be updated and expanded
during the public involvement process.

1. FEDERAL AGENCIES
Agency

Contact

Title

Address

City

State

FRA

Randy Brown

Regional Manager - Gulf States

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE, MS-20

Washington

DC

FRA

John Winkle

Transportation Industry Analyst

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE, Rm38-311

Washington

DC

FHWA - Georgia

Katy Allen

61 Forsyth Street, SW, Suite 17T100

Atlanta

GA

FHWA - South Carolina

Patrick Tyndall

1835 Assembly Street, Suite 1270

Columbia

SC

FHWA - North Carolina
FTA - Region IV

Clarence Coleman
Yvette G. Taylor, Ph.D

310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410
230 Peachtree St., N.W. Suite 800

Raleigh
Atlanta

NC
GA

US Department of the Interior
US Army Engineer Division, South
Atlantic Division
Advisory Council for Historic
Preservation

Gregory Hogue
Major General Todd T.
Semonite

Environmental Team Leader
Planning & Environmental Program
Manager
Preconstruction & Environment
Director
Regional Administrator
Regional Environmental Officer;
Regional Offices - Atlanta
Commander - South Atlantic
Division

75 Spring Street, SW, Suite 144

Atlanta

GA

Atlanta

GA

Washington

DC

US EPA - Region 4

Ntale Kajumba

Office of the Executive Director
NEPA Program Office, Office of
Policy and Management

6 Forsyth Street, SW, Room 9M15
Old Post Office Building, 1100
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW Suite 803
Sam Nunn Federal Center,
61 Forsyth Street, SW

Atlanta

GA

NPS - Southeast Region

David Vela

Regional Director

100 Alabama Street, SW 1924 Building

Atlanta

GA

US Fish and Wildlife - Region 4

Cindy Dohner

Regional Director

1875 Century Boulevard, Suite 400

Atlanta

GA

John Fowler
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2. State/Local Agencies
Agency

Contact

Title

Address

City

State

GDOT - Project Management

Derrick Cameron

Project Manager

600 West Peachtree Street, NW

Atlanta

GA

GDOT - Intermodal

Carol Comer

Director of Intermodal

600 West Peachtree Street, NW

Atlanta

GA

GDOT - NEPA

Glenn Bowman, PE

600 West Peachtree Street, NW

Atlanta

GA

GDOT - NEPA

Gail D'Avino, Ph.D.

State Environmental Administrator
Assistant State Environmental
Administrator

600 West Peachtree Street, NW

Atlanta

GA

NC DOT - Rail Division

Anthony L. Fuller

1553 Mail Service Center

Raleigh

NC

SC DOT - Intermodal
Georgia DNR - Historic Preservation
Division

Doug Frate

Director
Interim Deputy Secretary for
Intermodal and Freight Programs
Division Director & Deputy State
Historic Preservation Officer

955 Park Street
254 Washington Street, SW
Ground Level

Columbia

SC

Atlanta

GA

Appalachian Regional Commission

Executive Director

DC

State Historic Preservation Officer

1666 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 700
SC Department of Archives and History,
8301 Parklane Road

Washington

SC State Historic Preservation Office

Tom Hunter
W. Eric Emerson,
Ph.D.

Columbia

SC

NC State Historic Preservation Office

Kevin Cherry Ph.D.

State Historic Preservation Officer

4610 Mail Service Center

Raleigh

NC

Atlanta Regional Commission
Georgia Mountains Regional
Commission
Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan
Planning Organization
Greenville-Pickens Area
Transportation Study (GPATS)
Spartanburg Area Transportation
Study (SPATS)
Gainesville-Hall Metropolitan Planning
Organization
City of Charlotte

Douglas Hooker
Danny Lewis

Executive Director
Executive Director

40 Courtland Street, NE
1310 W Ridge Road

Atlanta
Gainesville

GA
GA

Robert Cook

MUMPO Secretary

600 East Fourth Street (8th Floor)

Charlotte

NC

John Owings

Manager of Current Planning

301 University Ridge, Suite 400

Greenville

SC

Jim D'Amato, PhD

Transportation Planning Manager

366 North Church Street, Suite 700

Spartanburg

SC

Srikanth Yamala

Director

2875 Browns Bridge Road

Gainesville

GA

Anthony Foxx

Mayor

600 East Fourth Street (15th Floor)

Charlotte

NC

City of Charlotte

Julie Burch

Interim City Manager

600 East Fourth Street

Charlotte

NC

City of Atlanta

Kasim Reed

Mayor

55 Trinity Avenue

Atlanta

GA

City of Atlanta

Tom Weyandt

Mayor's Transportation Policy Advisor

55 Trinity Avenue

Atlanta

GA

City of Greenville

John Castile

City Manager

206 S. Main Street, 10th Floor

Greenville

SC

City of Spartanburg

Ed Memmott

City Manager

145 W. Broad Street

Spartanburg

SC

David Crass Ph.D.
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3. RAILROADS
Agency

Contact

Title

Address

City

State

Norfolk Southern

John Edwards

1200 Peachtree Street, NE

Atlanta

GA

CSX Transportation

Craig Camuso

500 Water Street, 15th Floor

Jacksonville

FL

Amtrak

Todd Stennis

General Director Passenger Policy
Regional Vice President – State
Government Affairs
Director of Government Affairs

1001 Loyola Avenue

New Orleans

LA

4. STATE AND LOCAL STAKEHOLDERS
GEORGIA
State

Regional

Local

Organizations

Governor Deal

Appalachian Regional Commission
Atlanta Regional Commission
Georgia Mountains Regional
Commission

City of Atlanta

Georgia Council for Quality Growth

Atlanta City Council

NAACP - Georgia

Atlanta Beltline Inc.

Citizens for Progressive Transit

Georgia Representatives US House

Gainesville-Hall Metropolitan Planning
Organization

Atlanta Convention and Visitors Bureau

Clean Air Campaign

Georgia House and Senate Leadership

Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International
Airport

MARTA

Social Equity Committee

House Transportation Committee

Gwinnett County Transit

Center for Pan Asian Community Services

Senate Transportation Committee

Counties within the Study Area

Georgia Stand Up

Key Georgia Legislators

Cities within the Study Area

Georgia Chamber of Commerce

Lt. Governor Cagle
Georgia Representatives US Senate

Georgia Regional Transportation Authority

Georgia Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Georgia Department of Natural Resources

Georgia Trust for Historic Preservation

Georgia State Historic Preservation Officer
Georgia Department of Economic
Development

Rotary (along study corridor)
Kiwanis (along study corridor)
Trust for Public Land
Chambers of Commerce (along study
corridor)
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SOUTH CAROLINA
State

Regional

South Carolina Representatives US
Senate
South Carolina Representatives US
House
South Carolina House and Senate
Leadership

Greenville-Pickens Area Transportation
Study (GPATS)
Spartanburg Area Transportation Study
(SPATS)

Key South Carolina Legislators

Local
City of Greenville – Mayor
City of Greenville – City Manager

Organizations
South Carolina Chamber of Commerce –
cities/towns within study corridor
South Carolina Hispanic Chamber of
Commerce

Pee Dee Council of Governments

City of Spartanburg – Mayor

NAACP – South Carolina

Greenville-Spartanburg International
Airport

City of Spartanburg – City Manager

Rotary (along study corridor)

South Carolina State Historic Preservation
Office – Department of Archives
South Carolina Department of Natural
Resources

Anderson County Planning and
Development
Greenville County Planning and
Development
Spartanburg County Planning and
Development
City of Greenville Department of Economic
Development
Counties within the Study Area

Kiwanis (along study corridor)
Trust for Public Land
Transportation Association of South Carolina
South Carolina Economic Developers’
Association

Cities within the Study Area

NORTH CAROLINA
State

Regional

Local

North Carolina Representatives US
Senate
North Carolina House and Senate
Leadership

Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan
Planning Organization

City of Charlotte - Mayor

Charlotte Douglas International Airport

Charlotte Area Transit

Key North Carolina Legislators
North Carolina Hispanic Chamber of
Commerce
Carolinas Asian-American Chamber of
Commerce
North Carolina State Historic Preservation
Office
North Carolina Department of Natural
Resources
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Metropolitan Transit Commission (Charlotte)
Citizen Transit Advisory Group (Charlotte)
Transit Services Advisory Committee
(Charlotte)
LYNX Red Line Task Force Committee
(Charlotte)
Greenlink Transit

Organizations
North Carolina Active Transportation
Alliance
North Carolina Public Transportation
Association
North Carolina Chambers of Commerce –
cities/towns within study corridor
NAACP – North Carolina
Rotary (along study corridor)
Kiwanis (along study corridor)
Trust for Public Land
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State

Regional

Local

Organizations

Clemson Area Transit

Sustainable Communities Task Force

Counties within the Study Area
Cities within the Study Area
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