Grindstaff, Mark a:ﬂ

From: Richard Cloues [Richard_Cloues@dnr.state.ga.us]
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2004 3:25 PM

To: Grindstaff, Mark

Cc: Elizabeth Shirk; Ray Luce

Subject: Fort Attaway

Mark! T think Betsy's e-mail message to you has been misunderstood. HNobody is trying to
"blind-side" you; if we were, we wouldn't have asked for a meeting before sending ocut a
formal respense to your report. And nobody is gquestioning your credentials as a historian
or implying that your report wasn't worth the time or effort; indeed, several staff here
including myself continue to believe that you have produced a most complex and thought-
provoking report. The point of Betsy's e-mail was simply to propose a get-together to
talk through some concerns that Ray has raised in his reading of the report. I don't
think that gqualifies as "holding a meeting without GDOT's participation" (in fact, I'm
confused about what you meant by this, unless you're referring to Betsy's and my meeting
with Ray? it seems like this hardly gqualifies as a "meeting™ but rather a simply in-
house staff discussion).

Ray raised three issues that we thought should be discussed with you before deciding where
to go with them. The first had to do with what Ray perceived as the "tone” of your

report-—he thought the report was pretty aggressive in going after local hi ans_an :
their interpretatiggg, and he rai ag about this ¥ fanning the flames -‘%E”u

s TALIEL Lhan resolving issues—--or that in fanning the flames, the issues would be M

er overlooked. The second was Ray's co very real possibility that third

g VW parties might seize upon the gquestions you ise about the location of Fort Attaway and
iﬁ"}s- guestion the validity Emﬁﬁﬁ leading to considering the site eligible in
LT The £i which could certainly throw & mONREy—wremch—into Che SeCTich 106 Process,

@iwv The third was Ray's idea that, in light of the strongly entrenched positions on The lssues
;,}d'surrounding Fort Attawy that the various parties have taken, it might ke in DOT's

I
5

interests to have an "indepepdent® historical review--meant im 3 non-pejorative way with
reqarTd To ot P : CTa "independent” IgﬂigfigﬁafTRt=beﬁng

Fwic csely affiliated with any of the involved parties, so that no one can raise this as a
m{é'ﬁide-show issug and deflect arrention from the r&af issues involved with completing the
| ection 106 process for this project.

Again, all we wanted to do was to get together to talk about these issues. Just you and
us, nobody else, to see what we all think and what the best course of action might be to
get this project through the compliance process.
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