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9.3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS 

9.3.1 Introduction 

As required under the Corps regulations implementing he National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

and 33 C.F.R. 325, the Draft EIS was made available for review and comment. NEPA also provides 

guidance on responding to comments (40 C.F.R. 1503.4) and requires agencies to consider comments 

both individually and collectively and state its response to comments received on the Draft EIS in the 

Final EIS.  

This section provides a summary of the comments received and explanation for how responses were 

provided.  

9.3.2 Comments Received 

A total of 190 comments on the Draft EIS were received from individuals, representatives (including 

elected officials), municipalities, agencies and NGOs/organizations (including nonprofits and special 

interest groups) during the submittal period. Three (3) federal agencies and three (3) state agencies 

submitted comments on the Draft EIS. These agencies are the EPA, Department of the Interior (DOI), 

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental 

Control (SCDHEC), South Carolina Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR), and the South Carolina 

SHPO.  

Comment submittals included spoken comments from the public hearing, emails, website 

submissions, letters, comment forms and other submittals during the comment period from April 29 

through July 9, 2016. The 190 submittals included 684 individual comments and expressed opinions, 

suggested changes and proposed mitigation for inclusion in this document. Submitted comments 

were received in the following ways: 

• Orally (spoken) and in writing (comment forms) at the public hearing held May 24, 2016, at 

the Military Magnet School located at 2950 Carner Avenue in North Charleston, SC 

• Through email to the Corps at Richard.Darden@usace.army.mil 

• Comment submittal email on the Project Website www.navybaseictf.com  

• Comment forms and letters via mail to Richard Darden, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 69A 

Hagood Avenue, Charleston, SC 29403 

All comments received were recorded in a spreadsheet, assigned an ID number, reviewed by staff 

and placed in the Administrative Record. Copies of all comment submittals are included in this 

document (Appendix O). Similar to responses received during the scoping period of the EIS; 

comments received on the Draft EIS continue to show a combination of both public support and 

concern for the Project. The comments primarily addressed a general concern that potential impacts 

mailto:Richard.Darden@usace.army.mil
http://www.navybaseictf.com/
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from the ICTF would negatively affect the surrounding community. The majority of comments 

received (80%) were from individual citizens and local businesses (47 comments from the public 

and 102 comments from businesses). A significant portion of the comments, approximately one third 

of the comment submittals, were letters of support for Alternative 1 (Proposed Project). 

Approximately 86 comments were general in nature and did not specifically involve a resource area. 

Many of the general/other comments were suggested edits and proposed inclusions of updated or 

additional information to this document. Several of the comments warranted revisions or the 

inclusion of additional information to this document. However, no major changes were warranted as 

a result of comments received. None of the changes made between the Draft EIS and this document 

(the Final EIS) have a significant effect on the findings and conclusions. Many of the comments were 

addressed through the development of the Community Mitigation Plan that was prepared after the 

release of the Draft EIS. This plan was developed after the comment period closed so that the 

comments received could help to direct mitigation proposals based on public input and priorities. 

Below is a breakdown of the comments received for each category or resource area: 

Resource 
Number of 
Comments 

Noise/Vibration 83 

Traffic/Transportation 77 

Support for the Project 61 

Air Quality 56 

Mitigation 52 

Alternatives/Project Design 33 

Water Quality 35 

Cultural/Historic 24 

Land Use/Neighborhoods 24 

Sterett Hall 20 

Displacements/Affordable Housing 19 

Socioeconomic/Environmental Justice 18 

Essential Fish Habitat 17 

NEPA Process 15 

HTRW 13 

Health/Safety 9 

Request for Information 9 

Public/Community Involvement 8 

Business Impacts 7 

Cumulative Impacts 6 

Waters of the U.S./Wetlands 6 

Aesthetics/Visual 5 

Threatened and Endangered Species 1 
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9.3.3 Comment Responses 

Each comment was reviewed, categorized, and evaluated, and the Corps developed responses to each 

comment. The Draft EIS was revised in some locations as a result of comments received and 

responses drafted. This document incorporates any necessary revisions. Many of the comments 

received were on topics that were identified early in the Project scoping process and these resources 

were vigorously explored in the EIS. Some responses may provide the location where detailed 

analysis on the specific comment can be found in this document. 

General Responses were developed to consolidate answers and address certain topics that were 

received multiple times from various entities. General Responses were drafted to provide detailed 

responses on the most common topics. In addition, a General Response was included that reviews 

the Corps’ permit authority as several comments addressing a specific resource indicated that the 

commenter felt these resources and potential mitigation should be made a condition of the Corps’ 

permit approval. Please see Appendix O for individual comments and responses. 

9.3.3.1 General Response #1: Displacements and Affordable Housing 

Issue 

Numerous comments expressed concern regarding the demolition of housing units, residential 

relocations, and business displacements that would be required to accommodate Alternative 1 

(Proposed Project). A number of comments also expressed concern that the number of displacements 

is significant and that required relocations will impact residents in need of affordable housing, as the 

neighborhood most impacted (Chicora-Cherokee) is an Environmental Justice community. In 

addition, some comments specifically addressed the concern that displaced residents may be unable 

to find affordable housing within their existing neighborhood as the area in general is experiencing 

a shortage of affordable housing. 

Response 

The design of Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) attempted to avoid or minimize displacement impacts 

where possible. Even with these measures, Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) will require right-of way 

(ROW) acquisitions that would result in the demolition/renovation of approximately 111 structures, 

including the displacement of approximately 134 residential units from the Chicora-Cherokee neigh-

borhood. As a result, major adverse impacts to neighborhoods and communities, primarily in the 

form of residential displacements, would occur under Alternative 1 (Proposed Project). Alternative 

1 (Proposed Project) would also have disproportionately high and adverse impacts to Environmental 

Justice populations as a result of these displacements to minority and low-income populations within 

the Chicora-Cherokee neighborhood; however, many of the displacements would result from the 

100-foot landscaped berm and sound walls that would be constructed to serve as a buffer between 
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the facility and the neighborhood to help reduce impacts. See General Response #10 for additional 

details on Environmental Justice impacts. 

All of the alternatives studied as part of the EIS, with the exception of the No-Action Alternative, 

would require the displacement of Environmental Justice populations within the study area. The loss 

of housing from Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) represents approximately 8 percent of the housing 

units in the neighborhood. Available housing may not be available in the Chicora-Cherokee 

Neighborhood for all of the displacees who may wish to stay within the neighborhood, especially if 

they were all relocated at the same time. Palmetto Railways (Applicant) has a plan to address this 

particular concern by conducting a phased relocation plan so that not all relocates will not be moving 

at once. 

The loss of this housing would also contribute to the existing trend of population loss in the 

neighborhood. There is an existing issue with affordable housing in the region and organizations are 

working on the overall, regional issue of displacements and affordable housing. These organizations 

include the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), North Charleston 

Housing Authority, Charleston County Planning Commission, the Berkeley Charleston Dorchester 

Council of Governments (BCDCOG) and the Affordable Housing Committee (represented by 

governments, non-profits and neighborhood organizations in the Tri-County region).  

Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) will displace approximately six businesses and a total of 

approximately 50 employees will be relocated. The Applicant has coordinated with these businesses 

and each expressed a desire to stay in the general vicinity of the existing business location. The 

Applicant shall provide these businesses assistance through the relocation process to help them 

remain in the general area, if possible. 

All business and residential relocations would follow federal and state guidelines. Any person(s) 

whose property needs to be acquired as a result of Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) would be 

compensated by the Applicant in accordance with the Uniform Act of 1970 (Uniform Act), as 

amended and The South Carolina Eminent Domain Procedure Act. The Uniform Act also ensures that 

assistance is available to those displaced and that relocation provisions are safe, sanitary, and 

affordable. The Applicant is working with a ROW consultant on negotiated purchases and relocations 

in a phased approach so that not all occur at the same time. A description of the mitigation measures 

required by the Uniform Act that will be implemented as part of Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) are 

as follows: 

1. Residential properties that are forced to relocate will receive full compensation through 

the Uniform Act. Properties that require displacement will receive assistance in 

accordance with The Uniform Act. The Uniform Act’s protection and assistance apply to 

the acquisition, rehabilitation, or demolition of real property for federal or federally 

funded projects. Agencies conducting a program or project under The Uniform Act must 
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carry out their legal responsibilities to affected property owners and displaced persons, 

including but not limited to: 

• Provide relocation advisory services to displaced tenants and owner occupants. 

• Provide a minimum 90 days written notice to vacate prior to requiring possession. 

• Reimburse for moving expenses. 

• Provide payments for the added cost of renting or purchasing comparable replacement 

housing. 

2. Nonresidential properties (businesses, nonprofit organizations) will receive full 

compensation in accordance with The Uniform Act. The businesses located on four parcels 

along Milford Street that are required to relocate as a result of Alternative 1 (Proposed 

Project) will receive relocation assistance. The relocation will consist of the following: 

• Inspecting and gathering information regarding each displacee; a search of the area 

for available replacement sites. 

• Conducting an inventory of the personal property to be moved and securing a cost 

to relocate those items to the new location within a 50-mile radius of their current 

location. 

• Offering relocation assistance to the displacees after establishing their eligibility 

and to assist in getting them relocated from the site in a reasonable time to allow 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) to move forward. 

• Providing the appropriate written notices to the displacees. 

• Coordinating securing the appropriate payments by preparing the claim request 

with the appropriate documentation from Palmetto Railways to the displacees. 

• Ensuring that the displacees understand their options with regard to the relocation 

assistance available. 

• Providing Relocation Advisory services as necessary to advance Alternative 1 

(Proposed Project). 

The Applicant met and worked with members of the affected community and created the Community 

Mitigation Working Group. The group has worked collaboratively to develop the Community 

Mitigation Plan (included in Appendix N) and ongoing meetings and commitments are planned to 

keep the public engaged and informed. This group includes Chicora-Cherokee Neighborhood 

Association, the Union Heights Community Council, the Lowcountry Alliance for Model Communities 

and the Metanoia Community Development Corporation. The group entered into a Memorandum of 

Agreement (MOA) on October 18, 2016, with the Applicant. In addition to mitigation measures 

required under the Uniform Act and the South Carolina Eminent Domain Procedure Act, the Applicant 

agrees to provide $1 million in mitigation funds with 47% of those funds (approximately $470,000) 

designated to establish a revolving fund for affordable housing in the affected communities that shall 

be stewarded by the Metanoia Community Development Corporation. The Applicant also agrees to 

allow owner-occupied residential property owners who live in the designated relocation area (from 
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100 feet of the Project up to North Carolina Avenue) to apply for relocation services for a period of 3 

years after the official opening of the facility. See Chapter 6 for a complete list of mitigation measures 

and Appendix N for the Community Mitigation Plan and MOA. 

9.3.3.2 General Response #2: Noise and Vibration  

Issue 

Numerous comments expressed concern regarding the existing noise and vibration in the study area 

and the potential for additional impacts from Alternative 1 (Proposed Project). Many of the 

comments came from residents that are currently dealing with the nuisance of traffic and train noise; 

including train horns. Commenters suggested safety improvements at crossings, establishment of 

“Quiet Zones” in the area, and other improvements that would prevent trains from needing to sound 

their horns. In addition, multiple commenters expressed concern over the construction and 

operational noise that Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) could generate, especially at night. 

Response 

The study area has historically experienced noise issues as a result of residential areas being located 

adjacent to industrial development. The communities located adjacent to the proposed ICTF are 

surrounded by rail infrastructure that service two existing intermodal facilities and industrial areas 

nearby. As a result, the areas surrounding these communities experience an increased amount of 

commercial and industrial activity, thus increasing noise levels and in some cases, vibration.  

Noise and Vibration 

The Applicant designed Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) to avoid or minimize noise and vibration 

impacts where possible, and this document provides a thorough analysis on the potential noise and 

vibration impacts from Alternative 1 (Proposed Project). Noise and vibration analysis consisted of 

data collection and analysis and modeling of existing and future noise and vibration levels. The 

majority of the potential impacts for noise and vibration were determined to be “negligible” and 

“minor.” Vibration analysis determined that only receptors within 20 feet of the track centerline 

would experience rail vibration impacts. There are no noise sensitive receptors within 20 feet of the 

track centerline. However, some rail, construction, and operational noise impacts were deemed 

“moderate.” In addition, operational noise at night was determined to be a “major” impact from 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Project). More detailed information can be found in Sections 3.12 and 4.12 

and Appendix H, as it contains the Noise and Vibration technical analysis completed for Alternative 

1 (Proposed Project).  

The Applicant met and worked with members of the affected community regarding several issues 

including noise and vibration impacts. A Community Mitigation Working Group was created and 

includes Chicora-Cherokee Neighborhood Association, the Union Heights Community Council, the 
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Lowcountry Alliance for Model Communities and the Metanoia Community Development 

Corporation. The Community Mitigation Working Group worked collaboratively with the Applicant 

to develop the Community Mitigation Plan (included in Appendix N). This MOA was signed on 

October 18, 2016, with the Applicant. As part of the proposed mitigation, the Applicant committed to 

several noise mitigation measures and will continue to work with local municipalities and the 

community on noise and vibration related issues anticipated from Alternative 1 (Proposed Project).  

The Applicant has designed Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) to minimize vibration, visual, and noise 

impacts in the area, where possible. In addition, mitigation is proposed to help minimize permanent 

and temporary impacts. Section 6.0 of the EIS includes a complete list of mitigation measures for 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Project). The Applicant proposes mitigation measures such as sound walls, 

berms, and a cut-section (trench) to help minimize noise from the trains travelling to and from the 

ICTF. The construction of the earthen berm and walls along the western edge of the facility would 

specifically help mitigate nighttime noise impacts (See Table 4.12-13 for noise attenuation levels) in 

the adjacent neighborhood Figure 4.12-15 details the location of these noise mitigation design 

measures. In addition, to further minimize noise impacts on adjacent communities, the Applicant 

proposes the following: 

• All construction activities shall occur in accordance with local regulations, policies and 

guidance to minimize adverse noise and vibration impacts. 

• The Applicant has agreed that for a period of three years after the official opening of the ICTF, 

Palmetto Railways shall provide relocation services to owner-occupied residential property 

owners who, as of the Effective Date of the MOA, reside in the Relocation Area from 100 feet 

of the Project up to North Carolina Avenue. 

• Use of state-of-the art equipment, such as electric wide-span gantry cranes, to minimize 

sound emissions at the facility.  

• One sound attenuation and security wall will be used in place of the earthen berm adjacent 

to waters of the U.S. to avoid filling wetlands. One sound attenuation wall will be located at 

the northern end of the earthen berm. Two sound attenuation walls will be used to minimize 

noise and visual impacts in two areas along the northern rail connection.  

• Development of a Surface Transportation Impact Study in conjunction with the City of North 

Charleston, SCDOT, and SCPA to identify potential impacts and additional mitigation 

strategies. The City of Charleston has also been invited to participate in this study. 

Safety and Quiet Zones 

Train horn soundings are part of railroad operations and can contribute to rail noise impacts. Under 

federal regulations, engineers must begin to sound train warning horns from 15 to 20 seconds in 

advance of all public grade crossings (where tracks and roads are not bridged) for safety reasons. In 

order to mitigate the effects of train horn noise, communities can establish “Quiet Zones” where 

horns are not needed due to safety improvements at the grade crossings. A guide to the quiet zone 
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establishment process can be found at: www.fra.gov under Railroad Safety: “FRA Train Horn Rule 

and Quiet Zones.”110 

Communities wishing to establish “Quiet Zones” must work through the appropriate public authority 

that is responsible for traffic control or law enforcement at the crossings. Enhancements to grade 

crossings that improve safety and help establish these “Quiet Zones” may include warning lights, 

arms/gates and barriers. Grade separations (bridges) and safety improvements can be costly and 

many jurisdictions are struggling with the issue as rail traffic increases nationwide. The study area 

currently has five designated 24-hour “Quiet Zones.” The Applicant has agreed to work with the Cities 

of Charleston and North Charleston in the establishment of additional “Quiet Zones” from the initial 

planning phases of this Project. According to the Applicant, the “City of North Charleston, SCDOT, 

SCPA, and Palmetto Railways is conducting a Surface Transportation Impact Study to examine noise 

related mitigation in the Project area and the Class I rail carriers will be responsible for construction 

of the improvements within their right-of-way. Palmetto Railways will provide technical and 

stakeholder support and will assist community groups and the City of North Charleston to identify 

and apply for grants for these upgrades.” The 2012 settlement agreement between the Applicant, 

South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), and the City of North Charleston committed 

to the implementation of “Quiet Zones.” The Surface Transportation Impact Study will examine and 

make recommendations on development and implementation of these “Quiet Zones.” See Chapter 6 

for a complete list of mitigation measures and Appendix N for the Community Mitigation Plan, MOA. 

The Proposal for Surface Transportation Impact Study is included in Appendix B. 

9.3.3.3 General Response #3: Sterett Hall 

Issue 

Numerous comments expressed concerns regarding the loss of Sterett Hall and the need to replace 

the programs and services that it provided to the community. 

Response 

The loss of Sterett Hall was recognized as a “major adverse” impact to the community under the No-

Action Alternative. Sterett Hall and two buildings used by the North Charleston Arts Department 

(recently closed) would be displaced by the No-Action Alternative and, as such, there would be a 

“negligible impact” to this community resource under Alternative 1 (Proposed Project). The 

Applicant entered into an agreement in 2012 to acquire the Project site (including Sterett Hall) and 

pay the City of North Charleston $8 million dollars over 4 years to mitigate impacts to the adjacent 

communities. The Applicant also agreed to assume $6.5 million in outstanding Tax Increment 

                                                             
110 https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0889 

http://www.fra.gov/
https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0889
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Financing (TIF) and repay that debt. The Sterett Hall facility was closed and demolished in spring 

2016.  

The Applicant has met and worked with members of the affected community and formed the 

Community Mitigation Working Group to help develop the Community Mitigation Plan (Appendix N). 

This group includes Chicora-Cherokee Neighborhood Association, the Union Heights Community 

Council, the Lowcountry Alliance for Model Communities and the Metanoia Community Development 

Corporation. This group worked collaboratively and entered into a Memorandum of Agreement 

(MOA) on October 18, 2016, with the Applicant. Based on comments received and meetings with 

neighborhood organizations and the City of North Charleston; all parties have agreed that the 

replacement of the facilities that were once provided at Sterett Hall is a priority for the community. 

The Applicant has agreed to provide additional funds, above what was agreed to in the 2012 

agreement and TIF repayment, to help with the replacement of the facilities that were once provided 

at Sterett Hall. The Applicant has agreed to commit a total of $3 million for the construction of a 

community recreation center on property to be provided by the City of North Charleston (in the area 

of the Chicora Tank Farm). Plans for the new center propose 10,000 square feet of gymnasium space 

and approximately 5,000 square feet of fitness space, office space and bathroom facilities. The 

Lowcountry Alliance for Model Communities has also agreed to provide $200,000 for fitness 

equipment and $50,000 for exterior fitness stations. In addition, the Applicant agrees to support the 

City of North Charleston in the rehabilitation and repair of the Chicora Elementary School for the 

benefit of the community. It is anticipated that these repairs, in combination with the funds 

committed by the Applicant, will serve to replace the Sterett Hall facilities that were once provided 

to the community. See Chapter 6 for a complete list of mitigation measures and Appendix N for the 

Community Mitigation Plan and MOA. 

9.3.3.4 General Response #4: Cultural and Historic Resources 

Issue 

Numerous comments expressed concerns regarding impacts from Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) 

to historic properties; specifically, to the Charleston Naval Hospital (CNH) Historic District. 

Response 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires federal agencies to consider effects on 

historically significant cultural resources and Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) is subject to review 

under Section 106 of NHPA. The South Carolina Department of Archives and History and the State 

Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) are responsible for ensuring compliance with NHPA within the 

state. The Applicant has considered the historic properties in the area in the planning and design of 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) and sought to avoid effects where feasible. In consultation with 

SHPO, several cultural resource inventories and studies were prepared to evaluate the effects from 
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the Project on historic resources (Section 3.10). Public outreach was conducted as part of the merged 

NEPA and Section 106 process and the public was provided the opportunity to comment on the 

Proposed Project. In addition, the Applicant consulted with several agencies (state and federal) as 

well as local historic foundations, including the Historic Charleston Foundation, the Naval Order of 

the United States-Charleston Commandery, and the Preservation Society of Charleston regarding 

proposed impacts from Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) and potential mitigation measures. The 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and the Muscogee (Creek) Nation also participated 

in the Section 106 consultation process.  

Section 4.10 provides a thorough analysis on the potential environmental consequences for cultural 

and historic resources that would result from Alternative 1 (Proposed Project). Under Alternative 1 

(Proposed Project), the Charleston Naval Hospital (CNH) Historic District and the U.S. Marine Corps 

Barracks (USMC) Barracks would be affected. The northern rail connection would extend through 

the CNH historic district and through the southwest corner of the parade ground of the USMC 

Barracks, resulting in an adverse effect to these historic properties. The construction of the northern 

rail connection would require the demolition and removal of multiple buildings associated with the 

CNH historic district, resulting in long-term, adverse impacts to this district. Elements of the CNH 

would be removed, destroying the associations that exist between the various elements. The rail line 

would also separate the remaining buildings, further degrading the associations and spatial 

relationships of these remaining elements. The designed landscape of the CNH would be substantially 

altered by the installation of a rail line through the district. The northern rail connection would also 

pass through the southwest corner of the USMC Barracks’ parade ground, altering the setting of this 

building and reducing the open lawn that served as a parade ground when the building housed the 

USMC detachments assigned to Navy Base Charleston. 

Construction activities and equipment also would alter the current viewsheds and settings of historic 

properties near the Project; however, the alterations of the settings and viewshed by construction 

activities and equipment to the Charleston Navy Yard (CNY) and Charleston Navy Yard Officers’ 

Quarters (CNYOQ) Historic Districts would be temporary, and would have no effect on the districts. 

Vibrations related to construction activities under Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) would be 

temporary and similar to those that occurred during the operation of Navy Base Charleston or 

industrial activities that occur today within the CNC. As a result, construction-related vibration would 

have no effect on historic properties. 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Project site would continue to be used for mixed-use industrial 

activities. Activities would likely include the demolition of existing buildings and infrastructure, the 

alteration of the ground surface, and the installation of new buildings and structures necessary to 

support the light industries and warehousing/shipping entities that may occupy the future industrial 

space. Construction activities and equipment would alter the current viewsheds and settings of 

historic properties near these lands and create vibrations and noise that may affect nearby historic 
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properties. Any redevelopment on this property would likely have adverse impacts to the historic 

district. All of the build alternatives examined (other than Alternative 2) would result in adverse 

effects to historic resources. Alternative 2 is not a feasible option due to the Applicant’s inability to 

gain ownership or operational control of the existing rail alignment needed for this alternative (see 

General Response #6: Alternatives for additional details).  

A Section 106 consultation meeting was held on April 7, 2017, in Charleston, South Carolina. The 

meeting was attended by the Applicant, the Corps, project consultants, and representatives from 

Historic Charleston Foundation, the Preservation Society of Charleston, and the Naval Order of the 

United States. Additional representatives from SHPO, ACHP, The Muscogee (Creek) Nation, and the 

FRA called in to the meeting and participated via phone. By letter dated July 10, 2017, the FRA 

designated the Corps as the lead agency for the Section 106 process. This coordination resulted in a 

draft MOA to mitigate for impacts as part of the Section 106 consultation process. The draft Cultural 

MOA was proffered to the various signatories in October 2017 and executed on May 30, 2018. The 

Cultural MOA provides for multiple mitigation measures to reduce and offset the adverse impacts to 

cultural resources that would result from the Proposed Project, including the establishment and 

funding of $2,000,000 for a CNB Historical Trust for rehabilitation of historic structures. 

See Chapter 6 for a complete list of mitigation measures and Appendix G for the Cultural Resources 

MOA. 

9.3.3.5 General Response #5: Traffic Impacts 

Issue 

Numerous comments expressed concern over the existing traffic issues in the Project area, and many 

residents and businesses are concerned that Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) will only make the 

traffic issues worse. Several commenters expressed concern over the increase in the number of trains 

coming through the area and the delays that will result from at-grade crossings where railroad tracks 

intersect with local roadways. Some commenters also expressed concern that these delays could 

impact emergency services.  

Response 

Existing Traffic Issues 

North Charleston is the transportation hub for the Charleston region and most cross regional travel 

passes through the area’s multiple interstates, ports, and rail lines. According to the North Charleston 

Comprehensive Plan (2015), “Traffic” is cited as the most common concern of residents. The City of 

North Charleston and the region’s traffic problems are expected to grow in the future with projected 

residential growth and potential economic development increasing due to the ports. The Charleston 

area continues to be a popular destination to visit, live, and work. The state, cities, and regional 
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planning councils are working to balance growth and development to promote a strong economy and 

a high quality of life. These municipalities and agencies have multiple plans to address the long-term 

growth and traffic issues in the region. Coordination between the Applicant, the South Carolina 

Department of Transportation (SCDOT), the Cities of Charleston and North Charleston, and the 

Berkeley-Charleston-Dorchester Council of Governments (BCDCOG) has been ongoing throughout 

the entire NEPA process. This coordination will continue as the Applicant, SCDOT, the South Carolina 

Ports Authority (SCPA), and the City of North Charleston have committed to complete a Surface 

Transportation Impact Study as part of a 2012 agreement. The City of Charleston has also been 

invited to participate in the study. The study will provide guidance regarding rail and highway traffic 

related to the facility as well state and port rail operations in the area. The study will develop 

recommendations on “Quiet Zones,” railroad crossing improvements, landscaping/buffering, 

switching, alternative routes, intelligent and automated systems technology, and any potential grade 

separations. The study is being led by the City of North Charleston and a copy of the detailed scope 

of services included in the study can be found in Appendix B (Proposal for Surface Transportation 

Impact Study). 

The Applicant is working to develop standards on studying rail/road crossings and drafted a 

Transportation Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the City of Charleston, the South Carolina 

Department of Commerce, and South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT). The 

Transportation MOA commits to a coordinated Crossing Analysis to study and address transporta-

tion and safety impacts; specifically, with ICTF-related grade crossings within the City of Charleston. 

The Transportation MOA recognizes the importance of the ICTF to facilitate and enhance economic 

growth and development in the region while ensuring an adequate and functioning transportation 

system in the surrounding jurisdictions. The Transportation MOA does not specifically identify or 

commit to construct any new grade separated crossings; however, it proposes to study the impacts 

and needs for these improvements. The Transportation MOA has not been executed; however, a draft 

version is included in Appendix N. 

Traffic Impacts – Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) 

 The Corps determined that Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) would have both beneficial and adverse 

impacts on the surrounding transportation network and would overall have little impact on the 

majority of the analyzed intersections compared to the No-Action Alternative. See Section 4.8 of this 

document for details on this analysis. Traffic patterns would be redistributed by Alternative 1 

(Proposed Project) with modifications to the roadway network and operation of the ICTF. For 

example, within North Charleston, roadway improvements and connectivity changes would cause 

the operations to improve at some intersections while others would be adversely impacted with 

degraded operations. Overall, slightly more intersections would degrade than would experience 

improved operations. The operations of the North Hobson Avenue and McMillian Avenue 

intersection would improve due to mitigation measures including lane geometry improvements. The 
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Spruill Avenue at McMillian Avenue intersection would improve because the realigned Cosgrove 

Avenue/McMillian Avenue overpass would shift traffic away from the intersection. Alternative 1 

(Proposed Project) would have a substantial adverse impact on three intersections: Cosgrove 

Avenue/McMillian Avenue Realignment intersection, the Noisette Boulevard at Turnbull Avenue 

intersection, and the stop-controlled Noisette Boulevard at Cosgrove Avenue/McMillian Avenue 

Realignment intersection.  

At-grade rail crossing operations in North Charleston would be impacted due to an increase in the 

number of train occurrences. Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) would handle four daily trains, or eight 

train movements per day, between the ICTF and the existing CSX Ashley Junction and NS 7-mile 

intermodal facilities. As a result, approximately 1.2 other commodity train movements per day would 

be rerouted from the Reads Branch line to the Park Circle and Bexley Corridors. In addition, 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) would create one new at-grade rail crossing at the intersection of 

Meeting Street and Herbert Street. This document identifies a “moderate, permanent adverse” impact 

to traffic during the opening year (2018) at the at-grade crossings. The Final EIS also identifies a 

“major, permanent adverse” impact to traffic in the design year (2038) at the at-grade crossings.  

Overall, as discussed in Section 4.8, Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) is not expected to cause 

significantly more adverse impacts to transportation versus the transportation impacts that would 

occur under the No-Action Alternative or other build alternatives studied. Under all alternatives 

(except for Alternative 5), the increase in the number of train occurrences and longer durations 

would lead to at-grade crossing locations operating with a poor level of service and result in 

“moderate” to “major adverse” impacts to traffic and transportation. A major benefit to the transpor-

tation system is that the study area will see traffic improvements from the removal of approximately 

1,400 trucks per day from the local roadways due to the ICTF and private drayage road. “Negligible” 

to “minor” short term traffic impacts are expected during construction. In addition, recommenda-

tions from the Surface Transportation Impact Study and proposed Crossing Analysis may identify 

needed potential improvements. As part of the draft Transportation MOA, the Applicant also 

proposes up to $4,291,000 in funds for constructing five mitigation measures for transportation 

improvements to be undertaken by the City of Charleston or another government body. See Section 

4.8.1 for additional details on the separate transportation studies. See Section 4.8.12 for the proposed 

measures to minimize traffic impacts. See Chapter 6 for a complete list of mitigation measures.  

Emergency Services 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) is also expected to have localized “minor adverse” impacts to 

emergency response times due to an increased delay at the at-grade crossings and the creation of 

one new at-grade crossing. There is the potential for the Meeting Street crossing to be blocked for 

approximately 11 minutes four times a day when trains are entering and leaving the facility. See 

Section 4.17.2.6 and 4.17.3.6 for additional details on community safety and emergency response 

times. Detour routes are available and the new grade-separated crossing on Cosgrove Avenue would 
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preserve the route for emergency responders. In addition, the Applicant is employing several 

technologies at the facility that will improve movement and efficiency of container transport. The 

Federal, state, and local governments do not have requirements for how long a crossing can be 

blocked. Most governments encourage railroads to work actively with their communities to identify 

problems and propose possible remedies. According to the Applicant (RAI Response Appendix B) 

“Charleston County Consolidated Dispatching Center has established protocols (i.e., work arounds 

and alternative routes) to address routing and access issues caused by, among other things, road 

accidents, traffic back-ups, bridge openings, and rail crossings that exist today.” In addition, the 

Surface Transportation Impact Study will examine emergency service benefits and gather input from 

local emergency service providers. The Crossing Analysis will also examine potential impacts and 

make potential recommendations for improvements, if necessary. Palmetto Railways will continue 

to cooperate with the appropriate emergency services personnel within the Cities of North 

Charleston and Charleston to address emergency response coordination and other specific issues as 

they arise.  

9.3.3.6 General Response #6: Alternatives 

Issue 

Several comments expressed concern with the alternatives studied and questioned why Alternative 1 

(Proposed Project) cannot be located somewhere else and why existing rail lines are not being used 

to minimize the need for construction of new lines and alignments. Several commenters also 

expressed a desire to see Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) realigned to create less of an impact on 

the historic district and residential neighborhoods in the northern end of the study area.  

Response 

Alternatives 

In Section 2.0 of this document, the Corps identifies and evaluates a range of reasonable alternatives 

for the proposed action. A comprehensive process was completed as part of the NEPA requirements, 

and this document was prepared to identify and evaluate eight alternatives for the ICTF including the 

No-Action Alternative. This EIS in not a regulatory decision document; however, it will be used by the 

Corps to make the final DA permit decision and identify the least environmentally damaging 

practicable alternative (LEDPA) in the Corps’ Record of Decision (ROD). As discussed in Section 

1.3.4.2, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) will also issue a separate ROD because the 

Applicant is seeking funding under USDOT’s RRIF loan program. The FRA’s ROD will identify the 

preferred alternative. Considerable stakeholder and public involvement occurred during the 

development and evaluation of alternatives, and that input was considered in the development of the 

alternatives and this document. A complete history and analysis of the alternatives screening and 

development is included in Chapter 2: Development and Description of Alternatives.  
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Use of Existing Rail Alignment for Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) 

The majority of the alignment for the track at the southern end of the ICTF project will be constructed 

on existing rail track ROW and railroad-owned property. The track alignment at the north end of the 

Project cannot reasonably and practicably utilize existing rail facilities to provide access from the 

ICTF to the existing rail network. Alternative 2 was evaluated in this document for comparative 

analysis purposes and its design includes the potential use of an existing, inactive CSX-owned rail 

ROW known as the S-line. The Applicant has no authority or operational control over existing 

facilities (rail lines) owned by other Class I carriers (such as CSX). In general, the Class I rail carriers 

are independently owned and neither the Applicant nor the Corps can make decisions on their behalf 

or force them to contribute right-of-way and operational control of their facilities for use in this 

Project. The Applicant attempted to purchase CSX ROW at the north end of the Project site referred 

to as the S-line (Shipyard Creek to Bexley Avenue); however, CSX declined to sell the property citing 

their need to maintain current rail infrastructure in Charleston for the foreseeable future (see 

Appendix B Response to Request for Additional Information). The Applicant continues to work with 

CSX and Norfolk Southern on the development and planned operations of the ICTF; however, CSX has 

maintained their intention to preserve the S-line corridor for their use and potential reactivation in 

the future for CSX customers (see Comment #180 letter from CSX dated July 15, 2016). As such, the 

Applicant is unable to gain ownership or operational control of this track from CSX. 

In addition, while Alternative 2 would avoid impacts to cultural and Section 4(f) resources 

(Charleston Naval Hospital District and USMC Barracks), analysis shown in Section 4.0 shows that 

Alternative 2 would result in increased impacts to the natural and human environment over 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Project). FRA has determined that Alternative 2 is not prudent (per 23 C.F.R. 

774.17). See Section 4.18 for analysis and full details. 

9.3.3.7 General Response #7: Corps’ Permit Authority 

Issue 

Numerous comments expressed a desire for the Corps to make issues that are not necessarily related 

to impacts to waters of the U.S. (e.g., historic impacts, displacements, etc.) a condition of the 

Department of the Army (DA) permit. 

Response 

Corps regulations at 33 C.F.R. Part 325.4 address the conditioning of permits and allow District 

engineers to add special conditions to a DA permit when such conditions are necessary to satisfy legal 

requirements or to otherwise satisfy the public interest requirements. DA permit conditions must be 

directly related to the impacts of the proposal, appropriate to the scope and degree of those impacts, 

and be reasonably enforceable. The decision whether to issue a permit is based on an evaluation of 
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the probable impact including cumulative impacts of the proposed activity on the public interest. 

That decision will reflect the national concern for both protection and utilization of important 

resources. The benefit which reasonably may be expected to accrue from the proposal must be 

balanced against its reasonably foreseeable detriments. All factors which may be relevant to the 

proposal will be considered including the cumulative effects thereof; among those are conservation, 

economics, aesthetics, general environmental concerns, wetlands, historic properties, fish and 

wildlife values, flood hazards, floodplain values, land use, navigation, shoreline erosion and accretion, 

recreation, water supply and conservation, water quality, energy needs, safety, food and fiber 

production, mineral needs, considerations of property ownership and, in general, the needs and 

welfare of the people. 

The Final EIS is used by agency officials, in this case, the Corps, in conjunction with other relevant 

information in a DA permit application file, to inform the final DA permit decision. Since the "action" 

in this case is a DA permit decision, the decision options available to the District Engineer are: 1) to 

issue the permit; 2) to issue the permit with conditions, or 3) to deny the permit. In accordance with 

NEPA, the final decision on the DA permit application will be documented in a Record of Decision 

(ROD). The ROD will also include a public interest review (as required by Corps regulations at 33 

C.F.R. Part 320). The Corps and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) will each prepare a 

separate ROD. 

9.3.3.8 General Response #8: Land Use 

Issue 

Numerous comments expressed concerns related to the placement of an ICTF adjacent to existing 

residential and office development. Residents, business owners and employees expressed concerns 

that the ICTF would be an intense, heavy industrial project that would exasperate existing issues (e.g., 

noise, traffic, loss of residential and business uses) for the community. Several comments also 

expressed concern that the community had developed an alternative mixed-use plan for the area and 

development of the ICTF as proposed is inconsistent with the City of North Charleston’s previous 

plans and vision for the Navy Base site. 

Response 

In North Charleston, as in many cities, early industrial and residential development occurred along 

the major transportation routes including the railway and roadway corridors, rivers, ports and 

military facilities. Residential neighborhoods and industrial uses developed in close proximity along 

these corridors without the benefit of modern regulations addressing setbacks, buffers and other 

measures to mitigate the potential nuisance impacts of industrial uses on the residential areas. Over 

time, as these older industrial areas have expanded and redeveloped, the nuisance impacts such as 

noise, heavy truck traffic, and visual and air pollution, have become an increasing issue for 
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surrounding residential neighborhoods. This issue is a particular concern in major port cities as the 

nation is experiencing an increase in manufacturing and many states are expanding port facilities 

and developing intermodal sites as foreign trade increases and larger ships need access to the state’s 

ports. The cities of North Charleston and Charleston are faced with the same issues as many 

municipalities and are trying to balance the need for economic development with community 

protection. 

Impacts to land use from Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) were evaluated in Section 4.9, and analysis 

indicated that the Project study area contains a variety and balance of land uses. The City of North 

Charleston and the City of Charleston have designed land along the Cooper River (through zoning 

and future land use designations) for industrial and port use due to the location along the water and 

numerous interconnecting rail lines near the port facilities. The construction and operation of 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) would be consistent with the current zoning designation of M-2 

(Heavy Industrial District) for the ICTF site. The northern portion of the site is zoned PD for Planned 

Development; which has the flexibility for industrial uses. There are two portions of Alternative 1 

(Proposed Project) that would not be consistent with adopted land use and these inconsistencies are 

identified as “major” land use impact in this document. The Comprehensive Plan for the City of North 

Charleston identifies a portion of the Project site as Institutional in Future Land Uses and an 

amendment to an existing zoning designation would be required for the construction and operation 

of Alternative 1 (Proposed Project). The western portion of Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) would 

intrude into the neighborhood and construction of sound walls/berm would require an amendment 

to the Comprehensive Plan as a result of converting residential uses into industrial uses associated 

with the sound walls and berm.  

For any proposed construction that is not consistent with the existing zoning codes and adopted 

Comprehensive Plan, the Applicant will work with each municipality to go through the necessary 

processes to gain all administrative approvals related to land use to ensure compliance with all 

municipal land use regulations. It should be noted that in December 2012, the City of North 

Charleston and the Applicant entered into a Settlement Agreement regarding the redevelopment of 

the potential ICTF site. As part of the Settlement Agreement, the City of North Charleston 

acknowledged and agreed that the ICTF is an essential component to the operations of the port and 

that the proposed location is the most practicable. Under the provisions of the Agreement, “City staff 

will support all reasonable rezoning, permitting and other administrative approvals necessary for 

implementation of the ICTF and associated railroad lines as well as any other activities required to 

facilitate the movement of cargo to and from the Port of Charleston.” Because of this agreement, the 

Corps anticipates this conditional use will be successfully negotiated and approved. See Chapter 6 for 

a complete list of mitigation measures. The settlement agreement can be found in Appendix N in the 

Community Mitigation Plan. 
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Inconsistency with Noisette Plan 

Comments also expressed concern that the area is not being redeveloped according to the mixed-use 

plan that was presented to the community in the early 2000s. The Chicora-Cherokee community has 

historically interfaced with industrial uses on its eastern boundary due to the location of the 

industrial uses that developed along the Cooper River, including the former Navy Base. In 2003 the 

Noisette Company developed the Noisette Community Master Plan and proposed to redevelop the 

Naval Base as a mixed-use development at the north end of the Project area. This conceptual plan 

was supported by the City of North Charleston as a recommendation and potential vision for the area. 

Portions of the area did see some redevelopment consistent with the mixed-use plan and some 

elements – such as a Riverfront Park – have been implemented. The Noisette Company eventually 

filed for bankruptcy and plans for the mixed-use redevelopment of the area never evolved further. 

The land was sold as part of a foreclosure to the Applicant and they propose to develop their site as 

an intermodal facility.  

9.3.3.9 General Response #9: Mitigation Plans 

Issue 

Many comments expressed concern that Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) would result in significant 

impacts, particularly to the human environment, and that mitigation was needed to minimize and 

compensate for these impacts. Several comments came from residents and local businesses that are 

concerned about existing traffic and noise in the area, and even more so with the development of 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Project). As a result, there were many requests for noise, traffic, and air 

quality mitigation. There was also a concern that low income and minority residents would be 

displaced and that many of those residents would need relocation assistance. A number of comments 

also expressed concern over the loss of Sterett Hall in the community (demolished in spring 2016). 

Most of the comments regarding mitigation were suggestions for potential mitigation or questions 

regarding what mitigation would be proposed as the Applicant’s Community Mitigation Plan had not 

been completed in time for inclusion in the Draft EIS. 

Response 

Based on a thorough evaluation of Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) in this document, the Corps has 

determined that there would be unavoidable and “major” adverse impacts to the natural and human 

environment. Table 2.5-1 provides a summary of potential impacts resulting from Alternative 1 

(Proposed Project), and this document provides detailed analysis for each resource in Chapter 4, 

Environmental Consequences. Input on potential mitigation has been received throughout the public 

involvement and scoping process and many of the measures that are included in this document, as 

well as the Applicant’s Community Mitigation Plan, were identified and suggested by the public, 

stakeholders, municipalities, agencies, and the Applicant. For example, the Applicant identified issues 
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of concern from the scoping process and public comments on the DEIS, and made modifications to its 

ICTF design to help avoid and/or minimize adverse impacts to adjacent neighborhoods and historic 

properties. In addition, the Applicant collaborated with multiple neighborhood organizations and 

established the Community Mitigation Working Group to develop various mitigation measures 

included in the Applicant’s Community Mitigation Plan that help improve the quality of life in the 

surrounding community. Neighborhood organizations in the group included the Chicora-Cherokee 

Neighborhood Association, the Union Heights Community Council, the Lowcountry Alliance for 

Model Communities (LAMC), and the Metanoia Community Development Corporation. LAMC 

represents seven neighborhoods (Accabee, Chicora/Cherokee, Union Heights, Howard Heights, 

Windsor Place, Five Mile, and Liberty Hill) nearby the proposed ICTF. The Applicant and the group 

entered into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) on October 18, 2016.  

Since the Draft EIS, the Applicant has negotiated the following MOAs and a Wetland Mitigation Plan 

(Appendix N): 

• The Air Quality MOA, signed October 16, 2016, between the Applicant and the South Carolina 

Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC), provides for several air quality 

initiatives, including the contribution of $50,000 from the Applicant to go toward air quality 

studies in conjunction and coordination with SCDHEC and the Medical University of SC. 

• The Community MOA was signed October 18, 2016, and is an agreement between the 

Applicant and several neighborhood organizations including the Chicora-Cherokee 

Neighborhood Association, the Union Heights Community Council, the Lowcountry Alliance 

for Model Communities (LAMC), and the Metanoia Community Development Corporation. 

LAMC represents seven neighborhoods (Accabee, Chicora/Cherokee, Union Heights, Howard 

Heights, Windsor Place, Five Mile, and Liberty Hill). The Community MOA is intended to 

mitigate effects to neighborhoods and communities with funding for the construction of a 

new recreation center to replace Sterett Hall ($3,000,000), as well as general mitigation funds 

($1,000,000) to be used for a revolving fund for affordable housing, job training, and edu-

cational initiatives. 

• The draft Cultural MOA was proffered to the various signatories in October 2017 and 

executed on May 30, 2018. The Cultural MOA provides for multiple mitigation measures to 

reduce and offset the adverse impacts to cultural resources that would result from the 

Proposed Project, including the establishment and funding of $2,000,000 for a CNB Historical 

Trust for rehabilitation of historic structures. 

• Pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. 403), Sections 401 

and 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344), and the South Carolina Coastal Zone 

Management Act (48-39-10 et seq.), a joint permit application was submitted to the 

Department of the Army (DA) and the S.C. Department of Health and Environmental Control 

(SCDHEC) in October 2016. The Applicant’s permit application included a Wetland Mitigation 

Plan. This plan proposes for the Applicant to purchase 86.3 wetland mitigation credits from 

Pigeon Pond Mitigation Bank to compensate for freshwater impacts, as well as a permittee 
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responsible mitigation plan to restore and protect approximately 40.6 acres of tidal marsh at 

the former Kings Grant Country Club and Golf Course in North Charleston, Dorchester County, 

SC. 

See Chapter 6 for a complete list of mitigation measures and Appendix N for the Community 

Mitigation Plan and MOA. Additional avoidance, minimization, and mitigation may be considered by 

the Corps in its decision-making process. Final mitigation measures may be adopted as conditions of 

the DA permit and documented in the Record of Decision (ROD). 

9.3.3.10 General Response #10: Socioeconomic Impacts and Environmental Justice 

Issue 

Numerous comments expressed concerns regarding the adverse socioeconomic impacts from 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) that would be borne by the surrounding residents and businesses, 

especially the low-income and minority (Environmental Justice) populations. Comments expressed 

concern that the designated Environmental Justice population would experience significant impacts 

from residential displacement, loss of the community center as well as increased, traffic, noise and 

air quality/pollution issues. Several businesses also expressed concerns that the positive economic 

benefits of the overall project do not offset the individual adverse impacts to their individual 

business. Lastly, the presence of the proposed ICTF could negatively affect property values in the 

area. 

Response 

Federal agencies are required to consider the socioeconomic impacts of their actions, specifically on 

vulnerable populations, including minority and low-income populations, as part of Executive Order 

12898. His document provides details on Project area demographics as well as a thorough analysis 

on the affected environment and potential environmental consequences for socioeconomics and 

Environmental Justice populations in Sections 3.16 and 4.16. A separate Community Impact 

Assessment (CIA) was also prepared for the Project and is included in Appendix K.  

Socioeconomic Impacts 

The Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) would result in a benefit to the short and long-term economy 

through the creation of employment opportunities and economic growth. The purpose of the ICTF is 

to improve efficiency within the intermodal container transportation network to and from the port. 

This increased efficiency in local intermodal transport is expected to attract economic activity and 

provide a competitive advantage for the ports. Redevelopment projects of this magnitude often have 

beneficial impacts to the overall economy, and eventually have a positive effect on property values 

through increased employment and increased tax revenue; however, they may also have a direct 

adverse impact to surrounding communities including residential and business uses. Property values 
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are influenced by a number of variables including multiple economic forces (including interest rates 

and inflation), unemployment rates, population trends, surrounding development appreciation, 

construction costs and infrastructure improvements. As such, effects on property values are difficult 

to quantify and forecast as they are impacted by so many known and unknown factors.  

A study completed in 2015 by Frank Hefner, PhD, with the College of Charleston111 estimates that 

approximately 3,032 temporary construction jobs would be created at the ICTF facility during 

development and construction, and a total of 55 direct jobs with a payroll of $5.39 million at the site 

immediately after its completion in opening year (estimated around 2019). It is estimated that by 

2038 the ICTF would directly employ approximately 96 people with a payroll of $16.31 million. The 

indirect economic impacts of the ICTF are much larger as the facility would help support operations 

of the rapidly growing port facilities as manufacturing increases in the region, including in the 

automotive and aviation fields. The South Carolina State Rail Plan (2008), prepared for the South 

Carolina Department of Commerce, indicates that rail activities are vital to the state economy as the 

state rail system supports an estimated 339,700 jobs. Many of these jobs are directly and indirectly 

provided by the businesses that use rail transportation.  

Another study112 completed in 2015 by the University of South Carolina estimates the total direct and 

indirect economic impacts from the South Carolina Ports Authority (SCPA) business to be about $53 

billion annually creating 187,206 jobs and over $10.2 billion in labor income in the state that would 

not exist otherwise. The study also estimates that for every 10 jobs that are directly supported by 

port operations, an additional 14 jobs are created elsewhere with companies that do business 

through the port (Von Nessen, 2015). The economic impact studies for the Navy Base ICTF and SCPA 

and can be found in Appendix B.  

Environmental Justice 

This document discloses that Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) would have a disproportionately high 

and adverse impact to Environmental Justice populations, primarily from the displacement of 

approximately 134 residential units in the Chicora-Cherokee neighborhood. Adverse impacts to 

community cohesion, community resources, and stability are also identified. In addition to providing 

relocation assistance to displacees pursuant to the guidelines associated with the Uniform Relocation 

Act, the Applicant has consulted with the Cities of Charleston and North Charleston and multiple 

neighborhood organizations to develop various other mitigation measures, which are included in the 

Applicant’s Community Mitigation Plan, that help improve the quality of life in the surrounding 

community. Neighborhood organizations included the Chicora-Cherokee Neighborhood Association, 

the Union Heights Community Council, the Lowcountry Alliance for Model Communities (LAMC), and 

                                                             
111 The Economic Impact of the Navy Base Intermodal Facility prepared for Palmetto Railways by Frank Heffner, Ph.D., College of 

Charleston. October 30, 2015. 

112 The Economic Impact of the South Carolina Ports Authority: A Statewide Regional Analysis prepared by Joseph Von Nessenn, 
Ph.D., Division of Research, the University of South Carolina Darla Moore School of Business. September 2015.  
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the Metanoia Community Development Corporation. LAMC represents seven neighborhoods 

(Accabee, Chicora/Cherokee, Union Heights, Howard Heights, Windsor Place, Five Mile, and Liberty 

Hill) nearby the proposed ICTF. The Applicant and the groups entered into a Memorandum of 

Agreement (MOA) on October 18, 2016. Measures outlined in this agreement would mitigate the 

adverse burdens borne by the Environmental Justice community. See Chapter 6 for a complete list of 

mitigation measures and Appendix N for the Community Mitigation Plan and MOA. 

9.3.3.11 General Response #11: Air Quality 

Issue 

Numerous comments expressed concerns regarding air quality impacts related to Alternative 1 

(Proposed Project); specifically, a perception that an increase of pollution would occur due to the 

continued industrial development adjacent to residential neighborhoods. Many of these comments 

indicated that residents and businesses are concerned about health impacts from the air pollution 

that could be generated from operations at the ICTF site and the general increase of rail through the 

area.  

Response  

The Applicant has coordinated with the Corps, the South Carolina Department of Health and 

Environmental Controls (SCDHEC), and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) throughout 

the Project regarding potential air quality issues. These agencies and the Corps recognize the concern 

that the public has over exposure to additional pollution generated from road and rail traffic and port 

related activities. Many transportation-related activities are known to increase the levels of certain 

pollutants/chemicals, degrade air quality, and negatively impact human health; however, many 

project related emissions associated with the ICTF can be managed and mitigated.  

Air quality impacts from Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) were analyzed and details are included in 

Section 4.13. Construction and operation of the ICTF site would result in increased pollutant 

emissions, and air quality impacts from Alternative 1 (Proposed Project) would range from 

“negligible” to “acceptable” levels. The ICTF is not expected to significantly increase health risks for 

the surrounding area as potential excess cancer risks were determined to fall within “acceptable” 

ranges. The Project area currently meets national standards for air quality, and pollutants do not 

exceed federal environmental standards. The Corps does not anticipate that Alternative 1 (Proposed 

Project) will increase criteria pollutant quantities to the extent that federal standards would be 

exceeded and emissions from the ICTF would not cause the Tri-County to be classified as non-

attainment, or out of compliance. A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the Applicant and 

SCDHEC was executed on October 26, 2016, and voluntarily commits to several air quality initiatives 

(See the Community Mitigation Plan in Appendix N for additional details and a copy of the MOA). 

Proposed mitigation by the Applicant related to air quality includes funding $50,000 for air quality 
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research and monitoring, use of low emission equipment, automated gates to reduce idle time of 

trucks, and dust control measures at the facility. See Chapter 6 for a complete list of mitigation 

measures and Appendix N for the Community Mitigation Plan and MOA. 
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