
    
   

 
  

  

 

  
 

 
   

      
      

   

   

  

  

  
 

  
  

       
      

   

    
         

     
  

   
 

     
    

    
 

 

       
   

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

SAVANNAH DISTRICT 
100 WEST OGLETHORPE AVENUE 
SAVANNAH, GEORGIA 31401-3604 

April 24, 2020 

Regulatory Division 
SAS-2018-00235 

JOINT PUBLIC NOTICE 
Savannah District/State of Georgia 

The Savannah District has received an application for a Department of the Army 
permit, pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C § 1344), as follows: 

Application Number: SAS-2018-00235 

Applicant: Mr. Wilson Burns 
Georgia Exports Company  
Post Office Box 1628 
Springfield, Georgia 31329 

Agent: Mr. Troy Smith 
Resource and Land Consultants 
41 Park of Commerce Way, Suite 101 
Savannah Georgia 31405 

Location of Proposed Work: The ±1,508-acre project site is located west of Highway 
21, just north of Rincon, in Effingham County, Georgia (Latitude 32.3048, 
Longitude -81.2509). 

Description of Work Subject to the Jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: 
The applicant is proposing to impact 133.063 acres of wetland and 165 linear feet of 

stream to expand the Georgia International Rail Park (GIRP).  The GIRP would provide 
more than 12.5 million square feet (290 acres) of distribution, warehousing and 
industrial facilities, offering various options for access to diverse transportation and 
shipping options. 

To mitigate for the proposed impacts, the applicant would purchase 840.72 
grandfathered wetland credits (105.09 wetland credits per 2018 SOP) and 1,485 
grandfathered stream credits (123.75 stream credits per 2018 SOP) from a Corps 
approved compensatory mitigation bank that services the Lower Savannah watershed 
(HUC 03060109). 

The applicant is also proposing to extinguish the restrictive covenant on the Heritage 
tract. 



 

 
 
        

   
  

  
     

     
     

     
     

     
      

     
  

    
   

     
 
          

   
 

 
 

 
          

    
   

      
  

      
  

    
 

 
          

     
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

BACKGROUND 

The 1,508.68-acre project site was created by assembling four parcels, 3 of which 
(±96.7% of the proposed development area) were previously delineated, surveyed, and 
verified by the Corps between December 2001 and April 2010 and a masterplan permit 
for a residential development was issued by the Corps.  However, both the permit and 
delineations expired before all of the authorized work could be completed on the 
parcels.  As a result, the applicant requested an aquatic resource delineation review 
and Approved Jurisdictional determination from the Corps in 2018 for the entire project 
site. In September 2019, the Corps verified the limits of the aquatic resources on the 
site, documenting that the site consisted of 466.18 acres of wetland. In addition, the 
Corps determined that there were isolated non-jurisdictional wetlands (3.01 acres) and 
a borrow pit (7.44 acres) present within the review area that were not subject to the 
jurisdiction of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. For more information on the site’s 
project history, please refer the Section 6 (Existing Site Conditions) of the applicant’s 
supplemental information (enclosed). For more information on the project site history of 
the Heritage Tract, please refer to Section 11 (Restrictive Covenant Extinguishment) of 
the applicant’s supplemental information (enclosed). 

This Joint Public Notice announces a request for authorizations from both the Corps 
and the State of Georgia.  The applicant's proposed work may also require local 
governmental approval. 

STATE OF GEORGIA 

Water Quality Certification: The Georgia Department of Natural Resources, 
Environmental Protection Division will review the proposed project for water quality 
certification, in accordance with the provisions of Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. 
Prior to issuance of a Department of the Army permit for a project location in, on, or 
adjacent to the waters of the State of Georgia, review for Water Quality Certification is 
required.  A reasonable period of time, which shall not exceed one year, is established 
under the Clean Water Act for the State to act on a request for Water Quality 
Certification, after which, issuance of such a Department of the Army permit may 
proceed. 

State-owned Property and Resources: The applicant may also require assent from 
the State of Georgia, which may be in the form of a license, easement, lease, permit or 
other appropriate instrument. 
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Georgia Coastal Management Program: Prior to the Savannah District Corps of 
Engineers making a final permit decision on this application, the project must be 
certified by the Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Coastal Resources Division, 
to be consistent with applicable provisions of the State of Georgia Coastal Management 
Program (15 CFR 930). Anyone wishing to comment on Coastal Management Program 
certification of this project should submit comments in writing within 30 days of the date 
of this notice to the Federal Consistency Coordinator, Coastal Management Program, 
Coastal Resources Division, Georgia Department of Natural Resources, One 
Conservation Way, Brunswick, Georgia 31523-8600 (Telephone 912-264-7218). 

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

The Savannah District must consider the purpose and the impacts of the applicant's 
proposed work, prior to a decision on issuance of a Department of the Army permit. 

Cultural Resources Assessment: In October 2019, the applicant submitted an 
assessment of effects for the proposed project.  Based on this assessment, the Corps 
determined that the proposed project would have no adverse effects on historic 
properties.  On January 3, 2020, the Georgia State Historic Preservation Office 
concurred with the Corps’ effects determination. 

Endangered Species:  A preliminary review the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 
list of Endangered and Threatened Species (IPaC) indicates the following listed species 
may occur in the project area: Eastern Indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi), red 
cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis); frosted flatwoods salamander (Ambystoma 
cingulatum) and pondberry (Lindera melissifolia). 

Pursuant to Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 
U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.), we request information from the U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service; or, any other interested 
party, on whether any species listed or proposed for listing may be present in the area. 
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Public Interest Review: The decision whether to issue a permit will be based on an 
evaluation of 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, flood plain 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. 

Consideration of Public Comments:  The Corps is soliciting comments from the 
public; federal, state, and local agencies and officials; Native American Tribes; and 
other interested parties in order to consider and evaluate the impacts of this proposed 
activity.  Any comments received will be considered by the Corps to determine whether 
to issue, modify, condition or deny a permit for this proposal. To make this decision, 
comments are used to assess impacts on endangered species, historic properties, 
water quality, general environmental effects, and the other public interest factors listed 
above. Comments are used in the preparation of an Environmental Assessment and/or 
an Environmental Impact Statement pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act. 
Comments are also used to determine the need for a public hearing and to determine 
the overall public interest of the proposed activity. 

Application of Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines:  The proposed activity involves the 
discharge of dredged or fill material into the waters of the United States.  The Savannah 
District's evaluation of the impact of the activity on the public interest will include 
application of the guidelines promulgated by the Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, under the authority of Section 404(b) of the Clean Water Act. 

Public Hearing: Any person may request, in writing, within the comment period 
specified in this notice, that a public hearing be held to consider this application for a 
Department of the Army permit.  Requests for public hearings shall state, with 
particularity, the reasons for requesting a public hearing.  The decision whether to hold 
a public hearing is at the discretion of the District Engineer, or his designated appointee, 
based on the need for additional substantial information necessary in evaluating the 
proposed project. 

Comment Period:  Anyone wishing to comment on this application for a Department 
of the Army permit should submit comments by email to sarah.e.wise@usace.army.mil 
Alternatively, you may submit comments in writing to the Commander, U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, Savannah District, Attention: Ms. Sarah E. Wise, 100 West Oglethorpe 
Avenue Savannah, Georgia  31401-3604, no later than 30 days from the date of this 
notice.  Please refer to the applicant's name and the application number in your 
comments. 
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If you have any further questions concerning this matter, please contact 
Ms. Sarah E. Wise, Team Lead, Coastal Branch at 912-652-5550 or 
sarah.e.wise@usace.army.mil. 

Enclosures: 
Applicant's Supplemental Information 
RLC Figures 
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RESOURCE+LANO 
C O N S U L T A N T S 

Georgia International Rail Park 
SAS-2018-00235 
Rincon, Effingham County, Georgia  
Project Description 
March 2020 

1.0 INTRODUCTION: 
Georgia Exports Company is proposing to expand its Georgia International Rail Park (GIRP) in Rincon, Georgia. 
Located 13 miles northwest of the Georgia Ports Authority’s Garden City Terminal, the expanded GIRP will feature 
direct service from Class 1 rail providers CSX Transportation and Norfolk Southern via the rail line owned and 
maintained by Southern Electric Railroad Company (SERC). GIRP is located 8 miles from Interstate 95, 11 miles from 
the Savannah/Hilton Head International Airport and 12 miles from Interstate 16. Access to global markets via the 
Georgia Ports Authority (GPA) is a key draw for processing and logistics companies coming to the area. In light of 
their current year over year increase in production and anticipation of the completion of the Savannah Harbor 
Expansion Project (SHEP), GPA has issued several calls to the private sector to deliver more industrial space to the 
Greater Savannah Area Market. This project is a direct response to GPA’s call, as well as to broad market demands. 

GIRP will offer an unparalleled distribution opportunity for entities across the southeast seeking state-of-the-art rail 
yard access, connectivity to two Class 1 rail lines, and seamless interstate connections. Having two Class 1 railroads 
providing direct access into the park offers competitive rail rates and increased rail services to shippers needing 
transportation options. The ±1,508-acre GIRP Parcel is located west of Hwy 21 just north of Rincon, Effingham 
County, Georgia (32.304818o, -81.250967o: Appendix A, Figures 1&2). 

Upon its completion the expanded GIRP will provide more than 12.5 million square feet (285 acres) of under-roof 
distribution, warehousing, and processing facilities, with flexible and efficient access to diverse transportation and 
shipping options. The specific requirements for GIRP end-user’s facilities will vary depending on, among other things, 
the goods and products they handle, the extent to which further processing, manufacturing, or assembly is needed, 
and the location and nature of the market served by the specific entity. GIRP is designed and will be constructed to 
provide maximum flexibility to its end users. Most, if not all, of the constructed facilities, will have rail access to both 
Class I rail providers via the GIRP’s internal rail system. As proposed, this internal rail system would include more 
than 55 miles of railroad track, including new switches & connections to the existing SERC rail line. To facilitate the 
expansion of the GIRP, the applicant is requesting US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) authorization to impact 
133.063 acres of wetland and 165 linear feet of stream. 

2.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND: 
Georgia Exports Company (GEC) is a Domestic Limited Liability Company formed in 2013 that specializes in exporting 
raw forestry products to foreign markets. When starting GEC, ownership recognized significant deficiencies within 
the greater Savannah Area import/export market. This included deficiencies in rail access, rail-served properties, 
rail-served buildings and railcar storage. While GEC was able to satisfy its immediate demands by procuring Norfolk 
Southern rail access north of Springfield, GA, concerns for future expansion lingered. Armed with 4+ years of railroad 
relationships and a proven track record as a valuable rail user, GEC began evaluating its long-term needs and 
exploring expansion alternatives in early 2017. Again, GEC encountered hurdle after hurdle created by lack of existing 
rail infrastructure available to small-to-medium users and the high cost associated with building new rail 
infrastructure.  

Soon after, GEC began exploring options to develop a rail-served industrial park that could support multiple and 
diverse users, provide infrastructure cost-sharing opportunities for tenants (which fully leveraged existing rather 
than new rail and road infrastructure), and meet the region’s demand for distribution, warehousing, processing, and 
logistics facilities. GEC met with the GPA, Effingham County Industrial Development Authority (EC-IDA), Savannah 
Economic Development Authority (SEDA), Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) and other community 
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C O N S U L T A N T S 

leaders to evaluate the rail park concept to meet expected demands. Numerous meetings/discussions with these 
groups, as well as with similar operations in other regions of the country, indicated significant demand within this 
region for a large-scale, rail-served industrial development with access to multiple Class 1 rail lines. 

In 2018, GPA announced an initiative to increase the Ports of Savannah’s twenty-foot equivalent (TEU) production 
while reducing congestion on Georgia highways.  Norfolk Southern (NS) and CSX Transportation (CSX) are the only 
two Class 1 rail providers with access into GPA’s Garden City and Ocean Terminals (Figure 3). Working with both 
providers, GPA has invested significantly in its rail infrastructure. Investments include but are not limited to the 
Mason Mega Rail Project at the Savannah Terminal as well as inland ports including Appalachian Regional Port, and 
the Cordele Inland Port (Figure 4). The Mason Mega Rail combines on-port CSX and NS rail terminals into one facility. 
Once completed, this GPA project will substantially improve efficiency moving containers to and from the ports via 
trains. The Manson Mega Rail is designed to transfer a large number of TEU’s quickly and efficiently. It, however, is 
not intended to process the materials inside the containers. This GPA project will not provide additional 
manufacturing, industrial, processing, warehousing, or distribution space. GPA has called upon the private sector to 
provide these opportunities and supporting infrastructure. GEC via the GIRP project is answering this call and will 
complement GPA’s efforts by providing a large, rail-served industrial park for which containers can be directly 
delivered via rail. GIRP’s end-users will be able to receive inputs via rail, process these inputs in diverse ways and 
then ship outputs via rail, semi-truck or other means, based on their unique needs. 

Rather than a single Class I rail service, this park will make available two service providers which improves service 
rates and increase logistical opportunities. These benefits distinguish the proposed dual rail served industrial park 
from other existing rail served industrial parks in the region. GIRP will be served by the same Class I rails lines (NS 
and CSX) as the GPA’s facilities. GIRP will provide processing, warehousing, distribution and other logistics 
opportunities to a wide variety of rail markets. As well as, provide access to a broader spectrum of suppliers and 
potential customers. Combined, CSX and NS own and operate greater than 95% of the Class 1 rail east of the 
Mississippi River and provide access to most major East Coast and Midwest rail markets (Figure 5). 

Because it is served by rail, the expanded GIRP can remove a significant amount of semi-truck traffic from local and 
regional roads. For example, for a high-volume user, GEC projects 6,000 rail moves each year per every 500,000 
square feet of building space. Each of these 6,000 rails moves replaces four semi-truck moves. Thus, 500,000 square 
feet of building space constructed as part of GIRP has the potential to remove up to an estimated 24,000 semi-truck 
moves from local roadways per year. These numbers projected over the potential 12.5 million square feet of 
buildings will significantly reduce semi-truck traffic, which has numerous public benefits. 

In light of the determined need, and with the support of GPA, EC-IDA, SEDA, and other community leaders, GEC 
began searching for properties that could satisfy dual rail service demand for the expected mix of diverse processing, 
warehousing, distribution and logistics activities that are drawn to the broader port region. The site selection criteria 
for the project generally included: 

 Site must afford dual Class 1 rail access (i.e., be served by CSX and NS) 
 Site must be within 20 miles of GPA and within the regional market of the Port of Savannah to meet the site 

selection targets for the rail-park’s end-users 
 Site must be a minimum of 1,000 acres of developable area to meet demand and support the needed logistics 

infrastructure 
 Site must lend itself to a flexible and efficient development plan by allowing for both range and diversity with 

respect to individual end-user sites to meet demand 
 Site must be able to support a rail system design that conforms to Class 1 providers’ engineering standards 
 Site must provide sufficient development areas near the main rail switching yard and Class 1 connections 
 Site accessibility must accommodate sustained semi-truck traffic 
 Site must be able to operate efficiently and safely as a logistics center 
 Utility services must be available to support the project 
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C O N S U L T A N T S 

 Zoning for the site must be able to accommodate industrial use 

3.0 PROJECT PURPOSE & NEED: 
The purpose of the proposed project is to provide dual rail served facilities for a diverse mix of processing, 
warehousing, and distribution end-users by expanding the dual rail served industrial park that is currently under 
construction. The regional market (Chatham, Effingham, Bryan, and Liberty Counties) currently contains 72 million 
square feet of warehousing space, and an additional 6 million square feet is under construction and scheduled to 
come to market in 2020. Of these 6 million square feet, 65% is preleased and the remaining 35% is projected to be 
leased in 6 months. As a result of the USACE Savannah Harbor Expansion Project and the Savannah Ports’ record 
growth, published market projections call for an additional 25 million square feet by 2025 (Appendix G). Market 
analysis adjusting for market downturns conservatively estimates the need for an additional 70 million square feet 
by 2030 to accommodate the 9 million TEU Port Expansion announced by GPA at the Georgia Foreign Trade 
Conference on 4 February 2020. Considering these projections and current regional vacancy rates of less 2.1%, this 
project will be critical for the region and supporting GPA. At buildout, GIRP will create 10-13 million square feet of 
occupiable building space, with adequate supporting infrastructure, that will have access to NS and CSX rail lines. 
This project alone will not satisfy all regional market needs but will assist with maintaining a healthy regional market 
required to support the continued growth of the Savannah Port, while fully leveraging existing infrastructure.  

4.0 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS: 
As part of the overall project, the applicant completed a thorough alternatives analysis. A review of the 404(b)(1) 
guidelines indicates that “(a) Except as provided under section 404(b)(2), no discharge of dredged or fill material 
shall be permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less adverse 
impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other significant adverse environmental 
consequences.” The guidelines define practicable alternatives as “(q) The term practicable means available and 
capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project 
purposes.”  

The guidelines outline further consideration of practicable alternatives: “(1) For the purpose of this requirement, 
practicable alternatives include, but are not limited to: (i) Activities which do not involve a discharge of dredged or 
fill material into the waters of the United States or ocean waters; (ii) Discharges of dredged or fill material at other 
locations in waters of the United States or ocean waters; (2) An alternative is practicable if it is available and capable 
of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project 
purposes. If it is otherwise a practicable alternative, an area not presently owned by the applicant which could 
reasonably be obtained, utilized, expanded, or managed to fulfill the basic purpose of the proposed activity may be 
considered.” 

Considering the guidelines above, the applicant evaluated a No Action Alternative, four alternative sites, and three 
on-site configurations. Other on-site alternatives were considered to varying degrees but eliminated due to a 
significant increase in the expected wetland impacts, and other off-site alternatives were considered but eliminated 
because they could never meet the site selection criteria. These alternatives were screened out and were not carried 
forward to this more thorough analysis. 

Mapping information for the off-site alternatives is provided in Figures 14-17 and on-site configuration alternatives 
is depicted on Figure 18. The applicant determined the site screening criteria based on the need and purpose of the 
project and accordance with the “GUIDELINES FOR PREPERATION OF ANALYSIS OF  SECTION 404 PERMIT 
APPLICATIONS PERSUANT TO THE SECTION 404(B)(1) GUIDELINES OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT (40 CFR, SECTION 230)” 
provided by the Savannah District. As part of this alternative evaluation, the following “Practicability/ Reasonability 
Screening Selection Criteria” was applied to each alternative to confirm whether the alternative and/or on-site 
configuration was practicable. 
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Practicability / Reasonability Screening Selection Criteria: As part of this alternative evaluation, the following 
“Practicability / Reasonability Screening Selection Criteria” were applied to each alternative to confirm whether the 
alternative and/or on-site configuration was practicable. 

1. Dual Class 1 Rail Access: The purpose of the project is to construct a dual rail served industrial park. For this 
reason, only sites that have duel access or have potential to have duel access are viable options. 

2. Proximity to Existing Rail: The site must provide direct and immediate access to existing Class 1 rail services. 

3. Proximity to Target Market/Geographic Review Area: Because the proposed project is in response to GPA’s 
call to the private sector to provide distribution, warehousing, and processing facilities to service the 
Savannah Port regional market, the geographic review area for the site was limited to a 20 mile radius of the 
Port of Savannah. 

4. Site Size: Due to the costs associated with rail extension, building construction, access road construction, 
utility installation, etc., the site must be of suitable size to accommodate a reasonable number of distribution 
and/or warehouse facilities to support the required capital investment. For this reason, a minimum of 1,000 
acres of developable area is required to support the proposed project. Given large undisturbed sites in Coastal 
Georgia are generally comprised of 20 to 30 percent wetland a total area of at least 1,200 acres is required. 

5. Ability to Produce Large Regularly Shaped Development Pods: In order to serve a diverse market by offering 
maximum flexibility for individual site designs, large generally rectangle or square development areas are 
needed.   

6. Produce and Sustain a Viable Rail Network: By their nature rail lines are inherently inflexible. The site must be 
able to produce a rail system that meets industry standards as well as NS and CSX company standards. 
Examples include, compaction & loading ratings, rail curvature limitations, track slope standards, shoulder 
width and support slope requirements, storage capacity, etc.   

7. Development Potential Adjacent to Main Rail Line(s): High volume rail users need to be placed as close to the 
main rail switching yard as possible. This reduces product delivery time, internal track congestion and overall 
operation costs for all end users, while also increases safety. 

8. Proximity to Highway: Due to the distribution and logistics nature of the project, the site must be accessible 
from a major highway to accommodate transportation/industrial truck traffic. While its primary function is a 
rail park, GRIP will be a full functioning logistics center and will have inbound and outbound semi-truck traffic. 

9. Efficient and Interconnected Internal Road System: In order to limit impacts to the surrounding area, the site 
must be able to provide internal connectivity for vehicular traffic. 

10. Proximity to Utilities: All traditional utilities including electrical, water, sewer, internet, etc. must be present 
at the site or can be reasonably be extended to service the site. 

11. Zoning: The proposed project will require an industrial zoned property. Potential project sites were screened 
by the applicant to determine if they were zoned for the intended use or could reasonably be rezoned for the 
intended use.  

12. Site Availability: Only a property that can be obtained or properties that can be assembled to support the 
project can be considered during the site screening. 

The following provides a summary of the alternative analysis and a description of each alternative evaluated as part 
of this permit application package.  

4.1 No Action Alternative: 
A “no action” alternative must be considered, and complete avoidance of wetlands was the first alternative 
considered for this project. Because of the extent of wetlands in the coastal region of Georgia and the inherent 
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inflexibility of large-scale distribution and warehousing facilities as well as  rail based developments, it was 
determined that complete avoidance of wetland impacts was not feasible. Because the “no-action” alternative and 
complete avoidance of impacts prohibits the development of a dual rail served industrial park, this alternative was 
determined to be unreasonable and not practicable. Additionally, the “no action” alternative would not meet the 
need and purpose of the project and would not be responsive to the broader port community call for attendant and 
supporting infrastructure. 

4.2 Alternative Sites:  
A total of four alternative sites were evaluated using the site screening criteria. The following provides a summary 
of each site and the location of each is depicted in Figure 14.   

4.2.1 Applicant’s Preferred Site: The applicants preferred alternative totals 1,508.7 acres located adjacent to and 
west of Highway 21, north of Rincon, Effingham County, Georgia. The following provides a summary of each criterion 
reviewed for the applicants preferred site: 

1. Dual Class 1 Rail Access: The applicants preferred alternative currently contains direct access to both NS and 
CSX rail lines via an existing short-line railroad (SERC). For this reason, the site meets the rail service 
requirement.  

2. Proximity to Existing Rail: The site is located directly adjacent and abutting the SERC line and the NS line. The 
CSX line is approximately 0.4-miles northeast of the property. Via the existing SERC line, this site offers 
efficient access to both the CSX and NS lines and satisfies this criterion. 

3. Proximity to Target Market/Geographic Review Area: This site is located within 20 miles of the Port of 
Savannah and meets the geographic review area criterion. 

4. Site Size: The applicants preferred site totals 1,508.7 acres which meets the minimum site size criterion. 

5. Ability to Produce Large Regularly Shaped Development Pods: The site generally offers linear development 
pods satisfying this criterion. 

6. Produce and Sustain a Viable Rail Network: This site lends itself well to rail construction and operation when 
considering industry standards. A rail system that satisfies the viable rail network criterion can be designed 
and constructed for this site.  

7. Development Potential Adjacent to Main Rail Line(s): This site offers over 1.8 miles of development potential 
adjacent to the SERC line, satisfying this criterion. 

8. Proximity to Highway: The site is located adjacent to and west of Highway 21 which is a four lane State 
Highway suitable for industrial truck traffic. In addition, multiple access points to Highway 21 are afforded for 
site ingress and egress. Thus, the applicants preferred alternative meets the highway criterion. 

9. Efficient and Interconnected Internal Road System: This site is of sufficient size and spacing to construct an 
internal vehicular traffic network that will satisfy this criterion. 

10. Proximity to Utilities: All utilities are currently available or can be extended to the site. This site satisfies the 
utility criterion.  

11. Zoning: The site is currently zoned for the proposed use and rezoning would not be required for the proposed 
project to meet the zoning criterion.  

12. Site Availability: This site is currently owned by the applicant and meets the site availability criterion. 

In summary, the applicants preferred site meets all the site screening criteria and is therefore a practicable 
alternative. 
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4.2.2 Alternative Site 1: This tract totals approximately 1,480.0 acres and is located adjacent to and north of Highway 
30 within Effingham and Chatham Counties, Georgia. The following provides a summary of each criterion reviewed 
for Alternative Site 1: 

1. Dual Class 1 Rail Access: Alternative Site 1 has potential of offer direct access to both NS and CSX rail lines. 
For this reason, the site meets the rail access criterion. 

2. Proximity to Existing Rail: This site is located adjacent to and abutting both the NS and CSX rail lines because 
of this it satisfies this criterion. 

3. Proximity to Target Market/Geographic Review Area: This site is located within 20 miles of the Port of 
Savannah and meets the geographic review area criterion. 

4. Site Size: This site totals 1,480.0 acres which meets the minimum site size criterion. 

5. Ability to Produce Large Regularly Shaped Development Pods: The site generally offers linear development 
pods satisfying this criterion. 

6. Produce and Sustain a Viable Rail Network: This site lends itself to rail construction and operation when 
considering industry standards. A rail system that satisfies the viable rail network criterion can be designed 
and constructed for this site. 

7. Development Potential Adjacent to Main Rail Line(s): When combined the site offers more than 4 miles of 
development potential adjacent to the NS and CSX rail lines, satisfying this criterion. 

8. Proximity to Highway: The site is located adjacent to Highway 30 within 1.5 miles of Highway 21 and 2 miles 
of Interstate 95. Thus, this site meets proximity to highway criterion. 

9. Efficient and Interconnected Internal Road System: Because of the shape of this alternative and the 
configuration of the existing rail lines, an interconnected vehicular road system would be difficult. From a 
vehicular standpoint, development of this site would result in two separate parks. Because both areas could 
support its own internal road system this criterion is satisfied for the site.   

10. Proximity to Utilities: All utilities are currently available or can be extended to the site. This site satisfies the 
utility criteria. 

11. Zoning: This alternative would require rezoning of all parcels. For purposes of this evaluation, it was 
assumed that rezoning would be feasible, and this criterion could be satisfied. 

12. Site Availability: This alternative would require the acquisition of 15 parcels under 11 different ownership 
entities. Currently, none of the 15 parcels are listed for sale, but it is assumed that an assemblage of the 
parcels could occur due to the project’s size, scope and regional significance. It is not, however, clear 
whether such assemblage could be completed, without potentially significant project delays. 

In summary, Alternative Site 1 meets all the site screening criteria and is therefore a practicable alternative. 

4.2.3 Alternative Site 2: This tract totals approximately 2,594.4 acres located west of Rincon in Effingham County, 
Georgia. The property is located east and west of McCall Road and east of Hodgeville Road. The following provides 
a summary of each criterion reviewed for this alternative site: 

1. Dual Class 1 Rail Access: Alternative Site 2 has potential of offer direct access to both NS and CSX rail lines. 
For this reason, the site meets the rail access criterion. 

2. Proximity to Existing Rail: This site is located adjacent to and abutting both the NS and CSX rail lines because 
of this it satisfies this criterion. 

3. Proximity to Target Market/Geographic Review Area: This site is located within 20 miles of the Port of 
Savannah and meets the geographic review area criterion. 
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4. Site Size: This site totals 2,594.4 acres which meets the minimum site size criterion. 

5. Ability to Produce Large Regularly Shaped Development Pods: The site generally offers linear 
development pods satisfying this criterion. 

6. Produce and Sustain a Viable Rail Network: This site lends itself to rail construction and operation when 
considering industry standards. A rail system that satisfies the viable rail network criteria can be designed 
and constructed for this site. 

7. Development Potential Adjacent to Main Rail Line(s): When combined the site offers more than 3 miles of 
development potential adjacent to the NS and CSX rail lines, satisfying this criterion. 

8. Proximity to Highway: The site provides access to McCall Road. This county road has a signaled intersection 
at its confluence with Hwy 21. To the best of the project team’s knowledge McCall Road could support the 
proposed traffic loads and volumes. Additionally, the proposed Effingham Parkway would bisect this 
property potentially providing additional vehicular access in the future. Thus, the alternative meets this site 
criterion. 

9. Efficient and Interconnected Internal Road System: While crossing of existing public roads would be 
required, this site is of sufficient size and spacing to construct an internal vehicular traffic network that will 
satisfy this criterion. 

10. Proximity to Utilities: All utilities are currently available or can be extended to the site. This site satisfies the 
utility criterion. 

11. Zoning: The site is currently zoned for the proposed use and rezoning would not be required for the 
proposed project meeting the zoning criteria. 

12. Site Availability: This site is currently owned by the Effingham County Industrial Development Authority (EC-
IDA) and encumbered by a public private partnership (PPP) development agreement. Because this site is 
not available for purchase, lease, etc., this site does not meet the site availability criterion. 

In summary, Alternative Site 2 is not a practicable alternative because the property cannot be reasonably acquired. 

4.2.4 Alternative Site 3: This tract totals approximately 1,217.4 located northeast of Springfield adjacent to Mock 
Road within Effingham County, Georgia. The following provides a summary of each criterion reviewed for this 
alternative site: 

1. Dual Class 1 Rail Access: Alternative Site 3 is located adjacent to a CSX line but access to a second Class 1 
line would require construction of new rail adjacent to an existing utility easement. Construction would 
extend through approximately 23 private properties which is not feasible for a private developer. For this 
reason, the site does not meet the rail access criterion. 

2. Proximity to Existing Rail: The site is adjacent to the CSX line however the NS line is approximately 3.7 miles 
to the west. Because of the distance between the two class 1 rails, the proximity to existing rail criterion 
cannot be satisfied. 

3. Proximity to Target Market/Geographic Review Area: This site is located within 20 miles of the Port of 
Savannah and meets the geographic review area criterion. 

4. Site Size: This site totals approximately 1,217.4 acres which meets the minimum site size criterion. 

5. Ability to Produce Large Regularly Shaped Development Pods: The site generally offers linear development 
pods satisfying this criterion. 
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6. Produce and Sustain a Viable Rail Network: This site lends itself to rail construction and operation when 
considering industry standards. A rail system that satisfies the viable rail network criterion can be designed 
and constructed within this site 

7. Development Potential Adjacent to Main Rail Line(s): This site offers approximately 1 mile of development 
potential adjacent to CSX line, satisfying this criterion. 

8. Proximity to Highway: The site is located approximately 2.5 miles from Highway 21. While improvements 
to existing roads would be required to support the industrial truck traffic, it is assumed the required 
improvements could be completed. Thus, the applicants preferred alternative meets this site criterion. 

9. Efficient and Interconnected Internal Road System: This site is of sufficient size and spacing to construct an 
internal vehicular traffic network that will satisfy this criterion. 

10. Proximity to Utilities: The property does not currently contain water or sewer services and extending these 
services to the site is unlikely.  For this reason, the utility criterion is not met. 

11. Zoning: This alternative contains 44 parcels which are not currently zoned for the intended use. Due to the 
proximity to residential development and potential impacts to residential areas, rezoning of the project 
area is not likely. For this reason, the zoning criterion is not met 

12. Site Availability: This alternative would require the acquisition numerous parcels. A review of available 
parcel information indicates that an assemblage of 21 parcels would be required to create a project area 
suitable to support the proposed development. While this site is located adjacent to an existing CSX line, 
construction of a new rail line through 23 additional parcels would be required to access the existing NS 
line. Because the project is proposed by a private company and this alternative would require acquisition 
of approximately 44 parcels, this alternative does not meet the site availability criterion. 

In summary, Alternative Site 3 is not a practicable alternative because the property cannot be reasonably acquired, 
suitable dual rail access to Class 1 service is not afforded, utilities are not provided to the site and are not likely to 
be reasonably extended to the site and the project area would not likely be rezoned for the intended land use. 

4.3 Summary of Alternative Practicability: 
Based on review of alternative sites and application of Practicability/ Reasonability Screening Selection Criteria, the 
applicant prepared Table 6 below summarizing the practicability of each alternative. 
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Table 1. Summary Table for Practicability and Reasonableness Screening Selection Criteria 

1. Dual Class 1 Rail Access No Yes 

2. Proximity to Existing Rail No Yes 

3. Proximity to Target Market No Yes 

4. Site Size No Yes 

5. Ability to Produce Large 
Regularly Shaped Development No Yes 

Pods 

6. Produce and Sustain a Viable 
No Yes

Rail Network 

7. Development Potential Adjacent 
No Yes 

to Main Rail Line(s) 

8. Proximity to Highway No Yes 

9. Efficient and Interconnected 
No Yes

Internal Road System 

10. Proximity to Utilities No Yes 

11. Zoning No Yes 

12. Site Availability No Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

4.4 Evaluat ion of National Wetlands Inventory and National Hydrologic Database: 
In addition to applying the site screening criteria to each off-site alternative, the applicant also evaluated each 

alternative in considerat ion of overall aquatic resources. Although not a requirement of the 404(b)1 guidelines, this 
additional effort was initiated to confirm that when considering impacts to aquatic resources alone, the applicants 

preferred site was the least damaging. This evaluation was conducted by analyzing national wetlands inventory 
(NWI) and the national hydrologic database (NHD). 

Applicants Preferred Site: A combination of the NWI and the NHD indicates this property contains approximately 
761.6 acres of wetland, 747.1 acres of upland and 10,369 linear feet of stream. The uplands are generally located 
w ithin four linear pockets with the wetlands generally consisting of 3 defined drainageways. 

Alternative Site 1: NWI/NHD mapping indicates this 1480.0 acre project area contains approximately 479.0 acres of 
wetland, 1,001.0 acres of upland and 1,160 linear feet of stream. 

Alternative Site 2: NWI/NHD mapping indicates this 2,594.4 acre project area contains an estimated 799.5 acres of 
wetland, 1,794.9 acres of upland, and 7,830 linear feet of stream. 

Alternative Site 3: NWI/NHD mapping this 1,217.4 indicates this project area contains approximately 470.7 acres of 
wetland, 746.7 acres of upland and 335 linear feet of stream. 

The following table provides a summary of the NWI and NHD evaluation for each off-site alternative. 
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Table 2. Alternative Site NWI & NHD Evaluation Summary Table 

GIRP, Preferred Site Plan 1,508.7 747.1761.6 0.5 10,369 

Offsite Alternative 1 1,480.0 479.0 1,001.0 0.3 1,160 

Offsite Alternative 2 2,594.4 1,794.9799.5 0.3 7,830 

Offsite Alternative 3 1,217.4 470.7 746.7 0.4 335 

4.5 Review of Practicable Alternatives: 
Following a determination of practicable alternatives using the "Practicability/Reasonability Screening Selection 
Criteria", the applicant completed an analysis of practicable alternatives to identify the least environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) pursuant to 40 CFR 230.7(b)(1). The purpose of the below analysis is to 
ensure that "no discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the 
proposed discharge which would have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem". The applicant evaluated 
potential environmental impacts that would result from construction of the proposed facility. This evaluation was 
completed by considering environmental factors which could impact development of the site . The environmental 
factors included: 

Environmental Factors: 

1. Wetland Impacts (quantitative): An evaluation was completed to estimate the acreage of potential wetland 
impacts associated with each practicable alternative. 

2. Wetland Function (qualitative): The functional value of potential wetland impact areas was evaluated for each 
practicable alternative. A low, medium, or high value was assigned based on current USACE qualitative 
assessment protocol. 

3. Stream Impacts (quantitative) : An evaluation was completed to estimate the linear feet of potential stream 
impacts associated with each practicable alternative. 

4. Stream Function {qualitative) : The functional value of potential stream impacts was evaluated for each 
practicable alternative. A low, medium, or high value was assigned based on current USACE qualitative 
assessment protocol 

5. Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered Species: A threatened and endangered species assessment was 
completed for each of the practicable sites using U.S. Fish and Wildlife (IPAC) and USACE Effects 
Determination Guidance for Endangered & Threatened Species (EDGES) data. 

6. Cultural Resources: Potential impacts to cultural resources were evaluated for each practicable alternative 
using available National Registry of Historic (NRHP) public data. 

7. Flood Plain Impacts: Potential impacts to flood plains were evaluated for each practicable alternative. 
8. Stormwater Management Impacts: Practicability and effectiveness of the stormwater management plan was 

assessed for each of the potential expansion plans. 

Considering the assessment criteria above, the applicant evaluated the four practicable alternatives (three onsite 
alternatives and one offsite). The following provides a summary of each practicable alternative and associated 
environmental impacts (Figures 17 & 18). 

4.5.1 Proposed Action or Applicant's Preferred Site and Configuration: Considering the site plan, a summary of 
environmental impacts is provided below. 
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1. Wetland Impacts (quantitative): Using NWI/NHD wetland data, 281.3 acres of wetland impacts are needed 
for the preferred site and configuration. 

2. Wetland Function (qualitative): USACE qualitative assessments were completed for each of the potential 
wetland impacts, an overall value of moderate was assigned. 

3.  Stream Impacts (quantitative): Using NHD stream data, 137 linear feet of stream impacts are needed for the 
preferred site and configuration. 

4. Stream Function (qualitative): USACE qualitative assessments were completed for each of the potential 
stream impacts, an overall value of moderate was assigned. 

5. Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered Species: No adverse impacts to federally listed threatened or 
endangered species are anticipated with this alternative.  

6. Cultural Resources: No impacts to cultural resources are expected with this alternative. 
7. Flood Plain Impacts: This proposed alternative will have minor impacts to floodplain as identified by FEMA 

mapping.  Only linear transportation crossings of the floodplain are proposed. 
8. Stormwater Management Impacts: For the purpose of this alternative analysis stormwater ponds were 

adjusted from what is proposed in the attached engineered site plan. Stormwater ponds were adjusted to 
avoid the NWI/NHD wetlands where possible. Its assumed that a site-specific plan would avoid putting a 
stormwater pond in a wetland when possible. While ponds were moved the total area and capacity of the 
adjusted ponds mimic the engineered ponds that meet all local, state, and federal stormwater requirements. 
The site plan requires a minimal amount of stormwater pond to be constructed within current wetland areas. 
These ponds are proposed in areas of changed land use. They will be constructed in converted areas and 
wetlands will not be used for stormwater treatment. This alternative will not adversely impact water quality. 

4.5.2 On-Site Configuration 2: Considering the site plan, a summary of environmental impacts is provided below.  

1. Wetland Impacts (quantitative): Using NWI/NHD wetland data, 286.7 acres of wetland impacts are needed 
for the preferred site and configuration. 

2. Wetland Function (qualitative): USACE qualitative assessments were completed for each of the potential 
wetland impacts, an overall value of moderate was assigned. 

3.  Stream Impacts (quantitative): Using NHD stream data, 164 linear feet of stream impacts are needed for the 
preferred site and configuration. 

4. Stream Function (qualitative): USACE qualitative assessments were completed for each of the potential 
stream impacts, an overall value of moderate was assigned. 

5. Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered Species: No adverse impacts to federally listed threatened or 
endangered species are anticipated with this alternative.  

6. Cultural Resources: No impacts to cultural resources are expected with this alternative. 
7. Flood Plain Impacts: This proposed alternative will have minor impacts to floodplain as identified by FEMA 

mapping.  Linear transportation crossings of the floodplain are proposed. 
8. Stormwater Management Impacts: This alternative would meet all local, state, and federal stormwater 

requirements. The site plan calls for stormwater ponds to be constructed within current wetland areas 
however, they will be constructed ponds. Wetlands will not be used for stormwater treatment. This 
alternative will not adversely impact water quality. 

4.5.3 On-Site Configuration 3: Considering the site plan, a summary of environmental impacts is provided below.  

1. Wetland Impacts (quantitative): Using NWI/NHD wetland data, 301.9 acres of wetland impacts are needed 
for the preferred site and configuration. 

2. Wetland Function (qualitative): USACE qualitative assessments were completed for each of the potential 
wetland impacts, an overall value of moderate was assigned. 

3.  Stream Impacts (quantitative): Using NHD stream data, 283 linear feet of stream impacts are needed for the 
preferred site and configuration. 
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4. Stream Function (qualitative): USACE qualitative assessments were completed for each of the potential 
stream impacts, an overall value of moderate was assigned. 

5. Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered Species: No adverse impacts to federally listed threatened or 
endangered species are anticipated with this alternative.  

6. Cultural Resources: No impacts to cultural resources are expected with this alternative. 
7. Flood Plain Impacts: This proposed alternative will have minor impacts to floodplain as identified by FEMA 

mapping.  Linear transportation crossings of the floodplain are proposed. 
8. Stormwater Management Impacts: This alternative would meet all local, state, and federal stormwater 

requirements. The site plan calls for stormwater ponds to be constructed within current wetland areas 
however, they will be constructed ponds. Wetlands will not be used for stormwater treatment. This 
alternative will not adversely impact water quality. 

4.5.4 Alternative Site 1: Considering the site plan, a summary of environmental impacts is provided below.  

1. Wetland Impacts (quantitative): Using NWI/NHD wetland data, 286.4 acres of wetland impacts are needed 
for the preferred site and configuration. 

2. Wetland Function (qualitative): USACE qualitative assessments were completed for each of the potential 
wetland impacts, an overall value of moderate to high was assigned. 

3. Stream Impacts (quantitative): Using NHD stream data, 1,160 linear feet of stream impacts are needed for 
the preferred site and configuration. 

4. Stream Function (qualitative): USACE qualitative assessments were completed for each of the potential 
stream impacts, an overall value of moderate was assigned. 

5. Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered Species: No adverse impacts to federally listed threatened or 
endangered species are anticipated with this alternative.  

6. Cultural Resources: No impacts to cultural resources are expected with this alternative. 
7. Flood Plain Impacts: This proposed alternative will have slight impacts to floodplain as identified by FEMA 

mapping.  Development in and linear transportation crossings of the floodplain would be required. 
8. Stormwater Management Impacts: This alternative meets all local, state, and federal stormwater 

requirements. The site plan calls for stormwater ponds to be constructed within current wetland areas. 
However, they will be constructed ponds wetlands will not be used for stormwater treatment. This alternative 
will not adversely impact water quality. 

4.6 Summary of Alternatives Analysis: 
When comparing the practicable alternatives, the Applicant’s Preferred Alternative has less total environmental 
impacts than the other alternatives. The Applicant’s Preferred Alternative represents the least environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA). Table 8 provides a summary of the practicable alternatives and the values 
for each factor. 
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Table 3 . Summary of Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative Assessment 

NWI/NHD Wetland Impacts (Acres) 

Functional Value of Impacted 
Wetlands 

NHD Stream Impact (feet) 

Functional Value of Impacted Streams 

Federal Endangered Species Impact 

Cultural Resources Impact 

Floodplain Impact 

Stormwater Management Impacts 

281.3 286.7 301.9 

Moderate Moderate Moderate 

137.1 163.8 283.0 

Moderate Moderate Moderate 

No No No 

No No No 

MinorMinor M inor 

No No No 

286.4 

Moderate to 
High 

1,160.4 

Moderate 

No 

No 

Slight 

No 

In summary, the applicant and design team considered a variety of alternatives which would avoid and minimize 

impacts to wetlands to the greatest extent practicable whi le satisfying the overall project purpose. Through a 
comprehensive analysis of both offsite locations and onsite configurations, the applicant has been able to reduce 
the overall environmental impacts and demonstrate that the proposed site and design is the least environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative. 

5.0 PREFERRED SITE BACKGROUND: 
The proposed project area meets these criteria in the above section . The project area has an extensive history with 
the USACE. Jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional wetland boundaries were previously verified by the USACE, and a 
masterplan permit for a residential development was issued. Because the permit and subsequently the jurisdictional 
determinations expired prior to initiation of this proj ect, GEC requested a new jurisdictional determination from the 
USACE in 2018. The unanticipated result was a 177 acre increase in limits of jurisdictional wetland, as compared to 
the historical jurisdictional determinations supporting the residentia l development permit. After incorporating the 
revised wetland boundary into the site plan, the applicant began the design and planning phase of the project. 

The proposed project is the result of numerous meetings, over more than two years, with NS, CSX, GPA, GDOT, local 
development authorities, state economic development professionals, elected officials at the federal, state and local 
level, Georgia Power, rai l engineers, rai l builders, rail operators, development engineers, real estate professionals, 
expected end users, environmental consultants, and the USACE. The evaluation process and coordination effort 
completed by GEC were required to ensure development of a plan which satisfied both current and future market 
needs when considering all factors (i.e. public benefit, economic benefit and environmental benefit). Specific to the 
USACE 404 review process, GEC has completed the following: 

• Jan 2018- Project feasibi lity assessment and preliminary engineering analysis 
• February 2018- Preliminary field review of aquatic resource boundaries previously verified by USACE and 

other USACE documentation associated w ith the project area 
• March 2018- Initiation of site plan development and project t imeline evaluation 

• March 2018- USACE pre-application meeting request 
• April 2018- July 2018- Completion of new aquatic resource delineation of project area 

• May 2018- Attendance at pre-application meeting with GEC staff, GPA, NS, Kern & Company (consult ing 
engineer), RLC and USACEstaff 

• June 2018- September 2018- Completion of Phase I cultural and archeological resources field survey 
• July 2018- Submittal of USACEAquatic Resources Determination Review Request and Approved Jurisdictional 

Determination Request 
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 August 2018- Submittal of request to extinguish covenants for the “Heritage Tract” component of the project 
area (Appendix B) 

 October 2018- Completion of USACE site visit to field review aquatic resource boundaries 
 October 2018- USACE requests additional information for continued evaluation of isolated wetlands 
 December 2018- Submittal of Phase 1 Cultural Resources Survey Report of Findings (Appendix C) 
 January 2019- Attendance at second pre-application with project team and USACE 
 May 2019- Submittal of aquatic resources delineation survey 
 July 2019- Submittal of additional information requested by USACE regarding Approved Jurisdictional 

Determination Request 
 July 2019- Completed a threatened & endangered Species Assessment for the project area (Appendix D) 
 August 2019- GA-DNR HPD comment letter forwarded to the project team (Appendix C) 
 September 2019- Aquatic Resources Determination Review and Approved Jurisdictional Determination issued 

by USACE (Appendix E) 
 September 2019- Submittal of Cultural Resources Assessment of Effects to USACE (Appendix C) 
 January 2020- Received USACE and HPD concurrence on no affect for historic resources (Appendix C) 
 February 2020- Individual permit application for the remaining phases of GIRP submitted 

In addition to the items completed above in association with the overall GIRP project, GEC completed the following 
activities in association with Phase I of the project. GEC obtained a Nationwide Permit Concurrence from the USACE 
to facilitate this limited development, which will deliver three buildings to market as soon as mid-2021 and provide 
a proof of concept of a duel served rail park in Rincon to all stakeholders. 

 June 2019- Submittal of Nationwide Permit (NWP) Preconstruction Notification package requesting 
authorization to impact jurisdictional area for development of Phase 1 GIRP (Figure 6) 

 August 2019- Submittal of additional NWP support documentation requested by the USACE 
 September 2019-Submittal of additional NWP support documentation requested by the USACE September 

2019- Issuance of the GIRP Phase 1 NWP concurrence by the USACE (Appendix F) 
 January 2020- Initiation of construction within upland areas of GIRP Phase 1 

6.0 EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS: 
The 1,508.68 acre project site was created by assembling four parcels, and the overall site was selected because it 
satisfied the criteria listed above and 3 of the 4 parcels (±96.7% of the proposed development area) were previously 
delineated, surveyed, and verified by the USACE. When considering large Coastal Plain sites, the USACE 
documentation was a positive indication that construction of a project of this scope and size would be permitted 
after considering avoidance, minimization and the public interest. GEC began moving forward establishing a 
development plan for the GIRP property in late 2017. 
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Table 4. Preexisting USACE Stat us 

Heritage Tract 200103170 11/20/01 JD 
Submitted 

Heritage Tract 164.99-ac jurisdictional, 105.63-as non-jurisdictional 
& 6.90-ac non-jurisdictional borrow pit on ±1,015-ac 

tract 
Heritage Tract 

200103170 12/10/01 JD Issued 

Wetlands Q and Xmade jurisdictional (76.28-ac) 
revised JD 

200501053 2/10/06 Issued 

Weyerhaeuser 200602455 12/11/06 JD Request 
Tract 

Weyerhaeuser 200602455 11/27/07 JD Issued 46.1-ac jurisdictional wetland & 23.2-ac isolated 
Tract wetland on ±255-acre tract 

Zipperer Tract 200901144 11/24/09 JD Request 

Zipperer Tract 200901144 4/29/10 JD Issued 37.1-ac jurisdictional & 3.2-ac isolated on ±283-acre 
tract 

As noted above, because the previously approved USACE documents were expired, the applicant completed a new 
jurisdictional determination. Based on this revised determination, the 1,508.68 acre project area is comprised of 
1,030.91 acres of upland, 466.18 acres of wetland, 1.14 acres of open water borrow pit, 3.01 acres of isolated 
wetlands, 7.44 acres of non-jurisdictional borrow pit and 11,410 linear feet of intermittent stream (Figure 8). The 
project area is covered via a valid delineation of aquatic resources and an Approved Jurisdictional Determination 
issued by the USACE dated 10 September 2019 (SAS-2018-00235, Appendix E). 

Table 5 . Current USACE Status 

USACE Wetland 466.18 
Regulated Borrow Pit 1.14 

Non- Wetlands 3.01 
USACE Borrow pit 7.44 

Regulated Upland 1,030.91 

As documented and recorded during the numerous field investigations through 2018 and 2019, dominant habitats 
include; pine plantation upland (mature and immature), cleared & maintained upland, pine plantation wetland 
(mature and immature), hardwood forested wetland, emergent wetland, depressional forested wetland, 
depressional emergent wetland, cleared & maintained wetland, open water borrow pit, upland dug ditches, 
intermittent stream, wetland/upland protected by a restrictive covenant and existing development. The general 
location of each habitat is depicted on Figure 9. The followi ng summary provides a brief description of each habitat. 

• Pine Plantation Upland: Most of the property consists of planted pine plantation with greater than 15 years 
of growth. These mature a reas have a closed canopy comprised of tree a nd sapling species (overstory). The 
understory (shrub and herbaceous layers) are inconsistent but dense in most areas. Some a reas have been 
harvested or disturbed within the past several years and have yet to develop an overstory. These immature 
areas have a dense understory. Species composition and distribution is as follows: 
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Overstory: Understory: 
Loblolly Pine (Pinus taeda) Loblolly Pine Wax Myrtle (Myrica cerifera) 

Laurel Oak (Quercus laurifolia) Fetterbush (Lyonia lucida) Dog-fennel (Eupatorium capillifolium) 
Water Oak (Quercus nigra) Muscadine (Vitis rotundifolia) Red Maple (Acer rubrum) 

Sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua) Sweetgum Saw Palmetto (Serenoa repens) 
Blackberry (Rubus argutus) Cinnamon Fern (Osmunda cinnamomea) 

Water Oak Broom Sedge (Andropogon virginicus) 

Cleared & Maintained Upland: These areas are mowed and maintained rail/power easements, internal trail 
roads and wildlife food plots. These areas are void of overstory and have an understory comprised mostly of 
native grasses.   Species composition and distribution is as follows: 

Overstory: Understory: 
Bahia Grass (Paspalum notatum) Dog-fennel 

Beauty-berry (Callicarpa americana) Bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinum) 
N/A Muscadine Broom Sedge 

Greenbrier Bracken Fern (Pteridium aquilinum) 
Blackberry Trumpet-creeper (Campsis radicans) 

Giant Cane (Arundinaria gigantean) 

Pine Plantation Wetland: These areas are historic wetlands that have been subjected to silviculture practices 
for 50+ years. Mature areas (areas that have not been harvested within the last 15 years) have a mature 
overstory and dense understory. Immature areas (areas that have been timbered and recently replanted) lack 
an overstory and have a dense pine dominate understory. Species composition and distribution is as follows: 

Understory: Overstory: 
Loblolly Pine Wax Myrtle Loblolly Pine 
Red Maple Fetterbush Water Oak 
Water Oak Sweetgum Cinnamon Fern 
Sweetgum Blackberry Netted Chain Fern (Woodwardia areolate) 
Laurel Oak Sweet Bay (Magnolia virginiana) Sphagnum moss (Sphagnum spp.) 

Hardwood Forested Wetland:  These areas are not actively managed for pine production. Tree species within 
this area are generally over 20 years of age and are the dominant stratum. The understory is relatively open 
but has patches of dense vegetation, mostly along the wetland upland fringe. Species composition and 
distribution is as follows: 

Overstory: Understory: 
Laurel Oak Wax Myrtle Sweetgum 

Bald Cypress (Taxodium distichum) Beauty-berry Water Oak 
Water Oak Sphagnum moss Red Maple 
Sweetgum Greenbrier Laurel Oak 

Black Gum (Nyssa biflora) Blackberry Cinnamon Fern 
Sweet Bay Poison Ivy (Toxicodendron radicans) Sweet Bay 

Swamp Chestnut Oak (Quercus michauxii) Blackstem Chainfern (Woodwardia virginica) 

Emergent Wetland: These were cleared of vegetation as part of past site development within the Heritage 
Tract. Because of a high-water table and no replanting, the areas have been slow to revegetate. Species 
composition and distribution is as follows: 

Overstory: Understory: 
Loblolly Pine Sweetgum 

Spike-Rush (Eleocharis obtuse) Red Maple 
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N/A Sphagnum moss Blackberry 
Greenbrier Wax Myrtle 

Broom Panic Grass (Dicanthelium scoparium) Blackstem Chainfern 

 Depressional Wetland: The project area contains several non-jurisdictional isolated wetlands in addition to 
other depressional “bowl shaped” wetlands determined to be jurisdictional by the USACE. These areas are 
generally located on concave landscapes. The species diversity and composition are like that described above 
for the Hardwood Forested Wetlands or Emergent Wetlands. 

 Cleared and Maintained Wetland: These areas are the wetland portions of the mowed and maintained 
rail/power easement. These areas are void of overstory and have an understory like the Emergent Wetlands 
described above. 

 Open Water Borrow Pit: The project area contains three open water borrow pits that were dug within uplands. 
These areas are mostly void of vegetation but do have areas with some submerged aquatic vegetation.     

 Intermittent Stream: The project area is bisected from the southwest to the northeast by Polly Branch. This is 
a brown water stream that was determined to be intermittent by the USACE. This tributary experiences high 
flows during wet portions of the year and no flow during dry times. 

 Man-Made Ditches: The property has several jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional ditches throughout. This 
habitat is defined by bed and bank with little to no vegetation present in the bottom of the ditches. The 
ditches were presumably constructed for silvicultural purposes and contribute to drainage of the property. 

 Existing Restrictive Covenant Area: A Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions related to USACE permit 
number SAS-2005-01053 was submitted to the USACE on 01 May 2006 and provides the perpetual protection 
of 234.27 acres of wetlands within the “Heritage Tract” portion of the proposed development. Additional 
details are provided in Appendix B. 

 Existing Development:  Phase 1 of the GIRP development is currently under construction. Timber harvest has 
been completed and land clearing has started in the upland components of the phase. Under Phase 1 GIRP 
will construct three buildings totaling 1,220,000-square feet, build 0.8-miles of road, 1.3-miles of service track 
and 1.8-miles of railcar storage track (Figure 7). In the very near future GIRP will purchase the mitigation 
credits associated with the 2019 NWP and commence full scale site development. Its anticipated that the 
construction of building one will commence in the second quarter 2020 and be completed in second quarter 
on 2021. 

As mapped by the USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service, soil types found within the project area includes 
Echaw-Centenary complex, Leon, Mascotte, Pelham, Pickney, Ridgland -Bouglogne complex, Rigdon, and Surrency 
soil series. Soils are depicted on the attached NRCS soils survey for Effingham County, Georgia (Figure 10). 
Characteristics of each soil type are described above in Table 3. 

 Page | 17 



    

 

 
 

 
   

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
  

  

 
 

  
  

 
 

 
 

 
  

  
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

  
   

 

 
 

  
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

  
 

 
 
 

  
 

 
 
 
 

  
 

 

RESOURCE+LAND 
C O S U L T A T S 

Table 6. NRCS Soil Series Descriptions 

Label Series Name 
Drainage 

Class 
Landform 

Down-
slope 
shape 

Parent 
Material 

Slope 
(%) 

Frequenc 
y of 

Flooding 

Frequenc 
y of 

Ponding 

Depth to 
Water 

Table (in) 
Typical Profile 

EcA 
Echaw-

Centenary 
complex 

Moderately 
well 

drained 

Flats on 
marine 
terraces

 Linear, 
convex 

Sandy marine 
deposits 

0-2 None None 30-42 
Ap - 0 to 11 inches: sand 
E - 11 to 45 inches: sand 

Bh - 45 to 80 inches: sand 

LnA Leon 
Poorly 

drained 
Flatwoods Convex 

Sandy marine 
deposits 

0-2 None None 6-18 

A - 0 to 8 inches: sand 
E - 8 to 18 inches: sand 

Bh - 18 to 37 inches: sand 
E' - 37 to 45 inches: sand 

B'h - 45 to 80 inches: sand 

MaA Mascotte 
Poorly 

drained 

Flats on 
marine 
terraces 

Convex, 
linear 

Sandy and 
loamy marine 

deposits 
0-2 None None 6-18 

A - 0 to 9 inches: sand 
Eg - 9 to 15 inches: sand 

Bh - 15 to 37 inches: sand 
Btg1 - 37 to 57 inches: sandy clay loam 

Btg2 - 57 to 80 inches: sandy loam 

PeA Pelham 
Poorly 

drained 
Flatwoods Linear 

Sandy and 
loamy marine 

deposits 
0-2 None None 0-12 

A - 0 to 6 inches: loamy sand 
Eg - 6 to 33 inches: loamy sand 

Btg1 - 33 to 41 inches: sandy loam 
Btg2 - 41 to 66 inches: sandy clay loam 

Cg - 66 to 80 inches: sandy loam 

PkA Pickney 
Very poorly 

drained 
Depressions, 
drainageways 

Concave Sandy alluvium 0-1 Frequent Frequent about 0 A - 0 to 38 inches: mucky sand 
Cg - 38 to 80 inches: sand 

RdA 
Ridgeland-
Boulogne 
complex 

Somewhat 
poorly 

drained 

Flats on 
marine 
terraces 

Linear, 
convex 

Sandy marine 
deposits 

0-2 None None 18-30 
A - 0 to 6 inches: sand 

Bh - 6 to 13 inches: sand 
E - 13 to 54 inches: sand 

B'h - 54 to 80 inches: sand 

RgA Rigdon 
Somewhat 

poorly 
drained 

Flats on 
marine 
terraces 

Linear, 
convex 

Loamy marine 
deposits 

0-2 None None 18-30 
Ap - 0 to 6 inches: sand 

Bh - 6 to 11 inches: sand 
E - 11 to 36 inches: sand 

Btg - 36 to 80 inches: sandy clay loam 

SuA Surrency 
Very poorly 

drained 
Depressions, 
drainageways 

Concave, 
linear 

Loamy marine 
deposits over 
sandy marine 

deposits 

0-1 Frequent Frequent about 0 
A - 0 to 22 inches: mucky sand 

Btg1 - 22 to 35 inches: sandy loam 
Btg2 - 35 to 80 inches: sandy clay loam 

W Water n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

The natural topography within the site ranges from elevation 77 feet within the southern portion of the property to 
55 feet within the eastern portions of Polly Branch (intermittent stream). Additionally, three locations of stockpiled 
soil where elevations rise to approximately 110 feet. Lidar elevation data is depicted on Figure 11. In general site 
hydrology flows towards the intermittent stream then towards the northeast. 

7.0 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES: 
RLC completed a standalone Protected Species Report for the proposed project area in July of 2019 (Appendix D). 
The conclusion from this report is provided below. 

In May 2018, October 2018 and June 2019, RLC completed a Threatened and Endangered Species Assessment 
for the 1,521-acre Georgia International Rail Park located in Effingham County, Georgia.  At no time during 
the survey was a species listed as threatened or endangered by current federal regulations observed.  In 
addition to the absence of species, habitats present within the project site were determined to be less than 
suitable and not likely to sustain any of the species.  Thus, a proposed development within this project area 
will have no tangible impacts on any federally protected species. 

In addition to this report, RLC completed the USACE Effects Determination Guidance for Endangered & Threatened 
Species (EDGES) review (Appendix D) for the five potential species identified in the IPAC review. 
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Table 7. Effects Determination for Endangered & Threatened Species 

Red-cockaded 
Woodpecker mature pine

Endangered No RCW No No NLAA
(Piciodes forest 
borealis) 

longleaf pine Eastern Indigo 
Eastern 

Snake and
Threatened IndigoNo No No NLAA

(Drymarchon wiregrass
Snake

corais couperi) community 

longleaf pine 
Gopher Tortoise 

and No
{Gopherus Candidate No No No n/a n/a

wiregrass Effect
polyphemus) 

community 
longleaf 

pine-
wiregrass

Frosted 
community&

Flatwoods 
Flatwoods shallow, No

Salamander Threatened No No No 
Salamander ephemeral Effect

{Ambystoma 
cypress

cingulatum) 
and/or 
swamp 

tupelo ponds 

Pond berry/Pond edges of 
Spicebush sandhill No

Endangered No No No n/a
(Lindera ponds and Effect 

melissifolia) limesinks 

8.0 CULTURAL RESOURCES: 
Brockington and Associates, Inc. (Brockington) completed a Phase I Cultural Resources Survey in September of 2018. 
This report was submitted to the USACEin December of 2018. Several discussions between the applicant, the USACE 
and the GA-DNR Historic Preservation Division (HPD) occurred between 14 May 2019 and 30 January 2020. The 
culmination was a no effects determination from HPD for the proposed project. Brockington's report and all 
correspondence are provided in Appendix C. 

9.0 PROPOSED PROJECT & DEVELOPMENT PLAN: 
The proposed project will include construction of rail lines, roads, buildings, utilities, and all attendant features 
required to support GIRP. The proposed site plan has been developed to include components required to support 
and sustain the proposed dual rail served industrial development. These features include but are not limited to, 
buildings, passenger car parking, truck court, stormwater management areas, internal roads, railcar storage tracks 
and service tracks. Industry standards for all these components were applied to the project design in order to create 
a developable 15+ year master plan. As currently proposed, buildings will generally range from 160,000 to 190,000 
square foot (Appendix H). The development plan designed by Kern & Co, will allow GIRP to bring a diverse offering 
to t he market and allow for maximum flexibility for its end users. 
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Meticulous attention to detail and forward-thinking design allows for minor changes in individual layouts to 
accommodate future end users’ specific demands while not requiring modifications to the proposed infrastructure 
as shown in the attached Kern & Co site plan. While the future buildings that are constructed as part of the GIRP 
project may not exactly match the current renderings, they are the project team’s best estimation of what is needed 
and what will be built. These drawings will serve as GIRP’s master plan for the property for the next 15 years. While 
the precise requirements of the market/demand is subject to some fluctuation, these plans allow for efficient 
planning, budgeting and preparation for the future. Obtaining a master plan permit allows GEC to efficiently design 
for flexibility and avoids disjointed development through multiple individual and/or nationwide permits. By 
developing a flexible plan now, the project team can reduce total aquatic resource impacts for the overall industrial 
park and maximize the public and private benefits the GIRP’s provides for the region. 

The development is proposed in phases. Phase 1 is currently under construction and is independent from the 
expansion components associated with this permit application. The three buildings associated with Phase 1, totaling 
1,220,000 square feet, are currently in the final phases of design. Vertical construction of these buildings is expected 
to begin in the second or third quarter of 2020. In support of these Phase 1 buildings, GIRP will construct 0.8-miles 
of road, 1.3-miles of service track and 1.8-miles or railcar storage track (Figure 7). 

The wetland and stream impacts proposed in this individual permit application would allow for the construction of 
approximately 11,288,449 square feet of under roof distribution/warehousing space that will be supported by 
approximately 5.0-miles of road, 15.0-miles of service track and 38.4-miles or railcar storage track (Figure 12). This 
infrastructure is designed to leverage the road and service track being constructed under the smaller Phase I project. 
The additional under roof square footage will be achieved by the construction of approximately 21 additional 
buildings and the potential expansion of one Phase 1 building. Since submitting the Pre-Construction Notification 
Form to the USACE, market demands are pushing for larger buildings, a trend that is expected to continue as the 
SHEP nears its completion and larger ships call on the Port of Savannah. This shift underscores the value of the 
master plan approach for GIRP and the prudence of GEC’s emphasis on flexibility and diversity with respect to 
individual building sites. 

Impacts to aquatic resources described in this application will facilitate the development of Phases A-M. The order 
in which these phases will be initiated will be determined by product demand dictated by the market. For this reason, 
the development plan is not likely to follow a Phase A to B, B to C, C to D type development over the life of the 
permit. Rather, the applicant could potentially move to Phases C, E or M/H depending on market demand. As noted 
above, the site plan generally includes construction of buildings, parking, truck court, roads, etc.  The below table 
provides development detail by land use for each of the proposed phases (Figure 13). 
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-

1 1,220,000 28.0 2.3 10.0 

A 164,350 3.8 0.6 3.2 

B 244,912 5.6 0.0 2.3 

C 205,035 4.7 0.0 4.7 

D 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

E1 1,258,000 28.9 1.2 11.8 

E2 1,092,000 25.1 1.2 8.4 

F 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

G 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

H 5,536,152 127.1 6.2 50.7 

1,152,000 26.5 1.9 11.5 

0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

K 896,000 20.6 0.7 11.7 

740,000 17.0 0.7 7.1 

M 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

9.4 

0.0 

4.4 

0.0 

0.0 

16.9 

1.6 

12.7 

0.0 

31.7 

13.2 

10.5 

5.7 

15.7 

0.0 

34.5 

0.0 

8 .3 

10.9 

0.0 

24.5 

11.4 

9.0 

0.6 

101.4 

30.2 

11.0 

7.5 

17.0 

3.6 

4.3 

0.1 

0.0 

0.9 

1.4 

7.0 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

9.2 

3.5 

0.0 

0.9 

2.8 

1.4 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.6 

0.6 

0.0 

0.1 

0.5 

0.3 

3.9 

1 .4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

5 .1 

6.8 

11.7 

44.5 

25.7 

6.0 

0.0 

4.7 

3.2 

0.0 

1 .8 

0.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.3 

1 .8 

5 .8 

11.5 

10.6 

2.6 

0.0 

2.4 

0.9 

0.0 

2.8 

2.2 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

2.6 

0.0 

7.8 

4.3 

8.7 

2.3 

7.7 

0.0 

1.1 

0.0 

1.3 

0.8 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

3.9 

1.1 

3.6 

1.0 

2.7 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 

As depicted in the attached permit drawings, the proposed site plan requires 133.063 acres of jurisdictional wetland 
and 165 linear feet of intermittent stream impact. More specifically, site development (buildings, parking, truck 
court, stormwater, etc.) will necessitate the impact of 92.488 acres of jurisdictional wetland. Rail line construction 
will require 26.652 acres of jurisdictional wetland and 60 linear feet of stream impacts. Road construction will require 
13.923 acres of jurisdictional wetland a nd 105 linear feet of stream impact. 
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Table 9. Potential Wetland Impact by Land Use and Phase 

3.244A 3.809 3.063 9.713 0 0 

B 5.316 0.000 0.000 5.316 0 0 

4.893C 0.000 0.000 4.893 0 0 

D 0.000 0.000 0.486 0.486 105 0 

El 9.951 0.897 6.166 17.014 0 0 

E2 32.151 0.000 1.660 33.811 0 0 

F 0.000 6.680 0.000 6.680 0 60 

G 0.000 7.927 0.000 7.927 0 0 

H 19.001 2.890 1.069 22.960 0 0 

1.304 1.720 0.498 3.522 0 0 

1.648 J 0.000 0.000 1.648 0 0 

K 10.579 0.000 0.000 10.579 0 0 

2.243I 5.068 0.562 7.873 0 0 

M 0.000 0.000 0.238 0.238 0 0 

10.0 STORMWATER M ANAGEMENT: 
A stormwater management plan has been designed by Kern & Co. and will accommodate the stormwater volume 
associated with development of the site. The final construction plans will meet all stormwater management 
requirements of the local authorities. 

11.0 RESTRICTIVE COVENANT EXTINGUISHMENT: 
On 08 August 2018, RLC on behalf of GIRP submitted a formal package to the USACE requesting authorization to 
modify a Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions related to US Army Corps of Engineers permit number SAS-2005-
01053 (Appendix B). This letter provided a summary of the permit history, past land disturbing activities, current site 
conditions and a proposed plan to modify/remove restrictions for a portion of the covenant area. Appendices within 
the package included USACE permit information, 2006 Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions (including survey 
exhibits), credit purchase information, RLC graphics depicting extent of past site modifications & proposed 
declaration modifications and original & revised SOP calculations. This proposal was rejected by the USACE. Below 
is a brief history of the "Heritage Tract" and a new proposal for the modification to the Declaration of Covenants 
and Restrictions. 

The project, formally known as The Heritage Tract, consisted of a residential development proposed in the early to 
mid-2000's. Wetland impacts were authorized on 07 May 2004 under SAS-2001-03170 and the permit was modified 
on 08 February 2005 and again modified on 10 February 2006. The final 2006 modification (permitted under SAS-
2005-01053) allowed for impacts to ±33.68 acres of jurisdictional wetlands and ±28.90 acres of non-jurisdictional 
wetlands. As compensatory mitigation, the USACE required preservation of ±207 acres of jurisdictional and ±7.0 
acres of non-jurisdictional wetlands as well as purchase of 18 wetland mitigation credits. On 22 March 2006, the 
required 18 credits were purchased from the Old Thorn Pond Mitigation Bank and on 01 May 2006 234.27 acres of 
wetland area was protected via the establishment of a perpetual Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions. 
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Based on review of aerial imagery and limited information documenting the project history, site development began 
on the property shortly before the 2004 permit issuance and continued through 2005. Because of an inability to 
obtain proper water and sewer services, the developer abandoned the project sometime around 2006/2007 before 
the majority of the authorized impacts were completed. As part of the site construction, approximately 2.45 acres 
of non-jurisdictional borrow pit was filled, 1.58 acres of non-jurisdictional wetland was filled, 2.1 acres of non-
jurisdictional wetland was excavated, 6.02 acres of non-jurisdictional wetland was cleared of vegetation and 0.45 
acres of jurisdictional wetland was cleared of vegetation. In total approximately 12.60 acres of the 62.58 acres 
permitted for impact were disturbed between 2004 and 2005 (approximately 20%). Of the disturbed wetlands only 
0.45 acres of jurisdictional wetlands were impacted. After the developer abandoned the project both the permit and 
the jurisdictional determination expired on the property. 

As part of this individual permit application, GEC is requesting the removal of all restrictions associated with the 
2006 Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions. By removing the covenants and restrictions these areas will have 
no more protection than what is afforded to all other wetlands under the jurisdiction of the USACE. The impacts 
proposed in this application used the current site conditions to calculate required mitigation (Section 11.0). 

As verified by aerial photography, at the time of the 2004-2005 site construction only 0.45 acre of waters under the 
jurisdiction of the USACE were impacted. The entirety of these jurisdictional impacts are currently considered 
wetland under the valid DRAR approved by the USACE on 10 September 2019 (Figure 19). As calculated in previously 
approved SOP these jurisdictional impacts would require at most 2.97 wetland credits (this assumes conversion of 
wetland to upland which did not occur). The applicant proposes to use the balance of the 18 wetland mitigation 
credits purchased in 2006 (15.03) to cover any potential temporal loss associated with past isolated wetland impacts. 
Given the USACE’s current stance of no mitigation required for non-regulated features, these 15+ wetland mitigation 
credits more than offset any potential losses that may have occurred on the property. In summary, the applicant 
proposes to remove all old wetland verifications, permit history and wetland mitigation. This will allow for the 
proposed development to proceed with a clean slate starting with the 2019 AJD and DRAR.      
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11/20/01 JD Submitted 
Floyd Zettler 
Construction 

12/10/01 JD Issued 
Floyd Zettler 
Construction 

164.99-ac jurisdictional, 105.63-as non-jurisdictional & 
6.90-ac non-jurisdictional borrow pit on ±1,015-ac tract 

5/30/03 
Permit Application 

Submitted 
Sonlight Enterprises 

7/2/03 Joint Public Notice Sonlight Enterprises 
5.74-ac jurisdictional & 111-ac non-jurisdictional impacts, 
mitigation 18 credits & 159-ac jurisdictional preservation 

10/22/03 SAS Letter Sonlight Enterprises letter on jurisdictional status history 

1/1/04 
Site Construction 

Underway 
Sonlight Enterprises 

first aerial evidence of site construction in upland and 
isolated areas 

3.99-ac jurisdictional & 90.65 non-jurisdictional impacts. 
5/7/04 Permit Issued Sonlight Enterprises Mitigation 161.32-ac jurisdictional& 21.9 non-jurisdictional 

preservation, 18 credits 

8/7/05 
Permit Modification 

Request 
Sonlight Enterprises 

8/20/05 Permit Modification Sonlight Enterprises Modification regarding timing of mitigation 

11/1/05 
Site Construction 

Halted 
Sonlight Enterprises last aerial evidence of any new site modifications 

11/8/05 USACE letter Sonlight Enterprises 
letter informing owner of intent to review jurisdictional 

status of isolated wetlands 

1/13/06 
Permit Modification 

Request 
Sonlight Enterprises 

1/13/06 
Modification and 

Extension Request 
Sonlight Enterprises 

1/18/06 Inspection Report Sonlight Enterprises USACE looking at wetland Q 

2/10/06 Issued revised JD Sonlight Enterprises Wetlands Q and X made jurisdictional (76.28-ac) 

2/10/06 
Permit Modification 

& Extension 
Sonlight Enterprises 

33.68 jurisdictional & 28.90 non-jurisdictional authorized 
impacts, preservation of 207.0 jurisdictional & 7.0 non-

jurisdictional and purchase of 18 credits 

3/22/2006 Credit Purchase Sonlight Enterprises 18 wetland credits purchased from Old Thorn Pond 

4/18/2006 Record Covenants Sonlight Enterprises 

5/2/2006 USACE letter Sonlight Enterprises Stating compliance with all mitigation 

5/5/2006 Permit Transfer 
PK Rincon Partners, 

LLC 

8/11/2009 
Compliance PK Rincon Partners, 

LLC 
indicates no visible sign of construction 

3/31/2011 
Permit Modification 

Ex ires 
Bank 

6/24/2011 
Permit Extension 

Request 
Bank 
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12.0 COMPENSATORY MITIGATION: 
The proposed project requires impacts to 133.063 acres of wetlands and 165 linear feet of stream. As documented 
in the attached mitigation credit calculations (Appendix I}, the project will require 105.09 2018 SOP (840.72 
grandfathered) wetland mitigation credits and 123.75 2018 SOP stream credits (1,485 grandfathered). As 
compensatory mitigation, the applicant is proposing to purchase mitigation credits from approved mitigation banks 
that service the Lower Savannah Watershed (HUC 03060109). 

The applicant proposes to implement a phased mitigation purchase plan in accordance with Table 11 below. Before 
any phase of the site development is initiated the applicant will purchase all credits for that phase. 

Table 11. Proposed Mitigation Schedule 

A 

B 

C 

D 

El 

E2 

F 

G 

H 

D 0.75 1 0.75 1 0.75 

F 
165 

0.75 1 0.75 1 0.75 
123.75 1,485.00 

K 

L 

M 

10.116 

5.316 

4.893 

0.486 

17.014 

33.811 

6.680 

7.927 

22.960 

3.522 

1.648 

10.579 

7.873 

0.238 

0.75 

0.75 

0.75 

1.00 

0.75 

0.75 

0.75 

0.75 

0.82 

0.78 

0.75 

0.88 

0.91 

0.75 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Sum 

0.75 

0.75 

0.75 

1 

0.75 

0.75 

0.75 

0.75 

1 

0.75 

0.75 

1 

1 

0.75 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0.75 

0.75 

0.75 

1 

0.75 

0.75 

0.75 

0.75 

1 

0.75 

0.75 

1 

1 

0.75 

7.59 
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13.0 PROJECT TIMING: 
The applicant anticipates that the buildout of the proposed project is 8-10 years. However, to protect the applicant 
in the event of a market downturn or other unforeseen obstacles a 15-year permit life is requested. This permit life 
gives the applicant assurances that they will be able to justify all upfront investments and complete the proposed 
development without unnecessary hardships brought about by unrealistic development time frames imposed by a 
permit condition. 
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14.0 CONCLUSION: 
GEC is proposing the expansion of Georgia International Rail Park, a dual rail served industrial development located 
just north of Rincon, Georgia. Phase I, which is currently in the initial stages of construction, includes three buildings 
totaling 1,220,000 square feet. Vertical construction of the first of these buildings is expected to begin in the second 
or third quarter of 2020. The wetland and stream impacts proposed in this permit application would allow for the 
construction of an additional 11,288,449 square feet of under roof processing, distribution, and warehousing space. 
This additional square footage will be achieved by the expansion of a Phase 1 building and the construction of 
approximately 21 additional buildings. As currently proposed, buildings will range from 160,000 to 190,000 square 
feet. The proposed site plan has been developed to include components required to support and sustain the 
proposed dual rail served industrial development. These include but are not limited to, passenger car parking, truck 
court, stormwater management areas, internal roads, railcar storage and service tracks. Unavoidable impacts to 
regulated Waters of the US include 133.063 acres of wetlands and 165 linear feet of stream. 

The GIRP property has an extensive history with the USACE. Three of the four parcels had previously verified USACE 
jurisdictional determinations. If the site plan proposed in this submittal were permitted and built while these 
verifications were valid the total jurisdictional wetland impact would have been reduced significantly. Approximately 
52% (68.7 acres) of the impacts to jurisdictional wetlands requested for impacts via this submittal were considered 
upland or non-regulated features as recent as 2011. (Figure 19). An additional 37.38 acres of the proposed impacts 
were non-regulated features prior to the 2006 USACE conversion of previously isolated wetlands to jurisdictional 
wetlands.   

As part of avoidance and minimization to Waters of the US, the project engineers avoided bulk fill of the two main 
wetland systems that bisect the property. Only linear transportation activities (roads and rail) cross these features. 
They are designed to minimum standards and will allow hydrologic connectivity through adequately designed 
culverts. In general, developmental wetland impacts are limited to depressional wetlands that lack a surface 
hydrologic connection and wetland fingers distal to the main wetland systems. Approximately 35.8 acres (27%) of 
the proposed impact lack a significant surface connection to navigable waters (Ebenezer Creek) and their tributaries 
(Polly Branch, Figure 20). All wetlands not proposed for impact (333.1 acres) will function at or above their current 
capacity post development. As currently verified by the USACE less than 29% of the wetlands within the project area 
will be impacted by the proposed development. 
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