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Project History

As part of the FY 2007 Bicycle/Pedestrian Path Projects, Charleston County RoadWise has
requested that Atlantic South Consulting Services, in conjunction with Dennis Corporation,
conduct a feasibility study for the Ashley River Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Facility Retrofit.

In January 2001, HNTB Corporation presented a letter to SCDOT stating it is possible to
provide a bicycle path across the Ashley River on US 17. That letter provided three
alternatives; one alternative being a new shared use path attached to an existing structure, the
other two being lane configuration modifications and closures. The HNTB report
recommended that a new structure be built adjacent to the existing New Ashley Bridge and
provided preliminary load calculations, deck thickness and other pertinent information. The
total estimated cost for the HNTB proposal was $3,090,000 in 2001.

The proposed section of shared-use path is a continuation of the national 2,600 mile East
Coast Greenway Trail System extending from Maine to Florida. This planned multi-use urban
spine trail system is a critical link that connects the West Ashley Greenway to the Downtown
Charleston link. The greenway corridor through the Tri-County Area was outlined in a 2005
routing study performed by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. This report also highlights
several additional greenway and bike-path studies that have been completed on this corridor,
including a joint project between the Citadel, Clemson University and South Carolina State
University entitled “South Carolina East Coast Greenway Transportation Safety, Route
Location, and Facility Needs Study.” Jeff Davis of The Citadel has also conducted a Level of
Service Greenway Study and rated the existing bridge section as an F for bike and pedestrian
accessibility. A level of service of F represents a roadway that is inadequate for pedestrian and
bicycle use. These roadways do not provide any continuous pedestrian facilities and are
characterized by high levels of motor vehicle use.

Shared-Use Path

The 1999 edition of the AASHTO “Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities” defines a
shared-use path as “A bikeway physically separated from motorized vehicular traffic by an
open space or barrier and either within the highway right-of-way or within an independent right-
of-way. Shared use paths may also be used by pedestrians, skaters, wheelchair users,
joggers, and other non-motorized users.” AASHTO further notes:
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Generally, shared use paths should be used to serve corridors not served by
streets and highways or where wide utility or former railroad right-of-way exists,
permitting such facilities to be constructed away from the influence of parallel
streets. Shared use paths should offer opportunities not provided by the road
system. They can provide a recreational opportunity or, in some instances, can
serve as direct commute routes if cross flow by motor vehicles and pedestrians is
minimized. The most common applications are along rivers, ocean fronts, canals,
utility rights-of-way, former or active railroad rights-of-way, within college campuses,
or within and between parks. There may also be situations where such facilities can
be provided as part of planned developments. Another common application of
shared use paths is to close gaps in bicycle travel caused by construction of cul-de-
sacs, railroads and freeways or to circumvent natural barriers (rivers, mountains,
etc.). While shared use paths should be designed with the bicyclist's safety in mind,
other users such as pedestrians, joggers, dog walkers, people pushing baby
carriages, persons in wheelchairs. .. and others are also likely to use such paths.

In selecting the proper facility, an overriding concern is to assure that the proposed
facility will not encourage or require bicyclists or motorists to operate in a manner
that is inconsistent with the rules of the road. The needs of both motorists and
bicyclists must be considered in selecting the appropriate type of facility.

An important consideration in selecting the type of facility is continuity. Alternating
segments of shared use paths and bike lanes along a route are generally
inappropriate and inconvenient because street crossings by bicyclists may be
required when the route changes character. Also, wrong-way bicycle travel with a
higher potential for crashes may occur on the street beyond the ends of shared use
paths because of the inconvenience of having to cross the street.

Sidewalks generally are not acceptable for bicycling. However, in a few limited
situations, such as on long and narrow bridges and where bicyclists are incidental
or infrequent users, the sidewalk can serve as an alternate facility, provided any
significant difference in height from the roadway is protected by a suitable barrier
between the sidewalk and roadway."

intersection conditions, costs/funding, and state and local laws and ordinances.

1. AASHTO: Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 1999 ed. Page &

There are also important facility selection considerations that are established by AASHTO.
These include the skill level of users, motor vehicle parking, barriers, crash reduction,
directness, accessibility, aesthetics, personal safety/security, stops, conflicts, maintenance,

pavement surface quality, truck and bus traffic, traffic volumes and speeds, bridges,
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West Ashley Approach Alignment

Introduction

An analysis of the existing vehicular volumes and movements of the area was conducted in
order to define a baseline of current traffic conditions and to determine what pedestrian and
vehicular safety issues were present in the consideration of various alignments of the new
bicycle/pedestrian facilities. Our study also included evaluating areas for crossing signalized
intersections and other existing roads and their potential vehicular and pedestrian safety

issues.

Alternative Analysis

From our initial observations, three basic alignments were developed as possibilities for
connecting the existing West Ashley Greenway to the Ashley River Bridge and Downtown
Charleston pedestrian/bicycle network. From these alignments , slight deviations were

developed and considered. These alignments and deviations are shown below.

[ Alternative A1
| Alternative A2
| Alternative B1

Alternative C

Alignment Alternatives
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Alternatives A1 & A2
The first proposed alternative follows Albermarle Road northwest to the signalized
intersection of Albermarle Road and US 17. At this intersection the path makes a right
turn and continues to follow the US 17 northbound route all the way to the new bicycle/
pedestrian bridge structure. This route would involve only one crossing at Albermarle
Road. The variable aspect of this alternative is the location of where the trail crosses
Albermarle Road. The crossing could occur at a mid-block location, or the signalized
intersection at US 17 and Albermarle Road. The signalized intersection crossing
location may be more favorable in terms of driver expectancy. Crosswalks are
generally expected at intersections and pedestrians/cyclists could cross during a

protected signalized movement.

US 17 at Albermarle Road, looking Northeast Albermarle Road, looking Northwest to US 17

A significant detraction from this alignment is the amount of vehicular volume along US
17 northbound. Due to the amount of traffic existing on this roadway, any design
would require additional safety measures to provide adequate protection to pedestrians
and cyclists using the path. A barrier such as a concrete median or aluminum guard
rail could be required. High traffic volumes may also cause a decrease in pedestrian
and cyclist use due to increased safety concerns of both cyclists and pedestrians.
These alternatives do not take advantage of the available aesthetics in the area as well
as the other alternatives.



/__;-L Charleston County

I RDADWB <G> Atlantic Sauth

II LJ_ || .|

CORPORATIORN

Alternatives B1 and B2
Alternative B1 crosses Albermarle Road at the intersection of Albermarle Road and
Croghan Spur. The route then follows Croghan Spur to then turn northwest at the
intersection of SC 61 and Croghan Spur. The route then follows SC 61 Northwest to
cross under the SC 61 overpass. From this location, the route continues northeast to
cross directly over the salt marsh to connect with the new bicycle/pedestrian bridge
structure. A boardwalk structure would be required for passage over the marsh.

Ashley Landing Drive, looking towards SC 61 Undeveloped area under SC 61 overpass

This route eliminates the exposure to the heavy traffic on US 17 by putting the trail on a
structure over the marsh. Although this alternative crosses streets at two separate
crossings, they are at low-volume locations. By utilizing a boardwalk path that is
completely separated from existing high volume roads, there is no need to provide

protection from motorists to cyclists and pedestrians.

SC 61, looking North Existing boardwalk structure over marsh

Alternative B2 follows the same path as Alternative B1, but crosses SC 61 and follows
SC 61 northbound until the salt marsh. At this point the route bears northeast on a

boardwalk and connects with the new bridge. 6
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Alternative C
Alternative C utilizes portions of the previous Alternatives A1, A2, B1 and B2. This
route follows Albermarle Road northwest, then crosses it mid-block into a vacant lot.
The path crosses this vacant lot and passes under SC 61 to a boardwalk across the
marsh to the new bridge.
Summary
The following tables comparatively summarize the various routes. The factors that were used
to rate the route alternatives were the length of each route, the number of roads that are
crossed, the Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) and the number of driveways crossed. The
values for the AADT were for the year 2005 and were provided by the South Carolina
Department of Transportation.

Table 1. Alternative Comparison

A1 A2 B1 B2 C
Length 3,600 ft 3,600 ft 3,200 ft 3,100 ft 3,100 ft

# of Roads 1 1 2 2 1

Crossed
AADT of Road(s) 1,350 1,350 1,350 19,100 1,350

Crossed

# of Driveways 4 2 1 1 0
Crossed

In Table 2, the alternatives are rated from 1 to 5 based on the criteria of traffic exposure
(adjacent to or crossing), general pedestrian safety, aesthetics, and anticipated cost.
Table 2. Alternative Ranking (1-5, 5 being the “best”)

A1 A2 B1 B2 C

Traffic 1 1 5 2 5
Exposure

Safety 1 1 5 3 5

Aesthetics 2 2 4 4 4

Cost 3 3 4 3 4

Total [/ 7 18 12 18
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Recommendation

Of all of the alternatives, the most feasible route in terms of vehicular and pedestrian/cyclist
safety is Alternative B1. By minimizing roadway crossings and avoiding high traffic roadways,
Alternative B1 provides the safest route proposed.

Currently, Wilbur Smith and Associates is designing roadway enhancements to the
intersections of Wesley Drive with US 17 and SC 61. The preferred alternative to this project,
Modified Alternative C, is located in the appendix of this report. The preferred alternative will
have no impact on the proposed Greenway.




PREFERRED ALIGNMENT

Ashley River Bridge Sidewalk
and Bike Facility Retrofit

SCALE: 1:200
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Action Plan for Design and Construction

The initial steps to be taken should include receiving public input on the facility in order to

continue the positive public image for this project. Receiving public input from project inception

will provide positive publicity for the City and County, ultimately boosting the usage of the
facilities upon completion.

Following receiving public comment and initiating the development of the design and

construction portion, a design consultant would need to be selected using a qualification based

selection process. Following this selection, the design consultant would need to perform the
following tasks:

e Preliminary Field Review: Preliminary Field Review will be utilized especially to
coordinate with permitting bodies, funding agencies and other stake holdesr to ensure that
the project is kept moving and not delayed. Inter-agency coordination and communication
with the consultants are essential to keeping the project movement. All parties involved will
also have the opportunity to provide input into the design of the facility, which will also help
to expedite the design and construction of the facility by making sure that all required
elements of the design are incorporated from the beginning. Specific tasks and

coordination efforts in this section include:

°  Department of Natural Resources

©  Charleston County/City of Charleston Staff

° Bridge Maintenance — SCDOT

° SCDOT - District 6 (Traffic-Maintenance-Construction)
° SCDOT - Bicycle & Pedestrian Division

°  South Carolina Parks, Recreation and Tourism
°  United States Coast Guard

° Berkeley-Dorchester-Charleston Council of Governments
+ Design phase: The selected consultant will be contracted to produce plans, specifications
and permits for the shared-use path approach and bridge structure. It is suggested that the
selected consultant follow the following schedule for the design phase of the project:
° Field Survey
° Grant Research and Coordination
°  Project Permitting
°  30% Design
°  60% Design
10
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°  90% Design

°  Plans/Specifications & Bid Documents

° Design Field Review

° Encroachrent Permit Submittal & Approval

Applicable permitting for the boardwalk crossing over the marsh would fall under the
following: Army Corps of Engineers 404 Permit, Critical Area Permit, State Navigable
Waters Permit, and 401 Certification.
e Letting of Construction Project
° Bid advertisement
°  Pre-bid meeting
°  Bid opening
©  Certified Bid Tabulation
°  Award Contract
°  Preconstruction Conference

©  Notice to Proceed issued to contractor
« Construction

°  Construction
°  Construction Management, CEl and Testing

°  Project Closeout (punchlist, final inspection)
« Documents & As-built turnover

11
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Conceptual Schedule for Design and Construction
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Shared-Use Path Design
Our preferred alignment will consist of approximately 2,600 feet of paved pathway and 600 feet
of elevated boardwalk. The typical section will be a 10 foot shared-use path. When designed,
the boardwalk section will need to
be designed with respect to local
flood regulations and restrictions.
The boardwalk will also be lighted
and will need to be designed with
electrical service as well as in
compliance with all light pollution
standards.

Proposed Boardwalk Rendering

Bridge Structure Design

The proposed structure design is to attach a
steel structure to the existing Ashley River
Bridge. This section would be similar to the

utility walkway that already exists on the [
North end of the bridge, as shown in the |
photograph to the right. The structure
would accommodate a 10 foot wide shared-
use path with an outer barrier wall of at
least 42 inches high. At the bascule section

of the bridge, the structure would be
attached to the existing draw bridge. Existing Utility Walkway

Modifications would need to be made in coordination with the operators of the draw bridge in
order for the mechanics to handle the increased weight of an attached shared-use path.
Alternative materials, such as high-strength fiberglass flooring could be used in this section in
order to minimize the additional load on the bascule bridge.

13
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Sea Mountain Highway—North Myrtle Beach, SC

Additional alternatives are to reconfigure lanes on the bridges in order to accommodate a
shared-use path without any new structures. Although this would be a cost-effective
alternative, this is not recommended due to the already existing need for the current lane
configuration, as well as a higher safety hazard for cyclists and pedestrians.

14
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