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1 Executive Summary

Background

Between 2010 and 2014, a small working group of economic development professionals and community leaders
from Houston and Bibb counties conducted numerous prelimyimaeetings to evaluate the suitability of

infrastructure assets in Middle Georgia for the creation of a freight and logistics hub, inland port, or container yard.
In particular, the group included the 2Century Partnership, Houston County Developm&uthority, Macon

Economic Development Commission and Middle Georgia Regional Commidsgogroup determined that an

outside perspective from experts in the freight and logistics industry would be beneficial to their analysis. This
opportunity arose inuly 2014. As a result of efforts by the®XTentury Partnership, and in response to defense
related job losses experienced in the region, Middle Georgia was afforded the opportunity to apply for funding from
the Office of Economic Adjustment, DepartmeffiDefense.

The Middle Georgia Regional Commission was asked by the local governments of the region to serve as the
applicant for these funds. At the direction of the Middle Georgia Regional Commission Council, a series of projects
was developed, which iheded three asset maps (infrastructure, industrial and human capital), and the launch of a
regional leadership development program. A keystone element of the infrastructure asset map is the freight and
logistics study. This study, along with the other pot$ funded by the Office of Economic Adjustment, Department

of Defense, is part of a larger initiative to assess and enhance the capacity of Middle Georgia to grow and diversify
its regional economy.

The Middle Georgia Regional CommissippointedWilson and Company and its subcontaag GKSF Global
Research, Ind¢o analyzefreight flows andhe logistics industry in the Middle Georgia Regibime Region consists of
elevencounties¢ Baldwin, Crawford, Houston, Jon&aconBibb,Monroe, Peach, Raski, Putnam, Twiggs, and
Wilkinson. TheéMiddle Georgia Freight and Logistics Stuags undertaken to addreshe movement of freight in
out and throughthe Region,the supporting freightransportation infrastructure, and a competitive analysis of how
Middle Georgia rates from a logistics standpoint versus other reginraldition,an interview survewas

conducted tosolicitfeedbackon shipper and industrgpecific trends and opportunities that relate to Middle
Georgia.Both commercial and militgrfreight movements are quantified, although military cargo movements to
and from Robins Air Force Base are mingled in the commercial data, and are therefore indistinguishable from
commercial freight. fie overallSudy objective is to highlighstrategiesfor developmentactions to be takengr to
identify area advantages that might be leveraged to encoutagmsticsservices and manufacturing growth Wit

the Middle Georgia Region.
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Figure 1: Middle Georgia Region
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General Conclusion

The Middle Georgia Region is poised to take advantage of remonmmomic and freight industry trends, and achieve
aboveaverage growth in logistics activifyositive economic growth prospects in the Southeast] Georgia in

particular, as well as expected continued growth at the Port of Savannah set the stage for increased focus on Middle
DS2NBAI & F @AF6fS YIFydzZFlFOlGdzNAYy3a yR FNBAIKG RAAGN
position,i KS DS2NAAI t2Nla ! dziK2NARGE o6Dt! v A& O2yaARSNAyYyS3
namely Network Georgia is a proposed development of eseailed container yard, establishing rail service

between the Port of Savannah and anyat-determined point in Middle Georgia. This woglgbstantially elevate

0KS wS3IAz2yQa QGAFoAtAGE a | NBIA2YyFE FNBAIKG RAAUGNRC
transportation option connecting domestic and international supghains. A major challenge, as interviews

conducted as part of this study suggest, is that Middle Georgia does not receive consideration because it is
overshadowed by major domestic and international transportation hubs to the north and to the south, namely

Atlanta and Savannah. This perception is held primarily by national and international logistics managers without
experience in Middle Georgia. Those that do operate in the Middle Georgia Region endorse its capabilities,
particularly for Southeast distiition that requires no, or infrequent rail use. A concerted effort to promote Middle
Georgia as a viable manufacturing and freight distribution option is warranted if this perception is to be overcome.

2 WILSON
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Macroeconomic Outlook

Economic activity in th8ouh Atlantic and South Centredgions of the countrywill have an impact on future

Middle Georgidreight flows.These two regions of the countiryclude the najor domestic destinationand origins

for Middle Georgidreight, and are also the two regionkdt would be served by any distribution centers developed

in the RegionThe two regions have a positive economic outlook andghauld]support the growth in demand for
freight-related infrastructure and logistics services. Growth of disposal incotte iSouth Atlantic Census Division

is projected to outperform the broader U.S. economy over the next decade, a reflection of factors that include
healthy population growth, healthy demand for labor, and stronger investment activity relative to the rigt of

country. And the South Atlantic is projected to be the fastest growing region of the country over the next decade, as
measured by disposable income, while the East South Central is projected to be the sixth fastest growing region.

The growth of manufaaring will continue to play an important role in regional economic development. In 2014,
YIydzFl OGdzNAy 3 | O02dzy i SR F2NJ mm LISNOSyid 2F DS2NHAI Qa
percent in Alabama and 16 percent in Tennesseékesed K NSa O2 YLI NB A GK YI ydzF I O «
national Gross Domestic Product (GDP). Industrial production in Georgia and South Carolina is projected to grow at -
faster rate than the country as a whole, partly driven by the continued expans$ioranufacturing activity.

Economic growth in Middle Georgia (represented by data for the Macon MSA, the Warner Robins MSA, and the
MacontWarner Combined Statistical Area), generally tracked the rest of the State of Georgia during the 2010 to
2012 postrecession recovery. Employment growth has exceeded that of the State over the past three years.

1The U.S. is divided into ninglivisions by the Census Bureau and they are used in this report as the basis for regioeebnomictrend
analysis.The South Atlantic Division includes WV, MD, DE, VA, NC, SC, GA and FL. The East South Central Division includes KY, TN, MS
and AL.

2 Based ondata from the Bureau of Economic Analysis
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Middle Georgia Freight Activity

Middle Georgia handled 151.6 million tons of freight in 2013, comprised of 21.3 mil tons Inbound, 20.6 mil tons
outbound,and 1® ®n YA f (2ya AGOKNRdzZAKéSX YSIyAy3a GNIFyardaAy3a 4
majority of freight originating, terminating, or through Middle Georgia wasVaue bulk cargo (e.g. coal, forest
products, or raw minerals). Secondary Trafficiolwhs containerized freight to or from a distribution warehouse
accounted for 3.8 percent inbound (813,200 tons) and 2.5 percent inbound (507,500 tons). The handling of
Secondary Traffic is generally considered to be more labor intensive and requigkeaihvestment in

warehousing facilities and equipment; therefore, many regions focus on this freight classification in light of the jobs
and economic investment that are required to support the handling of Secondary Traffic. Secondary Traffic is also
typically highetwvalue than bulk cargos, and can support higher investment in people and facilities. It should be
noted that nearly 6.5 million tons of Secondary Traffic moves through Middle Georgia (for example, between

Atlanta and other locations) witlzlik & 0 2 LILJAY3d aARRE S DS2NHAIQa | oAf Al
RSLISYRSy( 2y GKS wS3IAazyQa loAftAade (2 O2y@AyO0OS (Nl}y
over existing distribution hub locations.

e
al

Figure 2: Middle Georgia Freight by Mode in 2013

Freight by Mode Inbound Freight by Mode
151.6 Million Tons in 2013 21.4 Million Tons in 2013

Rail
Truck 45.5%
54.5%
Rail
63.2%
Outbound Freight by Mode Through Freight by Mode
20.3 Million Tons in 2013 107.4 Million Tons in 2013
Rail
24.6%
Rail
Truck
53.0% 47.0%

Truck
75.4%

Source: IHS Transearch database
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Middle Georgia Freight Forecast

The projecteccompoundannual growth rat§ CAGRijjor Middle Georgidl otal Freight (combined inbodnoutbound
and through) is 1.8 percent over the 10 year period from 2013 to 20Z8e principabrowth sectors are the higher
value/warehouseable/manufacturing commodities, whate projected to growaster than the lower value/bulk
commodity groups;, 10-year CAGRs 3.4 percent and 1.0 percent, respectively. Thitects the stronger growth of
manufacturingrelated goods and consumption goods relative to the more mature bulk commodiiigbound
freight of higher value/warehouseable/manufacturing commaoditiegrigected to grow at dasterpace than
inbound shipmentg, the 10year CAGRs are 3.2 percent for outbound freight 26gercent for inbound freight.

The projected growth rates for Middle Georgia freight flows (inbound, outbound and through) are macro driven
(e.g. economic trends) and do not take into consideration new freight generated by new warehousing/distribution
and manufacturing investment that mpde captured by Middle Georgia as a consequence of its competitive
advantages (for example, lower cost structure relative to Atlanta or a new inland port tied to the Port of Savannah
&4 LI NI 2F Dt! Q& b AsumBaNdof thdr&ighiNdiesabt is pravid@d imakEke andmable2.

Table 1: Higher -Value/ Warehouseable /Manufacturing Commodity Groups

Compound Annual Growth Rates by Period

Freight Flow and Commodity Value Sector 2013 to 2018 2018 to 2023 2013 to 2023
Total Freight Ton¢inbound, Outbound and Through) 1.2% 2.3% 1.8%
Bulk/LowerValue Commodities -0.2% 2.1% 1.0%
HigherValue/Warehouseable/Manufacturing Commoditie 4.0% 2.8% 3.4%
Total Inbound Freight -3.6% 2.5% -0.6%
Bulk/LowerValue Commodities -4.6% 2.4% -1.2%
HigherValue/Warehouseable/Manufacturing Commaoditie 2.7% 2.5% 2.6%
Total Outbound Freight 2.8% 2.5% 2.6%
Bulk/LowerValue Commodities 2.7% 2.5% 2.6%
HigherValue/Warehouseable/Manufacturing Commoditie 3.9% 2.5% 3.2%
Total Through Freight 1.8% 2.1% 2.0%
Bulk/LowerValue Commodities 0.0% 1.9% 1.0%
HigherValue/Warehouseable/Manufacturing Commaoditie 3.8% 2.4% 3.1%

Source: GKSF Forecasts bgsadly on GDOT and FAR®ecasts

Table 2: Higher -Value / Warehouseable / Manufacturing Commodity Groups

A commodity group idesignated as high or low growth if its projected growth is higher or lower than the projected growth of inbg
or outbound freight for HigheWalue / Warehouseable / Manufacturing Commaodities for the period 2013 to 2023.

Inbound Freight to MiddleGeorgia Outbound Freight from Middle Georgia
(Forecast 2.8 CAGR013 to 2023) (Forecast 3.2% CA@B13 to 2023)
High Growth Commodity = Low Growth Commodity | High Growth Commodity Low Growth Commodity
Groups Groups Groups Groups
Food or Kindred Products Fabricated Metal Products Misc. Manufacturing Products Transportation Equipment
Chemicals or Allied Products  Electrical Equipment Food or Kindred Products Rubber and Plastidroducts
Machinery and Parts Printed Matter Chemicals or Allied Products  Textile Mill Products
Furniture

Source: GKSF Forecasts basadly on GDOT and FAF&ecasts
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Middle Georgia Freigtgnd Logistics Study

Competitive Cities Analysis

According to interviews conducted as part of this study, the Middle Georgia Region has already been established as
a desirable location for freight distribution to Southeast states, with competitive truck rates, commerciastatd
pricing, and easy aess to key transportation infrastructure such as the Port of Savanah, and the Hadsioggbn
International Airport in Atlanta. Logistics advantages of competing cities do not necessarily overlap the capabilities
of the Middle Georgia Region. The Conifet Cities analysis suggests tiateenville and Charlotte are the top

ranking competitors, due to their established labor forces, and closer proximity to key manufacturing clusters, and
dense population centers to the North. Middle Georgia can nonetizebvercome the strengths of these two cities

for companies looking to establish a distribution center focusing on distribution in the Southeast, extending south
into Florida. Middle Georgia strengths are a highly competitive cost structure (transporthttmor and commercial
NBIf SadlidsS tSIFrasSoo aARRfS DS2NHAI N}yla | KSIR 2F
favorable cost structure. This suggests that Middle Georgia can compete successfully for the éhapeat

distribution nvestments that are currently concentrated in Atlanta and in Savarvlamphis, TN, rather than a
competitor might actually be viewed as part of a National distribution model that functions as the Midwest regional
distribution hub, leaving Middle Gedegto cover Southeast markets.

Figure 3: Middle Georgia Local and One -Day Market Coverage Map
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Middle Georgia Freigtgnd Logistics Study

Freight Infrastructure

Middle Georgia has a strong freight transportation advantage, being situated in close proximity to domestic and
AYOSNYLFGAZ2YyEFE GNIyaLR2NIFdGA2y Y2RSa 0GKFG FNB KAIKEE F
chain managers have accés® | t f GNI yALRNIFGA2Y 2LIA2yas A-JackéodzRA y 3
International Airport, ocean terminal services in Savannah, intermodal rail terminals in either Atlanta or Savannah,
and all within a few hours drive of Middle Gg@. Highway access in all directions is yet another selling point of the
Region. Future and proposed developments such as the completion of the Fall Line Freeway, and a Georgia Ports
Initiative to establish inland ports in Georgia, including a propdseation in Middle Georgiayill substantially raise

the profile of Middle Georgia as a freight distribution hub.

Figure 4: Georgia Highway and Rail Map
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Middle Georgia Freigtgnd Logistics Study

Recommendation®n Freight and Logistics Strategy

aARRfS DS2NHAIQa 20l GA2y Ay Ot248 LINRPEAYAGE (2 GKS
Florida and the Southeast make it a suitable location as a distribution hub for Southadstts. Middle Georgia

can also take advantage of existing key manufacturing sectors operating in Georgia to attract similar manufacturers
to the area, as an available workforce and supply chain services have beastablished. Recommendations are
based on a strong communications strategy to promote Middle Georgia advantages, and future developments to
retailers, manufacturers and other companies, and to related Public agencies. Examples of Public organizations that
may be interested in the devgbonent of freight and logistics activity in Middle Georgia are the U.S. Maritime
Administration (MARAD), which has expressed interest in keeping up to date on developments in Middle Georgia as
they relate to possible strategies for the movement of militeaygo, and the Z1Century Partnership, which is well

known to the Middle Georgia Regional Commission as a partner and advocate of freight services development in the
area.Specific recommendatioreddress the following key targets

9 Distribution Center fousing on Southeast distribution
1 Manufacturing (including aerospace and automotive sectors) requiring access to the Port of Savannah
9 Transload facilities that #wad cargo from international to domestic containers

Marketing recommendatiosicenteron more aggressive marketing of Middle Georgia as a logistics hub:

i Brand economic development efforts by establishing a Freight Marketing Organization, as opposed to an
economic development organization. This defines the role of the agency as focusing ondistighition
and logisticgo outsiders considering Middle Georgia.

1 Createatarget list of companies that might benefit from locating in Middle Georgia, based on the areas
logistical advantages, relative to target company needs. Build profiles of ptd&peasmpanies, including
transportation, labor, market reach, tax advantages etc. Identify successful industries in the area, such as
retail, aerospace and automotive manufacturers when building the profiles. These can be used as
marketing materials itrade magazines, conferences, etc.

o Solicit feedback on regional strengths from local retailers and manufacturers operating in Middle
DS2NHS (G2 0S AyOfdzZRSR a adSadAY2yAltaeg Ay YI
o Highlight technical colleges, and other sources of laboukhbe highlighted in marketing
messages.

o0 Expand economic development outreach activities to aggressively market to commercial entities,
such as retail and manufacturing trade groups, logistics and sapjpliy conferences, commercial
real estate publicabns, and trade publications.

0 Include Middle Georgia representation on international trade commission.
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Middle Georgia Freigtgnd Logistics Study

Recommendations ometwork Georgiaand Inland Port Development

The Georgia Ports AuthorifsPAhas announced plans to establish inland ports tlyloout Georgia to extend Port
of Savannah reach by rail to strategic areas, including-toye¢ identified Middle Georgia location. While this
presents a substantial opportunity to elevate Middle Georgia as a logistics hub, several actions should be
coordinated to help ensure the success of the Network Georgia initiative:

9 The success of inland ports will depend on the formation of industry clusters and agglomerations that
support each proposed site. The roles and industries that these inland portsemd to support should be
coordinated to ensure that target users do not overlap, thereby undercutting the success of all inland ports.

1 The Middle Georgia Inland Port site selection should be in close proximity to major highways, most likely |
75, F16, or the Fall Line Freeway when completed. A selectionldwould also require an upgrade to the
NB #16/1-75 interchange upgrade.

User advocacy may be an important component of the successful development of a Middle Georgia Inland Port site
selection. Large volume shippers in the area, or potential large volume shippers should be included in discussion to
demonstrate the potential base of freight that will be required to make the development a success. Clay shippers
are one obvious group, but anotherould be Robins Air Force Base. The existenogarmodalrail in Middle

Georgia mg have key implications for Rbby & | C. Qepartiid@ht ofDefeérdeN@DFfreight distribution in

North America. A key success criterion for kigldle Georgia plawill be participation from all entities involved,
including as funding sources for the project. The following representatives should be included in Network Georgia
meetings:

Economic and Development Agencies

Commercial Retail and Manufacturing Logishitamagers

¢CNF YAaLRNIFGAZ2Y t NPOARSNAE o0S®3d Dt! T §(NUzO]1 SNAZ
Rolins AFB Representation

o O O O

The project team recommends, and will facilitate meetings if requested with the United States Maritime
Administration (MARAD), and the 21sr@ury Partnership to promoting existing capabilities and potential
developments, such as the GPA interest in the Middle Georgia Region as a potential inland rail site. This kind of
outreach may shape future North America Military freight distributiomt&gies based on existing and future
transportation service capabilities.

Market and Industry Assessment (Phase II)

As followon to the Middle Georgia Regional Freight Study, the project team recommends-adeesite plan for

the Middle Georgia Inland Rli | & LINRPLIZASR o6& GUKS DS2NHAI t 2NI ! dzi K2
Study outlines general transportation services and manufacturing capabilities of the Region; however, Industry
specifics on facilities, labor, utilities and other considenasi are required so that the MGRC can present a detailed
GLX dz3 YR LX &8¢ LINRPFAES 2F GKS aARRES DS2NHAIF aAdsS f
receptive to developments that have completed preliminary work that establishesy/utditd grading,

transportation infrastructure, and other capabilities. Phase Il proposes a further analysis of detailed requirements

of targeted industries and industry clusters thaeauitable to Middle Georgia, including a master plan.
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Middle Georgia Freigtgnd Logistics Study

2 Freight Flow Analysis

2.1 Freight Flow Study Area

The Middle GeorgiRegionconsists of elevenounties¢ Baldwin, Crawford, Houston, Jond&aconBibb,Monroe,

Peach, Pulaski, Putnam, Twiggs, and Wilkinson. As shdviguire5, Middle Georgias located between Atlanta and

the Port of Savannah, and it straddles two major interstathways; the north-south 75 and the eastvest 116

(to the Port of Savannah)lajor north-south and eastwest rail corridorgass througtMiddle GeorgiaFigure5 also

shows six of the seven cities selected for the regional competitive analysis (see Sadttha report)¢ Atlanta,

Savannah, Greenville, Charleston, Charlotte and Chattanooga. Memphis is the seventh city used in the evaluation of
competition.

The review oMiddle Georgidreight flows employ2013Transearch data from IEiSThis customized datprovides
insight on freight flows betweeMiddle Georgiaand otherregionsof the country, by direction (inbound and

outbound), transport mode and commaodity. The Transearch data also provides a profile of freight moving through,
but not stopping irMiddle Georgia

Figure 5: Middle Georgia Region for Freight Flow Analysis
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Source GKSF

3 Includes content supplied by IHS; Copyright © IHS, 2015. All righteserved
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Middle Georgia Freigtgnd Logistics Study

2.2 Total Freight

Middle Georgidhad total freight volume o152million tons in 208, comprising inbound, outbounthroughand
intra-regionfreight (Figure6). The largest freight flow is through the regid®7million tons and 71 percent of total
freight. This reflects A RRf S  Bt&tegiBcatlor®Amajor north-south and eastvest freight corridors; for
example, freight moving between Florida and other regions of the coumippund and outbound freight was
balanced, 21.4 million and 20n3illion tons respectively.

Domestic freight accounted f@9.6 percent of total fréght and internationafreight 10.4 percent. The international
component may be understated as some international cargo can move as a domestic load; for example,
containerized imports enter an imporigtribution center and then depart as domestic truckloads.

Figure 6: Middle Georgia Freight by Flow in 2013

Freight by Flow Inbound Freight by Flow
151.6 Million Tons in 2013 21.4 Million Tons in 2013
Domestic

Inbound
13.9%

Domestic

Throuogh\ Domestic ' Import 1.7%
63.1% Outbound Domestic
12.7% Inbound
98.3%
Export
Through
4.2%
Import
Import 0.2% Through
Export0.706] Iitra17os 3%
Outbound Freight by Flow Through Freight by Flow
20.3 Million Tons in 2013 107.4 Million Tons in 2013
b . Domestic
0333323 Export 5.4% 89.2% Export 5.9%
94.6% <

' Import 4.9%

Note: International freight flows may be understated because domestic freight can include international cargdtbaterted to
domesticfreight; for example, containerized imporé&nter an import distribution center and then depart as dome#tickloads

SourcelHS Transearch database
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Middle Georgia Freigtgnd Logistics Study

Middle Georgia is one of thergller freight centers in the Southeast measured by inbound and outbound freight
tons. As shown ifigure7, Middle Georgia ranks last when compared to six competitor freight centers. Atlanta
inbound and outbound freight activity is roughly four times greater than Middle Georgia, which refldctg Atll Q &

f I NBS LRLJAFGA2Y YR AdGa YIFEIN]J SO NrtS a GKS fSIFRAy3
outbound freight activity is roughly 1.5 times greater than Middle Georgia, driven by international cargo moving
through the Port of Savara.

Figure 7: Middle Georgia Inbound and Outbound Freight Comparison

Inbound Freight Outbound Freight

Atlanta * Atlanta *

Charlotte * Memphis *

Savannah * Charlotte *

Greenville * Charleston *
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Memphis * Middle Georgia

Middle Georgia Greenville *

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
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Memphis * .

P Intentionally left blank
Charleston *

Greenville *
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* Data was not available for 2013. FAF3 data for 2012 is used to provide an indication of how Middle Georgia comparapi® af
competitors. Middle Georgia data is for 2013.

Source: IHS Transearch database and FAF3
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Middle Georgia Freigtgnd Logistics Study

Truck handlegust over half oMiddle Georgi® & F NJ A53Kpérceat Shark of total tonfFigures). Truck a
share varies by direction36.8 percent of inbound, 75.gercent of outbound, and 53.percent of through freight.
wkAf Qa KAIKSNI aKI NBfreightfis dug/ftdtiR dageRiolumi of yoal Bhilzfied Phlickil&Georgia

Figure 8: Middle Georgia Freight by Mode in 2013

Freight by Mode Inbound Freight by Mode
151.6 Million Tons in 2013 21.4 Million Tons in 2013

Rail
Truck 45.5%
54.5%
Rail
63.2%
Outbound Freight by Mode Through Freight by Mode
20.3 Million Tons in 2013 107.4 Million Tons in 2013
Rail
24.6%
Rail
Truck 47.0%

53.0%

Truck
75.4%

SourcelHS Transearch database

The commodity mix is illustrated Figure9. Lower value commodities dominate both inbound and outbound
freight flows. This reflects the relatively limited amount of manufacturing and warehousing/distribution gciniy
the small casumer basén Middle GeorgiaThe commaodity grouecondarnyfrafficcaptures warehouse and
distribution center freightand thisgroupaccountedfor 3.8 percent of inbound traffic an&.5 percent of outbound
freight. The former is mainly consumer goodspgieid intoMiddle Georgiand the latter the shipment of goods
from warehousindocated inMiddle GeorgiaSecondary Traffisccounts fo6.0 percent of throughreight and
includes distributiorof freight from the Atlanta an@avannah BEAFurther discussion of transport modes,
commodities and lanes is provided in the remaindegettion 2
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Middle Georgia Freigtgnd Logistics Study

Figure 9: Middle Georgia

Freight by Commodity in 2013
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2.3 Truck Freight

MiddleD S 2 NJbtalltr@kfreight was 82.Willion tons in 201354.5percent of total freight). The distribution by

flow and mode is illustrated iRigure10. Domestic through accounted fo & percent of total truck freight,

domestic outbound 1B percent domestic inbound.2 percentand intraregion 3.1%lnternational freight

accounted for tle remaining8.8 percent. However, as stated earlier, the international share is likely understated

due to international imports and exports that are partly handled as a domestic move. This reyabgs tothe

Seondary Trafficommodity group, which cdapres warehousing and distribution freight activifyor example,

some of this activity represents imports through Savannah that enter an import distribution center and emerge as a
domestic freight move.

The dominant transponnode wador-hire truckload 63.6 percent)followed by private fleet (34.percent). Less
than-truckload (LTL) handienostly higher value small shipments and moved 2.0 percent of freightrwe. Truck
equipment types werelry van (42.1 percerdf total truck tons) bulk (19.3 percent tank (15.%ercent),
refrigerated (11.percent), flat (8.8 peraat) and others (2.Dercent).

Figure 10: Middle Georgia  Truck Freight by Flow and Mode in 2013

Truck Freight by Flow Truck Freight by Mode
82.7 Million Tons in 2013 82.7 Million Tons in 2013

Domestic
Qutbound
Domestic 17.5%
Through__
61.3% Domestic
Inbound
9.2%
Export Trucklg)ad_/
Through 63.6%
4.0%
/ Import
0% Intra 3.1%

Private
Fleet 34.4%
/_

Lessthan-
Truckload

T 0%

| 1 0.3%
mpor ° Through

Export 1.09 3.5%

Note: International freight flows may be understated because domestic freight can include international cargdtbaterted to
domesticfreight; for example, containerized imporénter an import distribution center and then depart as domestic traaklls

SourcelHS Transearch database

2.3.1 Domestic Inbound and Outbound

The commodity profile of domestic inbound and outbound truck freight is provid&ejurell. Lower value
commodities dominate the commodity profile, which is a reflection of economic gcinMiddle Georgia

Secondary Traffic, which captures warehousing and distribution acetpunedfor 10.6 percent of inbound

truck freight and only 3.5 percent of outbound truck freight. The development of new warehousing and distribution
facilities inMiddle Georgiavould boost this commaodity sector.

If the five major bulk commodities areexcluded Clay, ConcreteGlass or Stone; Crude Petroleum; Metallic Ores;
Non Metallic Minerals; and Petroleum or Coal Produtisn total inbound truck freight wa4.8 million tons
(compared to 7.6 million tons when they are included) &otdl outboundtruck freight wast.5 million tons
(compared to 14.5 million tons).
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Figure 11 Middle Georgia Inbound and Outbound Truck Freight by Commodity in 2013
Inbound Truck Freight by Commodity Outbound Truck Freight by Commodity
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The top 30 domestigeographic partnergor trucklaneg are provided irFigurel2 ¢ one chart shows th&uck

lanes withtotal freightand thesecond chart shows the lanes withahe five major bulk commodity groupsGlay,
Concrete, Glss or Stone; Crude Petroleum; Metallic Ofdsn Metallic Minerals; and Petroleum or Coal Prodycts
The impact is principally on the Atlanta lanthe five bulk commodities accoued for 3.7 million tons of 5.4nillion
tons moving in the Atlanta lane.

The top 30 lanes accouwd for up to 80 percent of total domestitruck freight and these lanes are nearly all
concentrated in the Southeast regiofitlanta is the largest lane ar8econdary Traffis one of the argest
commodity groups; productshippedfrom warehouses in thethanta BEA tiMiddle Georgiaandthe reverse
direction. The top lanes include the ports of Jacksonville and SavamamalalsoGreenville, SGvhich isanother
important location for regionhdistribution centers.
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Figure 12: Middle Georgia Domestic Inbound and Outbound Truck Lanes in 2013

Top 30 Domestic Truck Lanes Top 30 Domestic Truck LaneExcluding

Five Bulk Commodity Groups **
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* Transearch data is provided by BEA Economic Area (BRBABEAs made up othose counties that arpart of theMacon-Warner
RobinsFort Valley BEA but are outside the Middle Georgia Region. The countiépgirg Bleckley Dodge HancockJeff Davis
JohnsonLaurensTaylor, Telfairand Washington

** Excludegive bulk commodity groups Clay, Concrete, Glass 8tone;Crude Petroleum; Metallic Orelpn Metallic Minerals; and
Petroleum or Coal Products. After this adjustment total inbound domestic truck freight is 4.8 million tons and outbo&rdilboh
tons.

SourcelHS Transearch database
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2.3.2 International | nbound and Outbound

Internationd import and export freight moving by truck
amounted to 1.0million tons in 2013, @5 million tons

Figure 13: Middle Georgia International Truck
Freight by Lane in 2013

moving inboundimports)to Middle Georgiaand 079
million tons moving outboungexports) These volumes
likely understate total international freight because some
international shipments (notably imports of consam
goods moving through an import distribution center) may
be classified as a domestic freight move.

The commodity mix is illustrated Figureld. Imports are
more dversethan exports, which are concentrated in
three key sectorg minerals, forest products and
agriculture.

Internationalfreight by lane is presented iRigurel3.

Flows are dominated by freight moving betweiddle
Georgiaand the Port of Savannah. This lane accounted f
66 percent of international freight volume. Tt&avannah
lane is heavily outbaud ¢ exportstruckedfrom Middle
Georgiaare concentrated itNonmetal MineralsProcessed
Pulp or Pulp Mill Productsind other mainly agricultural
and resourcebased commodities.

Other ports in the Southeast and on the Gulf Coast also
appear in the top Iaes for international freight, including
Charleston, Jacksonvill€ampa, Miamand Mobile.

Furtheranalysisof Savannaltireight flows is provided in
Section2.6.

Truck Lanes for International Freight
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Note: International freight flows may be understated because
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oconverted to domesticfreight; for example, containerized
importsenter an import distribution center and then depart as
domestic truckloads.

Source: IHS Transearch database
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Figure 14: Middle Georgia International  Truck Freight by Commodit y in 2013
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2.3.3 Through Freight

Middle Georgia is situated on major norslouth and eastvest freight corridors, and so a large volume of freight
passes through Middle Georgia without stopping in the regionekample, freight moving between Florida and
other areas of the country.

Total freight movindpy truckthrough Middle Georgiavas56.9million tons in 2013. The commodity profile is

provided inFigurel5. Secondary Traffic (warehouse and distribution center freight) is the fourth largest commodity
in domestic truck flows, with a 12.8 percent shabeitside of this sector, the top commaodities are dominated by
agricultural and naturatesource based sectors. Turning to international truck freight flowing thraviglalle
Georgiathe largest commaodity group is Food or Kindred Products wah.@percentshare (and split5 percent
exports and 25ercent imports).

Figure 15: Middle Georgia Through Truck Freight by Commodity in 2013
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Others

Misc Manufacturing Product
Textile Mill Products
Furniture or Fixtures

Others

Metallic Ores

Misc Manufacturing Product
Furniture or Fixtures

Printed Matter
Electrical EQuipment
Primary Metal Products

LyaiNbzys t K2

Petroleum or Coal Product:
Fabricated Metal Product:

Fabricated Metal Product:
Machinery
Transportation Equipment

Primary Metal Products
Electrical Equipment

Clay,concrete,glass or Ston
Rubber or Misc Plastic Rubber or Misc Plastic
Pulp,paper or Allied Product:

Nonmetallic Minerals

Nonmetallic Minerals
Transportation Equipment
Textile Mill Products
Waste or Scrap Material
Machinery

Lumber or Wood Product

Chemicals or Allied Product:
Clay,concrete,glass or Ston
Waste or Scrap Material
Lumber or Wood Product:

Farm Products

Pulp,paper or Allied Product
Chemicals or Allied Product
Food or Kindred Product

Secondary Traffic
Petroleum or Coal Product:
Farm Products

Food or Kindred Product

|
|
|
|
|
i
|
dzA LISy i =
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 0% 10% 20% 30%  40%

Share of Freight Tons Share of Freight Tons

Note: International freight flows may be understated because domestic freight can include international cargdtbaterted to
domesticfreight, for example, containerized imporénter an import distribution center and then depart as domestic traakis
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Major population and freight centers are linked by the interstate highways that pass thidigiglle GeorgiaAs

shown inFigurel6, Atlanta is the top origin and destination for through freight moving by truck. Locations in Florida
also rank in the top lanes, including Miami, Orlandéficksonville and Tampa. The PorSafannah ranks as the

fourth largest lane fothroughfreight.

The top 30 origirdestination (GD) pairs for through truck freight are providedrigurel?. Atlantaappears as the

origin or destination in 17 of thdomesticf  yS&> KA OK NBTFf SOGa ' GflyalQa L2
population center in thé&Southeastegion.Ports are prominent as origins or destinations. The top fiM@ @irs are
Atlanta-Miami, Jacksonvilldtlanta, Savannatlanta, AtlantaSavannah and Miarfitlanta.
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Figure 16: Middle Georgia

Through Truck Freight by

Lane in 2013
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Source: IHS Transearch database
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Figure 17: Middle Georgia  Through Truck Freight by Origin -Destination  Pairs in 2013
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2.4 Rail Freight

aARR{ S D&izaNfight @ui79.0million tons in 201345.5 percent of total freight). The distribution by

flow and mode is illustrated iRigure26. Domestic througlfreight accounted fot65.3 percent of totalrail freight,
domesticinbound 19.5percent,and domesticoutbound 6.8 percent. Internationalrieight accounted for the
remaining8.4 percent. However, as stated earlier, the international share is likely understated due to international
imports and exports that are partly handled as a domestic mBuoe example, this could apply to freightported

to Canada andllexicothat is classified as a domestic move from the U.S. origin to border crossing

The dominantail mode is carload (84.6 percentyhich reflects the large volume shipments of bulk commodities
that move in carload equipment (e.g., boxsahoppers, and tank cars). Carload rail excludes intermodal rail (i-e., 48
ft and 53ft containers on rail), whichccounted foithe remainingl2.4 percent of rail freight tons.

Figure 18: Middle Georgia Rail Freight by Flow and Mode in 2013

Rail Freight by Flow Rail Freight by Mode
71.1 Million Tons in 2013 71.1 Million Tons in 2013
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19.5% 87.2%_\
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Note: International freight flows may be understated because domestic freight can include international cargdtbaterted to
domesticfreight; for example, containerized imporénter an importdistribution center and then depart as domestic truckloads

Source: IHS Transearch database

2.4.1 Domestic Inbound and Outbound

The commodity profile of domestic inbourfél3.4 million tonsand outbound(4.7 million tonsyail freight is

provided inFigurel9. Bulk commodities dominate the rail flovand all freight moved by carload rail servithe

top lane is Memphis, TN with 12 million tons of coal trafficl#ging this lane, the top two lanes are with the ports
of Savannah and Jacksonvillhound coal traffic is expected to decline following the recent closure of Georgia
t 26 SNRA t f |-fifedl powdtplahiOrkPut@en|County.

2.4.2 International Inbound an d Outbound

There are very limited volumes of international inbound and outbound rail frej@t2 and 0.30 million tons
respectively in 201N early 80 percent of the outbound export freight moved to the Savannah BEA, while 97
percent of the inbound impid freight came from Jacksonville, New Orleans and Savannah. The freight in both
directions was mostly bulk commoditiasd moved by carload rail service
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Figure 19: Middle Georgia
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2.4.3 Through Freight

Middle Georgias a major transit point for rail freight witthrough traffic amounting to 50.4 million tons in 2013t
the total, 45.1 million tons was domestic freight and 5.4 million tons was international import and export traffic. The
split byrail modetype was 87.2 percent carload and 17.5 percent intermodal.

The commodity profile is provided Figure20. Domestic freight is dominated by coal and other lower value bulk
commodities. Miscellaneous Mixed Shipments, which largely caphigbervalueintermodal freight, was theifth
largest commodity with a.9 percent share of tons. This commodity group plays a bigger role in international
through traffic, where theres a greater incidence of highealue commaodities suited to intermodal rail service.
Miscellaneous Mixed Shipmts accounted for 29 percent of international rail freight (26.5 percent of exports and
32.1 percent of imports).

The top 30 origirdestination (GD) pairs for through rail freight are providedhrigure21. Ports feature prominently
in the top lanes including Jacksonville (as the destination in théwopanes), which is a gateway for offshore trade
with Puerto Rico, and for international tradsorfolk Southern hs a mainline that runs through Middle Georgia
that links Jacksonville with other parts of the countdther ports amongst the top lanese Tampa, Miami and

Savannah.

Figure 20: Middle Georgia  Through Rail

Freight by Commodity in 2013
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Figure 21: Middle Georgia Through Rail Freight by Origin  -Destination Pairs in 2013
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26 WILSON
&COMPANY



Middle Georgia Freigtgnd Logistics Study

2.6 Savannah -Middle Georgia

2.6.1 Truck Freight

aARRf S Dh&goNEhnkj@ tansport links with the Port of Savannah is reflected in the volume of freight
moving between Savannah and thegion A total 11.9 million tons of inbound, outbound and through truck freight
was connected with Savannah. A profile of the major truck lanes is preserféglie22. Atlanta is the major origin
and destination for freight that passes throulyiddle Georgido and from Savannah. Other principal corridors for

Corridor

through freight aramainlyin the Southeastbut there are also some long haul truck corridors (for example, to
Dallas, TX As statd earlier in Section,s0me of the domestic freight may be international cargo that has
undergone handling at an import distribution centerather facility near to Savannah.

Figure 22: Middle Georgia
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by Lane in 2013
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Figure 23: Middle Georgia i Savannah BEA Truck Freight by Commaodity in 2013
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2.6.2 Ralil Freight

Rail freight associated with the Port of Savannah amounted to 6.3 million tons in 2013, 4.7 million tons moving to
Savannah and 1.6 million tons flowing from Savaniis gil freight is concentrated in the Savannah to Atlanta

lane, with a 4.9percent $iare of tons Figure24). The largest commodity from Savannah is Miscellaneous Mixed
Shipments (intermodal commodities), accounting %d.6percent of rail tonsKigure250 ® ¢ KA & NB Tt SO0 &
role as a port gateway for containerized imports that move inland by intermodal rail seMi@le Georgias the

largest origin for rail freight moving to Savannah, withleddercent share, followed by Atlanta at Bbercent. The
principal commoditiesnoving to Savannaare Pulp, Paper or Allied Products (23.9 perceviycellaneous Mixed
Shipments (15.percent) and Nonmetallic Minerals (10.9 percent).
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Figure 24: Middle Georgia

i Savannah BEA Rail Freight by Lane in 2013
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Figure 25: Middle Georgia

i Savannah BEA Rail Freight by Commodity in 2013
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3 Freight Forecast

3.1 Economic Trends

3.1.1 U.S. and Regional Economies

U.S. eonomic activity has gradually recovered from the 2008/2009 recesaimhthe economy is projected to have

2 to 4 percent annual growth @ross Domestic ProdudsDP through 2016 and then 2 to 3 percent annual growth
through 202. Factors supporting growth include the expansion of disposable income and consumption, a healthier
housing sector (relative to the collapse during the recessemg,population growthThe gradual recovery in

housing starts, linked to househdidrmation and population growth, will continue to have a favorable impact on
consumption andmport activity. However, export growth is undgressure from the stronger U.Sollar and weak
growth in overseas markets, and this could dampen export growdr thenext two years The neaterm outlook

for the U.S. Dollar relative to other currencies is for a continued moderate strengthening, which got underway in
early 2014 and is likely to continue into 2016, after which it will decline grad&adiyre26 shows the growth

trends for selected U.S. economic indicatQiSDP, disposable incomadustrial production and housing.

Figure 26: U.S. Economic and Housing Indicators
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Economic activity in th8outh Atlantic and South Centralgion$ of the countrywill have an impact on future

Middle Georgidreight flows.These tworegions of the countrinclude the najor domestic destinationand origins

for Middle Georgidreight (See Sectiof for geographic distribution of inbound and outbound freight), and are also
the two regions that would be served by any distribution centers develop&tiddle Georgia As discussed below,

the two regions have a positive economic outlook and this is expected to support the growth in demand for freight
related infrastructure irMiddle Georgia

Figure27 showshistorical and projecte@conomic indicatorg disposable income growtfor the two census
divisionsand industrial production growtfor Georgia, South Carolina, Alabama and Tenne$se®vth of disposal

4The U.S. is divided into ninelivisions by the Census Bureau and they are used in this report as the basis for regioeebnomictrend
analysis.The South Atlantic Division includes WV, MD, DE, VA, NC, SC, GA and FL. The East South CensiahDizludes KY, TN, MS
and AL.
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income in theSouh Atlantic Census Division is projected to outperfahm broader U.S. economy over thext
decade, a reflection of factors that inclutiealthy population growth, healthy demand for laband stronger
investment activity relative to the rest of the coup. And the South Atlantic is projected to be the fastest growing
region of the country over the next decade, as measured by disposable inconfedees?8), whilethe East South
Central is projected to be the sixth fastest growing region.

Figure 27: Disposable Income and Manufacturing Growth in the

South Central Regions
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Source: Moody's Analytics

Figure 28: Historical and Projected Dispo

sable Income Growth by Census Division
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The growth of manufacturing will continue to play an important role in regional economic development. In 2014,
YIydzZFlF OGdzNAy 3 | O02dzy i SR FT2NJ mm
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percent in Alabama and 16 percentTennesseeét KS4S a Kk NBa O2YLI NB gAGK YI ydzF
national Gross Domestic Product (GDP). As shown earkégune27, industrial production in Georgia and South
Carolina is projected to grow at a faster rate than the country as a whole, partly driven by the continued expansion
of manufacturing activity.

3.1.2 Int ernational Economies

Total exportsfrom the State of Georgiarefocused ormarketsint & A 6op LISNOSyid 2F GKS {
2014), North America and Caribbean (29 percent), and Europe (23 petch@r regions are South America (7

percent), Arica (4 percent) and Australia/New Zealand (3 percé&njope and Latin AmericBrojected eonomic

growth in these overseas regiondll influencedemand for exports. However, a key driver of exports is the U.S.

Dollar exchange rate, particularly for thmver-value and price sensitive commodities tlzatcount for a large share

of export volume

Figure 29: Annual Growth of Real GDP by Overseas Region , and Projected U.S. Broad Dollar
Exchange Rate Index
GDP Growth: World and Europe GDP Growth: Latin America
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5 Based ondata from the Bureau of Economic Analysis
6 The distribution of exports by value in 2014 published by Georgia Department of Economic Development
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The projected growth of GDP by overseas region and country is proviélégLire29 above, along with a forecast

for the U.S. Broad Dollar Exchange Rate Index. While the overseas economic growth outlook is generally favorable
for exports, the strong U.S.dbar is having a@vnward impact on export growth, notably for lowealue

commodities (e.g. forest products). The néarm outlook is for further strengthening of the U.S. dollar through

2016, which will limit the growth of exports. The trend is then expected to reversieh will have a positive impact

on exports, especially as U.S. raw material and other commodity exports become more competitive on world
markets with a weaker U.S. Dollar.

3.1.3 Middle Georgia Region

Economic growth iMiddle Georgidrepresented by data fotte Macon MSA the Warner Robins MSA, and the
MaconWarner Combined Statistical Apg&igure30), generally trackedhe rest of the State of Georgia during the
2010to 2012 postrecession recovery.

Figure 30: Economic Indicators for Middle Georgia
Real Gross Domestic Product Growth Total Employment Growth
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SourceBureau of Economic Analysis

7 MSAs are geographic areas defined by the U.3fic@ of Management and Budgefor use by federalstatistical agencies in collecting,
tabulating, and publishing federal statistics. An MSA consists of one or mateunties and includes the counties containing the core
urban area, as well as any adjacent countiebat have a highdegree of social and economic integration (as measured by commuting to
work) with the urban core.
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3.1.4 Population Trends

Population trends are favoradfor economic

development, including freightelated activity, irthe

Middle Georgia regionrhe State ofseorgia and the
broader South Atlantic Census Division have some of the
fastest growing populations in the country. As shown in
Figure31andFigure32, population growth in Georgia is
abovethe nation as a wholeThe5-year compound annual
growth rate (CAGR) of populatievas1.0 percent

compared to 0.8 percent for the U.S. Lowi& statesThe

{ 2 dzii K ! fitlebyéayGASRO@ gopulatiovas 1.1
percent.Middle Georgids also located in close proximity to
one of the fastest growing metropolitan areas on the
country ¢ the Atlanta MSA has a population of
approximately 5.5 milliomnd recent annual population
growth of 1.3 percent.

Figure 31: Population Growth by Census
Division, 2009 to 2014
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Figure 32:U.S. Population Growth by State

, 2009 to 2014
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3.2 Regional Freight Forecast

3.2.1 Summary of Forecasts in Georgia Statewide Freight & Logistics Action Plan

As background for the Middle Georgigional freighfforecast the project team reviewed the freight forecasts for
the State of Georgia presented in tleorgia Statewide Freight Logistics ActioRlan the Plan), by Georgia DQT
Office of Planning, was originally published in 2011 and revised in 2015. It is a fundamental planning document for
FaaSaaiayd GKS {GdF3SQa GNIYyaLRNIIGA2Y AY TN &GNHzOG dzNB

The Plan contains keysasnptions about the growth of Real Gross State Product (GSP) and population over a 40
year period, 2010 to 2050. Three scenarios are developed for GSP and population:

1 ! aSRAdzy 2aslizadzdlA 4y S8y | -MehrBSRIgholtK of i52 PetcéntdB percent per
year and corresponding population growth of 76 percent or 1.4 percent per year. This also implies a growth
in per capita income of 0.9 percent annually. The projected GSP, population and per capita income growth
rates are all slightly higlehan most projections for the U.S. as a whole, and this is consistent with
DS2NHAI Q& | @SNF IS LISNF2NXIyOS 20SN) 6KS LI ad asSos
9! [26 {OSYINAR2Z ¢gKSNB DS2NHAIlI Qa NBfFdA@Ste LJ22N .
decade are siply extended out to 2050. Both GSP and population are assumed to grow a total of 46
percent or about 1 percent per year. This appears to be a rather extreme set of assumptions, especially
aAyOS DS2NHAIFIQa 3INRBoGK aAiAyOS . averaga However, itsHeldyalsaNaR 6 dza
noted that inadequate transportation infrastructure was said to have been a constraint on growth during
the 2001 to 2010 decade

1 A High Scenario, which involves assumptions as extreme as the Low Scenario, asyeigrai@nsion of
the extraordinary boom years experienced by the Georgia economy and population during the 1991 to 2000
decade. GSP is projected to grow by 450 percent or 4.4 percent per year, and population by 131 percent or
2.1 per year.

The Plan deveps projected freight flow tonnage by mode and for several key industry segments under each of
these Scenarios. Since, as noted above, the Low and High Scenarios are quite extreme, summaries are only shown
here for the more reasonable Medium Scenario. Amwipossibleshortcoming of the Plan is that projected growth

rates for freight flowsare presented asonstant over the entire 4§ear 2010 to 2050 period. It is more likely that

growth rates will tend to decline over the forecast period, consistent withst longterm projections of economic

and population growth rates. In other words, simply applying a constanttiemmg annual growth rate will tend to
understate actual growth in the early years of the forecast period.

In addition to projections of theemeral economy and population, the Plan developed projections of industries that
were likely to be most freightelated. Using 2007 as a base yeary4ar projections were developed for annual
output growth of the following industries:

Industry ProjectedAnnual Growth Rate2007 t02050
Manufacturing 1.45%
Construction 1.32%
Retail 2.58%
Agriculture 1.65%
Utilities 1.83%
Georgia GSP 2.05%
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As shown above, four out of the five freigletlated industry sectors have projected growth rates lower than that for
Georgia GSP as a whole.

The Plan further developed 2007 to 2050 projections for growth of annual freight tonnage for four key freight
segnents:Warehousing and Distribution, Agricultural Products, Food Processing and Transportation Equipment
Manufacturing.Freight tonnage projections for these segments are developed for rail and truck modes, and within
each mode, separate projections fobbund from outof-state, Outbound to oubf-state, IntraState, and Thru
Traffic.Table3 provides a summary of these projectiof@r the combined four segments, tipeojected annual

growth of truck tonnage, at 2.1 percent is slightly higher than the corresponding growth rate for rail, 1.9 percent.

Table 3: Summary of 2007 -2050 Combined Tonnage Projections for
Four Key Industry Segments in Geo rgia
L 2007 Tonnage 2050 Tonnage Compound Annual

Mode by Direction (Millions) ° (Millions) ; Girowth Rate
Rail Inbound 20.9 49.9 2.0%
Rail Outbound 9.1 151 1.2%
Rail IntraState 1.4 25 1.4%
Rail ThreState 294 69.0 2.0%
Total Rail 60.8 136.5 1.9%
Trucklnbound 58.3 157.5 2.3%
Truck Outbound 63.3 129.6 1.7%
Truck IntraState 66.0 144.8 1.8%
Truck ThrdTraffic 113.8 292.2 2.2%
Total Truck 301.4 724.1 2.1%

{ 2dzNDOSY D SRdvgh/Statevbde Bréght Plan

The Plan also provided forecasts for Rieight and for Containerized Traffic at the Port of Savannah. These are
summarized below.

Air Freightc Air tonnage is projected to grow from about 0.7 million tons in 2007 to 1.6 million in 2050, an annual
growth rate of 1.9 percent.

Containerized Traiff at Port of SavannatFor over two decades, this component of the Georgia Freight market has
been growing at a high rate relative to both overall Georgia traffic and total U.S. port containerized traffic.
Consistent abovaverage growth at Port of Savaeth has been driven by investments in distribution facilities for
importers and exporters, and a steady diversion of Asia import and export traffic from West Coast port gateways to
ports on the East Coast, particularly ports serving the relatively ragidlyingSoutheastegion. Savannah port
container traffic, measured in twentipot equivalent unitd (TEU) is projected to increase from about 2.6 million

TEU in 2007 to 6.5 million in 2050. The Plan assumes a constateem&U of 9 tons, so containemnage

growth is projected to increase from 23.4 million tons in 2007 to 58.5 million tons in 2050, for an annual growth rate
of 2.1 percent.

8 Twenty-foot equivalent unit (TEU) is a standard unit of measurement in the container shipping and port industries, used to measured
containerized trade volume, port throughput, port capacity, ship capacity and other elements of these industries.
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3.2.2 Outlook for Port of Savannah

Freight corridorsvith the SavannalBEA are important generators fséight that flovs through Middle Georgia.

There is also freight movirgetween Middle Georgia and the Savannah BEAe discussion of Saveat-related

freight in Section ). Atotal 11.9 million tons of inbound, outbound and through truck freight was connected with
Savannah. A further 6.3 million tons of rail freight moved on corridors with the SavannatWBigAnotfully
transparentin the freight flow data, international attainerized cargo handled at the Port of Savannammis a
important part ofthese freight flows. The inland transportation of containerized cargo is either as an intact import
or export container, or is captured as domestic frejghtthe case of imports,gpartinga regional distribution
centeras a domestic mover, for exportsarrivingas a domestic move at axport transload facility.

The outlook for containerized cargo at the Port of Savannah will have a bearing on Middle Georgia freight activity,
notably on freight moving through the region. Therefore, the project team prepared a-dbartediumterm
forecast(2015 to 2025pf importand exportcontainer load§measured in TEU) at the Port of Savannah. The
projected growth rates provide an additiahpoint of reference, alongside the Georgia statewide forecasts, for the
Middle Georgia forecasin Section 3.3.

The projected outlook for the Port of Savanriashown inTable4. The methodology used to generate the forecasts
is descibed at the end of Section32 The key points are:

AAAAA

9 {I@FryyrKQa G2GFrt O2yilrAySNIf2FRa I NB LINRP2SOGSR i:
percent over the next decad(Note, the Georgia Statewide Plan projects a {wmg 20072050 average
annual growth of 2.1 percent).

1 Growth rates are lower compared to the 2010 to 2015 period, primarily for three reasons:

o0 A relatively stronger U.S. dollar armer projected econoric growthfor overseas countries that
will dampen export growth.

0 The end of the postecession recovery in containerized trade that generated high growth rates

0 The end of the 2014/2015 shift in containerized trade from West Goasast Coast ports that
boosted annual growth in 2015. 1 @ yy I KQa AYLR2 NI 21 Ra gRME dzLJ
compared to the same period in 2014.

The above forecasts are driven by macro considerations, economic growth rates and exchange rates, and the overal
structure d containerized; commaodities by trade landdowever, here are structural and other considerations that

could provide both upside and downside to the Port of Savannah (many of @iheskscusseih the interview

survey in Section)4They are:

91 Shipperport selectiong the full impact of the West Coast labor issues may not be seen for a few years as
shippers continue to evaluate port gateway options in the context of their overall supply chains.

1 Portinfrastructureg Savannah and other Southeast pofitsy., Charlestonjontinue to invest in port
infrastructure (channel deepening, terminal improvements, inland port, éeaits that can efficiently
handle the larger container ships deployed in international trade will be at a competitive advantage over
their rivals. Te full impact of these investments will not be seen for a few years.

1 Savannah market perceptianthe Georgia Ports Authority (GPA) and the Port of Savannahshave
reputation for good and responsive service, and this could encourage additicowth at the port if other
ports and port regions are unable to adequately address their challenges (for example, West Coast labor).

1 Inland corridor congestiog a challenge faced by Savannah and many other ports is the stress placed on
inland transpeotation corridors from cargo growth. A failure on the part of the State of Georgia to maintain
AYOSaGYSyd Ay AGF0S6ARS GNIyaLRNIFGA2Y AYyFNI &GNz
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strategy (discussed in Sectiorb4) for the development ahland ports, mostly raierved, around Georgia
is one effort to better accommodate the movement of containers inland.

Table 4: Projected Outlook for Containerized Imports and Exports at the Port of
Savannah, 2015 to 2025

2010 2015 2020 2025 CAGR CAGR CAGR CAGR
Million Million Million Million 2010 to 2015 to 2020 to 2015 to

TEU TEU TEU TEU 2015 2020 2025 2025
Port of Savannah
Import Loads  1.04 1.68 1.86 2.06 10.2% 2.0% 2.1% 2.0%
Export Loads 1.10 1.21 1.42 1.64 1.9% 3.2% 3.0% 3.1%
Total Loads  2.14 2.90 3.27 3.70 6.2% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%

(1) Compound annual growth rate
Source: GKSF Forecasts and JOC Piers history

GKSF Forecatethodology for U.S.Regionaland PortSpecificContainerized Trade

The method employetb develop forecasts of U.,3egionaland portspecificcontainerized import
and export trade is a statistical, or econometric, model that relates import and export loads, in
to a set of U.S. national, U.S. regional and World macomomic variablesThe econometric mode
is a set of forecasting equations representing img@g equationspnd export(12 equations)
commodity segments and separatealgfined overseas origin and destination regions. Estimates
the statistical relationship between mazeconomic variables and TEU are developed for each
segment, and are the basis of TEU forecasts that are segspenific. These forecasts are then
aggregated into total TEU forecasts for imports and exports. Finally, the econometric forecast
results may b adjusted for significant industry trend shifts not captured in the data. The import
export TEU forecasts are developed for the U.S. as a whole, and are related to each port regi
example, Southeast)r port (for example, Savannabsed on thaNBS 3 A22NJ Q dhaidiofXde
import and export segments.

The econometric models are estimated based on quarterly (for imports) and annual (for expor,
TEU and macreconomic data fofirst quarter1991 throughsecond quarte2015. The TEU data
are deived from the JOC Piers database, supplemented by containerized tonnage data from
Trade Online and data from individual ports. Historical and forecast values for the U.S: macro
SO2y2YAO GFNAIOofSa | NB LINE JARSR ardbrecagsXdR & Q
overseas regions are derived from the IMF.
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3.2.3 Intermodal Rail Activity

National intermodal traffic reached a record high of 16.3 intermodal units in 2014 and the fifth year of growth since
the recession low in 200Figure33). Intermodal traffic is running around 5 percent higher so far in 2015 compared
to 2014.The sustained growth of intermodal traffic has been driven by:

9 Postrecession recovery of economic growth amsth domestic and internationdteight volumes

9 Substitution of intermodal radervicefor overthe-road truck in medium and long haul corridors, and in
some short haul corridorg:his would include some intermadrail corridors in and out of Atlantdhis
substitution is being driven by labor and capacity constraints facing the trucking industry, including driver
retention and shortages, and regulations.

1 The substitution of intermodal for highway truck is grgathhanced by the rapidly growing availability of
53-foot containers, which offer the same freight capacity as highway trailers and can be etatked for
lower costintermodalrail service

The outlook for nationwide intermodal traffic is favorable doghe continuation of the above trendseconomic
growth, international trade growth and continued pressure on trucking particularly in the 550 to 1,200 mile lanes.

The SoutheaSNB I A 2y | O02dzy & F2NJ I LILINRPEAYF 0S8t é& up LISNDSy
traffic has experienced recent healthy growth partly driven by the increased international container traffic moving
0§KNRdzZAK GKS NBIA 2 yddes arelitNInei Sbuthivést Midwgsh shalltoahdstt Overall, there is
likely to be increased intermodal rail freight on the intermodal rail corridors in Georgia, both domestic and related
to container traffic moving through the Port of Savannah. Furtliecussion of intermodal rail as it relates to Middle
Georgia and the State, and supply chains strategies is provided as pagtiofdrview survey inegtion 4and
supplychain strategies in Section 5

Figure 33: National and S outheast Intermodal Traffic Trends
National Intermodal Traffic Southeast Intermodal Traffic by Lane in 2013
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9 The Intermodal Association of North America (IANA) defines the Southeast region for intermodal traffic as Alabanforida, Georgia,
Mississippi, Nath Carolina, South Carolina and Tennessee.
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3.2.4 Middle Georgia Freight Forecast

The freight outlooKor Middle Georgias based orthe review of theGeorgia Statewide Freight & Logistics Action
Plan (Section.2.1), the outlook fothe Port of Savannah (Sectior22), a review of longerm forecasts for the
Atlanta MSA, Savannah MSA and other regions contained in the FAF3 databasd,agconomic trends anthe
impacts from the industryrends discussed elsewhere in thigort. The Transearch data for 2013 are used as the
base year for the forecastheforecastconcentrates orfreight movinginbound and outboundby truck and raijl

with an emphasisn the growth trend for highevalue commodity groups that drive demand for
warehousingdistribution and manufacturing spac@ heestimatedsplit between these&eommodityvalue sectors is

shown inFigure34.

Figure 34: Distribution of Middle Georgia Freight by Higher -Value and Lower -Value
Commodity Sectors  and Transport Mode
Inbound Freight Outbound Freight
21.4 Million Tons in 2013 20.3 Million Tons in 2013
Lower
Value Truck
5.74 Lower
Lower Value Rail
Lower Value Truck 4.92
Value Rail 13.47
13.04
Higher
Value Truck Higher
_ 2.16 Value Truck
Higher Higher 1.82
Value Rail Value Rail
0.51 0.06
Through Freight
107.3 Million Tons in 2013
Higher
Lowek Value Rail
Value Truck 21.53
30.59
Intentionally Left Blank
Higher
Value Truck
26.31
Lower
Value Rail
28.90
Note: Commodity groups have been designated as high&re/warehouseable/manufacturing related or
bulk/lower-value.
Source GKSF derived from IHS Transearch database
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The projecteccompoundannual growth rat§ CAGRijor Total Freight (combined inbodrand outbound) moving by
truck and rail is 0. percent over the 10 year period from 2013 to 20Z8e principal drivers of growth are economic
expansion irMiddle Georgiand its main domeg trade partners. The highesalue/warehowseable/manufacturing
commodity groupsare projected to growaster than the lower value/bulk commodity groupd.0-year AGRs of

3.4 percent and 1.0 percent, respectively. Teigects the stronger growth of manufacturinglated goods and
consumption goods relative to the more mature bulk commodities. The growth estimate for bulk commodities also
reflects a significant pijected decline in rail shipments of coal, still by far the largest bulk comm(iziged on the
FAF3 outlook for coalpA summary of the projected growth rates by time period is provided kelow

Compound Annual Growth Rates by Period

FreightFlowand Conmodity ValueSector 2013t02018 2018t02023 2013 to 2@3
Total Freight Tonglnbound,Outboundand Through) 1.2% 2.3% 1.8%
Bulk/LowerValueCommodites -0.2% 2.1% 1.0%
HigherValue/Warehouseable/Manufacturingommodites 4.0% 2.8% 3.4%
Total InboundFreight -3.6% 2.5% -0.6%
Bulk/LowerValueCommodites -4.6% 2.4% -1.2%
HigherValue/Warehouseable/Manufacturingommodites 2.7% 2.5% 2.6%
Total Outbound Freight 2.8% 2.5% 2.6%
Bulk/LowerValueCommodites 2.7% 2.5% 2.6%
HigherValue/Warehouseable/Manufacturingommodites 3.9% 2.5% 3.2%
Total Through Freight 1.8% 2.1% 2.0%
Bulk/LowerValueCommodites 0.0% 1.9% 1.0%
HigherValue/Warehouseable/Manufacturingommodites 3.8% 2.4% 3.1%

Segregatiorof the higher value commaodity group&tween high growth and low growth is providedTiable5.
Outbound freight of higher value/warehouseable/manufacturing commaodities is projected to grofaatesipace
than inbound shipmentsg the 10year CAGRs aB22 percentfor outbound freightand 2.6 percentfor inbound
freight.

It should be noted that the projected growth ratés Middle Georgia freight flows (inbound, outbound and
through)are macro driven (e.g. economic trends) and do not take into consideration new freight generated by ne
warehousing/distribution and manufacturing investment that may be captured by Middle Georgia as a consequence
of its competitive advantages (for example, lower cost structure relative to Atlanta or a new inland port tied to the
Port of Savannah as parffo Dt | Q& b S{ ¢ 2 N}hat Br& disblBskd-in Skdiiow4, & Srdf 8hé report.

42 WILSON
& COMPANY



Middle Georgia Freigtgnd Logistics Study

Table 5: Higher -Value / Warehouseable / Manufacturing

Commodity Groups

Commoditiedor the period 20130 2023.

A commoditygroupis designated as high or low growth if its projected growth is higher or lower tie
projected growth ofinbound or outlbund freight forHigherValue / Warehouseable / Manufacturing

Inbound Freight to MiddleGeorgia

(Forecas®.6% CAGR* 2013 to 2023)

Outbound Freight from Middle Georgia
(Forecast 3.2% CAGR* 2013 to 2023)

High Growth
Commodity Groups

Low Growth
Commodity Groups

High Growth
Commodity Groups

Low Growth
Commodity Groups

Food or Kindred Products
Chemicals or Allied Products  Electrical Equipment
Machinery and Parts Printed Matter
Furniture

Fabricated Metal Products

Misc. Manufacturing Products Transportation Equipment
Food or Kindred Products Rubber and Plastidaroducts
Chemicals or Allied Products  Textile Mill Products

Source: GKSF Forecasts bgsadly on GDOT and FAF#ecasts
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4 Interview Survey

4.1 Middle Georgia Summary

Transportation professionals were interviewed to gain an understanding of how Middle Georgia fits into

international, U.S. domestic, and Middle Georgia transportation supply chains. Survey topics included how Middle
DS2NHAI Q& LINR E A Y Asiicd hubisgrovids gotertial dgpoiktiikies dr chalrifies, existing and future

transportation industry trends that affect location decisions, and keys#tection criteria used in the distribution
center or manufacturing site selection proce$able6 provides a summary of respondents by type.

Table 6: Interview Respondents by Category
Respondent Classification Number
Commercial Redlstate Broker 1
Economic Development 5
Food Production 1
Georgia DOT 1
Manufacturer 4
Military 2
Port Authority 2
Railroad 2
Retail Distribution 4
Third Party Logistics Provider (3PL) 4
Trucker 1
Total 27
Source: GKSF

In general, respondentsad favorable views of Middle Georgia as a Southeast transportation hub, particularly if
trucking is the transportation mode most relied upon. Key findings are:

T LYy 3ISYSNIftz NBaLRYyRSyila GAS6SR aARR{ S DBhSRANEBALI Q&
Savannah to the south, and the airport, intermodal rail terminals, and dense population center of Atlanta to

the north as both potential barriers and opportunities for the region.

1 Respondents who were unaware of transportation capabiltie®liddle Georgia were skeptical of its

transportation advantages. Manufacturers and DC operators who are established in Middle Georgia note
advantages over Port of Savannah and Atlanta locations, such as unfettered access to Southeast markets,

growing cagestion concerns especially in Atlanta, available and competiprédgd land and facilities, and
an available labor force.

1 Future transportation infrastructure upgrades, such as the completion of the Fall Line Freeway that will
improve east/west truckig, and a proposed raslerved container terminal connecting the Port of Savannah

to a yetto-be decided point in Middle Georgia, would only bolster the region as a viable Southeast
distribution hub for retail distribution, or as a national distributioniicfor manufacturers.

T brdA2ylt NBUFAETSNA ¢6K2 2LISNI ISR gAGKAY aARRtS DS:

distribution capabilities, while those without local experience were less likely to be aware of Middle
DS2NEBAIl Qa f 2 IMidde Sediia is beg bujfed forDE s cdvering retail distribution in the
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Southeast, particularly retail outlets and stores in Georgia, Florida, north to Tennessee and Virginia, and
west to Alabama.

1 Shippers that rely mostly on truck, with no or only asional use of air or rail modes are likely to consider
Middle Georgia for Southeast distribution. Favorable area highway access was noted, including easy access
to highways transiting the Southeast region, includii® | k16, F10, and the sooito-be expanded Fall Line
Freeway.

1 Shippers looking to diversify their®&port gatewayshave permanently shifted portion of their Asia cargo
to Savannah from the West Coast on concern over the inability of West Coast terminals to ease congestion.
The implicaibn for Middle Georgia is that this is contributing to the scarcity of DC space in Savannah, and
may cause logistics managers to consider other locations in Georgia, including Middle Georgia

1 Network Georgia, which is a Georgia Ports Authority (GPA) plestablish raiserved inland container
yards, may have substantial growth implications for transportation and manufacturing related services in
Middle Georgia.GPA has identified Middle Georgia as a strong candidate for such an inland port as part
of its Network Georgia plarand is eager to begin discussions with Middle Georgia representatives to
further explore Network Georgia plan. Success of a site location selection depends heavily on cooperation
between ocean carriers, railroads, local governmant] financial investment from all parties involved.

4.2 Site Selection Criteria  Summary

{ KALILISNEQ RSOA&AZ2yada (G2 dzaS GNHzO1 2NI NI AfX 2N 6KSNB
transportation networks achieve delivery time and cosjeaiives Separate Wilson and Company studies, as again
validated by responses to this survey, suggest tbatrmon selection criteria that affect network transit and cost
capabilitiesare ranked in the followingrder of importance:

Retail Distribution

1. Proximity to customers/suppliers
2. Available transportation infrastructure and me (e.g. air, truck, rail
3. Labor force, quality, cost, availability
4. Government programs and tax incentives
Manufacturers
Manufacturersrankedthe selection criteria slightly differently, elevating the importance of labor:
1. Labor force, quality, cost availability
2. Proximity to customers/suppliers
3. Available transportation infrastructure and mode
4. Government programs and tax incentives

Manufacturers in mst cases are also concerned with the availability of raw materials, and the cost of utilities.

Heavy industrial manufacturing, such as automotive or aerospace manufacturers, put more emphasis on lower cost
utilities due to intensive energy consumptiorgugrements of these sectors. Light manufacturing or distribution

center energy needs are not as large, and therefore less of a consideration.

Proximity to customersavailable transportation modes, aabor force selection criteria play the deciding railes
identifyingthe general region for BC or manufacturingperation such as a county or cit§overnment programs

YR GFE AyOSyiAdSa HNBI ISNBEI 068688 FosORYLIBIAYRSEAAGS?
Competing sites for MiddlGeorgia as indicated by respondents, are other logistics hubs that potentially serve the
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Southeast, including locations within and adjacent to Georgia. (See the competitive assessment irc$actan
evaluation of Middle Georgia against a selectibmegional competitors).

OnceMiddle Georgiasatisfiesthe first threesite selectiorcriteria(i.e. proximity to customers/suppliers, available
transportation infrastructure (and costs), and available labor suppbfious sites in and aroudiddle Geagiacan
compete by providing local government incentives, land dealsoémer incentives One survey respondent noted
that simply putting up fewer bureaucratic and regulatory obstacles was enough to attract a retail distributor away
from a neighboringtate to Middle Georgia.

When comparing Middle Georgia to its closest competition (that is, Atlanta and Savannah) available land and
commercial reakbstate at attractive prices were differentiating features.

Site selection criteria are discussed in gezatetail below.

Site Selection Summary

The following is a summary of the transportation infrastructure and site selection criteria such as labor and
government incentives that will be discussed further in the remainder of Sedtion

9 Favorable area highwaccess was noted, including easy access to highways transiting the Southeast,
including 475, k16, F10, and the soo#to-be expanded Fall Line Freeway.

1 Ingeneral, highway access was viewed as a competitive strength for Middle Georgia. The expamsion of
Fall Line Freeway to four lanes, improving east/west trucking was considered to be a real asset to Middle
Georgia once completed. Thd®6 NB to475 one lane interchange chokepoint has been viewed as a serious
impediment to transportation related gketh, particularly around Macon.

9 Trucker availability and easy access to national markets was considered to be no more problematic in
Middle Georgia than these concerns are in Savannah or Atlanta.

1 Middle Georgia shippers who need to access rail rely oniteals in Savannah for international shipments,
or in Atlanta for domestic shipments.

1 Anintermodal rail site established in Middle George may have substantial growth implications for
transportation and manufacturingelated services in the Middle Georgggion. A rail transportation
option to and from the Port of Savannah will be a key consideration of supply chain managers looking for
reliable, and low cost options when evaluating competing Southeast loca@i®A.has identified Middle
Georgia as a sbng candidate for such an inland port as part of its Network Georgia pkmd is eager to
begin discussions with Middle Georgia representatives to further explore the Network Georgia plan.

1 Manufacturers and retailers are taking advantage of parcelpshgpcompanies to distribute to residential
and commercial destinations alikdhe presence of UPS and FedEx in Middle Georgia is an important
component of the local supplghain, as both of these companies received positive reviews from survey
respondens. Heavy users of parcel delivery services in Middle Georgia, such as the Robins Air Force Base,
tend to ensure ongoing high capacity, timely and reliable parcel service in the area.

1 Interviews confirm that the Hartsfieldackson Atlanta International Aoy will satisfy most retail and
manufacturing air cargo needs, as the airport is within an famg-a-half drive for Middle Georgia
locations.

1 Trade schools and technical colleges play an important role in labor quality. Interviews revealed somewhat
of adisagreement on the quality of labor pool available in the area. One respondent suggested that entry
level employees are available, but that moderately skilled positions, such as maintenance managers are
harder to fill, citing work ethic rather than dikiloncerns. Other logistics managers offered an opposing
view, mentioning skilled labor made available due to recent company closures in the area, and a reliance on
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local technical colleges and other schools that provide customized training that ietkitospecific
company needs, as a reliable source of labor.

T wSalLRyRSyilia y2G4S aARR{S DS2NHAI Q& FRGFydlF3aS 2 @SN
availability of land, but also the perceived grasiness attitude ofounty governments iMiddle Georgia

Congestion and the cost and scarcity of industrial real estate in those two cities were also perceived to be
reason to look to Middle Georgia as a viable alternative.

4.3 Proximity to Customers  and Suppliers (Different for Retail vs
Manufactur  ers)

Ly YIlyeée adzalJ & OKFAyaz LI NIOAOdzZ I NI @ NB VARSI (2™NB & dzL
shipmentdelivery accounts for the largest portion of the transportation bud@astribution centers are therefore

located within the closst possible proximity to a majority of end customaév&anufacturers also benefit from

locating near to their customers, but access to a skilled, available, andaoagesetitive labor force is often the

deciding factor with respect to choosing a manufasigriocation! RRAGA 2y | f f 8 X Y I ydzF I O dzNX
and raw materials in some cases can outweigh proximity to customer considerations.

Retail logistics managers who responded to this survey suggest that Middle Georgia is best suited forid@s cove
retail distribution in the Southeast, particularly retail outlets and stores in Georgia, Florida, north to Tennessee and
Virginia, and west to Alabamdt should be noted that shippers have unique delivery location and freight volume
requirements; tlerefore, freight distribution from Middle Georgia may well reach beyond State boundaries
mentioned here Study area manufacturers note that truck rates from Middle Georgia to anywhere in the country

are competitive with Savannah or Atlanta, and in some cases result in shorter truck transits. (DC network strategies
and service area coverage is discusgegeater detail in Sections)5

4.4 Availability of Transportation Modes

Retailers and manufacturers alike depend on the availability of reliable modes of transportation to link to DCs,
although the specific mode varies depending on the transportation strafegysportation cost, delivery time, and
reliability requirements generally dictate the modal choi€beresult is that areas that provide multiple choices,
includingair, rail, truckandparcel package shipper distrition hub capabilities (e.g. UPS, EgcandJSPS) are in

the best position to meet the requirements of domestied international supplghains.Middle Georgia was

considered to have adequate access to key transportation modes; however, the nearby hubs of Atlanta and
Savannah were consideréol have superior capabilities. Atlanta offers domestic and international intermodal rail
access, an international airport, and truck availability. Savannah provides domestic and intermodal rail access, and
the Port of Savannah is within a short, low ciostk drive to local DCs that support both southeast regional and
national distribution models.

Middle Georgia is nonetheless well positioned to take advantage of both AtlamtbSavannabased air, ocean,

FYR N}YAf Y2RSaz FftoSAOG G | KAIKSNI O02ad FyR f2y3aSNJI (
rely mostly on truck, wkt no or only occasional use of air or rail modes are likely to consider Middle Georgia for
Southeast distribution. Favorable area highway access was noted, including easy access to highways transiting the
Southeast, including5, F16, 10, and the son-to-be expanded Fall Line Freeway. It should be noted that
respondents felt that logistics managers, particularly logistics managers outside of Georgia, were unaware of the
benefits of increased east/west truck access made available by the expandeth&&reeway.
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One trucker suggests that freight distribution in Middle Georgia would be viewed more favorably as knowledge of
the expanded freeway becomes more widespread.

G ¢ KS Ay i SMNHESGhdkRR Fall Rire frdeway (From Augusta tor@bls), moving

through Houston county, is the attraction to the middle part of the state. The Fall Line Freeway will
0S GKS 9Fad 25ald O2NNAR2NE

- Trucking Company

In addition to trucking, a GPA plan is currently under consideration that will estahlisienzed inland container

8l NRa G(KNRdAK2dzi DS2NAAI ® ¢tKS LIy OFftSR bSilig2N]
transportation infrastructure profile if an intermodal container yard and rail link is established between the Port of
Savannah and Middle Georgia. Network Georgia is discussed in greatiéird8ection 4.5.2

4.5 Rail

Rail facilities are an important feature of many supply chad&s that are near to rail terminatsake the most of
cost savings and freight handling capiiles of the rail modeand widens their overall transportation optians
Freight that favos rail includeslarge and heavy items not suited for owie-road transport, highvolume bulk
shipments, and intermodal containerized shipments. (For purpos#ssfeport,intermodalrail is defined as
shipments moving in containers or trailers that interchange between truck and raitit®©ar nearsite rail
facilities eliminate or reduce transportation costs between DCs and rail hubs, and avoithevead challenges
associated with overweight and oversized freight restrictions on public roads.

Two Class 1 railroads provide intermodal rail service in Georgia, Norfolk Southern (NS) and CSX. NS and CSX are
O2yaARSNBR G2 0S5 G KSInévorksiast&ohslfetl in tates éabLBfIthR Migsissippi River. Each

of these carriers has connecting carrier agreements that extend rail coverage to the entire North American and
Mexico rail markets:

I Kansas City Southern (KCS) Midwest and Mexico taibrie
1 Canadian Pacific (CP), and Canadian National (CN) railroads Midwest and Canadian rail networks

1 Union Pacific (UP) and BNSF Western region rail networks established in states west of the Mississippi.

45.1 Intermodal Rail

Intermodal ril, as opposed to mafast, or bulk railcarries the vast majority of retail or finished goods moving
between manufacturers and distribution centers to their final destinatibmsoved by rail Containerized goods
also tend to be of higher value, and require more labor istea warehousing and distribution handling procedures
as compared to freight moving in bulk.

Rail is also the lowestost overland modehowever, the rate differential between truck and rail has narrowed in
recent years Supply chain managehave ircreasingly looked for ways to divert truck freight to rail, particularly
intermodal rail over the past several years to mitigate transportation costs, to avoid delays caused by truck
shortages, and to avoiddffic congestion (see Sectiorb4or discussino on trucking). Retail and manufacturing

supply chain managers have worked to extend freight delivery lead time requirements to accommodate slower rail
transits. The intermodal rail transit from Atlanta to Los Angeles, for example can be several déys sante

route can be served by truck in twand-one-half to three days:

2SS YF1S Al 2dzi G2 GKS 2Sad /2Frade 2SS YAIKEG dzasS |
It takes 23 days by truck [with team drivers], or 5 days by rail. | can usaalty $5085600 per
GNI Af SN X2S OFGOK GKS GNIAYy Ay 1Ot lydl o¢

- Local Manufacturer
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Intermodal \il cost savings until recently halseen the sole justification for the use thfe slower deliverymode,

but reliability is now emerging as an additional comsadion. Within the last few years, a national trucker shortage

is causingntermodalrail rates to riseas shippers shift to the rail mode and squeeze rail capacitypgestics

managers continue to use radls it is proving to be moneliablyavailable than truckingMore evidence of

increased rail use is changing views on when to use the rail mode. Rail was considered to be more cumbersome
than trucking, as logistics managers consider the longer rail transits, the need to arrange contapreif dnd

pick-up trucking at rail yards, etc. As a result of trucker unavailability, the mileage threshold before considering rail
has shrunk to about 500 miles, from roughly 700 miles about ten years ago, despite the need to use the more
cumbersome rdmode.

Middle Georgia shippers who wish to move intermodal domestic freight on the railroad must truck containers to the
nearest terminals, which are either the NS or CSX terminals in Atlanta or Savannah. Rail service shuttles containers
between the Parof Savannah and Atlanta; however, a Middle Geebgised shipper would likely pick up

containers at the Port, rather than waiting for shipments to be railed to Atlanta, which can take up to three days.
Shippers typically access the domestic railroaduaek in Atlanta.

45.2 Network Georgia
Network Georgia 6ncept and Status

A key emerging development that may have a substantial positive impact on Middle Georgia is an inland ports
initiative proposed by the Georgia Ports Authority. The initiative, named Né&t@eorgia, is intended to address
potential future Port of Savannah terminal congestion due to projected cargo growth. The Network Georgia plan is
to quickly move ocean containers to @fbck container terminals throughout Georgia, by establishing sirdnla
container yards. Most, if not all of these sites will be-saitved. An intermodal site established in Middle George
may have substantial growth implications for transportatiand manufacturingelated services in the Middle

Georgia region, as aier cost option to and from the Port of Savannah will be a key consideration of supply chain
managers looking for reliable, and low cost options when evaluating competing Southeast locations.

The first rallserved container yard is currently operatingoai sixty miles south of Macon in Cordele, GA and mainly
handles poultry and agriculture products. The Appalachian Regional Port in Chatsworthsfedently selected as
the second raikerved site. GPA envisions that when the inland port opens in 2048, serve markets itNorth
Georgia, Alabama, Tennessee and parts of Kenfuekyimportantly will provide access to the North American
domestic rail network via the CSX railroad. GPA is actively looking to collaborate with both public and private
partners to identify additional inland sites, and to identify funding sources for these developments.

GPA has identifiefliddle Georgia as a strong candidate for such an inland pod is eager to begin discussions
with Middle Georgia representatives tarther explore the Network Georgia plan. Success of a site location
selection depends heavily on cooperation between ocean carriers, railroads, local government, and financial
investment from all parties involved.

A railserved inland port in Middle Gedegwould reduce transportation costs between the Port of Savannah and

the region, and thereby provide an additional incentive for manufacturers or retail distributors to consider Middle
Georgia as a viable alternative to Atlanta or Savannah. An obvioitioadtibenefit would be the number of trucks
taken off of the road as they divert to the rail mode. It is unclear at the time of this report if the proposed Middle
Georgia inland port will connect to NS and CSX domestic rail networks. Respondentsesiutygest connection to

the domestic rail network at some point along the rail route would be a strong selling point for Middle Georgia. A
respondent noted that national distribution would become a possibility, as he currently uses intermodal rail for
shipments as far away as California from Savannah. The lack of access to the domestic rail network in Middle
DS2NBAIl ¢g2dzZ R tA]1Ste tAYAG t23Aa0A0a YIylFraSNAQ OASs
markets, and would make the inldmport less of a consideration beyond the Southeast.
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GEKS AYVf haSRONYKEOKdH2 (KS LyGSNN2RIE NIAf &8&GSYe
2y02FNR G6AGK GKAZ®DE

- Third Party Logistics Provider

Figure 35: Map of Southeast Inland Ports

Source GKSF

Network Georgia Challenge

A challenge for the inland port will be its close proximity to container terminals at the Port of Savannah, and
AKALILINEQ (SyRSyoOe G2 sl yid Slraeé FyR FtSEA6fS | O0Saa
respondent who ships highalue electronic goods indicated that he would not be willing to wait for even a regularly
scheduled rail delivery option because he can send his truck directly to the port and pick up containers as his
schedule requires. The existing Port of Savannah tmtatlrail service hinders his ability to access containers by

one day, as containers come off the ship, are shuttled to the rail yard to await nightly departure, and finally railed to

Atlanta.
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