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1 Introduction  

This Alternatives Analysis transportation planning process informs the public and local decision makers with an 

assessment of a wide range of public transportation or multimodal alternatives to address transportation 

problems within the I-26 corridor; provides information for project justification and local financial commitment; 

and supports the selection of a preferred alternative to move forward in to the Project Development Phase of the 

FTA’s Capital Investment Program. 

The I-26 Fixed Guideway Alternatives Analysis outreach process was designed to provide opportunities for 

interested parties to receive information, discuss issues, and partake in the decision-making process during the 

study, particularly at its key milestones. The outreach conducted was focused on engaged participation by a 

variety of stakeholders and the public with the goal of selecting a preferred alternative for transit improvements 

along the study corridor. It also supports the ongoing advocacy and outreach activities set forth by the Charleston 

Area Transportation Study (CHATS) and the Berkeley-Charleston-Dorchester Council of Governments (BCDCOG) 

to promote coordinated regional transportation planning. A Public Involvement Plan (PIP) was created to guide 

the project’s engagement efforts and defines strategies for communicating with agencies, stakeholders, and the 

public about the I-26 Regional Fixed Guideway Transit Alternatives Analysis (i-26ALT) project (Appendix 7-A).  

The following provides a summary of public engagement efforts undertaken throughout the study process.  

2 Public Engagement Efforts 

Public engagement efforts undertaken in the Alternatives Analysis process were focused on identifying the various 

audiences/stakeholders vested and impacted by the study; educating these groups on the purpose and need for 

the project; informing them of findings resulting from the analysis; and actively and meaningfully engaging them 

in the decision making process.  

2.1 Project Steering and Technical Advisory Committees  

2.1.1 Steering Committee 

A project Steering Committee, comprising of individuals representing the interests of the public they serve within 

the i-26ALT study corridor was created. This group met with the project team at key milestones in the project as 

needed. The Steering Committee was responsible for: 

 Providing direction and guidance throughout the study process; 

 Resolving obstacles and barriers that may arise during the study process;  

 Acting as project champions and advocates to constituents;  

 Sharing feedback; and  

 Developing policy and recommendations for the Locally Preferred Alternative. 

2.1.2 Technical Advisory Committee 

A project Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was created to provide technical guidance to the project team. The 

TAC was comprised of staff from each of the affected agencies represented in the Steering Committee as well as 

representatives from additional agencies/organizations as deemed necessary. The committee served to provide: 

 Technical guidance; 

 Review and comments on evaluation criteria, conceptual alternatives, and screening processes;  

 Project updates to their respective organizations;  

 Assistance in creating the stakeholder database; and  

 Feedback to the consultant team on the accuracy and clarity of public presentations and informational 

marketing materials.  
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During the course of the i-26ALT Study four (4) joint Steering and Technical Advisory Committee meetings were 

held at major milestones of the project. These included a project kickoff meeting (October, 2014), presentation of 

preliminary Pre-Screen Analysis and recommendations (March, 2015), presentation of Screen One and Land Use 

Analyses and recommendations (July, 2015), and Screen Two Analysis results and recommended alternative 

(January, 2016). Tables 2-1 and 2-2 provide a list of the agencies/organizations represented on both the Steering 

and Technical Advisory Committees.  

Meeting minutes for each of the joint Steering and Technical Advisory meetings held are provided in Appendix 7-

B (I-IV). 

Table 2 - 1: i-26ALT Steering Committee 

Agency Representative 

Tri-County Regional Chamber Ms. Teresa Hatchell; Executive Director 

Charleston Metro Chamber Ms. Mary Graham; Senior Vice President 

Greater Summerville-Dorchester Chamber Ms. Rita Berry; President/CEO 

Berkeley Chamber Ms. Elaine Morgan; CEO 

Berkeley County  Mr. William W. Peagler, III; County Supervisor 

Charleston County Mr. Elliot Summey; Chairman, Charleston County Council 

Dorchester County  
Mr. Jason Ward; County Administrator 
Mr. Larry Hargett; Dorchester County Council 

City of Charleston  Mr. Hernan Pena Jr.; Traffic and Transportation Director 

City of Goose Creek  Mayor Michael J. Heitzler 

City of Hanahan Mr. Johnny Cribb; Administrator 

City of North Charleston  Mr. Ray Anderson; Assistant to the Mayor 

Town of Summerville  Mayor Bill Collins/Mayor Wiley Johnson 

Town of Lincolnville Mayor Charles Duberry 

CARTA Mr. Jeff Burns  

Tri-County LINK Mr. Eric Shuler; Operations Manager 

BCDCOG Mr. Teddie Pryor Sr.; Chairman 

FHWA 
Ms. Yolanda Morris; Community Planner 
Ms. Jessica Heckter; Community Planner and Realty Manager 

SCDOT  
Mr. Doug Frate; Deputy Secretary for Intermodal & Freight Programs 
Ms. Diane Lackey; Multimodal Planning Manager for Intermodal & Freight 
Programs 

Charleston County Transportation 
Committee 

Mr. Jim Armstrong 

Joint Base Charleston  Mr. William Werrell, Community Planner 

SC Legislative Delegation  Rep. William Crosby 
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Table 2 - 2: i-26ALT Technical Advisory Committee 

Agency Representative 

Berkeley County  
Ms. Alison Simmons; Planning Director 
Mr. Tom Lewis; County Engineer 
Mr. Marc Hehn; Deputy Supervisor for General Services 

Charleston County Aviation Authority 
Mr. Al Britnell; Deputy Director of Administration and Public Safety 
Mr. Paul Campbell; Director of Airports 

City of Charleston 
Mr. Christopher Morgan; Planning Division Director 
Mr. Jacob Lindsey; Planning Director Office of Planning and Sustainability 

City of Goose Creek 
Ms. Sarah Hanson; Planning and Zoning Specialist 
Mr. Dennis C. Harmon 

City of North Charleston Ms. Eileen Duffy; Planning and Zoning Department 

Coastal Conservation League Mr. Myles Maland; South Coast Office Director 

CSX Mr. Jim Vanderzee; Regional Development Manager- District 6 

Donnelly Foundation 
Mr. David Farren; Executive Director 
Mary Jo Harney; Executive Board Assistant 

Dorchester County Mr. Alec Brebner; Planning and Zoning Manager 

Joint Base Charleston Mr. Al Urrutia; CES/CEVP 

Transdev Ms. Ginger Stevens 

Town of Summerville 
Ms. Madelyn Robinson; Director of Planning and Economic Development 
Mr. Russ Cornette; Town Engineer 

Town of Mount Pleasant Mr. Brad Morrison; Director Transportation Department 

SCDOT Mr. David Gray; Regional Planning Manager 

SC Ports Authority Mr. Patrick Moore 

Charleston County Mr. Joel Evans, Planning Director 

Charleston Metro Chamber of Commerce Ms. Courtney Herring 

FTA Ms. Tajsha Lashore; Community Planner 

FHWA Ms. Jessica Heckter; Community Planner and Realty Manage 

City of Hanahan Mr. Johnny Cribb; City Administrator  

TriCounty LINK Mr. Eric Shuler; Operations Manager 

Norfolk Southern 
Mr. John Edwards 
Mr. Frank Macchiaverna 
Mr. Lee Cochran 

CSX Mr. John Dillard 

Santee Cooper 
Mr. Al Lopez 
Mr. Ben Flemming 
Mr. Douglas Dodson 

SCE&G 
Mr. Daniel Kassis 
Mr. Cory Touard 
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2.2 Community Stakeholder Interviews 

At the beginning of the process, stakeholder interviews were conducted. Interviews covered a broad range of 

topics including existing transit, land use and economic development, transportation and infrastructure, 

alternative modes of transit and possible alignments, station/stop locations, regional and local needs for a 

successful system, and connections to areas beyond the I-26 Study Corridor. The following provides a list of the 

public and private stakeholders interviewed.  

Table 2 - 3: Stakeholder Interview List  

Organization Representatives  Organization Representatives 

Berkeley County  
Frank Carson  
Eric Greenway  
Dan Davis  

 Lowcountry Housing Trust 
Michelle Mapp 
Debby Waid  
Patrick King  

City of North Charleston  

Ray Anderson  
Gwen Moultrie  
Eileen Duffy  
James Hutto  
Wanetta Mallette  

 MeadWestvaco 

John Grab 
Norman Brody  
Robert Robbins  
Brent Gibadlo 

City of Goose Creek  
Jeff Molinari 
Sarah Hanson 

 Joint Base Charleston  
Glenn Easterby 
Todd Martin  

City of Hanahan 
John Cribb 
Michael Sally 

 College of Charleston  
Stephen C. Osborne  
Brian McGee 

City of Summerville Madelyn Robinson  Trident Health 
Deb Campeau 
Vickie Cumming 

Dorchester County  Alec Brebner  Force Protection Tommy Pruitt 

Charleston County  
Dan Pennick  
 

 Medical University of South Carolina  John Runyon 

City of Charleston  Christopher Morgan  Trident Technical College Bob Walker 

   SC Ports Authority Barbara Melvin  

   BOSCH  Thomas Schanz 

   Boeing  Rick Muttart 

   
Charleston Regional Development 
Alliance  

David T. Ginn 

   Charleston Southern University  John Strubel 

As the study progressed additional interviews were secured as needed with other stakeholders including Norfolk 

Southern Railways, CSX, etc. Appendix 7-C (I-II) provides summaries of each round of stakeholder interviews.  

2.3 Public Meetings  

Over the course of the I-26 Fixed Guideway Alternatives Analysis four (4) rounds of public meetings were held at 

various locations within the study corridor. Each round of public meetings consisted of three (3) meetings held in 

Summerville, North Charleston and Downtown Charleston. Meetings shared updates on the study’s progression, 

completed analyses, and study results at various milestones of the project. These public meetings also provided 

the opportunity to receive public feedback at each stage of the study. The following lists the public meetings held:   

 Round 1 – November (17, 18, & 19) 2014 

o Attendance: 87 

o Focus on study introduction and study process;  

o Encouraged open dialogue with public to determine the needs and concerns of the community; 

and 

o Public feedback on current transit system and future transit needs 
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 Round 2 – April (20, 21 & 22) 2015 

o Attendance: 84 

o Results of Existing Conditions Report;  

o Pre-Screening of conceptual alignments and universe of transit modes; and 

o Public feedback on current transit system and future needs. 

 

 Round 3 – September (24, 28 & 29) 2015 

o Attendance: 79 

o Results of Screen One and Land Use Analyses;  

o Recommended alternatives to advance into Screen Two Analysis; and 

o Public feedback. 

 

 Round 4 – January (25, 26 & 28) 2016 

o Attendance: 138 

o Results of Screen Two Analysis;  

o Recommended LPA to enter into FTA Project Development process; and 

o Public feedback.  

A total of 388 people attended all rounds of public meetings. Meeting information/dates were communicated to 

the public through a press release from the BCDCOG to media outlets including newspaper, radio and television 

stations; an email announcement sent to the i-26ALT project contact database, CHATS and BCDCOG mailing 

lists, and community leaders; newsletter/flyer distribution at outreach events and CARTA transfer centers; social 

media posts (Facebook and Twitter); as well as MindMixer and project website calendar announcements. At each 

public meeting, project staff recorded the source from which persons learnt about the i-26ALT meetings in an 

effort to track the most effective outreach approach and to take corrective action as needed. The sources recorded 

from meeting attendees included television, radio and newspaper announcements, email invites from the i-26ALT 

project website, municipal and agency (BCDCOG/CARTA/Chamber) calendar posts, Facebook posts, flyers, and 

word-of-mouth. The most popular sources of meeting/project information originated from newspaper, television 

and Facebook outlets.  

Public meeting formats were consistent throughout the process. Information was organized into various topics 

and displayed on easy to read meeting presentation boards. Boards were grouped by topic into “stations” and 

staffed by project team members who served as facilitators. This approach proved effective in disseminating 

project information in a manageable manner, and also allowed team members to engage the public on a one-on-

one basis. The project team also tried to incorporate an interactive exercise at meetings to make meetings more 

dynamic and further engage participants.     

Comment cards were distributed and collected at each public meeting. Comments or feedback collected from 

these cards have been transcribed and included in the decision-making process. Public Meeting summaries and 

comments collected are provided in Appendix 7-D (I-V) attached.  

2.4 Land Use Workshops 

2.4.1 Land Use Subcommittee Workshops I and II 

To supplement the Screen One Analysis/Land Use Analysis, the i-26ALT team hosted two Land Use 

Subcommittee Workshops. Workshop participants comprised of members from the Technical Advisory 

Committee. The intent of the first workshop was to solicit input from local planning professionals regarding the 

current and future land use and zoning in the region that is supportive and/or prohibitive of transit oriented 

development. Consideration was given to the following during discussions: 

 Transit Oriented Development and existing/future ordinances 
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 Affordable Housing/Inclusionary Zoning 

 TOD incentives for developers 

 Public perception of TOD and TOD densities 

 Potential corridor alignments 

 Station locations and typologies 

 Station spacing and quantities 

 Infrastructure needs/challenges 

 Connections to secondary transit modes 

 Vacant/Developable land 

 Other potential opportunities and Obstacles for High Capacity Transit  

The intent of the second workshop was to present the methodology and findings from the Land Use Analysis and 

Alignment Rankings to the Land Use Subcommittee for approval and subsequent recommendation to the Joint 

Steering & Technical Advisory Committee. Consideration was given to the following during discussions: 

 Methodology for mapping exercise and Alignment Ranking Matrix 

 Each alignment’s adjacency to future and existing points of interest 

 Each alignment’s relationship with existing and future high density areas 

 Prohibitive zoning overlays and restrictions 

 Potential for Transit Oriented Design (TOD) overlay zones 

 AICUZ zones and how they affect TOD 

 Significant pockets of developable vacant land 

 Environmentally and culturally sensitive areas 

 Infrastructure needs/challenges 

 Desirable alignments within the Charleston peninsula 

 Known and anticipated future development areas 

 Other potential opportunities and obstacles for High Capacity Transit 

Workshop summaries and resources are provided in Appendix 7-E (I-II). 

2.4.2 Developer Workshop (See Land Use Transit Talk) 

The Urban Land Institute, in conjunction with the project team, hosted an invitation-based roundtable discussion 

for developers, ULI committee members, and other real estate professionals to review alignments/proposed 

station locations, typical densities, etc. with the goal of identifying alignments and areas perceived to have the 

greatest potential for TOD. The discussion was facilitated by TOD expert Marilee Utter, Executive Vice President, 

District / National Councils, ULI, who offered a unique perspective due to her work in diverse communities 

nationwide. The workshop was followed by a panel discussion that was open to the public and featured project 

team leaders and developers from the prior workshop discussion.  

2.5 Transit Talks 

2.5.1  Environmental and Community Organizations Transit Talk  

A livability transit talk was held on April 14, 2015 and focused on bringing together a mix of environmental and 

community organizations throughout the study area to discuss how transit can preserve and enhance the natural 

and human environment along the I-26 Corridor connecting Summerville, North Charleston, and Charleston. The 

intent of the transit talk was to inform these organizations about the study, as well as solicit input regarding the 

mobility needs and concerns of these groups. There were 16 in attendance at this breakfast meeting. The groups 

represented included: 

 Charleston Moves 
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 CARTA 

 City of Charleston  

 City of Mount Pleasant 

 Dorchester County  

 Coastal Conservation League 

 League of Women Voters  

 HungryNeck Straphangers 

 Private Citizens 

See Appendix 7-F (I) for summary of Environmental and Community Organizations Transit Talk. 

2.5.2 Land Use Transit Talk (See Developer Workshop) 

The Land Use focused transit event held on April 30, 2015 was comprised of a Developer’s Workshop hosted by 

the Charleston Chapter of the Urban Land Institute (ULI) and a public forum held at the Charleston Museum. The 

Developer’s Workshop provided an opportunity to engage the development community about the role of transit in 

the region. Marilee Utter of the Urban Land Institute served as the moderator of the event. As an expert in Transit 

Oriented Development (TOD), she shared her experience with TOD and the transit-land use relationship. There 

were 12 attendees representing the following organizations:  

 Urban Land Institute 

 City Volve 

 Grambling Brothers 

 Middle Street Partners 

 SC Community Loan Fund  

 Dorchester County  

 The I’On Group  

 CC&T Real estate 

 Stone Street Capital  

 The Beach Company  

 Greystar 

 Nexsen Pruet 

Major take-aways from this workshop include: 

 Major growth will occur along I-26 where land is available; primarily from outside I-526 and beyond 

Summerville. 

 The Summerville area will become a major employment/activity center in the region, which will impact 

commute patterns, more particularly, create a reverse commute. 

 The Park Circle and Upper Peninsula areas were identified as having TOD development opportunity. 

 Major corridors identified that could support transit include: 

 Old Trolley Road to Dorchester Road to Magnolia, Peninsula, and MUSC 

 US 78 to Rivers Avenue, McMillan-Shipwatch and Morrison Drive. 

 The Rivers Avenue corridor was the most commonly accepted corridor to support high capacity transit. 

 North Charleston offers a potential opportunity for TOD zoning districts since the city has a tendency to 

be pro-growth. 

 The group identified Rivers Avenue from Montague to Reynolds Avenue as a prime segment to implement 

as a first phase in implementing a fixed guideway.  

See Appendix 7-F (II) for summary of Land Use Transit Talk. 
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2.5.3 Business Transit Talk 

The business focused Transit Talk, Transit Makes Good Business, was held on May 5, 2015 at the Montague 

Terrace in North Charleston. This forum focused on how transit and business can successfully partner to improve 

access to jobs and boost our regional economy and competitive advantage. The goal of the transit talk was to 

better understand what matters most to business/employees in terms of employee mobility, congestion, parking, 

etc. and identify obstacles and opportunities for transit along the I-26 Corridor as an alternative. Approximately 

41 people attended the event. 

A panel discussion was held with representatives from business/organizations that have successfully partnered to 

provide transit alternatives to their employees. Panelists included: 

 Perrin Lawson, Deputy Director, Charleston Area Convention & Visitors Bureau: Supporting the Tourism 

Industry – How Transit Serves Tourism in our Region 

 Mike Graney, VP Global Business Development, Charleston Regional Development Alliance: Maintaining 

a Competitive Edge - Transit’s Role when Industries Consider our Region 

 John Runyon, Director, Business Services, Medical University of South Carolina: Leveraging Employee 

Parking with Transit – MUSC’s Partnership with CARTA 

 Raymond Smith, Director of Human Resources, Santee Cooper: Building Successful Partnerships - Santee 

Coopers iRide Program and Partnership with TriCounty Link 

o Major take-away from this forum included: 

 Major challenges in our region are - 

o Geographic: Our region has unique geographic challenges, i.e. rivers and waterway s that do 

not lend themselves to a traditional “hub & spoke system”.  We do not have a central city 

with surrounding suburbs, and as a result, growth tends to be linear.  

o Cultural:  Transit is not part of our community culture.  People are attached to their cars and do 

not have confidence in the transit system.  In other cities, transit is more culturally accepted. 

 Industrial jobs will continue to grow, and the I-26 corridor it will expand, since environmental limitations 

prevent growth in other directions.  

 Currently, manufacturing/industrial is main industry looking at the region, but 3-5 years from now, the IT 

cluster/creative cluster is anticipated to grow, which will bring a workforce looking for transit alternatives. 

The region needs to be on top of it today to be ready for that market. 

 Access to talent is the number one priority.  Are there workers with skills/capacity to do the job and will 

the talent be attracted to this region if coming from a metropolitan area with a robust transit system? 

 The corridor needs to be efficient and predictable. 

 

Developer Workshop attendees in a lively discussion  

See Appendix 7-F (III) for summary of the Business Transit Talk. 
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3 Community Outreach (Festivals and Events) 

3.1 Transit Rider Outreach  

The project team performed in-field visits to the two most heavily utilized stops in the CARTA system; the North 

Charleston SuperStop and the Mary Street Transfer Center in Downtown Charleston. Two visits were made at 

each location in November 2014 and April 2015 during an AM period (8:30 AM – 10:30 AM) and PM period (3:00 

PM – 5:00 PM). Project staff members spoke to transit riders about their experiences with the current CARTA 

system, as well as their impressions of what worked well with the system and what needed improvement.  

Staff also utilized these transit center visits as an opportunity to 

share I-26ALT informational flyers, newsletters, on-line 

engagement opportunities (twitter, Facebook, MindMixer) and 

advertising for upcoming project public meetings.  

Comments collected at this outreach effort provided useful 

information in developing the CARTA Comprehensive 

Operational Analysis (COA). Comments ranged from route 

specific recommendations to systemwide suggestions. The 

following presents a general summary of the most common 

themes recorded: 

 Routes need to be more frequent and reliable. 

 Neighborhood routes 13, 102, 103, and 104 need to 

operate on Sundays. 

 Routes need to operate later evening hours. Many 

routes stop operating too early. The Route 10 – Rivers 

Avenue operates until 12 midnight; however, riders are 

unable to connect to other routes because they are not 

operating at that time. Later service will also serve the 

many service workers who work late night shifts. 

 More express service is needed from Summerville, Goose Creek, and Moncks Corner. 

 The express service routes 1, 2, and 3 work well. 

 West Ashley needs more service (increased frequency and longer operating time). 

 CARTA needs to better advertise their service. Bus stop signage needs to be more noticeable. Stops need 

more shelter/bench infrastructure. System maps are difficult to understand. 

 Rivers Avenue is not a pedestrian friendly corridor.  

 Light rail and commuter rail might be best for the region to move people from Summerville to Charleston. 

 Need buses that serve the beaches in the area.   

3.2 Black Expo  

The i-26ALT project team secured a booth at the Charleston Black Expo event on March 14, 2015. The study team 

focused on sharing information about the purpose of the I-26 Fixed Guideway Alternatives Analysis as well as 

gaining input from the community on their vision for transit in the Charleston region.     

The following comments were recorded: 

 Please run the Route 10 - Rivers Ave. from 10 PM – 12 PM. People are still working these times, later on 

Sunday night. 

 Don’t use current system because it does not come to my neighborhood. 

 Current transit is more convenient in downtown areas. 

 Need to have better signs and shelters/benches for users. 

Project staff speaking to riders at the Mary 
Street Transfer Center 
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 Service need to more frequent and on time.  

 Need to focus on connecting Summerville to North Charleston since North Charleston is becoming the 

new “Midtown” employment area for the region. 

3.3 MUSC and North Charleston Earth Day 

i-26ALT was a part of both the North Charleston and MUSC Earth Day events. Project team staff took the 

opportunity to not only educate the public about the I-26 Fixed Guideway Alternative Analysis Study, but also 

gather feedback from participants about their vision for transit in the region. 

Project materials provided information on the transit technologies proposed for the corridor (Bus Rapid Transit, 

Light Rail Transit, Commuter Rail and Express Bus) and the 

various alignments that were under consideration. The public 

were able to comment on their preferred alignment and transit 

mode or suggest additional alignments or modes that should 

be included in the study. Comments were also collected about 

the current transit system.  

General comments gathered at these events include: 

 There is a need to develop better east-west circulators 

in Mount Pleasant and West Ashley.  

 Need to introduce express service from the Goose 

Creek area. 

 Many MUSC employees work non-typical schedules 

on Friday (half-day or short-workday). These workers 

usually drive on Friday so they can leave earlier than 

normal. It might be beneficial to operate express 

service during the midday period or offer an earlier 

express service trip on Friday afternoon.  

 In general, CARTA needs to offer more express service 

and more park-and-ride locations. There needs to be 

an express bus directly from Summerville. 

 CARTA should operate a route to Summerville and 

Goose Creek, even if it is every 60 minutes. 

 Commuter rail service from Summerville will be great. 

 The region needs a commuter rail system if it is reliable, efficient, and cost effective. 

 Should provide a park-and-ride facility on James Island to serve the Harborview Community.  

 West Ashley needs more or better routes especially with the elderly community in the area. Frequency on 

West Ashley routes need to be increased. 

 Trolleys produce considerable noise pollution. 

 Rivers Avenue would be the best alignment for mass transit because it is currently used throughout the 

day.  

 Pedestrian and bike infrastructure needs to be improved.  

 Roper Hospital employees benefit from the CARTA express service. CARTA and Roper Hospital need to 

develop a partnership.  

 The MUSC community loves the express service. Express Route #2 works very well. 

4 Project Newsletters 

A project newsletter was created and published quarterly during the study period.  Newsletters provided project 

updates and analyses results/summaries, and advertised upcoming meetings, engagements or project next steps. 

North Charleston Earth Day event booth set-up.
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Newsletters were posted to the i-26ALT website, send as an email blast to the CHATS, BCDCOG and i-26ALT 

project mailing lists, and distributed at outreach events and public meetings. Newsletters were distributed at the 

following events/locations: 

 Charleston Black Expo 

 MUSC and North Charleston Earth Day Events  

 Mary Street Transfer Center 

 CARTA SuperStop (North Charleston) 

 College of Charleston 

Project newsletter issues are provided in Appendix 7-G (I-IV).  

5 Project Website 

The project website www.i26alt.org was created at the beginning of the I-26 Fixed Guideway Alternatives Analysis 

Study. The website provides the public or interested parties with study information covering the project overview, 

description and purpose with supporting maps, photos and renderings; meeting calendar; project surveys; links to 

social media sites (Facebook and Twitter); links to other relevant plans and studies; as well as an archive of 

project resources including:  

 Steering and Technical Advisory Committees meeting agendas, presentations, and meeting minutes; 

 Public meeting presentations, meeting resources, and meeting summaries;  

 Project workshops and transit talk summaries and presentation materials;  

 Project newsletters; and 

 Study technical documents/reports. 

The following Figures 5-1 through 5-4 show the daily website activity by project phase. 

  
Figure 5 - 1: Website Activity – October 1, 2014 to January 31, 2015 

 

http://www.i26alt.org/
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Figure 5 - 2: Website Activity – February 1, 2015 to May 31, 2015 

 

Figure 5 - 3: Website Activity – June 1, 2015 to September 30, 2015 

 

Figure 5 - 4: Website Activity – October 1, 2015 to February 12, 2016 

 

6 Survey Efforts 

During the winter 2015 (January –February) an Employer Survey was administered to better understand the 

behavior, attitudes, and preferences of the commuting public in the region (employees and students) and to 

identify the unmet travel needs of commuters. Study team partner RSG, developed and administered an online 

based survey to employers and universities in the I-26 corridor.  A total of 63 business and organizations were 

contacted to partake in the survey effort of which 23 participated (Figure 6-1).  

In total, 2,083 surveys were completed and 1,756 were considered valid and usable. Table 6-2 provides a summary 

of the survey completion rate of participating businesses/organizations. For a more in-depth look at the results of 

the Employer Survey see the I-26 Fixed Guideway Alternatives Analysis: Employer Study Report (Appendix 1-

C).  
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Figure 6 - 1: Contact and participation list of businesses and organizations 

CONTACTED BUSINESSES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
PARTICIPATED 

IN STUDY 

AT&T  

BAE Systems  
Bayview Aviation  

BCD Council of Governments × 

Berkeley County School District   
Bird William M & Co Inc × 

Blanchard Rental Svc × 

BOEING Charleston  
Charleston Area Convention and Visitors Bureau × 

Charleston County × 
Charleston County School District  

Charleston Hospitality Association  

Charleston International Airport × 
Charleston Marriott  

Charleston Place  

Charleston Southern University  
Citadel Military College of SC × 

City of Charleston   

City of North Charleston  
Coastal Center  

College of Charleston × 
Cummins Turbo Technologies  

Detyens Shipyards Inc  

Dorchester County School District 2  
Embassy Suites-Charleston × 

General Dynamics Land Systems-Force Protection  

Hill-Rom  
IFA Rotorion  

IHG Reservation Office  

Integrated Health Svc  
Joint Base Charleston × 

KapStone Charleston Kraft × 
Mahle Behr  

McKesson Corp  

Mead Westvaco Community Development and Land 
Management 

× 

Mead Westvaco Packaging Systs × 

Medical University of South Carolina × 
MWV Specialty Chemicals × 

Palmetto Lowcountry Behavioral  
Post & Courier Newspaper  

Ralph H. Johnson VA Medical Center  

Renaissance  
Robert Bosch Corp × 

Roper/ St. Francis  

SAIC × 
Salisbury by Honeywell Safety   

Sam's Club  

Scientific Research Company × 
SCRA × 

Solvay  
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CONTACTED BUSINESSES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
PARTICIPATED 

IN STUDY 

South Carolina Federal CU  

South Carolina Ports Authority × 
Summerville Medical Ctr  

TorqTek USA  

Town of Summerville × 
Trident Medical Center × 

Trident Technical College × 
Verizon Wireless  

Village of Summerville  

VT Group  
Wal-Mart Centre Pointe Dr  

Wal-Mart North Charleston  

Wal-Mart Summerville  

 

Figure 6 - 2: Completion rates of participating businesses and organizations  

BUSINESSES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
# OF 

COMPLETED 
SURVEYS 

Joint Base Charleston 473 

College of Charleston 461 

Medical University of South Carolina 147 
Scientific Research Company 136 

MWV Specialty Chemicals 99 

Citadel Military College of SC 74 
Charleston County 56 

KapStone Charleston Kraft 53 

SCRA 49 
Charleston International Airport 36 

Charleston Area Convention and Visitors Bureau 26 
Bird William M & Co Inc 18 

BCD Council of Governments 15 

Mead Westvaco Packaging Systs 12 
Embassy Suites-Charleston 9 

Town of Summerville 7 

South Carolina Ports Authority 6 
Blanchard Rental Svc 4 

SAIC 2 
Mead Westvaco Community Development and Land 
Management 

1 

Robert Bosch Corp 1 
Trident Medical Center 1 

Trident Technical College 1 

Other employer/school 69 
Total 1,756 
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7 Speakers Bureau 

Project team members were available throughout the project to speak at community meetings.  Periodic updates 

were provided to the CHATS Policy Committee, BCDCOG Board of Directors, and CARTA Board of Directors.  

Additional speaking engagements and attendance included the Solvay Community Advisory Panel, “Ride to Lunch 

– Lunch and Learn Conversation About Transit” and “Transit: Show Me the Money” with the League of Women 

Voters of South Carolina and League of Women Voters of the Charleston area, “The Truth about SC Roads” hosted 

by the Charleston Metro Chamber Young Professionals, The Town of Mount Pleasant’s Coffee with Mayor Page,   

and the Charleston Partners for Clean Air Conference. 

8 Media Relations  

All project public meetings, and project hosted events (Transit Talks) were announced through an official press 

release developed by the Berkeley-Charleston-Dorchester Council of Governments (BCDCOG) and distributed to 

the BCDCOG’s media list. Email reminders were also sent to local television and radio stations prior to 

meeting/event dates.  

Media outlets and organizations that have covered i-26ALT include: 

Newspapers –  

 The Summerville Journal Scene 

o “Future bus rapid transit system a possible traffic reducer for Lowcountry” (February, 2016) 

http://www.journalscene.com/article/20160203/SJ01/160209890/1059  

o  “I-26 Alt garnering interest” (November, 2014) 

http://www.journalscene.com/article/20141121/SJ01/141129929/1059 

 

 Post and Courier 

o “Bus rapid transit proposed as best alternative to I-26 traffic”, (January, 2016) 

http://www.postandcourier.com/article/20160123/PC16/160129813 

o “Moving ahead on I-26 alternative”, (September, 2015) 

http://www.postandcourier.com/article/20150920/PC1002/150929944/1506/moving-ahead-on-i-

26-alternative 

o “Public meetings on alternative transit for I-26 scheduled” (April, 2015) 

http://www.postandcourier.com/article/20150417/PC16/150419420 

o  “Trains or bus lanes? Million-dollar study looks for alternatives to I-26 commute”(July, 2014) 

http://www.postandcourier.com/article/20140706/PC16/140709678/1382 

 

 Moultrie News 

o “I-26 Alt study meeting set for next week” (January, 2016) 

http://www.moultrienews.com/article/20160122/MN01/160129867/1014 

o  “Three public input meetings for CHATS I-26 Alternatives Analysis Study announced” (November, 

2014)  

http://www.moultrienews.com/article/20141118/MN01/141119714/1001 

 

 Charleston City Paper 

o “Rapid-transit bus system from Summerville to downtown aims to ease traffic” (January, 2016) 

http://www.charlestoncitypaper.com/TheBattery/archives/2016/01/27/rapid-transit-bus-system-

from-summerville-to-downtown-aims-to-ease-traffic 

  

http://www.journalscene.com/article/20160203/SJ01/160209890/1059
http://www.journalscene.com/article/20141121/SJ01/141129929/1059
http://www.postandcourier.com/article/20160123/PC16/160129813
http://www.postandcourier.com/article/20150920/PC1002/150929944/1506/moving-ahead-on-i-26-alternative
http://www.postandcourier.com/article/20150920/PC1002/150929944/1506/moving-ahead-on-i-26-alternative
http://www.postandcourier.com/article/20150417/PC16/150419420
http://www.postandcourier.com/article/20140706/PC16/140709678/1382
http://www.moultrienews.com/article/20160122/MN01/160129867/1014
http://www.moultrienews.com/article/20141118/MN01/141119714/1001
http://www.charlestoncitypaper.com/TheBattery/archives/2016/01/27/rapid-transit-bus-system-from-summerville-to-downtown-aims-to-ease-traffic
http://www.charlestoncitypaper.com/TheBattery/archives/2016/01/27/rapid-transit-bus-system-from-summerville-to-downtown-aims-to-ease-traffic
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Television –  

 News 2. “Bus Rapid Transit a possibility to alleviate Summerville to Charleston traffic” (January 2016) 

http://counton2.com/2016/01/21/bus-rapid-transit-a-possibility-to-alleviate-summerville-to-charleston-

traffic/ 

 News 4. “$365 million plan to lighten I-26 traffic would focus on more buses” (January 2016) 

http://abcnews4.com/news/local/365-million-plan-to-lighten-i-26-traffic-would-focus-on-more-buses 

 News 5. “Public invited to meetings on I-26 congestion outside Charleston” (September 2015) 

http://www.live5news.com/story/30104613/meetings-focus-on-i-26-congestion-outside-charleston 

 News 10. “Bus route proposed to rum from Summerville to Charleston” (January 2016) 

http://www.fox10tv.com/story/31064482/bus-route-proposed-to-run-from-summerville-to-charleston 

 News 19. “Final meeting scheduled to discuss alternative transit on I-26” (January, 2016) 

http://www.fox19.com/story/31055532/final-meeting-scheduled-to-discuss-alternative-transit-on-i-26 

Organizations –  

 Charleston Young Professionals  

 Charleston Metro Chamber of Commerce  

 Berkeley Chamber of Commerce  

 Berkeley-Charleston-Dorchester Council of Governments 

 Town of James Island 

 City of Goose Creek  

 Charleston County School District  

 Coastal Conversation League  

 Medical University of South Carolina 

 Town of Summerville  

 Dorchester County  

 

 

  

http://counton2.com/2016/01/21/bus-rapid-transit-a-possibility-to-alleviate-summerville-to-charleston-traffic/
http://counton2.com/2016/01/21/bus-rapid-transit-a-possibility-to-alleviate-summerville-to-charleston-traffic/
http://abcnews4.com/news/local/365-million-plan-to-lighten-i-26-traffic-would-focus-on-more-buses
http://www.live5news.com/story/30104613/meetings-focus-on-i-26-congestion-outside-charleston
http://www.fox10tv.com/story/31064482/bus-route-proposed-to-run-from-summerville-to-charleston
http://www.fox19.com/story/31055532/final-meeting-scheduled-to-discuss-alternative-transit-on-i-26
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9 On-Line/Social Media Engagement  

9.1 MindMixer  

On April 11, 2015, i-26ALT launched Imagine an Alternative to Traveling I-26, a new and innovative 

community engagement website developed by MindMixer. This online community engagement tool allows 

the project team to stay connected with the public throughout 

the process. Citizens are able to connect, communicate and 

collaborate with community decision makers and other residents 

on the I-26 Fixed Guideway Alternatives Analysis. Through the 

site, the project team posted various polls, surveys, and idea 

submittals that have gathered feedback on topics such as 

identifying the region’s top transit priority, current transit 

system improvements, possible fixed guideway alignments, and 

preferred transit modes. The site was also utilized to advertise 

upcoming project meetings and to announce new project 

document postings and availability via www.i26alt.org. 

A QR Code was created to promote the MindMixer site 

(i26alt.mindxmixer.com) and was used on all project handouts 

and outreach material.  

As of February 2016, since its launch, the project’s MindMixer Website has had a total of 492 participants, 

with 192 participants considered active. To date, the site has received 19,911 page views and 6,601 unique 

visitors. The site has also been shared by participants to Facebook, Twitter, Email and LinkedIn. Appendix 

7-H provides a comprehensive report of the i-26ALT project MindMixer poll and survey results, as well as 

participants’ comments and idea submittals.   

 

9.2 Facebook 

i-26ALT created a Facebook page to leverage the Internet and social media to increase the project’s reach, 

exposure and access to the public. The page generated 144 fans and 1,965 unique people reached. Of the people 

reached 13% originated from Charleston; 7% from North Charleston; 2.5% from Summerville; 3% from Goose 

Creek; and 7% from Mt. Pleasant.  

  

http://www.i26alt.org/
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9.3 Twitter  

In November 2014, i-26ALT joined the Twitter community (@I26ALT). Since its introduction @I26ALT has 

generated 235 tweets and 190 followers to date (February 2016). This social media resource was used to inform 

the public about project public meetings or events; cross-

promoted other project resources including the project 

website and MindMixer site; provided information on 

related studies or relevant articles of interest; facilitated 

real-time engagement; and leveraged the on-line community through the network of followers to expand the 

project’s reach and exposure.  

On average the i-26ALT Twitter profile received 300-400 monthly visits, with 

major spikes occurring during months when public meetings were held. The 

profile averaged 22 mentions and 700 visits during the public meeting months 

of November 2014, April 2015, September 2015 and January 2016. The most 

productive month of activity occurred during the April 2015 round of 

community meetings which recorded 1,200 visits, 7,000 impressions and 35 

mentions.  Major followers of @I26ALT include the City of Charleston, John 

Tecklenburg - Major of Charleston, the City of North Charleston, Charleston 

Promise (neighborhood group); Upper Peninsula Initiative; ABC News 4, and 

a number of local community media groups. 

 
 

 
 
 Cross-promotion between Twitter and MindMixer  Real-time interaction 

Tool to educate and inform the community 

Public Meeting announcement 
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10 List of Appendices  

Appendix 7-A:  i-26ALT Public Involvement Plan  

Appendix 7-B:  i-26ALT Joint Steering and Technical Advisory Committee Meeting Summaries  

Appendix 7-C:  i-26ALT Stakeholder Interviews   

Appendix 7-D:  i-26ALT Public Meeting Summaries and Collected Public Comments  

Appendix 7-E:  i-26ALT Land Use Workshop Summaries   

Appendix 7-F:  i-26ALT Transit Talk Series Summaries   

Appendix 7-G:  i-26ALT Project Newsletters  

Appendix 7-H:  MindMixer Public Engagement Summary Report 
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Appendix 7-A 

(i-26ALT Public Involvement Plan) 
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Appendix 7-B 

I. i-26ALT Joint Steering and Technical Advisory Committee Meeting Summary (October, 2014)  

II. i-26ALT Joint Steering and Technical Advisory Committee Meeting Summary (March, 2015)  

III. i-26ALT Joint Steering and Technical Advisory Committee Meeting Summary (July, 2015)  

IV. i-26ALT Joint Steering and Technical Advisory Committee Meeting Summary (January, 2016)  
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Appendix 7-C 

I. i-26ALT Stakeholder Interview Summaries  (Round 1) 

II. i-26ALT Stakeholder Interviews Summaries (Round 2) 

 

 

 

  



 

 
I-26 Fixed Guideway Alternatives Analysis   Davis & Floyd, Inc. 
Alternatives Report   February 2016 
Public Engagement    Appendix 7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 7-D 

I. i-26ALT Public Meeting Summary (November, 2014) 

II. i-26ALT Public Meeting Summary (April, 2015) 

III. i-26ALT Public Meeting Summary  (September, 2015) 

IV. i-26ALT Public Meeting Summary (January, 2016) 

V. i-26ALT Compiled Public Comments  

 

 

  



 

 
I-26 Fixed Guideway Alternatives Analysis   Davis & Floyd, Inc. 
Alternatives Report   February 2016 
Public Engagement    Appendix 7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 7-E 

I. Land Use Subcommittee Workshop I Summary  

II. Land Use Subcommittee Workshop II Summary  
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Appendix 7-F 

I. i-26ALT Environmental and Community Organizations Transit Talk Summary  

II. i-26ALT Land Use Transit Talk Summary  

III. i-26ALT Business Transit Talk Summary  
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Appendix 7-G 

I. i-26ALT Project Newsletter (November, 2014) 

II. i-26ALT Project Newsletter (March, 2015) 

III. i-26ALT Project Newsletter (September, 2015) 

IV. i-26ALT Project Newsletter (January, 2016) 
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Appendix 7-H 

(MindMixer Public Engagement Summary Report) 

 

 


