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This report documents the review of pedestrian safety, condition of the existing pedestrian bridge, and
the feasibility of constructing a new pedestrian bridge over the Septima Clark Parkway at the
intersection of Coming Street. The study also evaluates traffic and pedestrian flow along the parkway
and neighborhoods that border the highway. The study was initiated by members of the community
who expressed concern about pedestrian safety and the changing dynamics in the surrounding
neighborhoods. Considerations taken into this study include:

e Review accident history to find possible trends at the location;

e Review condition of existing pedestrian bridge for improvements such as structural safety,
lighting, and adequate access;

e Review of traffic signal and pedestrian signal timing;

o Site review to observe driver and pedestrian behavior;

° Review a speed study at the location to determine if speeding is a problem;

e Review of signing, pavement markings, and geometry of the intersection;

e Review of driver and pedestrian intersection sight distance; and

e Nighttime site review of lighting, and sign reflectivity.

Three locations were chosen as options for the construction of a new pedestrian bridge. Each of the
options was evaluated and compared by the following equally weighted criteria:

e Travel time for pedestrian crossing,

o Distance from the study intersections,

e Right of way and easement requirements,
e Environmental and historical impacts,

o Safety and grade separation, and

e Construction cost.

Based on the findings, this study recommends that a combination of improving access, ramps, and
signage rehabilitating the existing pedestrian bridge is the most feasible and cost effective option.
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The City of Charleston has made great strides in increasing the diversity of land uses with hopes of
increasing the quality of life within the City. This shift in land use and demographics has resulted in an
increase in bicycling and walking for transportation. The combination of bicycles and pedestrians in a
heavily traveled roadway such as the Septima Clark Parkway can be hazardous, and this corridor has
been the location of recent accidents, including some resulting in property damage and fatalities.

The safety within the Septima Clark Parkway, also known as the Crosstown and United States

Highway 17, has continued to be of concern for residents living in the area and for drivers through the
corridor. Letters of concern have been presented in Appendix A. While many improvements have been
made in the corridor in conjunction with the drainage improvement projects by the City of Charleston,
this report will examine the performance of those improvements and if the potential exists for
additional improvements to enhance the safety of all users of the corridor.

A. Project Study Area

The project study area is a one-quarter mile segment of Septima Clark Parkway located between the
intersections with Rutledge Avenue and Coming Street in downtown Charleston, SC, as shown on Figure
1. Septima Clark Parkway is a six-lane, median divided, east/west highway. Coming Street is a 2-lane,
two-way, north/south road and Rutledge Avenue is a 2-lane, one-way southbound road. There is an
existing pedestrian bridge that crosses Septima Clark Parkway approximately 300 feet east of Rutledge
Avenue and 850 feet west of Coming Street; the northern and
southern bridge entrances are located at Mitchell Playground and
Todd Street, respectively.

This study also considers demographics of the neighborhoods
around the project study area. The total observed area covers
approximately 3.64 square miles along the Septima Clark Parkway
JUS Highway 17 (US 17) corridor; the census tract boundaries are
shown on Figure 2. The area is generally residential with
prominent neighborhoods including Hampton Park Terrace,
Wagner Terrace, Harleston Village, Radcliffborough, and Cannonborough/Elliotborough, as shown on
Figure 3. Major landmarks within the project study area are the Citadel Military College to the north, the
College of Charleston to the south, and Mitchell Elementary which is located directly across the street
from the northern bridge entrance and Mitchell Playground. The campus and hospital center of the
Medical University of South Carolina (MUSC) and Roper Hospital are located to the southwest of the
study area. This section of Septima Clark Parkway is designated as part of the South Carolina Heritage
Corridor and the Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor.

HERITAGE
CORRIDOR
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Figure 3 - Study Area Neighborhoods
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A. Demographics

Population and household densities, expressed in terms of people living and households per square mile
within a specified geographic area, along with employment trends are key factors to determine the
types of transportation used within a community. Traffic volumes and choices of mode of travel are
influenced by location, density, and a mixture of land uses. Connected sidewalks, attractive walking
environments, and pedestrian crosswalks in compact settlements encourage Option modes of
transportation, decrease reliance on existing transportation infrastructure, and give residents travel
options and improve livability. Table 1 lists the growth of the study area between 2000 and 2010 in
comparison with the Berkeley-Charleston-Dorchester Council of Governments (BCDCOG) region and the
state of South Carolina.!

Table 1 - Population Growth

2000 | 2010 Percent Change
Study Area 23,388 23,766 1.6%
BCDCOG 549,000 664,600 21.1%
South Carolina 4,012,012 4,625,364 15.3%

DM
csmith

The 2010 study area population was 23,766, or 6,529 persons per square mile (2010 US Census). The
study area grew by 0.16 percent from the 2000 population of 23,388. Almost half of the population,
46.8 percent, was between the ages of 15-25, which is significantly higher rate than the City of
Charleston as a whole (19.7 percent). The College of Charleston and the Citadel Military College have
student enrollments of over 11,000 and 3,000 students, respectively. Students that attend these
colleges are the primary reason for the higher than average level of population ages 15-25.

The US Census defines group quarters as a place where people live or stay, in a group living arrangement
that is owned or managed by an entity or organization providing housing and/or services for the
residents. Group quarters include such places as college residence halls, residential treatment centers,
skilled nursing facilities, group homes, military barracks, correctional facilities, and workers’ dormitories.
In the study area, there were 5,150 people living in group quarters in 2010.

1 http://www.dot.state.sc.us/Multimodal/pdf/tech memo_partl.pdf
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1. Housing

The total number of households in the study area in 2010 was 8,843, or 2,850 households per square
mile. 43 percent of householders in the area are between ages 15 to 44.

2. Employment

Employment data, including mode of travel and commute time to work, for the study area is derived

from the 2010 Transportation Planning Products (2010 CTPP). There are 10,530 employees within the
study area; the top two employment sectors in the study area are sales related occupations followed
closely by food preparation and serving related jobs, as shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4 - Top Ten Employment Sectors

1800
1600 -
1400 -
1200 -
1000 -
800 -
600 -
400 -
0 .
o ] 5 e & o o
& : Q/é\ 60000 QQO ’\‘0‘ e}\\\c 'bo\o «"’ '8"00 ‘Q}\ ’bé>o
Q S Q BN b\ S 2 ) < ({(b R
& ,b(\b & @ RS 'z}\b b"o ;oo*\ & (\6 F
S )
leo . o(\ &0 6’5& .(\QO‘ ’bKQJ 0\30 ’b& S ° (\'b ,b(\6
& > ¢ & NS & Q¢ K> N .
& & Qg}(\ PG Q @ S &P
> e ? S \ O ? > o N
,b(\ bQK @,b(\ b@ ‘,000 Q Q}C) \(\QO \{9(.; Q& & < c’,é
N R DR N &

3. Vehicle Availability

The total number of households with zero vehicle availability is 2,240 or approximately 25 percent of the
total number households in the area. This displays that a significant portion of the study area walk, bike,
or use public and alternate modes of transportation.

Based on the 2010 CTPP, approximately 60 percent of workers in the study area drove alone in a car,
truck, or van as their means to work, as shown on Figure 5. Approximately 19 percent of workers walked
to work, which is a significantly higher rate than the City of Charleston as a whole (three percent). In the
Census tracts closest to the study area, tracts 10 and 53, 12 percent of workers walk to work. The CTPP
data does not capture mode of travel for college students; however, field observations indicate a large
number of students that live off campus walk or bicycle to school.

Two thirds of all workers in the study area traveled 19 minutes or less from home to work, as shown on
Figure 6. Twenty minutes is the typical time it takes to walk one mile, which supports the high level of
walking commuters and observed general pedestrian activity in the area.
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Figure 5 - Mode of Travel to Work
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B. Traffic and Transportation

Septima Clark Parkway is a six-lane, median divided, east/west highway with a posted speed limit of 35
mph. Coming Street is a 2-lane, two-way, north/south road and Rutledge Avenue is a 2-lane, one-way
southbound road. There is an existing pedestrian bridge that crosses Septima Clark Parkway
approximately 300 feet east of Rutledge Avenue and 850 feet west of Coming Street; the northern and
southern bridge entrances are located at Mitchell Playground and Todd Street, respectively.

The Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway intersection is approximately one-quarter mile west of the US
17 and I-26 merger. At the intersection with Coming Street, Septima Clark Parkway includes an
eastbound left-turn lane onto Coming Street and a westbound deceleration lane as US 17 merges from
four to three lanes. Coming Street is a bidirectional two-lane street with on-street parking on both sides
of the road. The Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway intersection includes signalized pedestrian
crosswalks across the north, south, and west legs. The north/south pedestrian crossing on the west leg
of the intersection is approximately 200 feet long, including a 70 feet median that divides Septima Clark
Parkway and serves as a refuge.

The Rutledge Avenue/Septima Clark Parkway intersection is located
approximately one quarter mile west of Coming Street. At the
intersection with Rutledge Avenue, Septima Clark Parkway has a total of
six lanes. Rutledge Avenue is a one-way southbound road with two-
lanes and on-street parking on both sides of the road. The Rutledge
Avenue/Septima Clark Parkway intersection includes signalized
pedestrian crosswalks across the north, south, east, and west legs. The
north/south pedestrian crossing on the east and west legs of the
intersection is approximately 100 feet.

The existing pedestrian bridge crosses Septima Clark Parkway
approximately 300 feet east of Rutledge Avenue and 850 feet west of
Coming Street; the northern and southern bridge entrances are located
at Mitchell Playground and Todd Street, respectively. Section 4 provides
further detail about the existing pedestrian bridge.

TTHTE e

Public Transportation

The Charleston Area Regional Transportation Authority (CARTA) bus system provides public
transportation in the study area. The bus stops are along CARTA routes 20, 21, and 201 as shown in
Figure 7. CARTA Route 201 North Beltline is a loop route that has stops south of the Coming
Street/Septima Clark Parkway along Line Street and offers weekday service from 7:00 AM — 8:00 PM.
CARTA Route 21 is a north/south route that has stops at the intersection of Rutledge Avenue/Line
Street. Route 21 operates weekday from 6:12 AM - 6:37 PM and Saturday from 9:12 AM —6:37 PM.
CARTA Route 20 is a north/south route with stops north of Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway along
King Street. Route 20 operates weekdays and Saturdays from 6:15 AM — 9:07 PM, and Sunday from 8:35
AM - 7:57 PM. There are six CARTA bus stops within one-quarter mile radius of the study area, as shown
on Figure 8.

CDM
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Figure 7 - CARTA Routes
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Table 2 lists the CARTA fare by type. Future investigation may be required to determine possible route
alterations to better connect the study area with destinations including the College of Charleston and
the Medical University of South Carolina (MUSC).

Fare

Fare Type

Cash Fare $1.75 per ride (One-way fare)

CARTA Express $3.00 per ride (One-way fare)

Flex Routes $3.00 per ride (One-way fare)

Transfers $0.30 (must be paid for and requested while boarding)
C. Safety

Traffic volumes, travelling speeds, and traffic signal timing are all significant in determining the safety for
drivers and are important factors for pedestrian safety. Traffic volumes and signal timing affect
intersection efficiency as well as pedestrian safety. Effective signal timing allows sufficient pedestrian
crossing time in conjunction with alleviating vehicular traffic congestion. High travelling speeds can
create unsafe conditions such as decreasing driver reaction time, increasing the amount of driver
stopping distance, and increasing the likelihood of fatal crashes. According to the Berkley-Charleston-
Dorchester Council of Governments (BCDCOG), Septima Clark Parkway has an Average Annualized Daily
Traffic volume (AADT) of 61,800. 2

In February 2014, a pedestrian safety study was initiated at the Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway
intersection to observe the various aspects of the intersection to determine if there were opportunities
for improving pedestrian safety at the intersection. The study was initiated by the South Carolina
Department of Transportation (SCDOT) due to three accidents at the intersection over a 14 month
period, two of which were fatal. The study includes accident history, speed data, traffic signal timing
data, and other potential recommendations for improvements.

According to the City of Charleston’s Police Department, there were 109 accidents at the Coming
Street/Septima Clark Parkway intersection between January 1, 2012 and October 14, 2014; four of the
accidents involved pedestrians, as listed in Table 3. During the same span, there were 49 accidents at
the Rutledge Avenue/Septima Clark Parkway intersection; none of the accidents involved pedestrians.
Figure 9 displays the location and date of the two fatal accidents at Septima Clark Parkway/Coming
Street.

Right Rear SK.ie Head On Other 2 Pedestrian Totals
Angle End Swipe Turn
2012 6 16 18 0 4 0 2 46
2013 3 16 12 0 3 1 0 35
2014 4 8 6 0 8 0 2 28
Total # of 13 40 36 0 15 1 4 109
Accidents

2 http://www.bcdcog.com/files/CharlestonCountySouthTC2012.pdf
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Figure 9 - Fatal Accident Locations

11/18/2012

@ > .

On November 18, 2012 at approximately 2:25 a.m., a motor vehicle heading northbound on US 17 at the
intersection of Coming Street struck two pedestrians attempting to cross the intersection. The two
pedestrians were leaving a party on Sumter Street, crossing Septima Clark Parkway eastbound on
Coming Street to return to their dorms at the College of Charleston. The surviving pedestrian stated that
as they were crossing the street, they started to run as they were afraid of crosswalks. The investigating
officer’s report indicated that surviving pedestrian stated that she never saw the vehicle, but did see the
headlights just before they were hit. The surviving pedestrian indicated that both she and the deceased
were intoxicated. The toxicology report indicated the blood alcohol content of the deceased was
0.154%.

On January 13, 2014 at approximately 6:30 p.m., a motor vehicle heading northbound on Septima Clark
Parkway at the intersection of Coming Street struck a pedestrian attempting to cross the intersection.
According to the accident report, a jogger was running northbound parallel to Septima Clark to the
intersection of Coming Street. The female jogger was running in place as she waited for the traffic signal
to change to allow her to cross Septima Clark Parkway to go westbound on Coming Street. When the
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traffic signal on Septima Clark Parkway changed from green to yellow, the female jogger stepped out
into the lane of traffic where she was then struck by an automobile.

The drivers were not charged in either of the fatal pedestrian accidents.

Charleston Police Department Traffic Divisions conducted a Traffic Speed Study at Septima Clark
Parkway on Thursday January 23, 2014 for 30 minutes between 6:15 p.m.
and 6:45 p.m. The results from the speed study found that almost 47
percent of drivers were traveling at or below the speed limit and
approximately 14 percent of drivers were traveling at least 6 mph over the
posted speed limit of 35 mph. Of the 148 vehicles observed, the average
speed was 35.5 mph, as shown on Figure 10. The highest speed recorded
was 45 mph and the lowest was 24 mph.

The City of Charleston has conducted several site visits at the Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway
intersection to observe driver and pedestrian behavior, traffic signal and pedestrian signal timings, and
the flow of traffic to review the geometry of the intersection. All the traffic signal and pedestrian signal
timings were reviewed to ensure proper operations and that adequate crossing time were in place. City
staff found all traffic signal and the pedestrian signals to be operating correctly as programmed for the
intersection.

The vehicular traffic at the Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway intersection is controlled by 12-inch,
LED, pre-timed traffic signals that are mounted on mast arm traffic signal poles. The pedestrian
crosswalks are managed by LED countdown pedestrian signals. The investigation revealed that the
installations of the traffic control devices at the intersection are in compliance with the federal Manual
on Uniformed Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) and that each intersection has the appropriate
pedestrian signals installed. Additionally, all traffic control devices; markings, pedestrian crosswalks, and
signage were found to be in compliance with the MUTCD.

In April 2014, SCDOT reviewed and approved the following recommendations from the City of
Charleston:

Installing R 10-2 “Cross Only On (Symbolic Walk Indication) Signal” signing at the intersection to
direct pedestrians to the marked crosswalks

Installing signing indicating a two stage crossing. Wording must be approved by SCDOT prior to
installation.

Figure 11 and Figure 12 display the installed R 10-2 sign and two stage crossing sign respectively.

CDM
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Figure 10 - Traffic Speed Study

Charleston Police Department Traffic Division

Traffic Speed Study
Locatlon US17N & Coming St Lane 4 Only
Dato Thu, January 23, 2014
Time 1816-1845
Duration 30 mins
— 8pood Broakdown
Spoeed Limit 36
High 48
Low 24
Avorage 36,62
Limit or Loss 66 46.62%
1+6 Over Limit 58 39.19%
610 Over Limit 17 11.49%
11-16 Over Limit 4 2.70%
16 or Greater 0 0.00%
Total Vehicles 148
Aclu-f!pudl
36 40 KL 38 KLl
40 39 36 38 36
38 a0 34 37 4
36 42 33 29 38
a7 a7 ab 37 38
30 34 34 30 38
42 30 35 34 32
a7 40 32 32 a7
20 44 32 35 40
40 32 K| a5 a5
42 N N 32 34
44 32 30 36 40
48 32 34 a7 42
44 26 36 36 26
34 28 M 30 a8
36 28 40 46 M
38 29 47 34 32
32 24 37 39 N
3N a8 41 a8 30
36 33 38 36 30
35 38 36 46 44
26 36 33 34 30
26 36 42 34 25
42 33 20 a8 30
40 32 28 40 36
34 20 30 42 29
36 27 37 30 33
35 36 a7 a8 43
36 36 36 33
20 3 34 A7
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Figure 11 - R 10-2 Crossing Sign Figure 12 - Two Stage Crossing

In addition to signage at the intersection, the sight distance from the eastbound approach at the Coming
Street/Septima Clark Parkway intersection was reviewed based on windshield surveys and aerial
photography. There are street trees along the southern edge of the Septima Clark Parkway that are
located in the recommended sight triangle clear zone, based on roadway design standards, and may
impede a driver’s ability to identify automobiles and/or pedestrians waiting at the intersection to cross
northbound. We recommend a field survey and detailed sight distance evaluation to determine if the
trees should be removed to improve sight distance at the intersection.

4. Traffic and Pedestrian Volume

24-hour pedestrian volumes were captured at Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway and on the existing
pedestrian bridge from 3:00 AM Thursday November 6 through 3:00 AM Saturday November 8, 2014.
These times and days were chosen to capture pedestrian and traffic volumes during the peak hours, and
during late night to early morning hours, 6:00 PM — 3:00 AM, in which the two fatal pedestrian
accidents occurred within the study area. Table 4 displays the am, mid-day, and pm peak hour
pedestrian volumes captured on the pedestrian bridge. It should also be noted that the 3:00 PM — 4:00
PM recorded the highest use on Thursday November 6 and Friday November 7, with 19 and 23
pedestrians respectively. These counts may be a reflection of usage from students at Mitchell
Elementary School which is located within the close proximity of the north access of the pedestrian
bridge. At this location the bridge provides a safe crossing option for elementary age children as
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opposed to crossing at grade at Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway or Rutledge Avenue/Septima
Clark Parkway.

Table 4 - Existing Pedestrian Bridge Peak Hour Volumes
Peak Mid-day Hour

Peak AM Hour Peak PM Hour

(7-9 AM) (1 -3PM) (4—-6 PM)
Peak Hour ‘ Pedestrians Peak Hour Pedestrians Peak Hour Pedestrians
11/6/2014 | 7:00 — 8:00 AM 15 1:00 — 2:00 PM 5 5:00 - 6:00 PM 13
11/7/2014 | 7:00 — 8:00 AM 16 2:00 — 3:00 PM 3 4:30 — 5:30 PM 8

Table 5 lists the am, mid-day, and pm peak hour pedestrian volumes captured at the intersection of
Septima Clark Parkway/Coming Street. It should also be noted that the AM Peak, 8:15 AM —9:15 AM,
recorded the highest use on Thursday November 6 with 6 pedestrians. The AM Peak, 8:00 —9:00 AM,
and the Mid-day Peak, 1:15 — 2:15 PM, recorded the highest use on Friday November 7, with 4
pedestrians each. Table 6 displays the overnight, 6:00 PM — 3:00 AM pedestrian volumes captured at
Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway and at the pedestrian bridge.

Table 5 -Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway Peak Hour Pedestrian Volume

Peak AM Hour Peak Mid-day Hour ‘ Peak PM Hour
(7-9 AM) (1 -3PM) (4—-6 PM)
Peak Hour ‘ Pedestrians Peak Hour Pedestrians Peak Hour Pedestrlans
11/6/2014 | 8:15-9:15 AM 6 1:00 — 2:00 PM 1 4:00 — 5:00 PM 5
11/7/2014 | 8:00 — 9:00 AM 4 1:15-2:15 PM 4 4:00 — 5:00 PM 2

Table 6 - Overnight Pedestrian Volume
Overnight Hours

(6PM — 3AM)
Existing Pedestrian Bridge Septima Clark Parkway/Coming St
11/6/2014 21 14
11/7/2014 24 17

These findings indicate that during all peak hours of operation, the existing pedestrian bridge has higher
pedestrian use than the crosswalk at Septima Clark Parkway/Coming Street. It should be noted that it
was found that overnight, between 7:00 PM — 3:00 AM, crossing on the bridge is significantly higher
than at grade crossing at Septima Clark Parkway/Coming Street.

24-hour turning movement counts were captured at Septima Clark Parkway /Coming Street from 3:00
AM Thursday November 13 through 3:00 AM Saturday November 15, 2014. Table 7 lists the peak hour

turning movement volumes. It should also be noted that the overall peak hour for both 24 hour periods
was between 4:30 — 5:30 PM.

DM
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Table 7 - Coming Street/Septima Clark ParkwayTurning Movement Volumes

Peak Hour/ Coming St to EB US 17 US 17 Septima Clark Coming St to WB US US 17 Septima Clark
Start Time Northbound Pkwy Westbound 17 Northbound Pkwy Eastbound
Right | Thru Left Right | Thru | Left | Right | Thru | Left | Right | Thru | Left
11/6/2014 | (7.5 A any | 62| 0 0 > |3203|271| o |143| 9 | o |2798 111
11/6/2014 (2:0(';"10'3'%%3’%) 487 | 0 0 1 |2199|120| o0 | 140 | 37 | 0 | 2392|103
11/6/2014 | ;.55 -PS'Y:L,O vy | 893 | O 0 3 | 2910 [172| © 166 | 41 | 0 | 2966 | 77
11772014 | (7.1 A vy | 620 | 0 | o 2 |3204|245| 0 | 145 | 15| 0 |2754 |127
11/7/2014 (2:0(';Ajd3;%%yPM) 609 | 0 0 4 | 2191 |133| 0O 181 | 46 | 0 | 2519 | 109
11/7/2014 | ;.50 e oy | 875 | 0 | O 4 |2799 |174| o | 190 | 52 | o | 3035|127

5. Summary of Safety

The intersection safety reviews conducted by the City of Charleston found that the fatal pedestrian
collisions were not driver error and that majority of vehicles are not speeding on Septima Clark Parkway.
The current roadway geometry, intersection design, and traffic and pedestrian signal operations are
sufficient. The findings from the turning movement counts show that the peak hours for vehicle traffic
and pedestrian crossings occur relatively at the same times between the hours of 4:30 PM — 5:30 PM.
More detailed data of the traffic and pedestrian volume counts can be found in Appendix D.
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The purpose of the Option analysis is to provide a comparison of potential Options, identify
benefits/costs, and to select a recommended Option. The goals of the Options are safe crossing, service
pedestrians crossing at Coming Street and Rutledge Avenue, and to minimize cost. The three Options
are:

e Rehabilitating the existing pedestrian bridge
e Improve the condition of at grade crossing
e Construction of a new pedestrian bridge

Recognize that Option recommendations are not mutually exclusive and may be combined to best fit
the needs of improving safety in the study area.

A. Existing Bridge

A grade separated pedestrian structure allows for the uninterrupted flow of bicycle and pedestrian
movement separate from vehicle traffic. Overpasses and underpasses must accommodate all persons,
as required by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). These measures include ramps or elevators.
Extensive ramping accommodates wheelchairs and bicyclists, but results in long crossing distances and
steep slopes that discourage use. Considerations for the construction of pedestrian bridges include:?

e Ample space is required on either side of the crossing to accommodate ramp structures without
the need for tight curves in the ramp.

e Construction of a crossing at an area with existing development may require removal or
relocation of existing buildings and/or right-of-way acquisition, which adds to the complexity
and cost of project delivery.

e Most appropriate over high-volume, high-speed highways, railroad tracks, or natural barriers.
o People will not use the structure if a more direct route is available.
o Lighting, drainage, graffiti removal, and security

e Must be wheelchair accessible, which generally results in long ramps on either end of the
overpass.

e AASHTO recommends a railing height of at least 42 inches.

3 http://www.pedbikeinfo.org/planning/facilities_crossings_over-underpasses.cfm

th Septima Clark Pedestrian Bridge Feasibility Study | Page 19


http://www.pedbikeinfo.org/planning/facilities_crossings_over-underpasses.cfm

BCDCOG Feasibility Study
Charleston County, SC

The existing pedestrian bridge that spans Septima Clark Parkway was erected in 1975 to provide a safe
connection across the highway. The bridge is located approximately 300 feet east of Rutledge Avenue
and 850 feet west of Coming Street, as shown on Figure 13. The 170 feet long, 17 feet wide bridge
crosses Septima Clark Parkway and Sheppard Street and has a vertical clearance of 17 feet 4 inches. The
northern and southern bridge entrances are located at Mitchell Playground and Todd Street,
respectively, as shown on Figures 14 and 15. The northern entrance provides ramp access from the
sidewalks on Perry Street, and the southern entrance provides ramp access from sidewalks on Todd
Street. Direct access to the Todd Street entrance is restricted from Septima Clark Parkway by a fence
that stretches the entire one quarter mile segment along the highway. Southern access to this entrance
is provided by Line Street.

Figure 13 - Existing Pedestrian Bridge

~
(.(mgk‘ earth

Figure 16 displays the existing pedestrian bridge and the approximate travel times. The distance and
time to the pedestrian bridge from at grade crossing location is a key determination of use, in addition
to safety. To cross from Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway and from Rutledge Avenue/Septima Clark
Parkway intersections using the existing bridge it takes approximately 12.1 minutes and 6.5 minutes
respectively. The crossing times in this study were determined by using a moderate pedestrian walking
speed of 3.5 feet per second. These travel times indicate using the pedestrian bridge may be undesirable
and a number of pedestrians may elect to cross at grade.
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Figure 16 - Existing Pedestrian Bridge Crossing
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The 2010 Americans with Disabilities Act states that accessible routes including sidewalks, walking
surfaces, doorways, ramps, curb ramps must have minimum width of 60 inches to provide sufficient
passing space and a slope no steeper than 6 inches. * Sidewalks are generally present throughout the
project study area, and provide adequate access to pedestrians using at grade crossing.

However, sidewalks on Line Street and Todd Street do not appear to provide adequate passing space
and contain protruding objects which hinder proper pedestrian access. Unleveled sidewalks Line Street
and Todd Street resulting from cracked and damaged pavement can be considered trip hazards to
pedestrians. The ADA standard permits changes in level less than 0.25 in height. There is no direct
access from the Septima Clark Parkway to the Todd Street ramp to the pedestrian bridge. This access is
currently fenced, prohibiting pedestrians and bicyclists to cross directly mid-block across the Septima
Clark Parkway to the Mitchell Playground. Table 8 lists the parcels near the existing pedestrian bridge
that may be affected or need acquisition for potential recommendations. Table 8 lists preliminary
recommendations for improving the existing pedestrian bridge.

Recommendations

Update ramp access to the existing bridge to meet current ADA requirements

Install additional wayfinding signage to inform pedestrians of existing pedestrian bridges.

Rehabilitation of the existing bridge : Beautification, paint, remove graffiti, etc.

Rehabilitation of existing sidewalks along Line St to Todd Street access to current bridge

Remove the portion of the fence on Septima Clark Parkway to allow pedestrians to access the existing
pedestrian bridge at Todd Street.

Installation of blue light emergency phones at crosswalk access points or on pedestrian bridge. They
provide a feeling of safety, provide emergency response.

4 http://www.ada.gov/regs2010/2010ADAStandards/2010ADAstandards.htm
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B. At Grade Improvements

At both signalized and unsignalized intersections, there is an implied
(legal) crosswalk for pedestrians at each leg. The only time this is not
true is when there is a sign clearly prohibiting pedestrians from
crossing one or more of the legs. Marked crosswalks indicate optimal
or preferred locations for pedestrians to cross and help designate
right-of-way for motorists to yield to pedestrians. ®> The existing
crosswalks are appropriately designed with pavement markings and
have signage.

Considerations for pedestrian crosswalks include:

o Ideally, crosswalks should be used in conjunction with other
measures, such as curb extensions, to improve the safety of
a pedestrian crossing, particularly on multi-lane roads with
average daily traffic (ADT) above about 10,000. A curb
extension narrows the street by widening the sidewalk or
landscaped parking area.

e Pedestrian controlled crossing timers.
Currently, these are not available at the
crosswalks.

1. Locations

Currently, Septima Clark Parkway at grade pedestrian
crossings within the study area is provided at the
Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway and at Septima
Clark Parkway/ Rutledge Avenue intersection. As
shown on Figure 17 and in Table 9, at grade crossing
times and travel times at Coming Street/Septima
Clark Parkway and at Rutledge Avenue/Septima Clark
Parkway are approximately 2.1 minutes and 1.6
minutes respectively. The total at grade crossing
times includes the walking time and a maximum one
minute delay at the pedestrian crossing signal. It
takes approximately 10.1 minutes for pedestrians to
walk between Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway
and Rutledge Avenue/Septima Clark Parkway using
the at grade pedestrian crossings. It is approximately
5.6 minutes between Coming Street and Rutledge
Avenue using the at grade sidewalk along eastbound

5 http://www.pedbikeinfo.org/planning/facilities crossings crosswalks.cfm
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Septima Clark Parkway. Table 10 list preliminary recommendations for improving at grade pedestrian
safety.
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Figure 17 - At Grade Pedestrian Crossing Time
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Table 9 - At Grade Pedestrian Crossing Time

Total Crossing

Intersection Distance Travel Time Existing Signal Timing
(ft.)
Rutledge Avenue/Septima Clark Parkway 125 1.6 minutes 25 seconds
Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway 225 2.1 minutes IR SR

for each stage)

Between Coming Street/Septima Clark
Parkway and Rutledge Avenue/ 1,180 5.6
Septima Clark Parkway (using sidewalk)
Between Coming Street/Septima Clark

Parkway and Rutledge Avenue/ 1,700 10.1
Septima Clark Parkway (using crosswalk)

Table 10 - At Grade Recommendations Considered

Recommendations

Installation of Raised Crosswalks at Septima Clark Parkway/Coming Street.

Increase pedestrian signal timing to provide adequate crossing time for pedestrians.

Develop safety educational tools for drivers and pedestrians.

Upgrade existing pedestrian crossing with audible countdown and indication when pedestrian signal
is green.

Encourage community walk-assist programs for elderly and increased awareness of crossing safety.

Improve sight distance for drivers approaching the intersection.

CDM

smith Septima Clark Pedestrian Bridge Feasibility Study | Page 27




BCDCOG Feasibility Study
Charleston County, SC

C. New Pedestrian Bridge

The primary parameters used when developing possible bridge Options were feasibility, proximity to the
existing study intersections, available access, and Right of Way (R.0.W.). The profile for each Option
should meet the current American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
design guidelines below:

Minimum clear width of bridge: .......cccceeeveiiiiiecee e 14’-0”
Minimum clear width of rampPs: ......ccoeieiiiiiiiic e 12'-0”
MaXimUM SIOPE: .eiiiiiieee et et eeite e e e etae e e eebae e e e sbaeeessraeeesennes 1:12

Minimum vertical clearance to Roadways or Pedestrian Walkways: ........... 14’-0”

Three preliminary locations were evaluated for getting a potential, new pedestrian bridge. Figure 18
displays the general location in respect to the existing pedestrian bridge and the intersections Septima
Clark Parkway/ Coming Street and Rutledge Avenue/Septima Clark Parkway.

Option 1 provides an access point to the south at the Ashe Avenue circle and a north access point at
Sheppard Street/South Tracy Street. This option would be located east of the existing overhead sign for
I-26/US-17. Figure 19 displays a view of eastbound Septima Clark Parkway from the existing pedestrian
bridge. The property east of Ashe Avenue is utilized by Calvary Church and already has sidewalks which
can provide ramp access. Sheppard Street/South Tracy Street have existing sidewalks that can provide
access to the bridge ramp. This option would be similar to the existing bridge in crossing length. Table
11 lists the advantages and concerns of Option 1.

Advantages ‘ Concerns
Short bridge span Close to the existing pedestrian bridge
Access points can connect to existing May be a visual obstruction for traffic on
sidewalk Septima Clark Parkway
Centrally located between Rutledge Conflict with existing utilities
Avenue and Coming Street May require property acquisition

DM
Cmi

Option 2 is located at the east leg of Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway intersection. This option
crosses over westbound Septima Clark Parkway exit to King Street. Table 12 lists the advantages and
concerns of Option 2. Figure 20 displays the east leg of Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway
intersection at the location of proposed Option 2.
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Table 12 - Bridge Option 2

Advantages

Direct access at Coming Street/Septima
Clark Parkway crossing

Eliminate the need to make at grade
pedestrian crossing at Septima Clark
Parkway/Coming Street

Access points can connect to existing
sidewalks

Concerns
Long bridge span
May be a visual obstruction for traffic on
Septima Clark Parkway
Conflict with existing utilities
May require property acquisition
Bridge would not adequately service
pedestrians from Rutledge Avenue
Pedestrians may still use at grade crossing for
convenience and shorter crossing time

3. Option 3

Option 3 is located at the west leg of Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway intersection. This option will
provide direct access points at the north and south legs of the intersection. Table 13 lists the advantages
and concerns of Option 3.

Table 13 - Bridge Option 3

Advantages

Direct access at Coming Street/Septima
Clark Parkway crossing

Eliminate the need to make at grade
pedestrian crossing at Septima Clark
Parkway/Coming Street

Access points can connect to existing
sidewalk

Concerns
Long bridge span
May be a visual obstruction for traffic on
Septima Clark Parkway
Existing utilities and need relocating
Signal mast arm on north leg is located near
proposed location
May require property acquisition
Bridge would not adequately service
pedestrians from Rutledge Avenue
Pedestrians may still use at grade crossing for
convenience and shorter crossing time
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Figure 18 - Pedestrian Bridge Option
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Figure 19 - Coming Street from Existing Bridge Figure 20 - East Leg of Septima Clark
Parkway/ Coming Street

4. Design Considerations

Land Use

The land use around the area of the existing pedestrian bridge and the bridge options are primarily
residential with light mix use including schools, and small businesses. Figure 21 displays the properties
and buildings near the study area. Additional parcel information can be found in Appendix B.® A detailed
analysis of land use and zoning is appropriate if any proposed action would result in a significant change
in land use or would substantially affect regulations or policies governing land use. Notable properties
near the study area include Mitchell Elementary School, which is located in the proximity of the existing
pedestrian bridge, and Calvary Church which is in the close proximity of Option 1.

Environmental Screening

A preliminary review of environmental resources was conducted for the project study area. A complete
review will need to be performed during the preliminary engineering phase of any selected Option to
ensure compliance with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) standards. Table 14 lists resources
within the project limits. Table 15 lists the environmental considerations for the existing pedestrian
bridge and for each the three proposed options.

6 http://sc-charleston-county.governmax.com/svc/default.asp?sid=73747BDD2B5946B6A939A12DE1D5261D
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Figure 21 - Existing Buildings Near Alternatives
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Table 14 - Environmental Considerations

Resource Present Not Unknown
Present

Wetlands X

Floodplain X
Archeological/Historic X

Threatened or Endangered Species X
Wild or Scenic Rivers X

Section 4(f) Lands X
Special/Hazardous Waste X
Lust Site (Leaky Underground Storage Tanks) X

CERCLIS Site (1 mile) X

Noise and Vibration X

Table 15 - Environmental Considerations for Bridge Options

‘ Floodplain  Historic Property

Existing Bridge X X
Option 1 X

Option 2

Option 3

Figure 22 displays environmental considerations including the surrounding locations which are classified
as historic property, floodplains, underground storage tanks, in the study area. Mitchell Playground and
the north access of the existing pedestrian bridge are located within historic property, while none of the
three proposed Options will affect property that is classified as historic.

As shown in the figure, Option 1 is located near a classified flood plain classified “Zone AE”. Zone AE are
areas that have a 1% probability of flooding every year (also known as the "100-year floodplain"), and
where predicted flood water elevations above mean sea level have been established. Properties in Zone
AE are considered to be at high risk of flooding under the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).
Flood insurance is required for all properties in Zone AE that have federally-backed mortgages.
Construction in these areas must meet local floodplain zoning ordinance requirements, including
evidence that principle structures are above the Base Flood Elevation (BFE) as shown on the adopted
FIRM maps.” Based on the available environmental information regarding the project area, Option 2 and
Option 3 would not involve special considerations beyond typical compliance with environmental
regulations.

7 https://www.fema.gov/floodplain-management/flood-zones
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Figure 22 - Environmental Considerations
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D. Analysis of Options

This section provides a description, benefit/cost analysis, and cost estimate of the three Options and
recommended improvements. Options are evaluated and scored based on criteria established.

1. Locations

Table 16 displays the approximate travel time and distance of each bridge option from Coming
Street/Septima Clark Parkway and from Rutledge Avenue/Septima Clark Parkway. Of the proposed
options, Option 3 has the shortest travel time at approximately 2.6 minutes.

Table 16 - Bridge Options Crossing Time

Origin
Intersection

Length of

Bridge

Total Travel
Distance

Travel

Time

(ft.) (ft.) (min)

Rutled ~ 125 1.6

At Grade Crosswalk szein:e ~ 225 2.1
Existing (using bridge) Eg:ﬁ:ge 1;8 ;:;—'I,g i;i
option1  (tutedse | 135 | 230 | wd
S e
Option3  fGoming | 30 | w0 | 26

2. Cost Estimates

Table 17 lists preliminary cost estimates for the three options. As listed, Option 1 would be the least
expensive at approximately $821,000. Option 2 has the highest total structural cost at $1,149,000. A
more detailed analysis of the preliminary cost can be found in Appendix C. The estimates were formed

under the assumptions:

e Due to the topography of the area and the requirement to meet ADA standards, the ramps to
access the main span(s) are assumed the same cost for each alternate. Property constraints for
each alternate will affect the costs of each alternate, but the ramp costs will be relatively

similar.

e Atruss cost of $1,600 per ft. has been used for spans less than 125 ft. An increase in cost has
been applied for longer spans due to increased member sizes required for the longer spans.

e Property acquisition costs are not included.

o  Utility relocation costs are not included.

e Temporary traffic impact costs during construction are not included.
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e Minimum space required for each ramp is approximately 85 ft. x 15 ft. This will allow for enough
ramp to obtain an 18 ft. clearance over Septima Clark Parkway.

Table 17 - Cost of Bridge Options

Option 1 125 ft. $200,000 | $500,000 $121,000 SO $821,000
. 275 ft. $528,000 | $500,000 $121,000 SO $1,149,000
Option 2
300 ft. $480,000 | $500,000 $176,000 $50,000 $1,206,000
Obtion 3 225 ft. $396,000 | $500,000 $121,000 SO $1,017,000
2 220 ft. $352,000 | $500,000 $176,000 $50,000 $1,078,000

An evaluation matrix was developed to compare the options to one another and narrow them down to
one for further refinement. The matrix shown below in Table 18 ranks the criteria from 1 to 5, with 1
indicating minimal impact, 2 indicates minor impact, 3 indicates moderate, 4 indicates significant impact
and 5 as a severe impact for the criteria on the feasibility of the concept. The option that has the lowest
score is ranked as the best option.

Each of the options was evaluated and compared by the following equally weighted criteria:

e Travel Time

o Distance from the study intersections
e R.0.W./Easement Requirements

e Environmental/Historical Impacts.

o Safety/ Grade Separation

e Construction Cost

Table 18 - Options Rankings

Distance Distance

R.O.W/ Environmental/ Safety/ .
Travel from from . . Construction .
. . Easement Historical Grade Total Ranking
fime Coming s Requirements Impacts Separation Cost
Street Avenue q P P

Option 1 5 3 3 3 4 1 3 22 3
Option 2 4 1 5 4 2 1 5 22 2
Option 3 4 1 5 4 2 1 4 21 1

After evaluation, Option 3 ranked the highest of the three new bridge options. Option 3 and Option 2
ranked very close on almost every category, but Option 2 has a higher cost of construction which made
it a slightly less attractive choice. Option 1 has the longest combined travel times between the
intersections of Septima Clark Parkway/ Coming Street and Rutledge Avenue/Septima Clark Parkway
along with the higher environmental impacts due to being located near a classified flood plain. Figure
23 displays examples of a pedestrian bridge similar to Option 3 constructed in Alcoa, Tennessee that
spans 225 feet. The final overall cost for the Alcoa Pedestrian Bridge was approximately $1,727,000
excluding the cost of R.O.W.
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Figure 23 - Alcoa Panoramic View

3. Requirements for Construction.

Construction cost for a new pedestrian bridge may vary depending on the affected R.O.W. required for
staging and construction of the bridge Option 3. Temporary requirements for construction of a new
bridge may include R.O.W for staging, and for the actual construction. Permanent requirements for the
construction of a new bridge may include any R.O.W. or property that is required for construction of the
bridge.

Temporary Requirements

Construction of a new pedestrian bridge may require the temporary use, or acquisition of property for
staging, and for construction. An example of an option to minimize construction cost is to use an offsite
staging area where the construction contractor stores equipment and material brings, and only brings
materials temporarily needed to the actual construction site. Construction R.0.W may also be
minimized by either utilizing the existing median at Septima Clark Parkway/ Coming Street or the

median at Septima Clark Parkway/King Street exit for staging construction and storing materials. Both of
these alternatives may be used to minimize construction cost, and have reduced the amount of R.O.W
needed for the construction of a proposed bridge.

Permanent Requirements

The construction of a new pedestrian bridge may require the acquisition of R.O.W. Table 19 lists the
most recent appraised value for the individual parcels in the vicinity of bridge Option 3 that are around
or may require some level of acquisition for siting and construction.2 The amount of R.0.W needed may
vary depending on the bridge footprint and siting requirements for construction.

8 http://sc-charleston-county.governmax.com/svc/default.asp?sid=8C111A5C866F417D9253F54F6FECC2EF
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Table 19 - Parcels Appraised Value

PARCEL ID Appraisal Date Total Appraised Value
17 4600404002 2014 $215,999
*18,28,29,33 4600404086 2014 $649,000
19 4600403088 2014 $151,900
20 4600403086 2014 $269,800
21 4600403085 2014 $196,800
25 4600801047 2014 $203,500
27 4600404003 2014 $216,000
30 4600403087 2014 $400,000
31 4600801046 2014 $309,000
32 4600801045 2014 $179,000
*Indicates one parcel containing multiple buildings
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The analysis indicates building a new pedestrian bridge comes at a financial cost and is not required for
safe passage across the study intersection. The existing pedestrian bridge is used by the community and
provides a safe crossing alternative to at grade crossing at the Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway and
Rutledge Avenue/Septima Clark Parkway. In addition, the construction of a new pedestrian bridge will
not guarantee reduction of pedestrians within the at grade crossing. It has been shown that pedestrians
have a tendency to use at grade crossing if it is the most direct route available.

It is recommended that a combination of rehabilitating the existing pedestrian bridge and improving the
existing at grade conditions be implemented. Rehabilitation by performing measures of beautification,
improving access, and increasing signing and wayfinding may increase pedestrian use of the existing
bridge by making it appear safer and more attractive. The following lists a series of recommended
improvements to support the overall safety of the intersection for both vehicular and non-vehicular
users of the intersection.

A. Existing Bridge Recommendations

1. ADA Compliance

It is recommended to update the ramp access of the existing bridge to meet the following 2010 ADA
requirements:

e Maximum 1:12 slope ratio for access ramps

e Minimum 5'x 5' Flat, unobstructed area at the top and bottom of the ramp.

e Minimum 36 inches of clear space across the wheelchair ramp.

e Minimum Turn Platform size of 5' x 5'.

e Handrails that are between 34" and 38" in height on both sides of the wheelchair ramps.
e Maximum run of 30 feet of wheelchair ramp before a rest or turn platform.

To construct new ramps for the existing pedestrian bridge that meet ADA requirement, it is estimated to
cost approximately $500,000 excluding cost for R.0.W. and demolition of the existing ramp structures.
Detailed cost estimates can be found in Appendix C. Table 20 lists the parcels near the existing
pedestrian bridge that may be affected or need acquisition for potential recommendations.
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ID# PARCEL ID Appraisal Date Total Appraised Value
2 4600801010 2014 52,000
34 4600801013 2014 100,800
35 4600801016 2014 181,000
36 4600801014 2014 156,300
37 4600801015 2014 145,000
38 4600801018 2014 184,000

The existing pedestrian bridge Restoration and beautification of the existing bridge may encourage use
and improve safety of pedestrians and roadway users. Restoration includes:

Pressure washing, removing rust and damaged paint
Applying primer paint where necessary
Painting all of the structural steel

Painting all of the exposed steel accessories to the bridge spans (e.g., stairways, ladders,
catwalks, handrails, towers, doorways and utility pipes and junction boxes). Not included will be
the bridge deck grating and any utility that is galvanized, asbestos-wrapped, or otherwise not
painted in its existing condition.

Matching the existing paint colors

Installation of safety equipment, such as blue lighted emergency stations, may increase user safety and
security around the approached to the existing pedestrian bridge, particularly during evening hours.

Wayfinding signs can provide important information that can increase use of the existing pedestrian
bridge and improve safety. Figure 24 and Figure 25 display examples of way finding signs.® By making
pedestrians aware in advance of the bridge, there is a greater chance that they will choose the bridge as
an option for crossing. Wayfinding/informational signs can range from $530 to $2,150.%° Figure 26
displays proposed locations for way finding signs within the study area. Wayfinding signs at these
locations can help increase pedestrian awareness of the existing bridge in advance of at grade crossings
at Septima Clark Parkway/Coming St and at Rutledge Avenue/Septima Clark Parkway.

9 http://www.beavertonoregon.gov/images/pages/N1271/Signage.jpg
10 http://katana.hsrc.unc.edu/cms/downloads/Countermeasure%20Costs_Report_Nov2013.pdf
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Figure 24 - Wayfinding Signs
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B. Additional Recommendations

1. Access to pedestrian facilities

Both the FHWA and the Institute of Transportation (ITE), recommend a minimum width of five feet for a
sidewalk or walkway, which allows two people to pass comfortably or to walk side-by —side. Wider
sidewalks, preferably at least 6 feet, should be installed near schools, at transit stops, or anywhere high
concentrations of pedestrians exist. Sidewalks on Line Street and Todd Street do not appear to provide
adequate passing space and contain protruding objects which hinder proper pedestrian access.
Damaged and cracked pavement also may cause a tripping hazard for pedestrians. Sidewalk costs can
vary greatly, depending on the type of material, the scale, and whether it is part of a broader
construction project. A concrete five-foot sidewalk is approximately $32 per linear foot on average, but
can range from $2 to $400. Using paving materials other than concrete can alter the cost substantially. 1

2. Public Transportation

Due to the lack of transit service in the Coming Street corridor, combined with the demographic profile
of this community, it is recommended that consideration be given to including Coming Street in CARTA
routes serving the Crosstown community. The employment profile and vehicle ownership in this

1 http://www.pedbikeinfo.org/planning/facilities_ped_sidewalks.cfm
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community suggests that this is a transit supportive community. Evening routes providing safe travel for
employees in the food service industry, students, and elderly may improve local mobility.

It is recommended that the pedestrian timing at the Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway intersection
be increased to allow for additional crossing time. As observed in the field, pedestrians often run to
cross the road in time with the light. The two stage crossing is appropriate, but additional time would
improve the safety for pedestrians. A crossing safety awareness campaign would also benefit the
community by educating users of the sidewalks of proper observance of signage, signals and traffic
operations.

There are street trees along the southern edge of the Septima Clark Parkway that are located in the
recommended sight triangle clear zone, based on roadway design standards, and may impede a driver’s
ability to identify automobiles and/or pedestrians waiting at the intersection to cross northbound. These
recommendations are based only upon windshield surveys and aerial photography. It is recommended
that a field survey and detailed sight distance evaluation be conducted to determine if the trees or other
landscaping should be modified to improve sight distance at the intersection.

The existing signing, traffic and pedestrian signals, and pavement markings have been considered
adequate by the City of Charleston, but additional safety and traffic calming devices may be useful in
improving the safety for drivers and pedestrians. Traffic calming can include the use of physical and
visual cues to encourage motorists to drive more slowly. If done well, traffic calming can reduces traffic
speeds and the number and severity of crashes. 1

Figure 27 displays an existing traffic calming sign on eastbound Septima Clark Parkway. The overhead
“Prepare to Stop” traffic signal sign is a visual cue to slow driver’s speed approaching the intersection of
Septima Clark Parkway/Coming Street. As shown in the figure, during night conditions, the sign has low
visibility. It is recommended that the sign be upgraded or replaced to increase visibility and to improve
driver awareness of the intersection ahead.

As shown in Figure 28 and Figure 29 the R10-23 “Crosswalk, Stop on Red” sign is used for additional
emphasis to alert drivers to stop before the crosswalk and allow pedestrians to cross the roadway
safely. As stated by the MUTCD, the R10-23 “Crosswalk, Stop on Red” sign is only to be used in
conjunction with actuated pedestrian hybrid beacons that are coordinated with a signalized
intersection.* Figure 30 displays examples and phasing sequence for pedestrian hybrid beacons.

12 http://www.pedbikeinfo.org/planning/facilities.cfm
13 http://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/htm/2009/part2/part2b.htm#figure2B27
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Existing signage at night.
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Figure 28 - “Crosswalk, Stop on Red” Sign with Flashing Beacon

Figure 29 - R10-23 “Crosswalk, Stop on Red” Traffic Signal Sign
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C. New Pedestrian Bridge at Coming Street/Septima Clark Parkway

While the existing intersection is to be considered acceptable in terms of geometric design for
pedestrian safety and not in need of a grade separated pedestrian bridge, the introduction of a
pedestrian bridge would support safe passage of pedestrians across the wide intersection. The existing
pedestrian bridge does attract pedestrians despite its location on an indirect path across the Septima
Clark Parkway. This suggests that there are pedestrians interested in this type of grade separated
walkway.

Should community leaders agree that this type of transportation asset be pursued, additional analysis
would be required. Specifically, bridge location would need to be refined based upon utility and right of
way impacts. The construction of the bridge would cost in the range of S1m - $1.5m without utility or
right of way included. Those costs range widely based upon planned improvements to the drainage
system in the corridor, existing and proposed utility infrastructure in the intersection and property
values in the intersection.
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The goal of this study was to improve pedestrian safety at the intersections of Coming Street/Septima
Clark Parkway and Rutledge Avenue/Septima Clark Parkway. The selected options have been compared
to identify the best option for pedestrian safety, feasibility, and benefits/costs.

Based on the findings, this study recommends that a combination of improving at grade access and
signage rehabilitating the existing pedestrian bridge is the most feasible and cost effective option.
Should the community decide a grade separated pedestrian bridge is most appropriate, additional
analysis of right of way impacts and utility coordination will be required to determine a more accurate
project cost. Those impacts will be the result of a preferred bridge design and location.
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Representative Wenbell &. Gilliard

House of Representatives
State of South Carolina
District No. 111- Charleston County
Commitiee: Medical, Military, Pubiic and Municipal Affairs

August 13,2014

Mr, Ron Patton

Director of Planning

South Carolina Department of Transportation
Post Office Box 191

Columbia, South Carolina 29202-0191

Dear Mr. Patton:

T appreciate you taking the time to meet with me carlier this week regarding the Crosstown
Study. 1am writing to request that you consider lowering the speed limit on Coming Street and
the Crosstown Intersection. Also, I believe the installation of some active traflic cameras would
deter and help capture people that speed. The cameras would help reduce vehicle collisions by
changing a driver’s behavior because they know the cameras are present and monitoring their
driving habits. The injuries and fatalities could decrease aleng with the tax burden to
communities for emergency services and other costs tied o po ssible traffic collisions. The
cameras could help bring the speeders to justice.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. I look forward to hearing from you
soon.

Sincerely,

Wesdell G. Gilliand
Wendell G. Gilliard

WGG/sf;

P O. Box 31641 Charleston, SC 29417 843-209-3123 wwiw.wendellgilliard org

PLEASE DISCARD IF RECEIVED BY A REGISTERED LOBBYIST
NOT PATD FOR AT TAXPAYER EXPENSE
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Beaulort County
SCCOT s
Charleston County

Colleton County
South Carolina Dorchester County

Department of Transpostation April 3, 2014 Jasper County

Mr. Hernan E. Peiia, Jr.

Director - City of Charleston Traffic & Transportation Dept.
180 Lockwood Boulevard, Suite C

Charleston, South Carolina 29403

RE: US-17 (Crosstown) at Coming Street (S-10-553)
Dear Mr. Pefla:

Thank you for your letter and study regarding the pedestrian activity at US-17 and
Coming Street.

Both District and Headquarters Traffic Engineering StafT have reviewed the provided
information and agree the intersection is MUTCD compliant in its current condition. In
reviewing the proposed upgrades contained in the City’s study we would offer the following
responses:

o With regard to louvers, this is not a typical practice for pedestrian concerns and
would not be recommended,

e We concur with your recommendation to install R10-2 Signing since it would be
beneficial in directing pedestrians to marked crosswalks.

e We do not concur with the additional marking of R10-2 on the pavement as this
could be distracting to pedestrians and it is not standard practice.

e Advanced Pedestrian Warning Signs (W11-2) are not recommended as they are
intended for areas where crossings are not at intersections. Drivers should
understand that pedestrians will be crossing at intersections, especially signalized
intersections with distinct crosswalk markings,

e We concur in concept with signing indicating a two stage crossing, wording for
the signing must be approved by SCDOT prior to installation if you should pursue
this measure,

Again, thank you for your interest in highway safety and for initiating this study. Should
you have any further guestions, please feel free to contact our Traffic Engineering office at 843-
740-1665,

Sincegely,

Robert T. Clark
District Engineering Administrator

ec:  Tony Sheppard, State Traffic Engincer
File: D6/Charleston

Destrct Six Enginoaring %

6355 Fan Boulevard Phone. (843} 740-1885 AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/
Naon Charlestan, SC 204064949 Fax. (843} 740-1663 AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER
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Kimberly Ryan
1256 Mill Point Road
Charleston. SC 29412
October 1, 2014

Mayor Joe P. Riley
City of Charleston
P.O. Box 652
Charleston, SC 29402

Dear Mayor Joe P. Riley:

I am a voting member of the City of Charleston, and recent graduate from the
Master of Environmental Studies program at the Graduate School of the University of
Charleston. T am writing to express my concern regarding the intersection of Septima
Clark Parkway (Crosstown) and Coming Street.

‘This evening while heading northwest on Coming Street, 1 witnessed a voung girl
nearly dic when attempting to cross the Crosstown on a green light. This was due to an
SUV driving on the Crosstown, and passing through the intersection at high speed
immediately after that signal had turned red.

The less than 2 second delay between signal switches at this intersection is
severely unsafe. Drivers frequently attempt to “beat” the light in order to make it onto I-
26 Waest, and result in driving through the red signal without slowing,

Tonight was not the first experience [ have had witnessing how dangerous this
intersection is to both pedestrians and vehicles. A close friend of mine recently lost his
voung girlfriend when she was murdered by a vehicle slamming into her body at this
same intersection,

1 cannot press to vou enough how extremely important it is that this signal delay
be lengthened to protect vour community members. This is a discussion about saving the
lives of your community members, and I sincerely hope vou can take quick action to
correct this issue before more lives are lost.

Sincerely,
Kimberly Ryan
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Nathan Umberger, Assistant Distriet Traffic Engineer, District Six
FROM: Tony S. Sheppard, Director of Traffic Engineering [S<
DATE: March 235, 2014

RE: City of Charleston Pedestrian Study
Intersection of US 17 and Coming Street (S-10-553)

Engineers from my office have completed a review of the subject pedestrian safety study
from the City of Charleston. After finishing the review on this study, the subject intersection is
currently in compliance with the MUTCD. The City of Charleston is interested in upgrading the
pedestrian facilities to help increase the intersection safety. Here are a few comments and
concems with the city's recommendations:

« Installing louvers at this interseciion is assumed to be intended to block the view of the
signal head to pedestrian traffic to force them to pay attention 1o the pedestrian heads.
This is not a practice that is used and would not be recommended at this location,

o Installing R10-2 signs at the intersection would be beneficial to let the pedestrian traffic
know that the intersection is intended to only be crossed at the marked crosswilks. This
would further emphasize compliance with the pedestrian signal at this location.

o Installing R10-2 sign as a pavement marking would not be recommended. This is not a
standard marking and would distract pedestrians from looking at the vehicles in the
roadway.

o Installing W11-2 signs would also not be recommended. W11-2 signs are not used for
interscction crosswalks and drivers understand that pedestrians cross at intersections.
Signal Ahead (W3-3) warning signs exist at this intersection and adding the additional
signs may confuse motorists,

o Additional signage for letting pedestrians know that this intersection would operate as a
two stage crossing would be considered at this location. The wording on this sign would
have to be approved before installation can occur.

In addition to these comments on the recommendations presented by the City of
Charleston. using a “dummy” push button is not recommended. Adding additional actuation to
the signal may be considered if a pedestrian count is conducted and deemed appropriate.

If you have any questions on these comments or would like 1o discuss the subject matter
further, feel free to contact me.

TSS:prb

File: TE/CIR é—m
"‘.’I}:-ADM\&%!} g \oey Rhoades 2014ty of Charlesten Fedestnan Stedy. docy
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Beautort County
Borkoboy County
Charleston County

Coflaton County

South Carolina Dorchester Caunty
Department of Transportation Jasper Countty
MEMORANDUM
To: Tony Sheppard, State Traffic Engineer
From: Nathan Umberger, Asst, District Traffic Engineer /%
Date: March 6, 2014
Re: City of Charleston Pedestrian Study

Intersection of US-17 and Coming Street (S-10-553)

[ have received the attached pedestrian safety study from the City of Charleston
requesting a review by SCDOT Staff based on recent events. Note that the City of
Charleston is responsible for the Engineering & Maintenance of this location per signal
maintenance agreement. After reviewing the recommendations of the study | would offer
the following comments:

o [ agree that all recommendations are reasonable with the exception of an
advanced pedestrian warning sign (#4). As the intersection is under the control of
the signal with standard crossing times, this does not seem fo be an appropriate
application of W11-2. In my opinion, the pedestrian warning sign are intendex!
for uncontrolled or other non-signalized pedestrian crosswalks to alert molorists
of a varying or unexpected condition rather than of one that is standard, This also
may be somewhat distracting to motorists from the signal and cause confusion if
they seek to find a separate crosswalk from that which is under signal control,

* Inresponse to #5, while they are not required based on the nature and spacing of
the intersection, signs to indicate a two stage crossing may have a positive effect
on overall safety,

* The City may wish to consider adding actuation or potentially “dummy” push
buttons to increase pedestrian interaction with the signal.

1 am requesting Headquarters staff also review the City's submittal and to please
advise if you have additional comments or concerns with the City's recommendations.

Please contact me either in office at 843-746-6719 or by cell at 843-834-9039 if
we can discuss any details further or if there is additional information that the City should

provide.
District Six Engineering s
G355 Fain Boulevard Fhone. (B43) T40- 1665 AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/
North Chasleston, SC 20406-4989 Fax:  (B4D) 740- 1063 AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER
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Jinty

HERNAN € FENA, JA.
DIRECION

JOSEPH P, BILEY, JH.
MAYOR

Sowlh Garolina
@eymorémanl o/ g—wﬁb “ g/_mhymrl«&'ou

February 4, 2014

Mr. Robert Clark

District Engincering Administrator

South Carolina Department of Transportation
6355 Fain Boulevard

North Charleston, SC 29406

Dear Robert:

During the past year there have been two pedestrian fatalities reported at the intersection
of U.S. 17 (Crosstown) and Coming Street. Due to the unusual circumstances of having two
fatalitics within the same intersection in a short period of time, our department has started an
assessment of the various aspects of this intersection in order to determine if there are any
opportunitics for improving pedestrian safety at the intersection, We are currently gathering data
regarding the accident history at the intersection, speed data, traffic signal timing data, discussing
the accidents with the police officers that supervised these unfortunate events, as well as
reviewing comments from the public, As such, we would like to request that the South Carolina
Department of ‘Transportation also review the intersection of the Crosstown and Coming Street
with the purpose to identify any improvements that may enhance pedestrian safety at this
location, Perhaps SCDOT could consider including this intersection in its Low Cost Safety
Improvement Review Program (if it is not (oo late) to make sure that all elements of this
intersection are considercd and evaluated thoroughly, Robert Somerville from our office is
leading the evaluation of the intersection for our department.

180 Lockwood Boulevard, Suile C » Charleston, S.C. 28403-5121 » Tel: (B43) 9737288 » Fax: (843) 722-5956
AN EQUAL CPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Mr. Robert Clark
February 4, 2014
Page 2

Thanks in advance for any cooperation that you can proyi

HEP, JR e

ce: Robert Somerville
Michael Mathis
Troy Mitchell
Nathan Umberger

in this matter.
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JOSEWMP_ALEY. R HERAMNE FENA R
MAYOR
February 21,2014
Mr. Robert Clark
District Engineering Admini
South Carolina Department of Transportation
6355 Fain Boulevard

North Charleston, SC 29406
Dear Robert:

As a follow up to my letter dated February 4, 2014 in reference to pedestrian fatalitics at
the intersection of U.S. Hwy 17 and Coming Street, we have completed our investigation and we
are providing a summary report for your review.

We look forward to your response and comments.

Sincggely, B
E. Peita, Jr.
irector
HEP, Jrjc
Enclosures

180 Lockwood Boulevard, Suite C + Chardesion, S.C. 20403-5121 « Tet (843) 973-7288 « Fax: (843) 722-5856
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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U.S. Hwy 17 (Septima Clark Parkway) at Coming Street OUTLINE

The purpose of this investigation is to evaluate the intersection of U.S. Hwy 17 at Coming Street
due to two fatal pedestrian accidents that have occurred within a 14 month period. This
summary provides information on how the accidents occurred, a review of the accident history
at the intersection, review of traffic signal and pedestrian signal timings, potential
recommendations for improvements and meetings with SCDOT to further discuss intersection.

REVIEW OF ACCIDENTS WITH FATALITIES
Fatality #1:

On November 18, 2012 at approximately 2:25 a.m., a motor vehicle heading northbound on
U.5. Hwy 17 at the intersection of Coming Street struck two pedestrians attempting to cross the
intersection. According to the accident report, the two pedestrians were leaving a party at a
friend’s house on Sumter Street, crossing U.S. Hwy 17 eastbound on Coming Street to return to
their dorms at the College of Charleston. According to the investigating officer, the surviving
pedestrian stated that as they were crossing the street, they started to run as they were afraid
of crosswalks, The surviving pedestrian then saw headlights and something hit her foot. She
fell forward and when she got up she saw her friend lying in the middle of the street. The
investigating officer’s report indicated that the surviving pedestrian stated she never saw the
vehicle, but did see the head lights just before they were hit. The Investigating officer asked if
she looked at the traffic signal before crossing the intersection and she stated that she did not,
and only looked to see if vehicles were approaching. The surviving pedestrian was then asked if
she thought the vehicle was speeding and she said it was not. The driver of the vehicle stated
he was proceeding to enter the intersection heading to the interstate with the green light and a
person hit the right front of his car, When asked how fast he belleved he was traveling, he
thought it was less than 40 miles per hour. The surviving pedestrian indicated that both she
and the deceased were intoxicated from drinking at the party. The toxicology report indicated
the blood alcohol content of the deceased was at 0.154% at the time of death. This is almost
double the legal limit.

Fatality #2:

On January 13, 2014 at approximately 6:30 p.m., a motor vehicle heading northbound on U.S.
Hwy 17 at the intersection of Coming Street struck a pedestrian attempting to cross the
intersection. According to the accident report, a female jogger was running northbound
parallel to Septima Clark to the intersection of Coming Street. The female Jogger was running in
place as she waited for the traffic signal to change to allow her to cross U.S. Hwy 17 to go
westbound on Coming Street. When the traffic signal on U.S. Hwy 17 changed from green to
yellow, the female jogger immediately stepped out into the lane of traffic without waiting for
the pedestrian signal to be activated, getting struck by an automobile. According to the report,
there was a witness at the intersection of U.S. Hwy 17 and Coming Street that confirmed that
the jogger stepped out into the traffic when the signal turned yellow and the motor vehicle did
not have time to stop.
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ACCIDENT HISTORY

The Department of Traffic and Transportation reviewed the 2 year accident history for the
Intersection of U.S. Hwy 17 at Coming Street.

Date of Summary: Created: 2/6/2014 Range: 01/01/2012 - 01/13/2014
Location: U.S. Hwy 17 (Septima Clark Parkway) at Coming Street (S-553)
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“Accidont data provided by the City of Char) 's Police Dep
“2 podesirian accidonts in 2012. One was & fatulily dated 11716/12. The athar pedestiian accident wis not @ fatality. It cocurmed

12512 and tho pedestrian was nct o Ihe crosswalk. The padestrian was at fsult for crossing & he rondway

The review of the accident history specifically for the pedestrian accidents reported between
2012 and February 2014 indicates that the three pedestrian accidents that occurred at the
intersection were caused by actions taken by the pedestrians and police records indlicate that
the pedestrian was at fault in each of the three cases. The reports indicate that the drivers
were not charged in either of the three incidents Involving the pedestrian accidents.

REVIEW OF THE INTERSECTION

After the January 13, 2014 accident, the City of Charleston conducted several site visits to
observe driver and pedestrian behavior, traffic signal and pedestrian signal timings, and the
flow of traffic to include the geometry of the intersection.

All the traffic signal and pedestrian signal timings were reviewed to ensure proper operations
and that adequate crossing times were In place. Traffic and Transportation personnel found all
traffic signal and the pedestrian signals to be operating correctly as programmed for the
intersection.

Sgt. Matthew T. Wojslawowicz, Special Unit Major Accident Investigation Team, with
Charleston Police Department conducted a 30 minute radar speed study on January 23, 2014
from 6:15 p.m. 6:45 p.m. Of the 148 vehicles observed, the average speed was 35.52 miles per
hour, The highest speed recorded was 45 miles per hour and the lowest was 24 miles per hour.
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Sgt. Wojslawowicz reported that while at the accident scene (January 13, 2014) he watched the
pedestrian signals for 30 minutes to confirm these were operating correctly,

EXISTING CONDITIONS

U.S. Hwy 17 is an eight (8) lane highway divided by a 70 plus foot earth median. The South
Carolina State Code 56-5-490 states in the event such intersecting highway also includes two
roadways thirty feet or more apart, every crossing of two roadways of such highway shall be
regarded as a separate intersection.

The vehicular traffic at the intersection of U.S. Hwy 17 and Coming Street is managed by 12 inch
LED pre-timed traffic signals that are mounted on mast arm traffic signal poles. The pedestrian
crosswalks are managed by LED countdown pedestrian signals, The Investigation revealed that
the installation of the traffic control devices at the intersection are in compliance with the
federal Manual on Uniformed Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).

The City of Charleston Traffic and Transportation personnel consulted with SCDOT staff
regarding the operation of the intersection of U.S. Hwy 17 and Coming Street, specifically to the
issue of whether or not signage was required as alluded to in the MUTCD Section 4E-06-16 that
references "signage shall be provided to notify pedestrians to cross only to the median to wait
the next walking person signal indication”. SCDOT staff indicated that according to South
Carolina State Code 56-5-490 (as referenced above) each intersection is treated differently and
as such, no signage is required. Each intersection has the appropriate pedestrian signals
installed.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Pedestrian Crossing — U.S. 17 North at Coming Street

The investigation of the intersection and the pedestrian fatalities that have oceurred at the
intersection of U.S. Hwy 17 and Coming Street found that the pedestrians were at fault in each
and every case. Additionally, all the elements associated with the intersection in terms of
traffic control devices, markings, pedestrian crosswalks, and signage were found to be in
compliance with the MUTCD. While it has been determined that the intersection as designed
does not require any additional improvements, it is the City's desire to supplement the traffic
control devices at the intersection of U.S, Hwy 17 and Coming Street to provide further
information to pedestrians in an attempt to encourage pedestrians to obey the traffic control
devices at the intersection, to use the crosswalks that are provided, and to emphasize the
importance of obeying the traffic control devices at the intersection. Based on that, we would
present the following suggestions for consideration by the South Carolina Department of

Transportation.
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Installation of geometrically programmed traffic signal louvers for the vehicular signals
on U.S. Hwy 17 northbound at the intersection with Coming Street. These lovers will
control pedestrian and motorists visibility of the vehicular signals while at the
Intersection,

Installation of R10-2 “CROSS ONLY ON (Symbolic Walk Indication) SIGNAL” signs at each
corner with designated pedestrian crossing.

Installation of “CROSS ONLY ON (Symbolic Walk Indication) SIGNAL” pavement markings
on northwest and southwest corners of the intersection. These markings would be
installed on the sidewalk and similar to the “USE CROSSWALK” marking shown on the
attached image.

Installation of W11-2 Advanced Pedestrian Warning signs with supplemental W16-9P
"AHEAD" signs on the right hand shoulder of U.S. Hwy 17 North approximately 300’
prior to the intersection of Coming Street to alert motorists of the pedestrian crossing.

Even though signage is not required for pedestrians crossing the two separated
intersections based on South Carolina State Code 56-5-490, we would ask SCDOT to
consider if signs would be appropriate {either at the corners or on the median) to
provide information to pedestrians such that the crossing of U.S. Hwy 17 (Septima Clark
Parkway) is to be done in two stages.
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Charleston Police Department Traffic Division

Traffic Speed Study
Location US-17N & Coming St Lane 4 Only
Date Thu, January 23, 2014
Time 1815-1845
Duration 30 mins
Speed Broakdown
Speed Limit 35
High 48
Low 24
Average 36,52
Limit or Less 69 46.62%
1-5 Over Limit 58 39.19%
6-10 Over Limit 17 11.49%
11-15 Over Limit a 2.70%
16 or Greater 0 0.00%
Total Vehicles 148
Actual Speeds
36 40 3 39 34
40 39 36 38 38
38 39 34 a7 41
36 42 33 29 38
37 37 a5 7 38
39 34 34 30 38
42 30 as 34 32
37 40 32 32 37
26 44 32 35 40
40 32 K2l 35 35
42 3 31 32 34
44 32 30 38 40
48 32 34 37 42
44 26 36 k') 25
34 28 M 39 38
36 28 40 45 a1
38 29 47 34 32
32 24 37 39 3
3 38 41 38 30
36 33 38 36 39
35 38 36 46 44
25 36 KK 34 30
25 36 42 34 25
42 33 26 38 39
40 32 28 40 36
34 29 30 42 29
36 27 37 30 33
35 36 37 38 43
36 36 35 33
29 34 34 47
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R10-2
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SIGNAL ACCESSORIES
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L/ GPL, Goometrically Programmed Lowver, 12° wio Viser .. GL-1001
o Finish GPL, Geometrically Progmmmed Louver, 127 wi Visor ... GL-1010
3) INSTALLATION KIT, wio Scrow Gua,
Ao Shiokd Dption Includes visor marking femplate & sioove, staediier pen,
afjusimant tool, lM‘&NIﬁ’deum &
small 100} box ., CIRESN ST |\ 1y
OPTIORS (@ INSTALLATION KIT, of Screw Gun,
vs;'.w.?u’l‘c‘):f.‘r 1%, 3, 42 Inchudes visar macking template & siceve, staodfer pen,
Aﬂm'wv.sﬁmt') el : adjustment tool, 1/4” & 516" shock cord aasys., cordiess
Noos Makta scrow gun wi S16° magnetic socked, batlery
AT charger & kage tool box ... e GL-2002
S0 4 Ry 5 ADJUSTMENTTOOL GH MM-GM_.... e GL1002
W | Cowm
270"« Lok
Noles;
. AN are supplied dard with
Mavdess sivel lasleness.

2. Uneversal clips it Eagle, Econolite, TCT,
Mark IV, and McCain signals.

3. Pleasa specifiy opices whan ardanng

OFTIONS

VEW CUTOFF;
V&9 0003, 180, 2307, 43

TUNNEL WSOR:
wio Cign
w Univarsst Clips
UB Tz (Poly) Clips
US Yrathe {Alum) Chps

®
= ]

_l_.—l_l_J

' Z
US Trallic (Poly) Clp US Traffie {Aluen) Clip E:] M
Optan Optian \

320 W. 18th St., Edmond OK 73013

* 405-340.3434 » FAX: 405-340-3435 « E-mall; palcod@pelcolne. com » www peolcolne.com

CDM

sm|th Septima Clark Pedestrian Bridge Feasibility Study | Page 64




BCDCOG Feasibility Study
Charleston County, SC

ORIGINAL Lo
DP.S. USEOMY Pion i mmmﬁn Aorved
2 3 PR 0240 0300
[Tls Toe 5200 L€ Y POy wo——" HIGTH T P: Gy of Tomm o,
9 SEPTIMA P. CALRK 2-Altamate T-Butiowny ! : & CHARLESTON
2 - N _%Aﬁ:.m D Conrodtind WS Gooe ML
N E | 2-US Primary 5 Cousty |§ COMING ST lo 7-Business '
vout | (G W | 3-SCPrimary 8- Othar S5 0-Ohar T
; . E TRovaecian L ¥ 1 hiated) Mo SComeain]
NQ 1-Entwncs } N 2-US Primwey 5 County STRACY ST Atemate 7-Butiress ‘.
SW 2-6xit 1 8 W 3-SCPrimey 8 Othar SSpx _ 0.0mar | ‘9
Drivor e s | Namo PR Pecasyan s Full Nama
C- 187729 WOODALL-JOHN MARK C-187730 !soweu-eun;umu
0. . TRFD
GCOIIMMYSWIFH.N F W | 317 E MELROSE AVE
> 2 |5 Dain Chy, State, & 2ip
11/26/1992| BALTIMORE, MD 21212
Tata Insumnce Company "ﬁ!‘?ﬁbmul it Tnaaance Coneparny
sC 0!!04?792! STATE FARM
Yoar | Body | VeridoMake |VING Yoar | Body | Vebiclo Make | Vil #
2001 | SUV | JEEP 1J4FF485511L597081
Stale | Vear | Licanse Plase § Oweors DL # Slale | Year | Liconsa Fue § Owomea DL ¥
SC | 2012 | BYH942 UNK L
Home [ Cuar's Full Nama Horme Temph Owmars Full
(843) 709-6475 WOODHALL-MARK WILLIAM ‘410! 402-3961
Bus. Telephone Sheet (1D, us. Steet/ RF.D.
1406 CHIMNEY SWIFT LN (410) 435-6611
Conrbuled 1o Gollsion| Ghy, Stale, & Zip Conlributed To Gotision| Gity, Staln, & 2ip
Yos A AN, S 960 No
1&, ,::. ‘!m. ; L 2 ) Req | 3
35 | 35 0o | 0 ] | i
W Podeavian's Ful Namm St | Year | Ucenso Flate Cwars DL ¥
C-187731 Im-mnmmu I
mar] Sex | Race | Svest/RFD, Homa Telop Cramar's Full Name
F W | 106 ST PHILIP ST
3 in | Chy, Staie, & 2ip Bus. Tekphoos Skeet /AT 0.
08/24/1991 | CHARL SC 29403
s Licanss § nsurancs Compay To Colbaion| Clty, taie, & 2p
Yes No
Yoar | Body | VohiceNake | VIN# c TOL - 5 oo
2 : —WITHE N S EJ WU W S EJw © 0
Ut 1 Dam. Unk2Dam | Unk 3 Dam mounl[PropoQ
k] s
PRI 1,000.00 0.00' 0.00
| Troperty Ownerviman
t:t | BENNETT-CANDYCE (NMN)
: ) haxen
: & i S | D Phoma
. 43331 I
i Whoh Hagpenad (Rafer 22 Uisis by Numser)
- t5 2 and 3 wore crossing the streot In the crosswalk. Unit 1 was
' traveling in lane 4, Unit 1 had a groen light and proceeded to pass
' through the intersection. Unit 1 thon struck Units 2 and 3.
B ' ﬂ **END**
N
tsr
- fi
b a
--------------- 1 0
010 -4
REPTAA P Dl B W [

SOTCE II* RIS 18 STATISTI IIlIU"I‘H LU RIFOSES O N LECTION OF THE OFFICERS BEST ANOWLEDGE, OFINION, A
BELIEY CONERING { 1ON BET NOWAR NTISMADEASTOTHE ¥ A Y THEREOS

Ol M .
Eﬁ!ﬁiﬂ | “1218692

CDM

sm|th Septima Clark Pedestrian Bridge Feasibility Study | Page 65



BCDCOG Feasibility Study
Charleston County, SC

"Date of BN | Sex J ABY Ejec] LAI| Trar] hame AOdoin 7o Code
2 HE 2 1406 CHIMNEY SWIFT LN
1 |01/06/1987| M | W |2] {01{13|4] 4 1 | 1 |2] { DviverUnit#1 HANAHAN, SC 29687
'3 v 1 E AVE
2 |11/26/1992| F | W .l 20 7 7 | 4 |1| { BOWER-ELIZA (NMN) BALTIMORE, MD 21212
. - ! l
3 |08/24/1991] F | W |4 20 7 714 } ELLEDGE-HANNAH-ROSE | CHARLESTON, SC 29403
- .
. . Ll
- . .
. - -
. . .
Rach | A auenPueite Ivandet | SeatngLoc | 20 Mecesben S0-Sleapar of Cad RevrneiSataty Davics
Fcan Anenca . : . 20 Tristg Lt 70- Riding on Ut Extecor | 0. hone Used -
1 Alaskan Natwe or American bdan MBsoVan(dnmvecighe)  00Lap | 11 Shouder Bet Oy Sou
Alr Bag Depk 1 Switch 0 Other Enclosed Aven [oonkwingd 9% Unk MA| 12- Lop Beit Owly 85 Ot
T | Cmployed Frack 440k Oeployed - S . 3. Shcuider
a); 7 Oagiayed Side 7-ick Appicadie portod 1o Medra Foci Poacilian, Macriedaicys Ord
| 30vsioped et 9 Dnproyrend U ] 30Vt Rakos :
T S s On Fosiion 3.0 SwID) A1- Protectos Pase 04 Lgfing
'k 2.Switch 1y OF Fositan 9-Unknows - :
m J 04 Equprment Fakue FLRTNT™ “ Ot
O Cang 238 o 5N 03 F L2 'nmmw DMM'OWGMM 5 Dpoprint M et D L
02~ Cross MedaryCander LinO0- lywniesion. 09 fiw off Rosd Left ¥ 21 Animal (AR ORvr) 29 Vil 2oma A1 e Purnpet Dt A% P B Ovedued B Baggo
03- Dometd Rumeway  OF- Jecdhredy 30 o o Fond Righl 22 st v tnreampats 5000 | 4 s v s 55 Cuskulfind 30 s (P P, Bappint B3]
| 11 Saparaion of Units] 25 betor v (mioppety 35 O Mowitie | 45, s mut M- Comirald Faa B0 Ot (W, I, Tirwet. B )
12- Sptt 1 34 Vb o o o | 44 utan [N T —— “* e
18 Oar NonSoBun] o0y vn a7 0K Ve | 43-Cub 5 bpont Atares s Crash Cubicn 4 Uy P
19- Lk Non-cosiion | 26- Pedilerae e {00 EPNTWRTR— RSy —
- Gwswge Gama Ov | 1%/ Most | W Detonned ] 3 [721[721] Mowt Duioewa ]2 2131
00- Mot Col. W Mholor Veh.  41-Angh(~wia~)  00- Sideswipe Oppents (| Deformed Arca [»|w e l“
A2 A pra-) J0- Backed inko el l._ ST I_J‘ n
el b - P L=
2 Wil Van 8- AP e Vb 62- Pttt BU) :gr" » e r—] nln|w 3 ”
SSponUeMy  39-Anknal (Rioser) 03-Otwer 21- fledassian  B1- None n-um 00 Tetal 4. Linder 95-Other 9 sk
25 Matoroyde 41 Pedestian 0 Wik (e 5 To 7 Dvug Test 3 Gven - Pandng
A 25 Ober Mot 51 Tean Fum ’T—_ T . & Neova g LI N I L
Vehicle Use Cooe o4 08, Farm Use 12 Fre A 10| 2 Given - Unssabie 5 Rofured ]1 l ]
% o1 Peonsl 0% Nillwy 00 Wecheror Tow 13 Loggiog || | Tast 3 Uine | 1o Corpsamast ininaion | UndemdaOvensdo | ' 6
03 Drtar Trning 05 Transpont Passasgers 10 Pofco 18. Ohar - Oay) & Swnm | 2 Under o msusion 4 Over- MV Ia V
31 | o3-co or- egedy 11 41 (515 ] 2. giooa 8 Cwr | 3 Under. Unbrram 5 Ovar. Ot Vet oo [v |
Atachmeny & Uity Traks 8 Towed WMotar Venicle C- Oher T ™ Aesedls | 3 Mupans © NoneVieo Extoni of 5
[T [Vt 5. Farm Tinlwr O Pevcteun Tasker  D.Fatded  [= | 1 4 Oparen 2 Funconai Demage 4 Severe(T ol ]
T 2-motderioms O TeadwwiDost A Lowbey Trade Fe Twin Trateend = | 2 Cocaive 5-PCP & O] 3 Disating Domage 8- sl Agsicatre v
7] 3 Serw-Teadar 7. Carper Tratar 8- Autocarrier Trader - Otar A Tes T Twoway. Not Oiided 3 Twowry, Ovided, Bamer | ¢ e o0
Prioe o mpoct | (ebicie) | Thon motorial) N 2. Twoway, Gvaded, Urge 4 OneWay B Otar 3
" 01. Dacing 0. Packad MELD saviog Vehicle | A2- FOms 3Matw  Smestery PBdesn  bivh | B Xwakchol 19 Hamid .l"
ﬁm_mw 00 Bovigor | 22- EremingCronieg Locasen A B hued & Musdide -Shotiee & Odde futtomsy | Tvonnu Y] Evestioe |5
122 ] 03 Emtering TrafcLan  Glopped in Tiatsh 23- PlaprpMWoiog oo Vatide 1 clowel  3-Susgh-Mimcred  S-Cuve-OnGaadf ooy m
/] 04 Laaving Tratho Lave 0. Tuming Lef | 24 Pushing Viticla 2 Srwight - OmGrade & Curve - Lawel 5 Curve - Mot 1
N | o5 uavmgUTIUN 11 Tuming Right | 25- Standing 1.0y 3. Soow 5 ke 7- Visker (twodng, e ) Rowa Surfece
/%, | 00 Movemanis Gxsentaty Stwigt Ahwad | 26- Waking, Playing, Cycieg 2.Wel & 5buh  6-Comaninge 8- Ot 5 U Condtion | 2
F N\ - Ovtavegmteseng 1B Dier 08 uak 1 27~ Wedkng O1-SopacdOsLight  25-Oficar o Fgman Trafic Control
mm 3Oy O fop Smog, Sk 03 Flashing Tratic Signal 22 Oaconing Lossgency Vatvce Type 01
1-Clasr {0 Sdvenan Condlens) 4- Slaet 1et Y- Bowig Sand, 8- Severs Croniwings | 11-RA (XDocks, Uigite & Gates) 31 Pavenent Radies fsrty) 43- Yiekd Sign 81~ Fiashing
3 | 2.iie 5 Seow 04, it o0 Eow B Uk 13- HIE{X becks & Lights) ). Siop Sign 44 Week Zone 0. o
3 Duik & Dark {Shoul Lasg biek L11) 13- Mt (X decks Ot} Q. Sehosl Zore BN 45 Ofwar Vivng Sigms  90- Uink.
1-Ouigte 4- Dk [Lighting Urapocsted) 7~ Owrk o Sghty) 1. Yo 2. Yes, 3N $- Uk, School Bus involved:
5 | 2.0mn 5. Durk (S¥wet Larsp L8) V- Balve W SgN 3. Traseton Ares & Temiaton | 1. Y03 2 No VRork Zonw: | 2
I Q). FveiMare Poniy 7- Sharod Use Paths or Trafl 12, Yiintervactio] 2- Advarced Wairing Ama & Actety Ams Ao
O1-Croviol 04 Feuway Ifervection 08 Tdrdsrvection 13- Norpanctien | 1. Shociosuviesan Work 3. o vk
04 | 02 tivowey 05 Hatay Geade 09 Trawe Crce - U 3: Lane SNACAsover & Lo Close 8- Otvwe 9 Ui [ T-ves 3 -
Primany] Coninbuting Factors | - un , =3 Y
mmwl.‘ 12- Aggrosaive Opocation of Visticiel 31 Noa tighway Work 40 Uni | 61 Lywg e Segaty s Randua) 61 Gaso €6.Cher  €0- Uni
50 | | o2 cvacteanunimson 13- Over v |06 n ’ ez Favovieem aw [ Vehde Dedect ]
=1 O 3. Dvtwing Too Fost fov Condions umumoma | 30- fosad Surfece Constion 0 o W) | 53 Mot Vistle (Das Ciethingd | 70- Brakes 75 Wirdownsiveld
$ 04- Fazmadod Authoraed Spaed Lindl 15 Whong Skde or Wiong Wy | 34 R, Mobas, Bumngs | 54- Cintngaes Signn, Signas, Eic | 71 Stasng 77- Restraint Systam
] of o5 Futed ts vieks Mgt ot Wy 18- Linder e buencs | 33- Stexsidacy (oew, Low, Go0, Wgh) | 65 Improper Crossing | 72-PowatPlant 78 Trck Oovpling
o] o9 Fen et Rosa 17 Vinion Oibsowed (Witia Ust) | 36- Teatia Convel Durace (e, Masing) | %0 Davsng | 73 Thesttuels  28-Carge
™1 | o rasgueshanegy 18- irgropas Laoa UsagalCnange | 37 Wack Zune (Conts MsinL Uty | 67- Waseg Side of Roaxd | 74 Ugsts 80 Fusl Bysan
00 Futhowed T0o Ceaely 20- Otver Ireproper Acken 79- Uisky 30- Woes, Toawel Saliihed Surfacs o 1. Ohar 0. Unik o 18- Sgra 85 Ctter - Unk

CDM

sm|th Septima Clark Pedestrian Bridge Feasibility Study | Page 66



BCDCOG Feasibility Study
Charleston County, SC

» O Atandet - ARsh Aorved
Gstn | X of o pert
2 oomsued 1830 1837
1 Hana) ain Wes: | OF. 15 /e iy of Town of:
HWY 17 Stionis Thuduey A CHARLESTON
[ oom—— O
i COMING ST 2-Atomss 7-Business !
- SSpwr 8O [T
. * o L3247 420 |
RUTLEDGE AVE 2:Ntomats 7-Business | '
SW! 2-Ext 'S W|3SCPinary 6 Other SSpwr  GOmer |9 79 56 43.6
Betema P odaaan Fuil Namo
-016768 ~016769 Z-LINDSEY T,
wae ] Sox IRFD. ot IAF.D.
\YFi DR F
1 , Stabe, & 2p 2 |6iax Dato
11
Driver's Liconsa # Comgany Uconse § Insurance Company
01166 12901
Yoar |Body |Valice Make |[ViN 8 Year |Body |[VehiioMake |Sorial Number
2004] PK 1 7ABANS39602 I
Sate |Year |Liconso Plate 0 Ownor's DL # Sale |Year |Ucanso Plate # Ownors DL #
Home T 's Ful Namo Homa Tolaphone Owner's
N
Bus. Telephons Strool / RF.D, Telophony Gireel/ AFD.
8
Coolritsted To Ciy, aZp To Cotlaion | Gy, Siin, & Zp
Yos %g_
Extimaten COL : Yes THS DL Yos T8 S ey o
st | U 0 0 Towed | G annu:go Torvrons §
as 35 0 o
Drvec/Podsatrians Full Feamn Emm ( Ownads DL 0
-016770 . l | I
U TRFD. ; I:Tm Gwoer's Ful Nams
[Chy, Siaw, & p Tolephoon
lmm g Coobiuted To Colision | Gy, Suin, &2
# . Speed Forram ¢
W Uniz N & CCD[UmE W S & W
Un | Dam. ]| Unn2Dam. | Unit3Dam. | Prop. Dam 1_| Prop. Dam 2
s s s $ s
00.00 0, I
Fropery
wmummm
s i il
Ve Happened {ufer 15 Units Gy Farb)
""""""" wae traveling northbound on US17 n lane 4, Unit 2 was
------------ attempting to walk across US17. Unlt 2 walked in front of Unit 1
------------ causing Unit 1 10 strike Unit 2,
R ——
- Injury for Unit#2 was changed to fatal,
---------- pamicd GPS coordinates were added [01/18/2014 16:18, SEABOLTD, 15312,
.......... <" cPD)
R — Unit#1 first name changed to Wostley[01/17/2014 08:57, SEAROLYD,
15312, CPD]
ll'uo.l
oniing o 1 B
2 TR IR VRSO LS FORESEAOSTIOS GIEPOICTING HURPOSES ONLY ANIR IS REXEECLIOM DR THK OF FICER'S. DEST
) Aﬂu‘u}\'rl:l.\{»“‘l|'l;’\'1uf{"u:\' YR NOSYARRANTE IS MAREAS TO YHE FACTUAR A |-|&‘_1 YT HEREOY . T 2>

CDM

smith Septima Clark Pedestrian Bridge Feasibility Study | Page 67




BCDCOG Feasibility Study
Charleston County, SC

Unii | Dato i By | Sox [Race LAl | Tran| Name Shout AdIess Tp Codo |
A E!
| 1102/18/1987] M | W |0 40 112 2[4
3
_103/1 E —
600 HALLMARK DR
06/19/1992| F 007 rﬂﬂ!ﬂl&xf 20445 |

o T%ten IO Toian S
) 2-B5wich in OF Peslion O-Uriwown | 9 - Uik

ﬂlummum—' 005 Oy o Tty Vi 4 40 D4ie e Uk

2.
02- Crens Modar/Onriar NSO irmnarsion 00~ Ban af Fioad Lot 125 Acvred (ANOBS) 2 wonzorw 41 5atoe Prrom g pmana 7 Overhand Bgn gy
03 Dowrdit O Sackieite  10- Ran o Road P Do wow v 0 ey VRt B D e, 0.6 Ot Pt ol -~
= et T |1 by ] 11- Sopention of Uris Das. somw v (gpe) 3% Ormetiovitme Lo oigunt 51 e 23 O (¥, o)
T F T 12 Bl v disn Gy ferowen 52 togmeay Tratte S0 Pt
U d 27
A A J
30 ReartoMawr
1 00 | 00 Mot Cot. Wi Momar V. 41+ Avgle (A LA}
@] 10 Reas Endd 42- Argfor—p14-)
d 20- Hesd On
" VP Sine Vi 7 Podaloyels
' 12 [0t Asomodte 16 Ml Van 30 AMbndionwe ves 62- Passscger
12-Pidep Tick 17 Spen Uiy 39- Avknad (Ridden) 63- Oner 29 Uek.
13- Trock Tractor  25-Motoceyele 41 Pedosan 99 Unik. (M1 and
16. Othvar Y Motodles 81-
04 Arrtasance 00-FamiUse 12 Fre
' 01 |01 Personal 06 Mitary €9 Wapchar or Tow 13- Logging | Uk | 1-Undor Conpanaent Intraion 0
02- Ovivers Tralsing  00- Trarapan Passengess 10 Police - e 1 1 7 a-Bomun 12 Undec No lntusion 4 Ovie- MV I Teamapen 6 g
d 00 Conavuctiondialet. a7- 1) 11- Govamment 41 £3 8-Oner |5 Uniwewn 5 Overs Othat
4 Unity Toader 8- Towed Mutor Vabicla C- Oter 3 Matpara O NoneMinor '
' 1 |1 hne & Paen Trter O Petichesns Tarder O Flal Bod # Oplites 2F age 4 ¥ otals & Uik,
2 tcbllo Hone & Trafarw/fisst A Lewboy Tidher € Twn & POP 8 Obher s
i T 7. Tiaker ¥ Ot 1+ Twivwary, bt Ovided 3 Two-way, Divided, Sarrar
Action - 2 MeSian 4. 0 Ofav
0 @1- Backing O Patesd 21- ApproachivgLearog Vebicia F0xe Nt SRty NEdesh B U | BX
122 |00 Chwgiog Lares (0 Stewingee  122- EimetngOronsing Locetion R uuvwlf{l vent Loc.
03 Entaring Tra¥icLase  Stopped ia Tratd 23 Mayings % oer Vohicle T Ovaght Lensl 3 Gralyil - WAGret B-Cuve - On Grase] o oy
\ /|04 Leaning Trafic Lane 10- Turvng Left |24 Pushing Vedide g - Sweight - On Geade 4 Ouwvae - Laved % Cuve - Hilcrest
\/as-mu-n- 11 Turviog Tlight |25 Standing 10  3-Sow & T-Waler (Banding, 996}
ra 00- Movements Exsertiuly Seught Nvaad 120 Walking, Playing, Oycleg 2Wet &Buh  o-Coraminals S.0her -k
O7- OvatakingPassing 1 89 Over e 27 e 03 S0p 00 G LGt 21. Oficae or Magran Tead¥ Control
3Cloudy & Fop Smog, Smoks 02~ Flashisg T > 2 1 Emargency Vehicta Type 01
V Gear fzo adverse condiona) & Slast Ml 7-OowingSand, & Savere Cromswieds | 11- AR (Xducks, Lights & Gistea) 31 Pavement Matiss foaly) 43 Yield Sgn 51~ Flasting Besomm
1 |2 nae &t & 12- TR (X bucks & Lights) 41- S50 80 44 Work 2o 93 Hono
3 Dusk 0 Dask (Srost Lamg Net 12) 13- Ony) 42+ School Zooa Sign 45 Ohar - Unk.
1+ Oagight & Dark (Lightng Urnapsalied)  7- Dak (No lighta) 1- Yes, Oin & 3 No 2- Uik
5 | 2 0uwn 1 Beborn 1t 3 Transiton Asea & Termnafon |1+ 2. No n
00: FivesMore okt O7- Shaved Usa Farts o0 Til 12 ¥ 2 Aeat L .
Of- Cocpsover Ot Fourway T 13 harg. LIS Wok 3 emineniMving Waer - - -~ -~~~
041 co Qiade o9 20 Urd. 7- Lane SWCrossaver  4- Clonse 8. 9 1Yy Wodars
1 ™ TDproper Tom ) Non. - Costaacton
56 Driver 10- Mediod Nulated 3 45 Chw T50- aneriive 0 Arimal a Road 63 Weathar Cond.
-~ 12 Agressivs Oparation of Venite Bar. Mo tigheay o ap- ek 11 Lyt e Segety s moadea] 81 Glars 65 Ohat 60 Unk]
55| | o osmctesmarenton 13- Ovar-comecsngOveralrodng 122 Otstaecsion is Noartway 142 Patorn to Vit AL ot W,
03- Déving Too Fast fov Go 14- 8 10 Asciang Osfect  [23- 10, Wet) |53 Not Visia (Dak Clotving) | 70- Biabies 76 Wirdows/Shiokd
50 ,‘, Ok Excostied Aucrited Baeed Umd 15- Wiong 5ida ot Wrosg Wiy [36- P, Holes, Bumgs 154 Disregard Shpne, Sgrats, B3 | 71- Sivering 71 vttt Syuen
1o €5 Fatiod to Yis Fight of Way 18- Linder e hiunnce 25 Shaudes (None, Low, Sol, Weh) | 3- Inproper Crossing 72 Powns Plart 79- Truck Coepiing
h—i; €0 fas ol e 17 Vision Obsewed (WItvn Unt) - 136- Traffic Cankes Dwvic (Lo, Mvsing) |86 Outing 13 ThesMWhees 79 Cugo
G- Fa¥gueditateep 18- Irpoager Lase UssgaChunge ,wmmmm .n-m.mam .'wupb 0 Font Byatem
I 26 Oth Agton_ 29 Uniy 38 Woe, 1) Sutscs  _y32-Ofer 5. Uik \T5- Sgale $0.Omer & Ue]

CDM

smith Septima Clark Pedestrian Bridge Feasibility Study | Page 68




BCDCOG Feasibility Study
Charleston County, SC

CAROLINA DEP, OF
FR-10 (REV. 01001)
NOTICE OF REQUIREMENT
Tare -1 4. S Mo Locaton [t #/ Navw) aln G-Conopatord Wes | D, | n /idaar Oy o Town of:
01-13-2014| 1830/ 10 $gh|muy 5 Cowty | HWY 17 2 Afematy 7-Business :: 5; CHARLESTON
To Vehicle 0
Owner/
Operator
's Full Nama BuimawPedortrian's Ful Naew
~016768 |u 5. 0-016769 AYLOR
e | Sex Race TAFD. Uae Race 0.
6! K DR
1 |&ih Cate City, Siate, & Jp 2 |G Dme Cly, &7p
0 987 SC 29: 11 19, 2 £ CRI
Driver's Licenso # Insurance Company le | Dviver's Licenzo # Insurance Company
SC {011 SC |1
Year Mako ] Yoar ohicky
NISSAN AB4AN539602
Stale Ucense Plate # Owwrs DL # Simlo |Year |Lkcense Plate 8 Owners DL 0
SC [ 2014 A 11
Homo Tekphore Owner's Ful Noma Homae Telophone Ownar's Ful Nama
412-3814
Bus, Takphone Stroot/ AF.D, By, Telaphone Gbosl I FD.
843) 8 S
Cantribuled To City, Slae, & 2p 3 To Colitsion | Chy, Bisie, & Op
2 e
f "-'-4;". : ".‘: ?:'-' ' i .Ii '.‘->- < \ ey ‘.‘ M ." j -. 5
" . Slte Uconsa Plaio § MQLO
Howme Tolephone™ Owoar's R Namo
Hus. Telophona. Syeet/ AFD.
Sishe | Drivars Lcunsed I’hqnncomu mmrwmiﬂ.m&u
Yoar, . Accident Insurance Ioformation for Uni 8 2
f AT . » 2 -
Al S TR SUCATCE N OF Tl Ty I prrr e
B e e P TR T A 2 - |
Accidant ¥ ik for Unit # 1 Accitant ngarance il for Unit #
Ihuwmﬁm Company Namo Ara CodePhone Numbar |
| ALLSTATE ( 843 ) 795-3200 ( )
an Agancy Nama lm
ALLSTATE 963930655 .
- : : ARSI O ) L
Notice of Requiremont Accepted Stpranre v: Mnthkh natwa? =
Redrency 3 ‘ hat 45 tho best of my knowladpe B vehicle
escriied above wad TGS by 0 below sl e S e et o o ools
Insurance Company Policy #: Sonatare
Ending Dalo: ORI (Ausigned By BG. Ongh, of e}

Natice: Falltre to have this form completed by your insurance bre ker, agent, or represontative and returned to the South Carolina
o
Bepartment of Public Safety within 15 days may resull in suspension of your drivin

It any of the below are applicable, disregard the above portion.

g and/or registration privileges.

. Section 56-10-270
Form FR-10 Not Issued: 56-10-520

Check heve d a Form SA23, Plaet Poficy of 26 or moe vahictes & o il wit B Depanment covedeg

wmm-wmnm;:o!muz e

Do vetics.
Mmtnmdmmmmwmmmquwnw
Ve Cartloute rsvhier 01 - Tem s Number:
Rk haro ¥ LsbiBy IraIvanco wid hot in ﬁw:tlhu:vm
w¥ect 3 comply with South Cischen eladasey bl D)
raqussertenes Ii;""‘" Puto usnsured vohicla | >
152 sangeng OToars Nate Iﬁ lan.u [can n Feventrs Wure Rar: Coda
GARRISON, SHANE C, 5P0 1726 0100100  '1-13-2014 MILLS, HARRY L. ] SGT 1400642

DM
%mith

Septima Clark Pedestrian Bridge Feasibility Study | Page 69



CDM

ID # (Figure 21) PARCEL ID Owner Deed Date
1 4600404070 Marsh Willie L Jr 5/27/1982
2 4600801010 Equifunding Inc. 3/30/2009
3 4600801031 Schandall William 5/3/2000
4 4600403079 Wright Celestine 12/27/1996
5 4600403080 Fitzpatrick Amy 7/26/2013
6 4600403072 Grace McDowell 1/1/1971
7 4600403074 Janie White 1/27/1979
8 4600403078 Anthony K Tolbert, Shirly H Graham 4/30/2001
9 4600403077 Miriam Smith 6/12/2012

10 4600801030 Mabel Walker 10/16/1989
11 4600403070 Delores Greene 6/30/1999
12 4600403071 Lynn R Mitchell 6/6/2003
13 4600403065 Mitchell School City Board of 1/1/1900
14 4600801028 72 Ashe St LLC 3/11/2004
15 4600404071 Leahy Living Trust, ETAL 3/28/2006
16 4600801027 Laura E Stevens, Johnny L Stevens 7/17/2007
17 4600404002 James Alice Grant 1/15/1973
18 4600404086 Low Country Marketing Group LLC 11/22/2000
19 4600403088 Taylor Samuel 1/25/1996
20 4600403086 Bell Ernest 5/4/1998
21 4600403085 Lincoln T Gertrude 10/28/1992
22 4600403089 Alonzo Haynes, ETAL 1/15/1999
23 4600403090 Earl Haynes, ETAL 5/2/2006
24 4600801036 Calvary Protestant Episcopal Church 1/1/1900
25 4600801047 Eva H Hopkins 1/1/1961
26 4600801027 Laura E Stevens, Johnny L Stevens 7/7/2007
27 4600404003 Ali M Chinisaz 8/14/2014
28 4600404086 Low Country Marketing Group LLC 11/22/2000
29 4600404086 Low Country Marketing Group LLC 11/22/2000
30 4600403087 Matthew B Hellier 1/3/2014
31 4600801046 Raymond Venning Jr 2/4/1987
32 4600801045 Robert H Bruner, Sharon R Bruner 4/14/2000
33 4600404086 Low Country Marketing Group LLC 11/22/2000
34 4600801013 Albertha Green 6/10/1998
35 4600801016 Harriett Cochran 5/26/1999
36 4600801014 Andrea Verlaque 3/1/2005
37 4600801015 Mohammad Rashid 9/13/2012
38 4600801018 William Mueller 5/9/2008
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ONS COST ESTIMATES

Project: Septima Clark Pedestrian Bridge Study
Project No:
Design By: A. Cook
Checked By: W. Joiner

Date: 117132014
Date: 111132014

Cost Estimates
Assumptions

1) Due to the topography of the arca and the requirement to meet ADA standards, the
ramps to access the maim span(s) are assumed the same cost for ench alternate
Property constraints for each ulternate will affect the costs of each altemate, but
the ramp costs will be relatively the same.

2) A truss cost of $1.600 per [t has been used for spuns less than 125 [ An increase
in cost has been applied for longer spans due 1o increased member sizes required
for the longer spans,

3)  Property acquisition costs are not included.

4)  Utihty relocation costs are not included. Potential utility conflicts based on limited
information we have available are listed below, More conflicts than listed are
possible.

3)  Mmimum space required for each ramp is approximately 85 1t x 15 ft. This wall
allow for enough ramp to obtain an 18 11 clearance over Septima Clark Parkway.

Alternate 1
Truss Length~ 125 It Truss Costs = S 200.000.00
| Truss Ramp Costs = S 500,000.00
Foundations = § 121,000,060
Total Structural Costs < S 82100000

South end has plenty of space for the ramp. North end appears to have room for
the ramp. but is close to some houses. South end has overhead electrical conflicts.

Alternate 2 (Single Span)
Truss Length= 275 fi Truss Costs = S 528,000,00
1 Truss Ramp Costs = S 500,000.00
Foundations = §  121,000.00

PASC Septina Clark Ped Bralge Soady) AEC Cost Estimate xlsy [Desgrcoios|

o2

Total Structural Costs = S 1,149.000.00
Both ends have plenty of space for ramps, but depending on the South ramp
configuration. it could be close to a house. South end has storm drain conflicts.

5:55PM
112014
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Alternate 2 (Multiple Spans)
Truss Length = 300 f1 Truss Costs =~ §  480.000.0¢)
5 Trusses Ramp Costs = § 500,000,000
Extra Columns ~ §  50,000.00
Foundations =  §  176,000.00

Total Structural Costs = § 1,206,000,00

Both ends have plenty of space for ramps, but depending on the South ramp
configuration. it could be close to a house. South end has storm drain conflicts,
Center supports have underground power and storm drain conflicts,

Alternate 3 (Single Span)

Truss Length = 225 Truss Costs = §  396.000.00
1 Truss Ramp Costs = §  500,000.()
Foundations = $  121.000.00

Total Structural Costs = § 1,017,000,00
North end might have space for the ramp without impacting houses, but much of

the back vards will be taken. South end ramp has room. but will be close to a
house, South end has overhead clectrical conflicts.

Alternate 3 (Multiple Spans)
Truss Length = 220 fi Truss Costs = §  352,000.00
3 Trusses Ramp Costs = §  500,000.00

Extra Columns =  §  50.000.00
Foundations = $  176,000.00

Total Structural Costs = § 1.078,000.00

North end might have space for the ramp without impacting houscs, but much of
the back yards will be taken. South end ramp has room. but will be close to a
house, South end has overhead clectrical conflicts, Center supports have
underground power and storm dram contlicts.

PASCSeptina Clak Ped Brides Study AECC ot Fetenate xbao [ DesignCales) sSSP
2of2

11132014
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APPENDIX D: PEDESTRIAN AND TRAFFIC COUNTS

Study Name US17T NE Septima Clark Pkwy at Coming 5t
Dates 3:00 AM 11/06:2014 - 3:00 AM 11/07/2014
Count Type 48 Hr Pedestrians & Bicylcle Counts

Conducted by Palmetto Traffic Group, LLC

Start Coming S5t Coming 5t US 1T Septima Clark  US 17 Septima Clark
Time Southbound Westbound

M1E
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45 AM
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G135 AM
B30 AM
45 AM
700 Ab
715 AM
T30 AM
745 AN
8:00 AM
815 AM
8:30 AM
545 A
=00 AM
9015 AM
430 AM
945 AM
1000 AM
1015 AM
10.30 AM
1045 AM
11:00 AM
1115 AM
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Charleston County, SC
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Charleston County, SC
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Study Name
Dates
Count Type

Conducted by

US17 NB Septima Clark Pkwy Pedestrian Bridge
3:00 AM 11/06/2014 - 3:00 AM 11/07/2014
48 Hr Pedestrian Bridge Counts

Palmetto Traffic Group, LLC

Start  Pedestrian Bridge Pedestrian Bridge
Time Northbound ‘Southbound

300 AM

315 AM

330 AM

345 AM

400 AM

415 AM

430 AM

445 AM
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530 AM

5:45 AM

500 AM

615 AM

530 AM

645 AM

700 AM

715 AM

730 AM

745 AM

800 AM

815 AM

830 AM
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10:00 AN

10:15 AV

10:30 AV

10:45 AV

1100 AW

1115 AV

11:30 AV

11.45 ANV
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BCDCOG Feasibility Study
Charleston County, SC

Study Name US17 NB Septima Clark Pk
Dates 3:00 AM 11/13/2014 - 3:00

Count Type 48 Hour Turning Movement
Conducted by Palmetto Traffic Group, LL

Coming Stto EB US| US 17 Septima Clark | Coming Stto WB |US 17 NB Septima Clark
- 17 Northbound Phkwy Westbound | US17 Northbound |  Pkwy Eastbound
Start Time mam'ynlmulmmmu]mnynlmu[ml
3:00 AM 5 0 0 4 1 2
315 AM 2 a 0 2 19 1 Cl 3 2 O 11 1
3.30 AM 1 0 D D 28 1 a 1 2 Q 20 a
345 AM 5 [4] 0 0 28 1 0 1 1 0 21 4]
4:00 AM 2 0 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 23 1
415 AM 3 0 Q 0 27 0 0 0 Q 0 32 0
430 AM 1 0 Q 0 30 4 Q 0 1 0 50 1
445 AM [ 1] 4] 0 72 0 a 1 a 0 50 1
500 AM 10 4] a 0 74 1 a =} 0 0 &7 2
515 AM 9 0 (4] 0 111 5 0 2 2 0 az 2
5:30 AM 13 0 0 0 177 7 0 1 4 0 159 3
545 AM 19 0 0 D 265 3 a g 0 Q 180 1
5.00 AM 33 8] 0 0 272 14 a 5 0 0 205 6
615 AM 26 0 0 1 478 23 a 5 2 0 352 g
6:30 AM 50 0 0 1 573 57 4] 10 - 0 454 6
645 AM 54 0 4] 0 563 40 8] 22 4 0 531 21
7:00 AM 83 a Q 0 785 59 a 17 8 Q0 562 22
715 AM 108 0 a 0 760 57 a 31 2 0 627 29
7:30 AM 171 0 4] 0 764 72 0 44 2 0 732 45
745 AM 189 0 4] 0 812 83 4] 48 1 0 725
800 AM 141 0 0 D 7 52 D 29 1 0 677 21
815 AM 122 a D 2 831 64 a 22 5 0 G664 18
8.30 AM 105 0 D D 682 55 a 28 0 Q0 634 20
845 AM a7 0 0 2 706 41 0 20 1 0 591 18
9:.00 AM 70 0 0 1 520 50 0 31 13 0 555 11
915 AM 82 0 0 0 536 39 0 17 5 Y 485 15
930 AM 91 0 a 1 502 58 a 27 g 4] 424 20
945 AM 62 0 a 1 495 25 a 30 19 Q0 465 30
10:00 AM 77 0 4] 2 480 32 Q 18 3 0 433 18
10:15 AM 64 0 4] 0 499 41 0 20 g 0 521 18
10:30 AM 70 0 4] 1 485 33 0 22 7 0 436 16
10:45 AM G4 U] 0 D 477 32 0 28 4 0 4595 19
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11:00 AM 101 0 0 0 501 29 0 23 8 0 479 16
11:15 AM 108 0 0 1 446 37 0 37 8 0 479 19
11:30 AM 77 0 0 1 484 37 0 36 10 0 466 20
11:45 AM 110 0 0 1 495 28 0 46 9 0 513 24
12:00 PM 99 0 0 0 495 24 0 39 7 0 524 18
1215 PM 127 0 0 0 477 29 0 22 21 0 504 14
12:30 PM 115 0 0 0 480 29 0 36 18 0 540 21
12:45 PM 117 0 0 0 513 37 0 32 8 0 475 29
1:00 PM 108 0 0 0 469 27 0 43 4 0 492 21
1:15 PM 117 0 0 0 508 42 0 26 10 0 494 20
1:30 PM 120 0 0 0 523 28 0 32 11 0 486 15
1:45 PM 108 0 0 2 477 32 0 37 8 0 605 20
2:00 PM 115 0 0 0 504 31 0 26 7 0 549 23
2:15 PM 114 0 0 0 512 29 0 36 10 0 601 33
2:30 PM 126 0 0 0 605 29 0 33 9 0 596 28
2:45 PM 132 0 0 1 578 31 0 45 11 0 646 19
3:00 PM 141 0 0 2 669 40 0 49 7 0 620 22
3:15 PM 174 0 0 0 554 29 0 28 12 0 717 19
3:30 PM 176 0 0 0 620 37 0 43 23 0 746 16
3:45 PM 176 0 0 2 636 31 0 50 2 0 679 27
4:00 PM 201 0 0 1 586 32 0 37 9 0 810 23
415 PM 222 0 0 1 673 43 0 43 9 0 791 24
4:30 PM 230 0 0 1 655 39 0 43 12 0 799 16
4:45 PM 229 0 0 2 732 44 0 34 6 0 812 17
5:00 PM 203 0 0 0 765 41 0 37 2 0 660 20
515 PM 231 0 0 0 758 48 0 52 21 0 695 24
5:30 PM 252 0 0 0 692 M 0 43 12 0 686 22
5:45 PM 180 0 0 0 697 42 0 41 9 0 765 28
6:00 PM 148 0 0 2 681 28 0 47 3 0 527 23
6:15 PM 135 0 0 2 595 48 0 M 12 0 513 20
6:30 PM 128 0 0 0 577 36 0 42 9 0 431 20
6:45 PM 105 0 0 3 433 30 0 L1 7 0 387 16
7:00 PM 97 0 0 2 351 16 0 40 7 0 340 24
719 PM 103 0 0 0 332 17 0 33 3 0 360 10
7:30 PM 98 0 0 0 344 20 0 33 8 0 373 12
7:45 PM 74 0 0 0 291 18 0 34 4 0 366 8
8:00 PM 64 0 0 3 310 23 0 24 6 0 292 16
8:15 PM 53 0 0 6 265 15 0 37 5 0 251 10
8:30 PM 54 0 0 1 281 20 0 24 2 0 247 10
8:45 PM 52 0 0 3 242 14 0 25 6 0 215 16
9:00 PM 53 0 0 2 240 19 0 20 2 0 213 12
9:15 PM 45 0 0 1 268 13 0 22 5 0 205 14
9:30 PM 42 0 0 2 208 15 0 20 3 0 141 13
9:45 PM 37 0 0 0 174 10 0 22 3 0 126 19
10:00 PM 31 0 0 3 190 12 0 21 5 0 128 3
10:15 PM 44 0 0 1 167 11 0 10 7 0 131 7
10:30 PM 31 0 0 0 177 11 0 12 3 0 104 6
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10:45 PM 32 0 0 2 145 8 0 13 0 0 103 2
11:00 PM 46 0 0 3 99 11 0 15 1 0 124 9
11:15 PM 29 0 0 0 92 10 0 15 6 0 120 8
11:30 PM 32 0 0 2 94 11 0 15 1 0 111 12
11:45 PM 30 0 0 0 71 9 0 8 1 0 87 6
12:00 AM 22 0 0 0 61 8 0 4 1 0 83 4
1215 AM 14 0 0 1 55 7 0 15 4 0 72 2
12:30 AM 14 0 0 2 54 3 0 5 2 0 29 2
12:45 AM 19 0 0 0 34 7 0 11 2 0 36 1
1:00 AM 5 0 0 0 28 4 0 2 1 0 32 4
1:19 AM 9 0 0 0 29 3 0 4 1 0 33 0
1:30 AM 3 0 0 0 30 3 0 3 0 0 33 2
1:45 AM 8 0 0 0 18 1 0 8 1 0 37 1
2:00 AM 8 0 0 1 23 1 0 2 1 0 15 1
215 AM 10 0 0 0 19 1 0 2 0 0 38 0
2:30 AM 8 0 0 0 24 1 0 1 0 0 35 1
2:45 AM 3 0 0 1 27 1 0 2 1 0 24 2
3:00 AM 9 0 0 0 15 3 0 6 3 0 14 3
315 AM 2 0 0 0 16 1 0 4 1 0 22 1
3:30 AM 2 0 0 0 22 1 0 3 0 0 21 0
3:45 AM 7 0 0 0 29 1 0 1 3 0 32 0
4:.00 AM 7 0 0 0 17 2 0 0 0 0 36 4
415 AM 3 0 0 0 25 0 0 3 0 0 33 0
4:30 AM 11 0 0 0 34 1 0 0 0 0 54 1
4:45 AM 10 0 0 0 57 2 0 1 1 0 57 0
5:00 AM 7 0 0 0 62 0 0 4 0 0 58 2
515 AM 8 0 0 0 95 5 0 4 2 0 86 3
5:30 AM 15 0 0 0 179 4 0 4 1 0 139 3
5:45 AM 22 0 0 1 237 14 0 6 0 0 172 7
6:00 AM 31 0 0 0 262 13 0 2 0 0 193 3
6:15 AM 16 0 0 0 413 30 0 5 0 0 308 7
6:30 AM 47 0 0 0 630 51 0 9 4 0 419 9
6:45 AM 44 0 0 0 597 47 0 22 4 0 466 14
7:00 AM 70 0 0 0 793 61 0 16 3 0 233 20
715 AM 93 0 0 0 819 65 0 34 3 0 295 29
7:30 AM 178 0 0 1 816 55 0 29 2 0 718 39
7:45 AM 195 0 0 1 807 64 0 53 5 0 786 37
8:00 AM 153 0 0 0 762 61 0 29 5 0 655 22
8:15 AM 108 0 0 0 708 43 0 34 11 0 650 8
8:30 AM 93 0 0 0 675 46 0 25 4 0 612 17
8:45 AM 100 0 0 0 558 48 0 22 6 0 542 22
9:00 AM 80 0 0 0 493 51 0 29 7 0 485 18
9:15 AM 85 0 0 0 540 50 0 30 16 0 533 19
9:30 AM 94 0 0 0 466 44 0 39 5 0 607 16
9:45 AM 78 0 0 2 576 32 0 27 13 0 202 14
10:00 AM 80 0 0 1 500 30 0 50 10 0 485 21
10:15 AM 80 0 0 0 529 43 0 16 8 0 563 28
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10:30 AM 88 0 0 1 477 46 0 22 9 0 4385 12
10:45 AM 96 0 0 2 532 30 0 35 11 0 523 24
11:00 AM 76 0 0 2 439 34 0 21 7 0 464 14
11:15 AM 115 0 0 0 451 23 0 34 9 0 608 25
11:30 AM 108 0 0 2 535 36 0 24 5 0 527 25
11:45 AM 112 0 0 0 513 26 0 35 12 0 555 20
12:00 PM 128 0 0 0 532 25 0 35 6 0 518 21
1215 PM 108 0 0 1 537 33 0 33 5 0 567 20
12:30 PM 103 0 0 0 512 43 0 42 23 0 611 22
12:45 PM 120 0 0 1 535 20 0 42 11 0 931 29
1:00 PM 173 0 0 2 501 26 0 46 15 0 623 23
1:15 PM 153 0 0 2 551 34 0 30 15 0 548 21
1:30 PM 127 0 0 1 492 22 0 36 11 0 610 29
1:45 PM 126 0 0 1 489 46 0 27 12 0 622 25
2:.00 PM 155 0 0 2 538 26 0 21 13 0 596 25
215 PM 142 0 0 0 554 31 0 48 14 0 641 37
2:30 PM 167 0 0 1 558 26 0 47 5 0 633 19
2:45 PM 145 0 0 1 541 50 0 65 14 0 649 28
3:00 PM 187 0 0 2 600 40 0 49 8 0 686 27
315 PM 205 0 0 1 624 32 0 47 13 0 745 27
3:30 PM 233 0 0 4 668 91 0 44 14 0 807 23
3:45 PM 241 0 0 0 640 49 0 38 13 0 792 23
4:.00 PM 232 0 0 0 646 31 0 50 18 0 736 20
415 PM 223 0 0 0 679 31 0 47 17 0 743 22
4:30 PM 226 0 0 2 654 41 0 44 13 0 783 28
4:45 PM 201 0 0 1 677 38 0 49 7 0 765 39
5:00 PM 233 0 0 0 682 37 0 48 17 0 798 30
515 PM 215 0 0 1 786 58 0 49 15 0 689 30
5:30 PM 173 0 0 8 660 30 0 55 10 0 613 20
5:45 PM 162 0 0 1 613 36 0 49 13 0 574 18
6:00 PM 146 0 0 4 626 40 0 46 15 0 516 15
6:15 PM 106 0 0 2 582 36 0 40 8 0 550 26
6:30 PM 109 0 0 0 606 46 0 36 11 0 435 22
6:45 PM 93 0 0 4 495 20 0 46 7 0 493 30
7:00 PM 82 0 0 3 407 25 0 31 6 0 355 18
7:15 PM 88 0 0 0 384 35 0 42 5 0 414 18
7:30 PM 76 0 0 1 376 21 0 26 9 0 393 18
7:45 PM 74 0 0 3 283 29 0 40 6 0 364 22
8:00 PM 75 0 0 1 286 26 0 26 10 0 269 24
8:15 PM 63 0 0 0 268 28 0 25 4 0 258 14
8:30 PM 57 0 0 0 248 21 0 19 7 0 222 16
8:45 PM 47 0 0 1 226 19 0 19 8 0 240 1
9:00 PM 50 0 0 2 231 22 0 19 6 0 206 14
9:15 PM 71 0 0 1 267 26 0 21 6 0 220 10
9:30 PM 48 0 0 0 241 16 0 19 4 0 219 16
9:45 PM 63 0 0 2 244 20 0 19 7 0 290 10
10:00 PM 65 0 0 0 215 21 0 19 2 0 231 9
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10:15 PM 66 0 0 2 189 20 0 22 2 0 238 22
10:30 PM 53 0 0 2 230 17 0 14 4 0 293 11
10:45 PM 63 0 0 1 181 16 0 13 4 0 330 8
11:00 PM 64 0 0 0 161 14 0 24 8 0 268 14
11:15 PM 56 0 0 1 131 12 0 23 4 0 221 11
11:30 PM 42 0 0 1 121 14 0 16 4 0 181 8
11:45 PM 40 0 0 1 118 12 0 7 6 0 131 11
12:00 AM 34 0 0 2 70 12 0 18 5 0 129 3
1215 AM 23 0 0 1 87 4 0 15 4 0 97 8
12:30 AM 26 0 0 1 74 8 0 19 4 0 89 5
12:45 AM 26 0 0 0 52 9 0 13 6 0 82 1
1:00 AM 29 0 0 0 37 7 0 11 1 0 o4 2
1:15 AM 29 0 0 0 60 11 0 9 4 0 64 3
1:30 AM 27 0 0 0 52 6 0 13 1 0 45 4
1:45 AM 25 0 0 1 46 5 0 12 3 0 62 3
2:00 AM 21 0 0 0 54 5 0 6 1 0 53 1
215 AM 17 0 0 0 34 7 0 11 0 0 45 0
2:30 AM 14 0 0 0 28 1 0 8 1 0 36 5
2:45 AM 12 0 0 0 23 2 0 7 1 0 38 2
3:00 AM 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 7 0
Total: 16,243 - - 154 72,653 4,967 - 4,693 1,173 - 72,451 2,833
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