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McCall, Betsy D


From: Russell, Malzone
Sent: Wednesday, May 29, 2019 4:07 PM
To: Turner, Michael K.; Black, J Michael; Molinaroli, Raymond L.; Richards, Kirk R.; Johnson, 


Joshua A.; Burton, Daniel; Wickenhoefer, Samuel T.; Jones, Eric A; Fralix, Charles E; 
Dozier II, Reginald C.; Payne, Adam C.


Cc: Henderson, Timothy R
Subject: RE: I-95 widening MM 0-18


1. Outfall drainage issues. 
2. Right of way fence need replacing. 
3. Median box tops rusted. 
4. Consider Emergency Median Crossing access points. 
5. Remove old weight stations 
6. Consider Gateway Plants, underground irrigation at Gateway & Median Plants. 
7. Bridge clearance for travel surface 
8. Exit 8 Northbound exit ramp backing up to mainline of I‐95 during morning traffic. 
9. I‐95 near 2 mile point NB vehicles bottoming out due to vertical grade issue. 
 
 


 


From: Turner, Michael K.  
Sent: Wednesday, May 29, 2019 2:47 PM 
To: Black, J Michael; Molinaroli, Raymond L.; Richards, Kirk R.; Johnson, Joshua A.; Burton, Daniel; Wickenhoefer, 
Samuel T.; Russell, Malzone; Jones, Eric A; Fralix, Charles E; Dozier II, Reginald C.; Payne, Adam C. 
Cc: Henderson, Timothy R 
Subject: I-95 widening MM 0-18 
 
All, we will soon be developing a purpose and need statement and performing preliminary scoping for the above 
referenced project.  As part of that process we are to bring “Reoccuring issues” to the scoping meeting.  I know of a 
couple of bridge issues, generally centered around the SBL MM2 bridge where saddle and bolt failures have been an 
issue and the bridge at MM11.5ish in the NBL where there is a notable dip in the roadway and some bent settlement.   
 
Can anyone else think of something else that has been problematic: 


 Pipe/culvert issues 


 Road subgrade issues??  (I know we have had some issues dropping slabs with FDP’ing in the past) 


 Other bridge issues?? 


 Any issues with ITS or lack thereof? 


 Anything else?? 
I need this info No later than June 12th so that all parties can review ahead of the meeting on June 26.   
 
M. Kevin Turner, P.E., Leed AP 
SCDOT 
District Construction/Maintenance Engineer 
6355 Fain Boulevard 
North Charleston, SC 29406‐4989 
843‐746‐6726 
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Safety 1st – Live By It! 
Let ‘em Work, Let ‘em Live! 
 








Alt 6 Lanes Risk Register Date: 12/5/2019
I95 MM0-18 11/17/2020


Risk ID Risk
Opportunity 


or Threat
Cost Risk 


Value
Schedule


Risk Value
R 001 EXIT 3 ADDITION (Eliminated after Exit 3 became funded) T Possible 45 Low 20 60 Possible 45 Low 6 24
R 002 FULL RECONSTRUCTION OF PAVEMENT FROM MM 4-18 T Exceptionally Rare 15 Moderate 40 40 Exceptionally Rare 15 High 18 17
R 003 7" OVERLAY O Almost Certain 85 Moderate 40 200 #VALUE!
R 004 RR CROSSING T Almost Certain 100 Very Low 10 5 Almost Certain 100 Low 6 40
R 005 STATELINE BRIDGE, REPLACEMENT T Rare 30 Moderate 40 80 Rare 30 Low 6 16
R 006 STATELINE BRIDGE, COORDINATION T Probable 70 Very Low 10 4 Probable 70 Low 6 32
R 007 NOISE WALLS IN HARDEEVILLE T Possible 45 Very Low 10 3 #VALUE!
R 008 ADDITIONAL MOT at WEIGH STATION (Exit 3 B/F WIDENING) T Almost Certain 100 Very Low 5 5 #VALUE!
R 009 ULTIMATE BUILDOUT at RR BRIDGE NOT ACCOMPLISHED WITH EXIT 3 T Rare 10 Very Low 10 2 #VALUE!
R 010 CONTRACTUAL RISKS IF CONSTRUCTION OVERLAPS T Rare 30 Very Low 10 2 Rare 30 Low 8 16
R 011 ENSURE EXIT 3 RR BRIDGE PLANS HAVE  PROPER BUILDOUT WIDTH FOR I95 O Almost Certain 95 Moderate 50 200 #VALUE!


R 012
ENSURE CONTRACT ADDRESSES MOT, NOI, AND PRIME DELAYS IF 
CONSTRUCTION OVERLAPS O Almost Certain 100 Moderate 50 200 #VALUE!


Likelihood of Occurrence Value, % Consequence Value, % Likelihood of Occurrence Value, %
Consequence Value, 


Months





		Risk Register Alt 6 Lanes






Exit 5 Risk Register Date: 12/5/2019
I95 MM0-18


Risk ID Risk
Opportunity 


or Threat
Likelihood 
Risk Value


Cost Risk 
Value


Schedule
Risk 


Value
R 001 DEVELOPMENT WITH HARDEEVILLE/JASPER CO T Possible 45 3 Low 10 60 Possible 45 Moderate 12 39


R 002
RW TO RELOCATE FRONTAGE ROAD OR BUY OUT 
BUSINESSES ON SLIP RAMP T Almost Certain 100 5 Low 30 100 Almost Certain 100 Low 6 40


R 003
MINOR to MAJOR IMPROVEMENTS to EXIT 5 DUE to EXIT 3 
ELIMINATION T Rare 25 Moderate 50 200 Rare 25 Low 10 16


Likelihood of Occurrence Value, % Consequence Value, % Likelihood of Occurrence Value, %
Consequence Value, 


Months





		Risk Register Exit 5
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McCall, Betsy D


From: Giovanetti, Douglas
Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 10:50 AM
To: McCall, Betsy D
Cc: Hinson, Ron E
Subject: FW: I95 MM0-18 FR Path 
Attachments: Exit 8 - Dual lefts + 3 lanes east - Layout.pdf


Betsy, 
 
The interchange recommendations are below.  Exit 8 is the only interchange we looked at alternatives for.  Based on the 
fact that we are maintaining the US 278 bridge and ROW constraints, the existing diamond interchange appears to be 
the best alternative to move forward with.  The following are recommended improvements with the layout attached: 
 


‐ Restriping WB US 278 for dual lefts onto SB On‐Ramp and a single through. 
‐ Dual receiving lanes to SB On‐Ramp for approximately 1000’, tapering to a single lane ramp before merging with 


I‐95. 
‐ Beyond the interchange, recommend widening US 278 to 3 lanes in each direction from NB On/Off Ramps to 


1000’ east of Henry Moss intersection (without the capacity increase on US 278, NB Off‐Ramp queues may 
extend onto the interstate, requiring additional 600’ of parallel decel length on I‐95  for the NB Off‐ramp)  


‐ Improvements to US 278 @ Henry Moss intersection to provided minimum 150’ exclusive left turn lanes on the 
side roads. 


 
Please call me if you have any questions or would like to discuss. 
 
Thanks, 
Doug Giovanetti, PE, PTOE 
Traffic Engineering 


 
(803) 737‐1868 
 
 
 


From: Giovanetti, Douglas  
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 3:41 PM 
To: McCall, Betsy D; Winn, Craig L.; Harmon, Jeremiah; Taylor, Eugene A.; Kelly, David P.; Beckham, Chris; Turner, 
Michael K.; Riley, Jason T; Kelly, Christopher S.; Scott, Katherine D.; Frate, Douglas W.; Lackey, Diane M.; Grate, LaToya 
E.; Kim, Dahae; Pleasant, Mark (FHWA); Keitt, Cedric C. 
Cc: Necker, Jennifer L.; Thomas, Emily G.; Hinson, Ron E 
Subject: RE: I95 MM0-18 FR Path  
 
Betsy, 
 
We have done a broad analysis of the interchanges along the I‐95 MM 0‐18 and have the following recommendations to 
address any operational deficiencies. 
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Exit 5:  Relocate frontage road, remove connection at the I‐95 NB On/Off‐ramps.  Otherwise, this interchange does not 
have operational deficiencies and no other improvements are recommended.  Exit 5 is being studied as a part of the 
proposed Exit 3 and Jasper Port development. 
 
Exit 8:  Due to right of way constraints, a Parc‐lo A interchange is not a viable alternative.  Further analysis shows the 
existing diamond interchange can operate at an acceptable LOS with some enhancements.  Recommend restriping, 
signing, and signal work on WB US 278 to provide dual left turn lanes and a single through lane at the I‐95 SB Ramps 
intersection.  The I‐95 SB On‐ramp will require dual receiving lanes for 1000 ft, then tapering to a single lane ramp 
before the merge onto I‐95 SB mainline.  Additionally, due to possible queuing on EB US 278 at Henry Moss Rd 
intersection spilling back to the I‐95 NB Off‐ramp, recommend increasing the decel length for the I‐95 NB Off‐ramp by 
600 ft parallel to the mainline.  This is a worst case if no improvements are made on US 278 at Henry Moss Rd in the 
future. 
 
Exit 18:  No operational deficiencies.  Remove road connection S‐13 from the ramps, this will create a 4 mile detour for 
the properties at the end of S‐13.  The I‐95 NB On‐ramp loop could potentially be removed if width for widening is 
needed under the bridge.  This ramp carries very low volumes which could be diverted to Exit 21. 
 
Please don’t hesitate to call me if you have any questions or would like to discuss further. 
 
Thanks, 
Doug Giovanetti, PE, PTOE 
Assistant Traffic Design Engineer 
Traffic Engineering 


 
955 Park Street 
Columbia, SC 29201 
(803) 737‐1868 
giovanetd@scdot.org 
 
 
 
 


From: McCall, Betsy D  
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 8:40 AM 
To: Winn, Craig L.; Harmon, Jeremiah; Giovanetti, Douglas; Taylor, Eugene A.; Kelly, David P.; Beckham, Chris; Turner, 
Michael K.; Riley, Jason T; Kelly, Christopher S.; Scott, Katherine D.; Frate, Douglas W.; Lackey, Diane M.; Grate, LaToya 
E.; Kim, Dahae; Pleasant, Mark (FHWA); Keitt, Cedric C. 
Cc: Necker, Jennifer L.; Thomas, Emily G. 
Subject: RE: I95 MM0-18 FR Path  
 
The Purpose and Need was simplified based on feedback.  Please review by Friday and let know if you have any issues.   
 
DB FR items I95 MM0_18 
 
Thanks, 
                Betsy 
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Safety 1st – Live By It! 
Let ‘em Work, Let ‘em Live! 
 


From: McCall, Betsy D  
Sent: Thursday, October 10, 2019 1:15 PM 
To: Winn, Craig L. <WinnCL@scdot.org>; Harmon, Jeremy (HarmonJR@scdot.org) <HarmonJR@scdot.org>; Giovanetti, 
Douglas <GiovanetD@scdot.org>; Taylor, Eugene A. <TaylorEA@scdot.org>; Kelly, David P. <KellyDP@scdot.org>; 
Beckham, Chris <BeckhamJC@scdot.org>; Turner, Michael K. <TurnerMK@scdot.org>; Riley, Jason T 
<RileyJT@scdot.org>; Kelly, Christopher S. <KellyCS@scdot.org>; Scott, Katherine D. <ScottKD@scdot.org>; 'Doug Frate 
(Director, Intermodal & Freight)' <fratedw@scdot.org>; Lackey, Diane M. <LackeyDM@scdot.org>; Grate, LaToya E. 
(GrateLE@scdot.org) <GrateLE@scdot.org>; Kim, Dahae <KimD@scdot.org>; Pleasant, Mark (FHWA) 
<mark.pleasant@dot.gov>; Keitt, Cedric C. <KeittCC@scdot.org> 
Cc: Necker, Jennifer L. <NeckerJL@scdot.org>; Thomas, Emily G. <ThomasEG@scdot.org> 
Subject: RE: I95 MM0‐18 FR Path  
 
Sorry, the file was corrupted before. 
 


 


Safety 1st – Live By It! 
Let ‘em Work, Let ‘em Live! 
 


From: McCall, Betsy D  
Sent: Thursday, October 10, 2019 9:12 AM 
To: Winn, Craig L. <WinnCL@scdot.org>; Harmon, Jeremy (HarmonJR@scdot.org) <HarmonJR@scdot.org>; Giovanetti, 
Douglas <GiovanetD@scdot.org>; Taylor, Eugene A. <TaylorEA@scdot.org>; Kelly, David P. <KellyDP@scdot.org>; 
Beckham, Chris <BeckhamJC@scdot.org>; Turner, Michael K. <TurnerMK@scdot.org>; Riley, Jason T 
<RileyJT@scdot.org>; Kelly, Christopher S. <KellyCS@scdot.org>; Scott, Katherine D. <ScottKD@scdot.org>; Doug Frate 
(Director, Intermodal & Freight) <fratedw@scdot.org>; Lackey, Diane M. <LackeyDM@scdot.org>; Grate, LaToya E. 
(GrateLE@scdot.org) <GrateLE@scdot.org>; Kim, Dahae <KimD@scdot.org>; Pleasant, Mark (FHWA) 
<mark.pleasant@dot.gov>; Keitt, Cedric C. <KeittCC@scdot.org> 
Cc: Necker, Jennifer L. <NeckerJL@scdot.org>; Thomas, Emily G. <ThomasEG@scdot.org> 
Subject: I95 MM0‐18 FR Path  
 
All, 
 
The Steering Committee has reviewed our proposed path for this project plus answered our outstanding 
questions.  Attached is the meeting minutes from the meeting.  From this, the path was altered.  I need feedback on the 
highlighted line in the P&N.  The committee asked us to add a statement concerning truck parking, so let me know if this 
wording is acceptable.  Based on our monthly meeting yesterday truck parking may get removed from the project, but 
for now it is still in the path forward.   
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The Goals and Metrics did not change, but the scope was expanded to include the direction given by the 
committee.  Some clarifications were made in the alternatives on the interchanges as needed.   
 
Let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, 
                Betsy  
 


 


Safety 1st – Live By It! 
Let ‘em Work, Let ‘em Live! 
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McCall, Betsy D


From: Necker, Jennifer L.
Sent: Friday, August 9, 2019 9:36 AM
To: Lackey, Diane M.; McCall, Betsy D
Cc: Winn, Craig L.; Harmon, Jeremiah
Subject: FW: Former Northbound and Southbound I-95 Weigh Stations; Jasper County - Exit 3


Diane and Betsy, 
 
As discussed yesterday, please see below for a response from DPS to Stantec about the weigh stations.   
 
Jen 
 
Jennifer Necker, P.E. 
Lowcountry Regional Production Engineer 
South Carolina Department of Transportation 
955 Park Street – Room 401 
Post Office Box 191, Columbia, SC 29202‐0191 
803‐737‐7829 (O)  
neckerjl@scdot.org 
 


 
 
Safety 1st – Live By It! 
 


From: Winn, Craig L.  
Sent: Wednesday, August 07, 2019 8:52 AM 
To: Necker, Jennifer L. <NeckerJL@scdot.org> 
Subject: Fwd: Former Northbound and Southbound I‐95 Weigh Stations; Jasper County 
 
I received this from Rick Day. Could you look into the direction the SCDOT would like to proceed.  
 
Thank you.  


Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 


From: "Day, Rick" <Rick.Day@stantec.com> 
Date: August 7, 2019 at 7:23:18 AM CDT 
To: "Winn, Craig L." <WinnCL@scdot.org> 
Cc: "Egan, Andy" <Andy.Egan@stantec.com> 
Subject: FW: Former Northbound and Southbound I‐95 Weigh Stations; Jasper County 
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*** This is an EXTERNAL email. Please do not click on a link or open any attachments 
unless you are confident it is from a trusted source. ***  


Craig, 
  
In preparation for our discussion next week regarding Exit 3, I wanted to share the email exchange 
below.   
  
In summary, based upon our last meeting and your approval to call SC State Transport Police, I spoke 
with CPT Cloud regarding the former northbound and southbound weigh stations on I-95 just south of Exit 
5 and asked them their thoughts about future use at those sites.  After speaking with his superiors, I 
received the email below.    
  
If the SC Start Transport Police has no interest in this property, do you have any direction as to what we 
should assume at these sites? 
  
I look forward to our meeting next week.  Thanks.    
  
Richard A. (Rick) Day PE 
Vice President 
  
Direct: 843 740-7705 
Mobile: 843 754-5450 
Fax: 843 740-7707 
Rick.Day@stantec.com 
  
Stantec 
4969 Centre Pointe Drive Suite 200 
North Charleston SC 29418-6952 
  


  
  
The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except with Stantec's written 
authorization. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately. 
  


From: Cloud, Roy N. <RoyCloud@SCDPS.GOV>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 2:20 PM 
To: Day, Rick <Rick.Day@stantec.com> 
Subject: Former Northbound and Southbound I‐95 Weigh Stations; Jasper County 
  
Mr. Day, 
Your understanding is correct that the SC Department of Public Safety (SCDPS) has no intention of ever 
using or re‐opening these stations (buildings), north or southbound.  
  
Please note, the SC Department of Transportation (SCDOT) owns and maintains the land that the scale 
facility (weigh station building) is on. The SCDPS only owns the buildings not the land. Any alterations to 
these properties (land) will have to be approved through SCDOT. 
  
Please let me know if you should need anything further. 
  
Thank you, 
  
  


Captain Roy N. Cloud 
South Carolina State Transport Police 
South Carolina Department of Public Safety 
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10311 Wilson Blvd 
Blythewood, SC 29016 
803-896-5500 (Office) 
803-530-8077 (Cell) 
843-563-9569 (Fax) 
rncloud@scdps.gov  
www.scdps.gov/scstp 
  


 
  
  
  


From: Day, Rick [mailto:Rick.Day@stantec.com]  
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 10:03 AM 
To: Cloud, Roy N. 
Subject: [External] Former Northbound and Southbound I-95 Weigh Stations; Jasper County 
  


*** This is an EXTERNAL email. Please do not click on a link or open any attachments unless 
you are confident it is from a trusted source. *** 
  
Captain Cloud, 
  
Thank you for your call this morning regarding the Department of Public Safety’s intention for future use 
of the former northbound and southbound weigh stations on I-95 in Jasper County, SC.   Based upon our 
conversation, it was my understanding that the Department of Public Safety would have no interest in 
ever re-opening the northbound and southbound weigh stations and really do not have a need for these 
properties.   
  
Can you please confirm my understanding of the above is correct?  Thank you.   
  
Richard A. (Rick) Day PE 
Vice President 
  
Direct: 843 740-7705 
Mobile: 843 754-5450 
Fax: 843 740-7707 
Rick.Day@stantec.com 
  
Stantec 
4969 Centre Pointe Drive Suite 200 
North Charleston SC 29418-6952 
  


  
  
The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except with Stantec's written 
authorization. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately. 
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INTERNAL PE COST $1,254,577.42
EXTERNAL PE COST $6,272,887.08


STIPENDS $519,340.59
OTHER (UTILITIES AND RAILROAD) $200,000.00


TOTAL PE COST ESTIMATE $8,246,805.09


RIGHT-OF-WAY $100,000.00
RIGHT-OF -WAY COST ESTIMATE $100,000.00


CONSTRUCTION COST $229,202,125.00
DESIGN COST (8% OF CONSTRUCTION COST) $18,336,170.00


RAILROAD $500,000.00
ITS $1,632,000.00


RIGHT-OF-WAY $5,000,000.00
ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION $5,000,000.00


DESIGN-BUILD CONTRACT COST                     (FINAL 
ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE) $259,670,295.00


UTILITIES $2,040,000.00
ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION


CE&I (15% OF DB CONTRACT COST) $38,950,544.25
CONTINGENCY (5% of DB CONTRACT COST) $12,983,514.75


FINAL TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE $313,644,354.00


TOTAL PROJECT COST ESTIMATE $321,991,159.09
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CONSTRUCTION (C)
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INTERNAL PE COST $887,795.50
EXTERNAL PE COST $4,438,977.52


STIPENDS $365,718.96
OTHER (UTILITIES AND RAILROAD) $60,000.00


TOTAL PE COST ESTIMATE $5,752,491.98


RIGHT-OF-WAY $50,000.00
RIGHT-OF -WAY COST ESTIMATE $50,000.00


CONSTRUCTION COST $161,431,000.00
DESIGN COST (8% OF CONSTRUCTION COST) $12,914,480.00


RAILROAD $0.00
ITS $2,014,000.00


RIGHT-OF-WAY $500,000.00
ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION $6,000,000.00


DESIGN-BUILD CONTRACT COST                     (FINAL 
ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE) $182,859,480.00


UTILITIES $2,517,500.00
ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION


CE&I (15% OF DB CONTRACT COST) $27,428,922.00
CONTINGENCY (5% of DB CONTRACT COST) $9,142,974.00


FINAL TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE $221,948,876.00


TOTAL PROJECT COST ESTIMATE $227,751,367.98


RIGHT-OF-WAY (R)


CONSTRUCTION (C)


 PREPARED BY: Craig Winn 
DATE PREPARED: December 12th, 2019


PRECONSTRUCTION (PE)


PLANNING LEVEL COST ESTIMATE
I-95 MP 8.16-18.23


PROJECT ID:
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NBL (2017)


Route RouteDir Year Rte Name Miles COG


All Veh 
Avg Peak 
Hr Speed


Truck Avg 
Peak Hr 
Speed


I-95 NORTHBOUND 2017 GA State Line to US17/US 321/ Exit 5 5.38 LowC 65 63
I-95 NORTHBOUND 2017 US17/US321/Exit 5 to US-278/Exit 8 3.07 LowC 66 65
I-95 NORTHBOUND 2017 US-278/Exit 8 to Bees Creek Rd/Exit 18 9.69 LowC 66 65


SBL (2017)


Route RouteDir Year Rte Name Miles COG


All Veh 
Avg Peak 
Hr Speed


Truck Avg 
Peak Hr 
Speed


I-95 SOUTHBOUND 2017 US17/US 321/ Exit 5 to GA State Line 4.79 LowC 65 64
I-95 SOUTHBOUND 2017 US-278/Exit 8 to US17/US 321/Exit 5 3.04 LowC 64 63
I-95 SOUTHBOUND 2017  Bees Creek Rd/Exit 18 to US-278/Exit 8 10.12 LowC 65 64
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All Vehicles NBL (2017)


Route RouteDir Year RteName Miles COG Free Flow
Free Flow 


(85pct) AM_7 AM_8 PM_4 PM_5
Avg Peak 
Hr Speed


I-95 NORTHBOUND 2017 GA State Line to US17/US 321/ Exit 5 5.38 LowC 63 54 65 66 64 65 65
I-95 NORTHBOUND 2017 US17/US321/Exit 5 to US-278/Exit 8 3.07 LowC 64 55 66 66 66 66 66
I-95 NORTHBOUND 2017 US-278/Exit 8 to Bees Creek Rd/Exit 18 9.69 LowC 65 55 66 67 66 66 66


Peak Periods: 7-9AM, 5-7PM
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Truck NBL (2017)


Route RouteDir Year RteName Miles COG
Free 
Flow


 
Flow 


(85pct) AM_7 AM_8 PM_4 PM_5
Avg Peak 
Hr Speed


I-95 NORTHBOUND 2017 GA State Line to US17/US 321/ Exit 5 5.38 LowC 63 53 63 64 63 64 63
I-95 NORTHBOUND 2017 US17/US321/Exit 5 to US-278/Exit 8 3.07 LowC 64 54 64 65 64 65 65
I-95 NORTHBOUND 2017 US-278/Exit 8 to Bees Creek Rd/Exit 18 9.69 LowC 64 55 65 65 65 65 65


Peak Periods: 7-9AM, 5-7PM
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All Vehicles SBL (2017)


Route RouteDir Year RteName Miles COG
Free 
Flow


 
Flow 


(85pct) AM_7 AM_8 PM_4 PM_5
Avg Peak 
Hr Speed


I-95 SOUTHBOUND 2017 US17/US 321/ Exit 5 to GA State Line 4.79 LowC 66 56 66 66 65 64 65
I-95 SOUTHBOUND 2017 US-278/Exit 8 to US17/US 321/Exit 5 3.04 LowC 64 55 66 66 63 63 64
I-95 SOUTHBOUND 2017  Bees Creek Rd/Exit 18 to US-278/Exit 8 10.12 LowC 65 55 66 66 64 64 65


Peak Periods: 7-9AM, 5-7PM
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Truck SBL (2017)


Route RouteDir Year RteName Miles COG
Free 
Flow


Free Flow 
(85pct) AM_7 AM_8 PM_4 PM_5


Avg Peak 
Hr Speed


I-95 SOUTHBOUND 2017 US17/US 321/ Exit 5 to GA State Line 4.79 LowC 65 55 65 65 64 63 64
I-95 SOUTHBOUND 2017 US-278/Exit 8 to US17/US 321/Exit 5 3.04 LowC 64 54 65 65 62 62 63
I-95 SOUTHBOUND 2017  Bees Creek Rd/Exit 18 to US-278/Exit 8 10.12 LowC 64 55 65 65 63 63 64


Peak Periods: 7-9AM, 5-7PM


65 64 64


55 54 55


64 63 64


0


5


10


15


20


25


30


35


40


45


50


55


60


65


70


US17/US 321/ Exit 5 to GA State Line US-278/Exit 8 to US17/US 321/Exit 5  Bees Creek Rd/Exit 18 to US-278/Exit 8


I-95 SBL Truck Speeds @ Peak Period, 2017


Free Flow


Free Flow (85pct)


Avg Peak Hr Speed


Distance (mi)


Sp
ee


d 
(m


ph
)







0


10


20


30


40


50


60


70
US-17/GENERAL WILLIAM HARDEE BLVD


US-17/GENERAL WILLIAM HARDEE BLVDUS-278/RED DAM RD
US-278/RED DAM RD


US-17/US-278
US-17/US-278


SC-336


SC-336


US-17 (RIDGELAND) (SOUTH)


US-17 (RIDGELAND) (SOUTH)


SC-462


SC-462


US-17 (RIDGELAND) (NORTH)


US-17 (RIDGELAND) (NORTH)


SC-68/YEMASSEE HWY


SC-68/YEMASSEE HWY


US-21/LOW COUNTRY HWY


US-21/LOW COUNTRY HWY


SC-63/SNIDERS HWY/EXIT 53


SC-63/SNIDERS HWY/EXIT 53


SC-64/BELLS HWY/EXIT 57


SC-64/BELLS HWY/EXIT 57


MCLEOD RD/EXIT 62


MCLEOD RD/EXIT 62


SC-61/AUGUSTA HWY/EXIT 68


SC-61/AUGUSTA HWY/EXIT 68


US-78/W JIM BILTON BLVD/EXIT 77


US-78/W JIM BILTON BLVD/EXIT 77


US-178/CHARLESTON HWY/EXIT 82


US-178/CHARLESTON HWY/EXIT 82


I-26/EXIT 86


I-26/EXIT 86


US-176/OLD HWY/EXIT 90


US-176/OLD HWY/EXIT 90


US-15/BASS DR/EXIT 93


US-15/BASS DR/EXIT 93
US-15/US-301/EXIT 97


US-15/US-301/EXIT 97
SC-6/EXIT 98SC-6/EXIT 98US-15/US-301/EXIT 102US-15/US-301/EXIT 102


BUFF BLVD/EXIT 108
BUFF BLVD/EXIT 108


US-301/EXIT 115


US-301/EXIT 115


SC-261/PAXVILLE HWY/EXIT 119


SC-261/PAXVILLE HWY/EXIT 119


US-521/EXIT 122


US-521/EXIT 122


SC-527/BLACK RIVER RD/EXIT 132


SC-527/BLACK RIVER RD/EXIT 132


US-378/MYRTLE BEACH HWY/EXIT 135


US-378/MYRTLE BEACH HWY/EXIT 135


SC-53/NARROW PAVED RD/EXIT 141


SC-53/NARROW PAVED RD/EXIT 141


SC-341/LYNCHES RIVER RD/EXIT 146


SC-341/LYNCHES RIVER RD/EXIT 146


SC-403/CALE YARBOROUGH HWY/EXIT 150


SC-403/CALE YARBOROUGH HWY/EXIT 150


CENTER RD/EXIT 153


CENTER RD/EXIT 153


US-76/W PALMETTO ST/EXIT 157


US-76/W PALMETTO ST/EXIT 157


I-20/EXIT 160


I-20/EXIT 160


US-52/W LUCAS ST/EXIT 164


US-52/W LUCAS ST/EXIT 164


TV RD/EXIT 169


TV RD/EXIT 169


SC-327/N WILLISTON RD/EXIT 170


SC-327/N WILLISTON RD/EXIT 170


SC-38/EXIT 181


SC-38/EXIT 181


SC-34/EXIT 190
SC-34/EXIT 190


SC-9/RADFORD BLVD/EXIT 193
SC-9/RADFORD BLVD/EXIT 193US-301/EXIT 1


Miles
00:00
01:00
02:00
03:00
04:00
05:00
06:00
07:00
08:00
09:00
10:00
11:00
12:00
13:00
14:00
15:00
16:00
17:00
18:00
19:00
20:00
21:00
22:00
23:00


HOUR OF THE DAY


I-95 NBL 2017 Average Annual Hourly Speeds







  


0


10


20


30


40


50


60


70
SC--GA STATE BORDER


US-17/GENERAL WILLIAM HARDEE BLVDUS-17/GENERAL WILLIAM HARDEE BLVD
US-278/RED DAM RD


US-278/RED DAM RD


US-17/US-278


US-17/US-278


SC-336


SC-336


US-17 (RIDGELAND) (SOUTH)


US-17 (RIDGELAND) (SOUTH)


SC-462


SC-462


US-17 (RIDGELAND) (NORTH)


US-17 (RIDGELAND) (NORTH)


SC-68/YEMASSEE HWY


SC-68/YEMASSEE HWY


US-21/LOW COUNTRY HWY


US-21/LOW COUNTRY HWY


SC-63/SNIDERS HWY/EXIT 53


SC-63/SNIDERS HWY/EXIT 53


SC-64/BELLS HWY/EXIT 57


SC-64/BELLS HWY/EXIT 57


MCLEOD RD/EXIT 62


MCLEOD RD/EXIT 62


SC-61/AUGUSTA HWY/EXIT 68


SC-61/AUGUSTA HWY/EXIT 68


US-78/W JIM BILTON BLVD/EXIT 77


US-78/W JIM BILTON BLVD/EXIT 77


US-178/CHARLESTON HWY/EXIT 82


US-178/CHARLESTON HWY/EXIT 82


I-26/EXIT 86


I-26/EXIT 86


US-176/OLD HWY/EXIT 90


US-176/OLD HWY/EXIT 90


US-15/BASS DR/EXIT 93


US-15/BASS DR/EXIT 93
US-15/US-301/EXIT 97


US-15/US-301/EXIT 97SC-6/EXIT 98
SC-6/EXIT 98


US-15/US-301/EXIT 102US-15/US-301/EXIT 102
BUFF BLVD/EXIT 108


BUFF BLVD/EXIT 108


US-301/EXIT 115


US-301/EXIT 115


SC-261/PAXVILLE HWY/EXIT 119


SC-261/PAXVILLE HWY/EXIT 119


US-521/EXIT 122


US-521/EXIT 122


SC-527/BLACK RIVER RD/EXIT 132


SC-527/BLACK RIVER RD/EXIT 132


US-378/MYRTLE BEACH HWY/EXIT 135


US-378/MYRTLE BEACH HWY/EXIT 135


SC-53/NARROW PAVED RD/EXIT 141


SC-53/NARROW PAVED RD/EXIT 141


SC-341/LYNCHES RIVER RD/EXIT 146


SC-341/LYNCHES RIVER RD/EXIT 146


SC-403/CALE YARBOROUGH HWY/EXIT 150


SC-403/CALE YARBOROUGH HWY/EXIT 150


CENTER RD/EXIT 153


CENTER RD/EXIT 153


US-76/W PALMETTO ST/EXIT 157


US-76/W PALMETTO ST/EXIT 157


I-20/EXIT 160


I-20/EXIT 160


US-52/W LUCAS ST/EXIT 164


US-52/W LUCAS ST/EXIT 164


TV RD/EXIT 169


TV RD/EXIT 169


SC-327/N WILLISTON RD/EXIT 170


SC-327/N WILLISTON RD/EXIT 170


SC-38/EXIT 181


SC-38/EXIT 181


SC-34/EXIT 190


SC-34/EXIT 190
SC-9/RADFORD BLVD/EXIT 193


SC-9/RADFORD BLVD/EXIT 193US-301/EXIT 1


Miles
00:00
01:00
02:00
03:00
04:00
05:00
06:00
07:00
08:00
09:00
10:00
11:00
12:00
13:00
14:00
15:00
16:00
17:00
18:00
19:00
20:00
21:00
22:00
23:00


I-95 SBL 2017 Average Annual Hourly Speeds


HOUR OF THE DAY







C
25,573


C
25,686


C
28,350


D
24,438


D
24,254


C
30,648


C
31,106


D
24,410


C
24,207


B
20,778


B
20,470


C
25,504


C
25,552





		Whole Appendix I95 GA State Line to 18 Widening_11

		Whole Appendix I95 GA State Line to 18 Widening

		Freight -Rail Feasibility Data Pull - I95 MP0 to MP18 (p038678).pdf

		Freight - Rail Feasibility Data



		I-95 over Savannah River Plans.pdf

		95001.tif.pdf

		95002.tif.pdf

		95003.tif.pdf

		95004.tif.pdf

		95005.tif.pdf

		95006.tif.pdf

		95007.tif.pdf

		95008.tif.pdf

		95009.tif.pdf

		95010.tif.pdf

		95011.tif.pdf

		95012.tif.pdf

		95013.tif.pdf

		95014.tif.pdf

		95015.tif.pdf

		95016.tif.pdf

		95017.tif.pdf

		95018.tif.pdf

		95019.tif.pdf

		95020.tif.pdf

		95021.tif.pdf

		95022.tif.pdf

		95023.tif.pdf

		95024.tif.pdf

		95025.tif.pdf

		95026.tif.pdf

		95027.tif.pdf

		95028.tif.pdf

		95029.tif.pdf



		PDM_I95MM0_18.pdf

		Project Delivery Selection Workshop Summary

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix

		Overview

		Background

		Primary delivery methods



		Project Delivery Selection Process

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Worksheets and Forms

		Project delivery selection summary form

		Conclusions and Comments form

		Project delivery methods selection factor opportunities / obstacles form

		Project delivery methods opportunities / obstacles checklists

		Risk assessment guidance form



		Project Delivery Selection Summary

		Project Delivery Selection Summary Conclusions and Comments

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Primary Factors

		1) Delivery Schedule

		2) Project Complexity and Innovation

		3) Level of Design

		4) Cost

		5) Initial Risk Assessment

		5a) General Project Risk Checklist (Items to consider when assessing risk)

		5b) Assessment of Risk Project Delivery Selection Opportunities/Obstacles Checklist



		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Secondary Factors

		6) Staff Experience and Availability

		7) Level of Oversight and Control

		8) Competition and Contractor Experience





		I-95_MM0-18_typ3B.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ2



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3A.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ1



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ



		I-95_MM0-18_typ.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ

		I-95_MM0-18_typ3B.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ2



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3A.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ1





		I-95 MPT 0.00-18.00 data_trucks_analysis.pdf

		Analysis



		I-95 MPT 0.00-18.00 data_Pivot_notes.pdf

		Analysis



		I-95 IHSDM 4 lane Baseline.pdf

		Report Overview

		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 w_traverable median & cable barrier.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 w_median wall.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 no build.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		I-95 MP 0-18 Speeds Trucks and All.pdf

		Summary

		All NBL

		Trucks NBL

		All SBL

		Trucks SBL



		I-95 MM 0-18 FR Scoping Info.pdf

		I95 0-18 PLanning Info



		I-95 - GA State Line to Exit 33 Bridge Info.pdf

		Sheet1





		Whole Appendix I95 GA State Line to 18 Widening_11.pdf

		Whole Appendix I95 GA State Line to 18 Widening

		Freight -Rail Feasibility Data Pull - I95 MP0 to MP18 (p038678).pdf

		Freight - Rail Feasibility Data



		I-95 over Savannah River Plans.pdf

		95001.tif.pdf

		95002.tif.pdf

		95003.tif.pdf

		95004.tif.pdf

		95005.tif.pdf

		95006.tif.pdf

		95007.tif.pdf

		95008.tif.pdf

		95009.tif.pdf

		95010.tif.pdf

		95011.tif.pdf

		95012.tif.pdf

		95013.tif.pdf

		95014.tif.pdf

		95015.tif.pdf

		95016.tif.pdf

		95017.tif.pdf

		95018.tif.pdf

		95019.tif.pdf

		95020.tif.pdf

		95021.tif.pdf

		95022.tif.pdf

		95023.tif.pdf

		95024.tif.pdf

		95025.tif.pdf

		95026.tif.pdf

		95027.tif.pdf

		95028.tif.pdf

		95029.tif.pdf



		PDM_I95MM0_18.pdf

		Project Delivery Selection Workshop Summary

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix

		Overview

		Background

		Primary delivery methods



		Project Delivery Selection Process

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Worksheets and Forms

		Project delivery selection summary form

		Conclusions and Comments form

		Project delivery methods selection factor opportunities / obstacles form

		Project delivery methods opportunities / obstacles checklists

		Risk assessment guidance form



		Project Delivery Selection Summary

		Project Delivery Selection Summary Conclusions and Comments

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Primary Factors

		1) Delivery Schedule

		2) Project Complexity and Innovation

		3) Level of Design

		4) Cost

		5) Initial Risk Assessment

		5a) General Project Risk Checklist (Items to consider when assessing risk)

		5b) Assessment of Risk Project Delivery Selection Opportunities/Obstacles Checklist



		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Secondary Factors

		6) Staff Experience and Availability

		7) Level of Oversight and Control

		8) Competition and Contractor Experience





		I-95_MM0-18_typ3B.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ2



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3A.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ1



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ



		I-95_MM0-18_typ.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ

		I-95_MM0-18_typ3B.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ2



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3A.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ1





		I-95 MPT 0.00-18.00 data_trucks_analysis.pdf

		Analysis



		I-95 MPT 0.00-18.00 data_Pivot_notes.pdf

		Analysis



		I-95 IHSDM 4 lane Baseline.pdf

		Report Overview

		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 w_traverable median & cable barrier.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 w_median wall.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 no build.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		I-95 MP 0-18 Speeds Trucks and All.pdf

		Summary

		All NBL

		Trucks NBL

		All SBL

		Trucks SBL



		I-95 MM 0-18 FR Scoping Info.pdf

		I95 0-18 PLanning Info



		I-95 - GA State Line to Exit 33 Bridge Info.pdf

		Sheet1


















 1  


 


 


 
 


DRAFT 
 


 
 
 


 


Consistent with the Department’s Public Participation Plan and STIP Administration Process, the following 
items were made available for public comment following the approval of the Commission meeting. SCDOT’s 
Public Notification of: 
 


1.      The Addition of Right-of-Way(s) To Improve Road Safety In Two Counties 
 


Summary: The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) is providing public 
notification of two safety projects. These two safety projects are receiving additional funding for 
acquisition of Right-of-Way and construction.  These projects are located in Berkeley and 
Dorchester Counties and will be reflected in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP).  
 


 No comments were received during THE 21-DAY COMMENT PERIOD. 
 


     2.     The Commission Approving Additional Interstate Widening Projects for the Rural                                                                         
         Areas of the State 


 


Summary: The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) is providing public 
notification of Commission approval of the Rural Interstate Freight Network Mobility 
Improvement Program, which specifically targets rural sections of the interstate system that are 
critical to the movement of freight across the state. This freight program is in addition to the 
interstate widening program previously approved by the Commission that has focused on the 
urban areas of the state.  The section of I-26 between Columbia and Charleston as well as a portion 
of I-95 at the southern end of the state are noted as the top three rural interstate corridors 
designated for widening by the Commission.  
 


Two Hundred Twenty-four (224) comments were received for this project during THE 21-DAY 
COMMENT PERIOD. 
  


 One Hundred-six (106) comments submitted were in favor of widening I-95. 


 Seventy-three (75) comments were in favor of widening I-95 at Georgia State Line or #2 ranking. 


 Twenty-one (21) comments were in favor of the overall project. 


 Twelve (12) comments were in favor of I-95 and mentioned I-26 or #3 ranking. 


 Five (5) comments were not substantive. 


 Five (5) comments required responses from SCDOT staff members. 
 


 A comment received from a citizen said; I like the decision to expand the top 5 Freight Corridors.  
I hope the vision of the Commissioners and the SCDOT leadership will look at the eastern portion 
of our great state. And take into consideration Sumter, Florence, and the Dillion Inland Ports.   


 


 


Summary of Public Comments Received for SCDOT's Public Notification of: 
 


The Addition of Right-of-Way(s) To Improve Road Safety In Two Counties & 
 


The Commission Approving Additional Interstate Widening Projects for the Rural Areas of the State 
 


Comment Period: October 25, 2018 – November 14, 2018 
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 The response was provided from the Deputy Secretary of Intermodal Planning Office. The 
following is a summation of the response, “we looked at all rural interstate segments, which 
included all of I-95 (with the exception of the 6-lane section in Florence).  We only chose to 
submit the top 5 to the Commission for approval at this time due to the time it will take to 
deliver those projects.  Other rural segments will be ranked and submitted to the Commission for 
approval as the top five are completed or as additional funding is identified”.   
 


 A comment was submitted from a citizen stating; Out of state motorists and truckers are heavy 
users of both of these roads, many times never stopping anywhere in SC on their way through. In 
so doing, they contribute heavily to the volume of traffic and to the wear and tear on these 
roadways, without contributing even $1 to the state's economy to offset the expense the 
taxpayers of SC will need to pay overtime to repair and upgrade these roadways. Why is that fair, 
and why should it be allowed to continue? How about implementing some sort of toll system on 
these roads at state entry/exit points to target the through traffic to capture their fair share of all 
of this expected expense?  


 


 The response was provided from the Office of Finance and Administration. The following is a 
summation of the response, SECTION 57-3-615 governs SCDOT on tolling of intestates, and 
however, we will take your comment into consideration in addressing the needs along the I-95 
corridor.  SECTION 57-3-615 states: 
No toll may be imposed on passage of any vehicle on federal interstate highways in this state 
which were inexistence as of January 1, 1997, unless the imposition is otherwise affirmatively 
approved by the General Assembly in separate legislation enacted solely for that purpose. 
 


 Three comments were made that spoke to the Safety of motorists on I-95.  
 


 I object to the widening of I-95 between MM 1 and 35--the most dangerous portion of any 
roadway in our state, without also allowing video enforcement of speed limits. The trees are 
being removed because they have been seen as the reason for so many accidents, and the 
beauty of that roadway is now lost. Without enforcement of the speed limits, lives will continue 
to be lost. Please DO NOT WIDEN without enforcing. Thank you.   
     


 The corridor between Ridgeland and the Georgia border is extremely dangerous with high 
incidents of accidents and related deaths. Truck traffic along with speed, lack of roadway 
shoulders, is the cause. At a minimum a third lane should be added along with hard surface 
shoulders and guardrail to prevent tree impact should be considered. Another option would be 
the addition of solar overhead lights to improve night time visibility.         


 


 It is vital that I95 be widened to three lanes from the Georgia border northward. This area has 
experienced several fatalities due to congestion and other problems. As the Bluffton/Hilton 
Head areas continue to grow and draw tourists, we will experience higher traffic volume and 
more crashes. This is a necessary project, long overdue for this area. We hope it will be given 
serious consideration and save countless lives.         


 


 A response was prepared by the Traffic Engineering Safety Office.  A summation of the response 
that each citizen received is as follows; South Carolina’s fatality rate is currently the highest of 
any state in the nation and more than 50% higher than the national average. Nearly 60% of all 
fatalities in SC occur on our rural roadways. Further safety analysis has identified that 
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approximately 30% of all rural fatal and severe injury crashes occur on just over 5% of the 
state’s total rural roadways which includes the entire length of I-95 in Jasper County.  This 33 
mile stretch of I-95 experienced 1,486 crashes, resulting in 31 fatalities and 81 incapacitating 
injuries between 2011 and 2015. In addition, 246 of these reported crashes involved vehicles 
hitting trees resulting in a total of 50 persons (20%) being fatally injured or incapacitated 
because of the crash. I-95 between mile marker 0 and mile marker 33 was selected for 
improvement through the federally funded Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP). This 
program uses a data-driven strategic approach to identify locations throughout the state with 
high crash rates or patterns and implements safety enhancements through infrastructure-
related improvements. The HSIP project selection requires an engineering study that includes an 
analysis of the crash data, an assessment of field conditions, and the identification of possible 
engineering countermeasures. SCDOT safety engineers determined the most cost effective 
mitigation strategy to improve safety through a reduction in fatal and serious injury crashes was 
to utilize a combination of engineering strategies by installing rumble strips to alert drivers they 
are in the process of leaving the roadway and by increasing the recovery area (i.e. clear zone) for 
those vehicles that do leave the roadway.  In addition, Improvements will include select 
installation of median cable rail along with, the strategic installation of steel beam guardrail to 
reduce the environmental impacts.   
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2018-1 I-26 M2, N Old Sandy Run Road/Exit 125 I-95/Exit 169 44 Rural 126 64 205 200 50 92 100 836 2018-1


2018-2 I-95 A,B GA State Line US-17 (Ridgeland) (North)/Exit 33 33 Rural 200 30 234 150 50 0 67 731 2018-2


2018-3 I-26 O I-95/Exit 169 Ridgeville Rd/Exit 187 18 Rural 83 100 200 145 50 100 49 727 2018-3


2018-4 I-85 A GA State Line US-76/SC-28/Exit 19 19 Rural 137 60 192 193 50 8 82 722 2018-4


2018-5 I-77 F SC-9/Exit 65 US 21/Exit 77 12 Rural 104 90 196 124 50 75 78 718 2018-5


Criteria Points


Rural Interstate Freight Network Mobility Improvement Program







Structure Number Asset ID County Facility Carried ON Rte MP Route Crossing UNDER Rte MP Yr Built Yr Reconstr
2720001700400 5101 JASPER US 17 13.05 I-95 5.11 1967 0
2720001700800 4825 JASPER US 17 NB 30.158 I-95 22.36 1966 0
2710009510300 6890 JASPER I-95 NB 2.089 SAND ISLAND SWAMP 1976 0
2740046200201 6521 JASPER SC 462 18.4 I-95 28.32 1974 0
2710009530400 6893 JASPER I-95 SB 2.587 S.C.L. RAILROAD 1976 0
2710009530700 5326 JASPER I-95 SB 11.245 BAHAMA SWAMP 1968 0
2770001300100 4826 JASPER S-27-13 0.38 I-95 18.23 1966 0
2710009510100 10088 JASPER I-95 NBL 0.275 SAVANNAH RIVER 1976 0
2710009510700 5323 JASPER I-95 NB 11.267 BAHAMA SWAMP 1968 0
2710009530800 5327 JASPER I-95 SB 12.956 BAGSHAW SWAMP 1968 0
2710009510900 4823 JASPER I-95 NB 14.966 GREAT SWAMP 1966 0
2710009531000 4562 JASPER I-95 SB 20.732 SC 336 8.44 1965 0
2710009511200 6515 JASPER I-95 NB 30.545 TULLIFINNY RIVER 1974 0
2770014100400 5102 JASPER S-27-141 0.722 I-95 6.85 1967 0
2720027800600 5328 JASPER US 278 32.45 I-95 8.16 1968 1995
2710009510200 6708 JASPER I-95 NB 1.307 SAVANNAH OVERFLOW 1975 0
2710009530200 6709 JASPER I-95 SB 1.329 SAVANNAH OVERFLOW 1975 0
2710009530900 4824 JASPER I-95 SB 14.941 GREAT SWAMP 1966 0
2710009511000 4561 JASPER I-95 NB 20.751 SC 336 8.44 1965 0
2710009511100 6514 JASPER I-95 NB 29.059 COOSAWHATCHIE RIVER 1974 0
2770003400101 6710 JASPER S-27-34 12.986 I-95 3.1 1975 0
2720001700900 5961 JASPER US 17 40.82 I-95 33.08 1971 0
2710009510800 5324 JASPER I-95 NB 12.977 BAGSHAW SWAMP 1968 0
2770021000100 4829 JASPER S-27-210 0.307 OVER I-95 16.69 1966 0
2710009530500 5325 JASPER I-95 SB 5.773 S.C. 46 1.09 1968 0
2710009531200 6517 JASPER I-95 SB 30.542 TULLIFINNY RIVER 1974 0
2770007700100 4569 JASPER S-27-77 0.687 I-95 21.29 1965 0
2770017200100 6522 JASPER S-27-172 0.317 I-95 29.83 1974 0
2710009530300 6892 JASPER I-95 SB 2.103 SAND ISLAND SWAMP 1976 0
2710009510400 6891 JASPER I-95 NB 2.552 S.C.L. RAILROAD 1976 0
2770002900200 4564 JASPER S-27-29 3.167 I-95 20.14 1965 0
2710009530100 10089 JASPER I-95 SBL 0.275 SAVANNAH RIVER 1976 0







2710009510500 5322 JASPER I-95 NB 5.791 S.C. 46 1.09 1968 0
2710009531100 6516 JASPER I-95 SB 29.043 COOSAWHATCHIE RIVER 1974 0







Information from Mainten
Design Skew (°) Location Parallel Structure Length (FT) Width (FT)
H 20 40 @ HARDEEVILLE NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE EXISTS. 320 60
H 20 50 1MI N OF RIDGELAND THE RIGHT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 327 33
HS 20 0 2MI N OF GA/SC LN THE RIGHT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 600 43
HS 20 10 8.0MI N OF RIDGELAND NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE EXISTS. 258 47
HS 20 45 2.5MI N OF GA/SC LN THE LEFT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 330 42.3
HS 20 0 5MI N OF HARDEEVILLE THE LEFT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 90 39.5
HS 20 9 2.5MI SW RIDGELAND NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE EXISTS. 345 34.4
HS 20+MOD 0 GA/SC STATE LINE THE RIGHT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 2855 44
HS 20 0 5MI N OF HARDEEVILLE THE RIGHT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 90 39.5
HS 20 0 6.5MI N OF HARDEEVILLE THE LEFT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 120 39.5
HS 20 0 5MI S OF RIDGELAND THE RIGHT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 180 39.5
HS 20 0 @ RIDGELAND THE LEFT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 150 39.5
HS 20 0 1MI N OF COOSAWHATCHIE THE RIGHT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 180 42.8
HS 15 45 1.2MI NW HARDEEVILLE NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE EXISTS. 310 30
HS 15 10 2.4MI NE HARDEEVILLE NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE EXISTS. 230 88
HS 20 45 SC/GA LN THE RIGHT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 520 42.5
HS 20 45 SC/GA LN THE LEFT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 520 42.5
HS 20 0 5MI S OF RIDGELAND THE LEFT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 180 39.5
HS 20 0 @ RIDGELAND THE RIGHT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 150 39.5
HS 20 0 @ COOSAWHATCHIE THE RIGHT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 300 42.8
HS 15 0 2.5MI SW HARDEEVILLE NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE EXISTS. 304 37.3
HS 20 30 1 MI W POCOTALIGO NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE EXISTS. 372 69
HS 20 0 6.5MI N OF HARDEEVILLE THE RIGHT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 120 39.5
HS 15 25 4MI SW RIDGELAND NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE EXISTS. 236 30
HS 20 0 @ HARDEEVILLE THE LEFT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 146 39.7
HS 20 0 1MI N OF COOSAWHATCHIE THE LEFT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 180 42.8
HS 15 20 0.8 MI NE RIDGELAND NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE EXISTS. 236 37.3
HS 15 0 8.8 NE RIDGELAND NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE EXISTS. 351 43.5
HS 20 0 2MI N OF GA/SC LN THE LEFT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 600 43
HS 20 45 2.5MI N OF GA/SC LN THE RIGHT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 330 42.3
HS 20 30 0.8 MI SE RIDGELAND NO PARALLEL STRUCTURE EXISTS. 262 37.4
HS 20+MOD 0 GA/SC STATE LINE THE LEFT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 2855 44







HS 20 0 @ HARDEEVILLE THE RIGHT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 146 39.5
HS 20 0 @ COOSAWHATCHIE THE LEFT STRUCTURE OF PARALLEL BRIDGES. 300 42.8







  ance
Deck Condition Super Condition Sub Condition Culvert Condition Min Vert Clear Reference Vert Clear Right (FT)
6 7 7 N HIGHWAY BENEATH STRUCTURE 17
6 7 7 N HIGHWAY BENEATH STRUCTURE 17
6 6 6 N FEATURE NOT A HIGHWAY OR RAILROAD 0
5 7 7 N HIGHWAY BENEATH STRUCTURE 17
5 5 7 N RAILROAD BENEATH STRUCTURE 23
5 6 7 N FEATURE NOT A HIGHWAY OR RAILROAD 0
5 6 6 N HIGHWAY BENEATH STRUCTURE 16
7 6 5 N FEATURE NOT A HIGHWAY OR RAILROAD 0
6 6 7 N FEATURE NOT A HIGHWAY OR RAILROAD 0
6 6 4 N FEATURE NOT A HIGHWAY OR RAILROAD 0
6 6 7 N FEATURE NOT A HIGHWAY OR RAILROAD 0
6 6 6 N HIGHWAY BENEATH STRUCTURE 15
6 6 6 N FEATURE NOT A HIGHWAY OR RAILROAD 0
6 6 6 N HIGHWAY BENEATH STRUCTURE 17
6 7 6 N HIGHWAY BENEATH STRUCTURE 16
6 6 6 N FEATURE NOT A HIGHWAY OR RAILROAD 0
6 6 6 N FEATURE NOT A HIGHWAY OR RAILROAD 0
6 6 6 N FEATURE NOT A HIGHWAY OR RAILROAD 0
6 7 6 N HIGHWAY BENEATH STRUCTURE 15
6 6 6 N FEATURE NOT A HIGHWAY OR RAILROAD 0
6 6 6 N HIGHWAY BENEATH STRUCTURE 20
6 6 6 N HIGHWAY BENEATH STRUCTURE 17
5 6 5 N FEATURE NOT A HIGHWAY OR RAILROAD 0
6 6 6 N HIGHWAY BENEATH STRUCTURE 16
6 4 7 N HIGHWAY BENEATH STRUCTURE 15
5 5 6 N FEATURE NOT A HIGHWAY OR RAILROAD 0
6 6 5 N HIGHWAY BENEATH STRUCTURE 16
6 7 6 N HIGHWAY BENEATH STRUCTURE 19
6 5 6 N FEATURE NOT A HIGHWAY OR RAILROAD 0
5 5 7 N RAILROAD BENEATH STRUCTURE 23
6 6 6 N HIGHWAY BENEATH STRUCTURE 16
7 6 5 N FEATURE NOT A HIGHWAY OR RAILROAD 0







6 5 7 N HIGHWAY BENEATH STRUCTURE 15
6 6 7 N FEATURE NOT A HIGHWAY OR RAILROAD 0







Vert Clear Right (IN) Vert Clear Left (FT) Vert Clear Left (IN) Bridge Replacement Deck Replacement Bridge Jacking Widening
3 17 1 No No Yes Yes
4 17 1 No No Yes Yes
0 0 0 No No Yes Yes
8 18 8 No Yes Yes Yes
8 23 8 No Yes No No
0 0 0 No Yes Yes Yes
9 16 9 No Yes Yes Yes
0 0 0 No No No No
0 0 0 No No No Yes
0 0 0 Yes No No No
0 0 0 No No No Yes
4 15 5 No No Yes Yes
0 0 0 No No Yes Yes
3 16 10 No No Yes Yes
9 16 9 No No Yes Yes
0 0 0 No No No Yes
0 0 0 No No No Yes
0 0 0 No No No Yes
4 15 5 No No Yes Yes
0 0 0 No No No Yes
0 18 2 No No No Yes
4 20 7 No No Yes Yes
0 0 0 No Yes No No
9 16 7 No No Yes Yes
3 15 3 Yes No Yes No
0 0 0 No Yes Yes No
0 17 0 No No Yes Yes
0 18 0 No No No Yes
0 0 0 No No Yes No
8 23 8 No Yes No No
2 17 4 No No Yes Yes
0 0 0 No No No No







3 15 3 No No Yes No
0 0 0 No No No Yes







Route LRS
Begin 
MilePoint


End 
MilePoint Length


AADT 
(Factored)


Number 
of Total 
Lanes % Truck


Truck 
Year


Factored 
AADT 
Year


Site 
Specific


JASPER I- 95 27010009500N 0 5.11 5.11 55300 4 16 2013 2017 Yes
JASPER I- 95 27010009500N 5.11 8.16 3.05 58300 4 19.5 2017 2017 No
JASPER I- 95 27010009500N 8.16 18.23 10.07 51500 4 19.5 2017 2017 No
JASPER I- 95 27010009500N 18.23 20.74 2.51 49500 4 8.6 2017 2017 No
JASPER I- 95 27010009500N 20.74 22.81 2.07 48600 4 8.6 2017 2017 No


JASPER I- 95 27010009500N 22.81 28.32 5.51 49300 4 19.5 2017 2017 No
JASPER I- 95 27010009500N 28.32 32.7 4.38 51800 4 19.5 2017 2017 No


JASPER I- 95 27010009500N 32.7 33.9 1.2 44300 4 19.5 2017 2017 No
COLLETON I- 95 15010009500N 40.51 42.33 1.82 43000 4 19.5 2017 2017 No
COLLETON I- 95 15010009500N 42.33 53.51 11.18 42000 4 19.5 2017 2017 No
COLLETON I- 95 15010009500N 53.51 57.36 3.85 40600 4 16 2013 2017 Yes
COLLETON I- 95 15010009500N 57.36 62.52 5.16 41500 4 19.5 2017 2017 No
COLLETON I- 95 15010009500N 62.52 68.38 5.86 41600 4 19.5 2017 2017 No
COLLETON I- 95 15010009500N 68.38 68.81 0.43 42100 4 21.29 2013 2017 Yes
DORCHESTER I- 95 18010009500N 68.81 76.53 7.72 42100 4 21.29 2013 2017 Yes
DORCHESTER I- 95 18010009500N 76.53 82.23 5.7 43000 4 19.5 2017 2017 No
DORCHESTER I- 95 18010009500N 82.23 84.85 2.62 43400 4 19.5 2017 2017 No


Ranking, from Planning:  Info from IIMS from 2007.  It is being updated.  


Recommendation to Replace the interchange, from Traffic and Planning:  Based on feedback over time from other 
areas outside of HQ Traffic







Interchange Exit


Ranking, 
from 
Planning


Suggestion 
from 
Planning History and comments from Traffic


FUTURE 3 NA New interchange in NEPA for development in area
US17 5 106 Y Included in study area for Exit 3 IJR
US278 8 73 N No past history
S13 18 103 N No past history
SC336 21 193 N No past history


US17 22 163 Y
There are drainage issues in this area that force the 
interchange ramps to close during heavy rains.


SC462 28 190 N No past history


US17 33 115 Y
There are significant access management issues with this 
interchange that would need to be addressed.


Logical Termini is denoted by color and described below.  Three sections are proposed.


1 GA Line to US278
2 US278 to S13
3 S13 to US17







Date
4/17/19


I 95
US 17
US 278
S- 13


The year varies.  Look at ITMS data on the fo  


I 95 58300 US 17 13300
I 95 19.5 US 17 27


I 95 US 17
I 95 US 17
I 95 US 17


I 95 US 17
I 95 US 17
I 95 US 17 See worksheet with Maps for LOS and Projec  


US 278 29700 S- 13 600
US 278 14 S- 13 6.5


US 278 S- 13
US 278 S- 13
US 278 S- 13


US 278 S- 13
US 278 S- 13
US 278 S- 13


2045
See worksheet with Maps for LOS and Projec  


I 95 S- 13
I 95 S- 13


US 17
US 17


Sponsor Information Submittal for Feasibility Report Request


Project Type Interstate Reconstruction


Roadway Number Roadway Name County


Preliminary Purpose & Need
The purpose of this project is to improve capacity on I-95 from MM 0 to 18 due to an increase in traffic 
demand, volume of freight, and crash history. Interchanges may also be upgraded based on safety 
concerns and operational deficiencies.


Corridor Information
Nearby Projects Bridge replacements on SB ML I-95 at SC46 and Bagshaw Swp.


Jasper


Traffic Demand Information


Existing Year


Roadway Number Roadway Number
Volume (ADT)
% Truck Volume


Corridor Rehabilitation projects in part of Jasper County will be let before this 
project.  Tree clearing in median is underway.


Adjacent Projects


Other Potential addition of an Exit 3.  Study in process to add connectivity for 
local businesses and associated trip generated by the business. 


Existing LOS
Roadway Number Roadway Number


Volume (ADT)
% Truck Volume
Turning Movement Counts 
Attached


Turning Movement Counts 
Attached
Free Flow Speed, MPH
Travel Time, Sec
Peak Period Delay, Sec


AM
PM


Roadway Number Roadway Number
Volume (ADT)
% Truck Volume
Turning Movement Counts 
Attached
Free Flow Speed, MPH


Free Flow Speed, MPH
Travel Time, Sec
Peak Period Delay, Sec


AM
PM


Existing LOS


Roadway Number Roadway Number
Future Volume (ADT)
Future LOS


Roadway Number Roadway Number


Travel Time, Sec
Peak Period Delay, Sec


AM
PM


Existing LOS


Future Year


Future Volume (ADT)
Future LOS







US 278
US 278


Begin End Begin End
LRS LRS MM MM


270100095 I 95 27010009500N 0 I 95 19
270200017 US 17 27020001700N 13.7 US 17 12.3
270200278 US 278 27020027800E 32.4 US 278 37.4
270700013 S- 13 27070001300N 0 S- 13 1.1


Future LOS


Project Goals


Add lanes to the inside median.


Acquire proper clearance under bridge crossings


Roadway Number Roadway Number
Future Volume (ADT)


Background
Major freight corridor.  Major connector between Florida and New England.


Commitments


GIS Data


Roadway Number Roadway Number


Interchanges be reviewed for issues


Project History
Legislators are pushing for widening.  Ranked high due to freight, crashes, and being a bottleneck.


Ped Poles


Coatings


Fencing


Enhancements Non-Standard Request Details


Lighting


Mast Arms


Design Exception


Other


Ped Facilities


Shoulder Width


Sidewalk Façade







Required Input
Header
Propagated Data
Sub Header
Filler


          ollowing worksheets.


       cted Volumes


       cted Volumes







I-95 Bridges Assessments 
Bridges on or crossing I-95 from mile point 0 to mile point 18 


 
 
 
2770001300100 – Asset ID # 4826 (Widen) 
Deck [5] – Moderate cracking / scaling throughout top of deck 
Sup [6] – Light to Mod. Rusting and peeling throughout 
Sub [6] – Fine cracking in caps 
Clean and paint all beams (1725 ft) 
 
 
 
2710009530300 – Asset ID # 6892 (Replace) 
Deck [6] – Moderate to heavy transverse cracking throughout top of deck 
Sup [5] – Bt.1, 2, 3, and 4 all have saddles in place (20 total)  
Sub [6] – Large cap spall under Beam 5 at Bt.11 
 
 
 
2710009510400 – Asset ID # 6891 (Replace) 
Deck [5] – Map and Transverse cracking throughout top of deck and Transverse cracking with 
                   efflo. Throughout the underside of the deck 
Sup [5] – Heavy rusting with approx. 30% section loss on beam end @ Bt.2  
Sub [7] –  
Clean and paint all steel beams and bearings (36 bearings and 1980 ft of beams) 
 
 
 
2710009530400 – Asset ID # 6893(Replace) 
Deck [5] – Heavy transverse and diagonal cracking throughout top of deck and minor transverse  
                   cracking under deck with no efflo. Joints are starting to fall out with moisture getting   
                   through the joints. 
Sup [5] – Heavy rusting on Bt.2 and Bt.5 beam ends with 30% section loss. Heavy rusting at Bt.2  
                 and Bt.5 bearings with 20% section loss  
Sub [7] –  
Clean and paint all Steel beams and bearings (36 bearings and 1980 ft of beams) 
Replace all joints (129 ft) 
 
 
 







2710009510500 – Asset ID # 5322 (Widen) 
Deck [6] – Map, long, and Transverse cracking throughout top of deck 
Sup [5] – Mod. Collision damage throughout span 2 beams that has been patched 
Sub [7] –  
Replace all collision damaged beams   
 
 
 
2710009530500 – Asset ID # 5325 (Widen) 
Deck [6] – Fine Map, lon, and Transverse cracking throughout top of deck 
Sup [4] – Heavy Collision damage throughout span 2 that has been patched 
Sub [7] –  
Replace all collision damaged beams 
 
 
 
2710009530700 – Asset ID # 5326 (Replace) 
Deck [5] – Minor map and transverse cracking throughout top of deck. Bt.2 has a 1 11/16” dip.  
                   (Noted since 2015) Bt.3 has a 1” dip. (Noted since 2015) 
Sup [6] – Fine tension cracking in beams throughout  
Sub [7] –  
Repair 1 11/16” dip at Bt.2 and 1” dip at Bt.3  
 
 
 
2710009510800 – Asset ID # 5324 (Replace) 
Deck [5] – Light to Mod. map, long, and transverse cracking throughout top of deck; 1’ x 1’ x ¼”  
                   spall with no exposed rebar on span 1. Bt.3 has a 1” drop (Noted since 2003) 
Sup [6] – Heavy Collision damage throughout span 2 that has been patched 
Sub [5] – 1” drop in Bt.3 (Noted since 2003) Bt.3 pile 3 has light cracking at the top of the pile.   
                 Fine cracking in Bt.5 cap 
Repair dip in Bt.3 
Replace all collision damaged beams 
 
 
 
2710009510700 – Asset ID # 5323 (Replace) 
Deck [6] – Light transverse cracking throughout top of deck; small spall on top of deck at Bt.2  
                   joint. Bt.2 has a 1” dip on the left side and a 2” dip on the right side (Noted since  
                   2003).  
Sup [6] – Fine tension cracking throughout 
Sub [5] – Bt.2 has a 1” dip on the left side and a 2” dip on the right side (Noted since 2003) 
Repair dip in Bt.2 







2710009530800 – Asset ID # 5327 (Replace) 
Deck [6] – Light transverse and map cracking throughout top of deck. 2” settlement in the  
                   emergency lane at Bt.5 right side approach  
Sup [6] – Shims in place under all beams on Bt. 3 and Bt.4, Fine tension cracks throughout all  
                 beams 
Sub [4] – Horizontal cracking on top of piles at Bt.3 and 4. Bt.4 has a 1’ x1’ x ½” spall with no  
                 exposed rebar.  Mod. spalls and cracks in all piles and caps.  Steel H piles driven at Bt.3  
                 and Bt.4 to make temporary sub structure. 
Repair / Replace all deficient piles 
Repair 2” settlement in Bt.5 approach 
 
 
 
2710009510200 – Asset ID # 6708 (Widen) 
Deck [6] – Map cracking throughout top of deck;  
Sup [6] – Bt.2 span 2 above pile 3 has a 1’ x 1’ delamination  
Sub [6] – vertical cracking throughout all caps 
 
 
 
2710009530200 – Asset ID # 6709 (Widen) 
Deck [6] – Map cracking throughout top of deck;  
Sup [6] – fine tension cracking through all beams  
Sub [6] – minor cracking with effo. throughout all caps 
 
 
 
2710009510300 – Asset ID # 6890 (Widen) 
Deck [6] – Fine to Mod. transverse cracking throughout top of deck; transverse cracking with  
                  efflo. throughout underside of the deck  
Sup [6] – Fine tension cracking throughout all beams, Span 2 beam 4 has a 1’ x 1’ x ½” spall with  
                 exposed rebar.   
Sub [6] – Bt.16 pile 3 has a 1’ x 1’ delamination. rebar exposed due to lack of cover throughout  
                 all caps 
Clean and paint all exposed rebar 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







2710009510900 – Asset ID # 4823 (Widen) 
Deck [6] – Transverse, long, and map cracking throughout top of deck;  
Sup [6] – Fine tension cracking throughout all beams, Span 2 beams all have small spalls above  
                 Bt.3 cap.  Two spalls on the underside of beam 6 @ span 6 (5” x 4” x ½”) and (1” x 2” x  
                 ¼”) both with exposed rebar 
Sub [7] –  
Clean and paint all exposed rebar 
 
 
 
2710009530900 – Asset ID # 4824 (Widen) 
Deck [6] – Light to mod. transverse and map cracking throughout top of deck; Large  
                  delamination under the left parapet at Bt.3 with exposed rebar. 
Sup [6] – Fine tension cracking throughout all beams. Small spall under span 1 beam 4 at Bt.2  
                 with exposed rebar. 
Sub [6] – Caps have small spalling with exposed rebar throughout.  
Clean and paint all exposed rebar 
 
 
 
2720001700400 – Asset ID # 5101 (Widen) 
Deck [6] – Light transverse and map cracking throughout underside of deck with no exposed  
                   Rebar. Asphalt pop outs at all joints. Clearance signs are incorrect. 
Sup [7] –  
Sub [7] – 
Repair asphalt pop outs at all joints 
Change clearance over southbound lanes to 17’-03” or remove sign 
 
 
 
2720027800600 – Asset ID # 5328 (Widen) 
Deck [6] – Light map, long, and transverse cracking throughout top of deck. Transverse  
                  cracking throughout the underside of the deck. Clearance signs are incorrect. 
Sup [7] –  
Sub [6] – 1’ vertical crack at Bt. 4 cap.  
Change both clearance signs over northbound and southbound lanes to 16’-09” 
 
 
 
 
 
 







2770003400101 – Asset ID # 6710 (Widen) 
Deck [6] – Mod map and transverse cracking throughout top of deck. Transverse  
                  cracking throughout the underside of the deck with efflo. Minor collision damage  
                  under parapet at span 2. 2’ x 6’ x 2” spall on northbound side of span 2 with no  
                  exposed rebar. Settlement on both approaches 
Sup [6] – Mod. rusting on all beam ends and bearings 
Sub [6] – Bt.4 between columns 2 and 3 has a 3” x 3” x 1” spall with exposed rebar   
Clean and paint all exposed rebar. 
Repair settlement on both approaches 
Clean and paint all bearing (40 bearings) 
Clean and paint all beams (1520 ft of beams) 
 
 
 
2770014100400 – Asset ID # 5102 (Widen) 
Deck [6] – 1’ x 1’ x 1” spall in top of deck with no exposed rebar at the center of span 4. Light  
                   map, long, and transverse cracking throughout top of deck. Heavy damage due to  
                   truck collision and fire under span 3 that has been repaired.  
Sup [6] – Large truck collision and fire at Bt.4 causing fire damage to all beams at spans 3 and 4.  
                 Paint on beams are all peeling with mod. rusting throughout.  Paint on spans 3 and 4  
                 are damaged due to truck collision and fire. 
Sub [6] – 1’ vertical crack in columns throughout. Columns re-poured at Bt.4 due to truck  
                 collision and fire on July 29, 2006. Minor cracking with efflo. In caps throughout. 
Cleans and paint all steel beams (1550 ft of beams) 
 
 
 
2770021000100 – Asset ID # 4829 (Widen) 
Deck [6] –Light  map cracking and scaling throughout top of deck.  
Sup [6] – Span 2 beams 2, 3, and 4 show collision damage. Span 2 beam 4 has exposed tendons  


    that have been patched as of January 2019. All beams on span 3 have minor collision  
    damage.             


Sub [6] – Bt.2 pile 1 has fine cracking and spalling due to collision. Bt.2 column 3 has a small  
                spall with no exposed rebar. Bt.3 cap at span 3 has a spall at the bearing area of beams  
                1, 3, and 4 that has been patched as of January 2019. 
 
 







Route Interchange/Crossing MilePoint Pic of Site Notes


JASPER - I95 US 17 5 1-Frontage Roads attached to 
Ramps. 2-Close proximity to 
SC46 crossing. 3-Included in 
study for Exit 3 IJR


JASPER - I95 US 278 8


JASPER - I95 S-13 18


Frontage Roads attached to 
Ramps. 


JASPER - I95 Purrysburg Road, S34 3







JASPER - I95 John Smith Road, S141 7


JASPER - I95 Crow Field Road 17







Interchanges


Route LRS Begin MilePoint End MilePoint Length AADT (Factored) Factored AADT Year % Truck Truck Year Site Specific
JASPER US 17 27020001700N 9.22 13.05 3.83 13300 2018 27 2014 Yes
JASPER US 17 27020001700N 13.05 13.74 0.69 12400 2018 24 2014 Yes
JASPER US 17 27020001700N 13.74 14.05 0.31 7700 2018 9.5 2018 No


Route LRS Begin MilePoint End MilePoint Length AADT (Factored) Factored AADT Year % Truck Truck Year Site Specific
JASPER US 278 27020027800E 32.16 32.45 0.29 6200 2018 8.9 2018 No
JASPER US 278 27020027800E 32.45 37.43 4.98 29700 2018 14 2014 Yes


Route LRS Begin MilePoint End MilePoint Length AADT (Factored) Factored AADT Year % Truck Truck Year Site Specific
JASPER S- 13 27070001300N 0 1.86 1.86 600 2018 6.5 2018 No
JASPER S- 13 27070001300N 1.86 3.22 1.36 1150 2018 6.5 2018 No
JASPER S- 13 27070001300N 3.22 3.46 0.24 1300 2018 6.5 2018 No
JASPER S- 13 27070001300N 3.51 4.13 0.62 2800 2018 6.5 2018 No
JASPER S- 13 27070001300N 4.13 6.68 2.55 2600 2018 6.5 2018 No
JASPER S- 13 27070001300N 6.68 9.03 2.35 475 2018 4.45 2013 Yes
JASPER S- 13 SPR27070001305N 0 0.19 0.19 125 2018 4.8 2017 No


Other Routes Adjacent to the Interchanges


Route Begin MilePoint End MilePoint Length AADT (Factored) Factored AADT Year % Truck Truck Year Site Specific
JASPER L- 355 0 0.21 0.21 150 2018 4.8 2017 No
JASPER L- 355 0.21 0.36 0.15 125 2018 4.8 2017 No


Route LRS Begin MilePoint End MilePoint Length AADT (Factored) Factored AADT Year % Truck Truck Year Site Specific
JASPER US 17 27020001700N 14.53 16.02 1.49 5500 2018 9.5 2018 No
JASPER US 17 27020001700N 16.02 24.65 8.63 3300 2018 9.5 2018 No


Route LRS Begin MilePoint End MilePoint Length AADT (Factored) Factored AADT Year % Truck Truck Year Site Specific
JASPER S- 88 27070008800E 0 0.67 0.67 300 2018 4.8 2017 No
JASPER S- 88 SPR27070008805E 0 0.05 0.05 125 2018 4.8 2017 No


Route LRS Begin MilePoint End MilePoint Length AADT (Factored) Factored AADT Year % Truck Truck Year Site Specific
JASPER S- 422 27070042200E 0 1.11 1.11 125 2018 4.8 2017 No







Route LRS Begin MilePoint End MilePoint Length AADT (Factored) Factored AADT Year % Truck Truck Year Site Specific
JASPER US 17 27020001700N 24.65 26.41 1.76 3300 2018 9.5 2018 No
JASPER US 17 27020001700N 26.41 27.73 1.32 4600 2018 6.5 2018 No


Overpasses


Route LRS Begin MilePoint End MilePoint Length AADT (Factored) Factored AADT Year % Truck Truck Year Site Specific
JASPER S- 34 27070003400E 12.74 14.3 1.56 125 2018 4.8 2017 No


Route LRS Begin MilePoint End MilePoint Length AADT (Factored) Factored AADT Year % Truck Truck Year Site Specific
JASPER S- 141 27070014100N 0 0.13 0.13 5700 2018 9.5 2018 No
JASPER S- 141 27070014100N 0.13 2.18 2.05 5600 2018 9.5 2018 No


Route LRS Begin MilePoint End MilePoint Length AADT (Factored) Factored AADT Year % Truck Truck Year Site Specific
JASPER S- 210 27070021000E 0 0.52 0.52 125 2018 4.8 2017 No


 







From the RPG


STRUCTURE # BRIDGE DESCRIPTION MP ADT YEAR BUILT VERTICAL CLEARANCE
WIDTH 
(Curb to 


Curb)
LENGTH


Functionally 
Obsolete?


Structurally 
Deficient?


Sufficiency 
Rating


Notes


2710009510100 GA/SC Line 0.275 27650 1976 NA 40.5 2855 YES NO 58.4
2710009530100 GA/SC Line 0.275 27650 1976 NA 40.5 2855 YES NO 48.4
2710009510200 Savannah Overflow 1.307 27650 1975 NA 39.5 520 YES NO 74.3
2710009530200 Savannah Overflow 1.329 27650 1975 NA 39.5 520 YES NO 74.3
2710009510300 Sand Island Swamp 2.089 27650 1976 NA 40 600 YES NO 74.3
2710009530300 Sand Island Swamp 2.103 27650 1976 NA 40 600 YES NO 62.8
2710009510400 S.C.L. Railroad 2.552 27650 1976 NA 39.5 330 YES NO 60.7
2710009530400 S.C.L. Railroad 2.587 27650 1976 NA 39.5 330 YES NO 60.7
2710009530500 SC 46 5.773 29150 1968 NA 39.5 330 YES YES 44.9 SB bridge under contract to replace.
2710009510500 SC 46 5.791 29150 1968 NA 37.2 146 YES NO 59.5
2710009530700 Bahama Swamp 11.245 25750 1968 NA 37.2 90 YES NO 73.5
2710009510700 Bahama Swamp 11.267 25750 1968 NA 37.2 90 YES NO 73.5
2710009530800 Bagshaw Swamp 12.956 25750 1968 NA 37.2 120 YES YES 47.8 SB bridge under contract to replace.
2710009510800 Bagshaw Swamp 12.977 25750 1968 NA 37.2 120 YES NO 61.9
2710009530900 Great Swamp 14.941 25750 1966 NA 37.2 180 YES NO 73.5
2710009510900 Great Swamp 14.966 25750 1966 NA 37.2 180 YES NO 74.5





		Whole Appendix I95 GA State Line to 18 Widening

		Freight -Rail Feasibility Data Pull - I95 MP0 to MP18 (p038678).pdf

		Freight - Rail Feasibility Data



		I-95 over Savannah River Plans.pdf

		95001.tif.pdf

		95002.tif.pdf

		95003.tif.pdf

		95004.tif.pdf

		95005.tif.pdf

		95006.tif.pdf

		95007.tif.pdf

		95008.tif.pdf

		95009.tif.pdf

		95010.tif.pdf

		95011.tif.pdf

		95012.tif.pdf

		95013.tif.pdf

		95014.tif.pdf

		95015.tif.pdf

		95016.tif.pdf

		95017.tif.pdf

		95018.tif.pdf

		95019.tif.pdf

		95020.tif.pdf

		95021.tif.pdf

		95022.tif.pdf

		95023.tif.pdf

		95024.tif.pdf

		95025.tif.pdf

		95026.tif.pdf

		95027.tif.pdf

		95028.tif.pdf

		95029.tif.pdf



		PDM_I95MM0_18.pdf

		Project Delivery Selection Workshop Summary

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix

		Overview

		Background

		Primary delivery methods



		Project Delivery Selection Process

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Worksheets and Forms

		Project delivery selection summary form

		Conclusions and Comments form

		Project delivery methods selection factor opportunities / obstacles form

		Project delivery methods opportunities / obstacles checklists

		Risk assessment guidance form



		Project Delivery Selection Summary

		Project Delivery Selection Summary Conclusions and Comments

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Primary Factors

		1) Delivery Schedule

		2) Project Complexity and Innovation

		3) Level of Design

		4) Cost

		5) Initial Risk Assessment

		5a) General Project Risk Checklist (Items to consider when assessing risk)

		5b) Assessment of Risk Project Delivery Selection Opportunities/Obstacles Checklist



		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Secondary Factors

		6) Staff Experience and Availability

		7) Level of Oversight and Control

		8) Competition and Contractor Experience





		I-95_MM0-18_typ3B.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ2



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3A.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ1



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ



		I-95_MM0-18_typ.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ

		I-95_MM0-18_typ3B.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ2



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3A.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ1





		I-95 MPT 0.00-18.00 data_trucks_analysis.pdf

		Analysis



		I-95 MPT 0.00-18.00 data_Pivot_notes.pdf

		Analysis



		I-95 IHSDM 4 lane Baseline.pdf

		Report Overview

		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 w_traverable median & cable barrier.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 w_median wall.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 no build.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		I-95 MP 0-18 Speeds Trucks and All.pdf

		Summary

		All NBL

		Trucks NBL

		All SBL

		Trucks SBL



		I-95 MM 0-18 FR Scoping Info.pdf

		I95 0-18 PLanning Info



		I-95 - GA State Line to Exit 33 Bridge Info.pdf

		Sheet1














1.            Purpose and Need Statement: It is understood that the objective of this project is improving I-
95 from MM 0 to MM 18 and that the likely form that improvement will take is widening.  The Purpose 
and Need Statement for the project’s environmental document will need to reflect the “why” of that 
objective.  Will the road be widened to improve capacity?  If so, why is a capacity upgrade necessary?  
Will the road be widened to increase the safety of the facility?  If so, why is there a need for increased 
safety on the facility? Etc.   


Note that any use of “safety” in Purpose and Need must be accompanied by data showing both a need 
via accident statistics and a projected benefit that is statistically based.  


2. Noise: A noise study will be required for the project if capacity is expanded either through the 
addition of a travel lane or restriping.  Noise receivers are infrequent through the project corridor with 
the exception of the Hardeeville area.  In this area there is some probability that the noise analysis could 
lead to the construction of noise abatement barriers for residential areas in Hardeeville on either side of 
I-95. 


3.            Wetlands/Other Waters: The concentration of wetlands along the I95 corridor was assessed by 
reviewing several GIS data layers, and a wetland delineation that was performed for a previously 
permitted project.  Based on review of this information, the I95 corridor in Jasper County contains a high 
concentration of wetlands.   The majority of the wetlands within the project study area are forested 
wetlands that are part of larger swamp systems.  Some of the wetlands in the project area are located 
within the floodplain of the Savannah River and have hydrologic connectivity to portions of the 
Savannah National Wildlife Refuge.  There are also other non-wetland waters located within the corridor 
including several seasonal and perennial tributaries.  In order to quantify the amount of waters of the US 
within the corridor, a jurisdictional determination package will need to be prepared and verified by the 
US Army Corps of Engineers. 


4.            Flood Plains/Drainage: Floodplains are regulated by Federal Emergency Management Agency.  
Any activities affecting floodplains within the project corridor will have to follow FEMA Flood Insurance 
Program regulations. 


5.            Permits: Due to the high concentration of wetlands and the anticipated wetland impacts, the 
project will need an individual Section 404 permit from the USACE. 


6.            Watershed/Mitigation Bank Availability: The project is located in the Southern Coastal Plain 
and Mid Atlantic Coastal Plain level 3 EPA ecoregions.  The watersheds where the project is located 
include the Savannah basin (HUC 03060109) and the Salkehatchie basin (HUC 03050208).  There is one 
approved mitigation bank with available credits that provides service to the project area; however, the 
number of credits at this bank is limited.  It is likely that a permittee-responsible mitigation plan will 
have to be developed for this project. 


7.            Cultural Resources:  Cultural resource investigations will be required for the proposed project.  
Any areas of new right-of-way will require archaeological survey when feasible (not inundated, not 
developed, etc.).  Some aboveground resources within view-shed of project may need to be 







documented.  Based on GIS and aerial mapping images it is not anticipated that the proposed project 
will have significant cultural resources impacts. 


8.            Threatened/Endangered Species: There are several threatened and endangered species listed 
for Jasper County.  A biological assessment of the project corridor will have to be performed to assess 
the potential effects of the project on any listed species or their habitat.  Based on the review of the 
biological assessments performed for previous SCDOT projects along the I-95 corridor, it is likely that no 
species will be affected by the project due to lack of suitable habitat within the corridor.  Should the 
assessment conclude that there is an effect on any listed species or its habitat, SCDOT will follow federal 
Section 7 consultation procedures during the development of the project. 


9.            Parks/Potential Section 4(f) Public Properties: The southwestern portion of the project, from 
Purrysburg Road overpass west to Savannah River, is within the Savannah National Wildlife Refuge.  Any 
improvements outside of existing right-of-way may trigger Section 4(f) process, although if impacts are 
minor it is possible that a de minimis 4(f) finding could be made and the lengthy 4(f) process could be 
avoided. 


10.         Underground Storage Tanks: Available GIS data does not show USTs within the I-95 right-of-
way, but any improvements at interchanges and/or outside of existing right-of-way have the potential to 
affect USTs.  A Phase I environmental survey for USTs and Hazardous Materials is recommended for the 
length of the project corridor. 


11.         Hazardous Waste: Available GIS data does not show any Hazardous Material concerns within 
the I-95 right-of-way. A Phase I environmental survey for USTs and Hazardous Materials is 
recommended for the length of the project corridor. 


12.         Low-income/Minority Communities: If remaining within existing right-of-way, the proposed 
project is not expected to disproportionately affect minority or low-income communities.  The exception 
to this is the possibility of adverse noise impacts in the Hardeeville area.  See item #2 “Noise” for more 
information. 


13.         Air Quality:  The proposed project is not expected to have a significant impact on air quality.  
Jasper County is currently in attainment for air quality standards and therefore no mitigation relative to 
air quality is expected to be associated with the proposed project.  


14.             Farmlands:  The proposed project is not anticipated to have an impact upon farmlands. 


15.     Public Involvement:  Assuming that the proposed project will require an Environmental 
Assessment document, the public involvement effort will involve both a Public Information Meeting and 
a Public Hearing.  A project website will also need to be developed. 







FEASIBILITY REPORT -Environmental Screening Form  
TRANSMITTAL TO  FEASIBILITY REPORT MANAGER


County:Project ID: Region:


Date:


GENERAL INFORMATION


Right of Way:Project Type:


New Alignment Facility


Widening of Existing Facility


Bridge Replacement


Intersection Improvement


Yes NoIs a new Right of Way required?


Project:


Project Purpose and Need:


NEPA


What is the required level of NEPA documentation?


NEPA Documentation:


Section 106, Historic or Cultural Impacts:


Yes NoAre there historic properties (i.e., NR-eligible or listed) in the project area?
Yes NoWill they be impacted?


Section 4(f):


Yes NoAre there Section 4(f) properties in the project area?
FEMA:


Yes NoWill the project impact a regulatory floodway?
Yes No


Is a Floodplain Checklist required? Yes No
Is a Risk Assessment Form required?


Noise:


Yes NoIs a noise analysis required?
NoYesIs noise abatement required?


JasperPIN # RPG 1


Nov 15, 2019
I-95 Widening from Georgia state line to Mile Marker 18


The purpose of this project is to improve capacity and mobility on I-95 from MM 0 to approximately MM 18 due to a projected 
increase in traffic demand and volume of freight.  


EA







Threatened and Endangered Species:


Yes NoIs a threatened and endangered species survey needed?


Are there federally listed species present within 1/2 mile of the project area on GIS?


Essential Fish Habitat:


Yes NoAre there any tidal wetland impacts in the project area?
Underground Storage Tanks/Hazardous Materials:


Yes NoAre there any known hazardous materials sites with the potential to impact the project area?
Yes NoWill a Phase I be required?


NoYesWill a Phase II be required?


Yes No


*See Survey Window spreadsheet in env\EMO Go2\NEPA\T&E,EFH and Marine Mammals\T&E|Federal Species.


Air Quality:


Yes NoIs an air quality analysis required?


Land Use:


Farmland:


Yes NoIs a farmland assessment required?


Environmental Justice:


Yes NoIs there potential for EJ issues?


PERMITTING


GP


401


IP


CAP


NWP


CZC


Will a permit will be required for impacts?


Section 10


Nav
USACE


SCDHEC


NoYes


Bridge PermitUSCG


(Check 


all that 


apply)


Wetlands and Streams:


NoYesAre there jurisdictional features located within the project area?


If yes, list and describe streams or wetlands:


The project will need a survey during the NEPA phase of the project.  The species list from USFWS changes often, but 
there are colonies of wood storks near the project area.


The southwestern portion of the project, from Purrysburg Road overpass west to Savannah River, is within the Savannah 
National Wildlife Refuge.  Any improvements outside of existing right-of-way may trigger Section 4(f) process, although if 
impacts are minor it is possible that a de minimis 4(f) finding could be made and the lengthy 4(f) process could be avoided.


Enter applicable demographic/census info from EJ View or other sources


There are many jurisdictional streams and wetlands in the project area.  The largest and most notable wetland system is part 
of the floodplain of the Savannah River.







What is the stream classification?  (**Print and attach SCDHEC Water Quality Report.)


Stream Classification:


Are there navigable waters within the project area? NoYes


Are there known shellfish beds within 1,000 ft of the project area?


Yes No
Will the project likely require mitigation of unavoidable impacts to the 
Waters of the U.S.?


Yes No
Do the project impacts occur within an existing Mitigation Bank Service 
Area?


COMPENSATORY MITIGATION


Yes No
Are there downstream (or upstream in coastal area) sites that are 303(d) listed?


Yes NoIs there a Federal Wild and Scenic River within the project area?
Yes NoIs there a SC Designated Scenic River within the project area?


Yes No


Is the project area within a TMDL?


NoYes


*See RIBITS data on Mitigation Bank locations and service areas in env\GIS\RIBITS


ALTERNATIVES


NEPA:


PERMITTING:


FW







COMMENTS


SCDOT NEPA Comments:


Agency Comments:


SCDOT Permitting Comments:


SCDOT General Comments:


Agency comments in this field (agency, date, comment)


Assuming that the proposed project will require an Environmental Assessment document, the public involvement effort will 
involve both a Public Information Meeting and a Public Hearing.  A project website will also need to be developed.


The I95 corridor in Jasper County contains a high concentration of wetlands.   The majority of the wetlands within the project 
study area are forested wetlands that are part of larger swamp systems.  Some of the wetlands in the project area are located 
within the floodplain of the Savannah River and have hydrological connectivity to portions of the Savannah National Wildlife 
Refuge.  There are also other non-wetland waters located within the corridor including several seasonal and perennial 
tributaries.  In order to quantify the amount of waters of the US within the corridor, a jurisdictional determination package will 
need to be prepared and verified by the US Army Corps of Engineers.  Due to the high concentration of wetlands and the 
anticipated wetland impacts, the project will need an individual Section 404 permit from the USACE.  Additionally, the project 
is actually in the service area of an approved mitigation bank but the bank does not have credits availabel to cover the impacts.  


SCDOT General staff comments only in this field (initials, date, comment)
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PROJECT:


1 Is project on Statewide Freight Network?


2 Truck AADT: Station # Class 4 & 5 Class 6 & Above Class 8 & Above Location Note
2018 Truck AADT 2353 2261 12830 12503 GA state line to US17/321


Projected Note: awaiting data from Systems Performance


3 Predominant Truck Type in Project Area Station # % Class 4 & 5 Class 6 & Above Class 8 & Above Location Note
Indicate average volume of class of truck 2353 8% 46% 45% GA state line to US17/321


4 Tonnage of Freight
SCDOT/Transearch Segment ID:  


AVERAGE ESTIMATED 
ANNUAL TONS


2016 57,117,924                       


2025 72,302,755                       


2040 104,900,401                     


5 At-grade RR Crossings?
List crossings or state 'none' Parallel to I-95 


6
Truck-Based Safety Data in Area of Proposed 
Project


Location Year(s) Total Crashes
Truck-Involved 


Crashes
% Truck-Involved 
Crashes


Average % Truck-
Involved 


Crashes/Year
List truck-involved accidents/crashes I95  MP0 - MP18 2012 - 2016 847 144 17% 4%


I95  MP0 - MP18 2016 -2018 1243 131 11% 3%


7
OSOW Restrictions / Impact on the Statewide 
Freight Network


no information - Approved OSOW Interstate


I-95   MP 0 to MP18Freight / Rail Feasibility Report Input


yes


AVERAGE ESTIMATED ANNUAL VALUE
$127,909,637,474


$169,915,823,701


$285,394,061,952


45000020 / 45000072 / 45000077







8
Addiditional Considerations for Efficient Truck 
Movements


No additional information







\\nts\hq\TE\TE-Rd-Services\TE-Traf-Data-Col\SCDOT-FHWA VehicleClassification 2019-05.pdf
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I95 MM0-18 FR Scoping Meeting Minutes 


6/26/19 


Attendee List is separate. 


Problem 


• #2 ranked project of the rural interstates.   
• All data below is in comparison to all rural interstate data. 


o Highest tonnage ranking 
o Low economic development score 
o Very high TTTI, very low reliability for freight 
o High truck ADT 
o High crash data (8.5 Commercial motor vehicle ‘CMV’ crashes / mile) 


• Freight and safety the issue for this section based on rural interstate ranking (information 
above) 


• Discussed how these projects were ranked in light of SCDOT ranking policy.  Secretary Hall 
requested the rankings for rural interstates.  The rankings were heavy on freight due to push for 
freight mobility and economic development. 


• Safety Office said the actual crash data for modes of traffic did not support the rankings data.  
Safety not a driving factor, but should be considered.  


Purpose and Need 


Initial P&N from Planning 


The purpose of this project is to improve capacity on I-95 from MM 0 to 18 due to an increase in 
traffic demand, volume of freight, and crash history. Interchanges may also be upgraded based 
on safety concerns and operational deficiencies. 


 


Proposed P&N from PDT 


The purpose of this project is to improve capacity and mobility on I-95 from MM 0 to 
approximately MM 18 due to a projected increase in traffic demand and volume of freight.  
Operational and structural deficiencies on interchanges and bridges will be addressed within the 
corridor.  In 2045, the mainline will perform between a LOS of D and F.  This corridor ranks 
among the worst of the rural interstate in freight mobility with a score of 0.9 on a 1 scale.   


Discussion 


Debated making safety a secondary P&N since safety should always be a concern with SC’s low national 
ranking on safety.  Actual safety data does not completely support the crash rankings from the rural 
interstate rankings list.  The team was concerned that it would be difficult to prove an issue since no 
data supported a safety issue.  It may be difficult to prove an improvement in safety since this section is 
not proving problematic now.   







There was concern that MM18 is not a logical terminus.  It was determined that it seemed improbable 
to reach 18 with the funding constraints.  This assessment was to find the logical termini between 0-18.  
8 is a more logical termini based on traffic and the fact that several bridges in the Savannah River 
floodplain are in bad condition and may get replaced.  The bridge cost may limit the extension of the 
project past 8 much less past 18. There will be future FRs that address the next logical termini between 
the logical termini from this report up to MM33.   


There was discussion on extending the project limit to MM 22.52 based on the fact that the old concrete 
section between MM 4.0 and 22.52 on south bound appears to be in poor condition and needs to be 
reconstructed. However, it seemed not feasible because of the funding constraints. 


Reliability was discussed but eliminated from being included since the numbers showed that this stretch 
was reliable.  Congestion is different from reliability.  There is congestion, but travel time is consistent 
enough that traffic understands how long this stretch takes to traverse.   


Economics/tourism was discussed but eliminated based on it being difficult if not impossible to 
measure. 


Assuming full reconstruction for now for cost.  Could descope later by Steering Committee or project 
development.  Pavement was not mentioned in the P&N but could be considered part of mobility.   


Side roads connect to the ramps but this was deemed more of a goal to address side roads rather than 
an item that should be stated in the P&N.  Side roads are addressed later under goals.  


All of the interchanges had a decrease in LOS in the future.  US278 has failing movements now.   


Some bridges were in poor shape, but some may be widened.  All bridges were either functionally 
deficient and/or structurally deficient.   


No additional support data from the rankings was used in the P&N.  It was discussed to expand on the 
support but the team decided against doing so.  FHWA said the vague inference to travel demand and 
volume of freight was sufficient. 


Goals 


1. Improve Capacity 
a. LOS C or better 


2. Maintain or Improve Truck Travel Time Reliability 
a. Truck Travel Rate of 1.45 (from TAMP) or better 


3. Address Interchange Deficiencies  
a. LOS C or better 
b. Remove interconnectivity with side roads/frontage roads on ramps 


4. Improve Safety 
a. Improve crash rates from existing 


5. Address Bridge Deficiencies  
a. Improve Condition to 7 or better for all bridges 


6. Address Pavement Deficiencies  
a. Improve structure number, PQI, and ride-ability from existing 







Discussion 


The LOS of C for capacity was chosen due to SCDOT standards.  It was discussed that some stretches on 
interstates, due to volume of traffic and surrounding development, can never reach a C.  Looking at the 
projected traffic for a 6 lane and 8 lane section, C was reached for both a 6 and 8 lane section.  These 
projections do not take into account the port and the addition of exit 3.  In the Exit 3 Study, adding exit 3 
will double the ADT on I95.  Exit 3 would be installed if an approved IJR is received when the 
developments reach a level to justify the new interchange.  The port currently has a construction date of 
2035. 


The truck reliability factor was pulled from the SCDOT TAMP. 


Interchanges will be reviewed by traffic for the final meeting to assess what could achieve LOS of C or 
greater.  Two interchanges had frontage roads that connected to ramps.  This needs addressing.  Traffic 
can access the interstate and the opposite side of the interstate if disconnected from the ramps.  One 
site may need the road extended to the crossing, but one may could be cul-du-saced and not extended.   


The bridge conditions come into play with whether the interchanges need to be altered.  All of the 
bridges will require an increase in bridge height if they are replaced.  Tie downs may affect the ramps 
and loops.   


There was a great deal of discussion concerning bridge ratings and what is acceptable.  7 is “good”.  
Asking for the full replacements to achieve 7 is expensive; however, it may not be deemed as the best 
approach by the Steering Committee.  It was decided for the goals to propose the best scenario for the 
structure ratings and let the Committee descope the project. 


No specific crash type was identified for measurement for improving safety.  This stretch is performing 
as expected for this type of roadway.  The team did not want to ignore safety since it is a strategic goal; 
therefore, safety will be evaluated for each alternative to assess if safety factors degrade or improve. 


Deciding on adding lanes or total reconstruction would depend on the pavement analysis.  At this point 
there will not be enough information to address the pavement, but it is a goal for project development.   


Several items were brought up as goals but then decided they fit better in scope:  Geometric 
Improvements, Truck Parking, ITS, Ramp Controls (hurricanes). 


Scope 


• Address mainline geometric issues.   
o Avoid pursuing a design exception at the sag at MM1.5  


• Evaluate need for additional truck parking and converting truck weigh station to truck 
parking.  (Keep for now until QT is approved) 


• Expand ITS 
• Address incident response controls at interchanges 
• Review options for increasing capacity 
• Replace all bridges on mainline 
• Retain all overpasses unless the interchange alteration necessitates replacing or the need 


for more shoulder width exists 







• Review options for addressing overpass rehab 
• Increase capacity at exit 8 
• Address geometric/operational deficiencies at Exit 5 and 18 
• Review options for pavement design for new and existing 


Discussion 


There are numerous ways to increase capacity.  “Widen” was avoided because it limits choices for 
addressing capacity.   


The intent is not to bring the interstate up to all design standards.  Geometrics not meeting today’s 
standards need to be evaluated and design exceptions pursued during project development if crash data 
supports the exception.  The one exclusion is at MM 1.5 where lowboys bottom out and have scared the 
interstate.   


The abandoned weigh station asked for receptors in the roadway when this section of interstate was 
rehabbed recently leading the SCDOT to believe that DPS/HP may open it again in the future.  This 
section has such a large volume of trucks that truck parking is a concern.  Several truck stops exist along 
the corridor and there is a welcome center and truck parking area on this section.  Truck parking may be 
extended at the welcome center and parking area if needed.  DPS has no plans to reopen the weigh 
stations in this segment of I-95 N/S (~MM4.5).  SC Department of Transportation (SCDOT) owns and 
maintains the land that the scale facility (weigh station building) is on. The SCDPS only owns the 
buildings not the land. Any alterations to these properties (land) will have to be approved through 
SCDOT.  Requested input from Lowcountry COG staff re: perceived need for additional truck parking 
based on observation within project corridor.  Response: Unknown.  


ITS ends well short of this area.  There is a plan to extend it to this section, but it is worthwhile to 
explore adding it in this project due to the large number of trucks and tourists. 


Incident response could be flooding, interstate closures, or evacuation control.  In the past Floridians 
evacuated to SC, exited the interstate, and clogged the roads for SC tourist and commerce.  Highway 
Patrol has asked for gates on the ramps to control who can exit and enter the interstate to avoid future 
issues.  I95 is prone to flood north of this project, plus traffic from an accident could precipitate lane 
closures, so preventing traffic from entering this area would help HP control traffic. 


There was discussion on adding all of the goals to the scope, but it was decided that this would not be a 
clear path for project development to use to develop plans.  


Much discussion was had about bridges and whether we had justification to replace all structures due to 
age, MOT costs, and ease of construction.  The team decided to form a subcommittee of Traffic, District, 
PM, Design, and Maintenance and look at each bridge, overpass or interchange, that is “fair”.  “Poor” 
bridges should be replaced.  Cost estimates for bridge alternatives will be generated in time to support 
the decision to replace/widen/rehab/jack.  Some bridges may get widened to the outside due to MOT 
causing a shift in the interstate alignment.   


Concerns over the level of design for the alternatives was discussed.  It was left up to design to decide.  
The level of design could be layouts that defined the horizontal and used later in design for all 







alternatives instead of using some conservative layouts for all alternatives to give a conservative window 
of impacts where little design effort is expended on each alternative. 


Since the bridge decision could not be addressed in this meeting due to time and lack of some 
information, the meeting was adjourned and another meeting will be planned to finalize the scope and 
discuss alternatives.     


7/30/2019 


Second Meeting Discussion on the Scope 


Attendee list on separate sheet. 


The subcommittee on the bridges met and decided the following: 


• Replace all bridges on mainline I95 due to them all being a 5 or less (see Goals above) 
o 5 is fair.  Within 10 years they will be 4 or less.  4 is poor. 
o Within 10 years being a 4 will make them structurally deficient 
o The older bridges had the higher ratings but by the time this project is complete 


they will be nearing the end of their lifespan 
o The numerous staging and MOT issues involved in widening them is not worth the 


trouble for a fair bridge.  It will still be fair after the widening.  The effort to replace 
is not much different than widening and the bridge will be new. 


• Do not replace any overpass bridges unless the overpass lacks proper shoulders for 
operations or geometrics or unless the interchange alteration requires replacement due to 
the new configuration. 


• All bridges have above 16.5’ of vertical clearance.  No jackings required.  No effort needs to 
be expended during construction to retain the existing clearance, i.e. overlay is acceptable.   


• Several of the overpasses have deferred maintenance that needs to be addressed, i.e. paint, 
bearing replacements, deck work.  The traffic control for this project is the same needed for 
the maintenance work.  Do the maintenance under this contract to avoid paying for the 
traffic control again in the near future in a maintenance contract.   


• The District has added their information on the bridges to PW.  Precon is going to add their 
information on this to PW. 


The developers requesting Exit 3 have shown volumes supporting 8 lanes on I95, but have not 
determined a year associated with those numbers.  Their model looks at growth and volumes up to 2035 
in 5 year increments.  The traffic volumes will increase with the amount of economic growth.  Once 80% 
of the expected growth occurs then 8 lanes will be needed.  Only one company has shown true interest 
in development, with several others having entitlement to land but have not commitment to 
development at this time.  Currently the developer is trying to get preliminary approval of a IJR.  They 
would have to combine the weigh station and rest area in order to get approval due to conflicts with 
ramps on Exit 3 with the truck parking.  Plus, they may have to fund the widening of I95 to 8 lanes due 
to connectivity between the 8 lanes a functioning interchange.   


They want to construct this interchange in 2026, but considering their hurdles, it does not seem 
reasonable to account for the interchange or the growth.  Planning is relooking at the model based on 
the developer’s volumes just to see how I95 may be affected.  For now, the plan is to move forward 







based on the initial data gathered by Planning with a risk that the interchange may move forward and 
necessitate 8 lanes.     


If private truck parking (QT) builds on exit 5 then approximately 15 truck parking spots will be located in 
this stretch.  The QT permit has not yet been approved; therefore, truck parking will remain in the 
scope. As of August 6: permit is still under review. 


Mike Bowman is compiling guidance for incident response controls at the interchanges. 


 


Alternatives 


Potential Alternatives with Path Forward (Pursue or Eliminate (reasons given)) 


1. Mainline 
a. Managed Lanes - Eliminated 


i. High Truck Percentage 
ii. Tourists more than commuters during the summer 


iii. Not conducive to rural interstates 
iv. Issues with enforcements of managed lanes 
v. SC law prohibits tolling interstates 


b. 8 Lanes – Eliminated 
i. Since the goal was to obtain LOS C or higher on the mainline, 6 lanes meets that 


criteria with two sections of B and the majority of the sections as C.  8 Lanes was 
LOS B for all sections.   


ii. There is not enough median width for 8 lanes, therefore, all interchanges would 
have to be replaced and new right-of-way purchased 


c. Transit – Eliminated 
i. High Truck Percentage 


ii. Capacity issues are driven by tourists and not commuters 
d. 6 Lanes 


i. Plot 6 lane configuration for the entire corridor 
1. Barrier wall for roughly 6 miles where the median is too narrow for a 


ditch.  A full width shoulder will be used on the inside against the barrier 
wall. 


ii. Plot 8 lanes for bridges on mainline 
2. Interchanges 


a. Exit 5 
i. Only address deficiencies 


1. Frontage road connecting to the ramp. Relocate Frontage Road. 
a. Potential QT coming to NE quadrant.  Not yet approved. 
b. If approved, it will be in logical path for Frontage Road 


relocation.   
i. May have to purchase businesses or pay damages to 


businesses on frontage road attached to the ramp.  







Purchase of QT more expensive than businesses on 
ramp.  Businesses on ramp: 


1. Fireworks store 
2. Motel 


ii. Businesses on ramp are impulse buy businesses.  Cul-
du-sac an option to relocating frontage road and 
eliminating purchase of RW and other impacts to 
relocate the road. If cul-du-sac frontage road, then must 
pay damages to the businesses.   


2. Create more distance between the on and off ramps to avoid driving 
confusion on US17 


3. Welcome Center ramps and south quadrants ramps conflict 
ii. Plot: 


1. Frontage road options 
2. Ramp options on mainline and on US17 


b. Exit 8 
i. The alternatives will be traffic driven.  Without exact counts the alternatives 


cannot be specified, but some suggestions for Traffic Engineering to consider 
were provided by the team.  Traffic Engineering may have other alternatives 
that they want to consider once the design begins.   


1. DDI (Diverging Diamond) 
2. SPUI (Single Point) 
3. Avoid loops due to growth adjacent to the existing interchange 
4. The structure is to be retained unless geometrics/operational reasons 


necessitate its replacement or widening.  If replaced, account for 8 lanes 
of traffic for future widening. 


ii. Plot alternatives for worst case footprint 
c. Exit 18 


i. Cul-du-sac S13 to eliminate a side road from accessing a ramp 
ii. Evaluate the next interchange at SC336 to assess if this interchange can still 


function properly if this interchange is eliminated 
iii. Plot alternatives 


3. Overpasses 
a. All overpasses are to be retained unless the structure needs to be replaced due to a 


geometric/operational issue.  If it is replaced, then the new structure should have the 
horizontal clearance for 8 lanes for future widening. 


4. Mainline Structures 
a. Replace all mainline structures for the following reasons: 


i. The highest rating of any of the mainline structures is 5. 5 is fair.  Within 10 
years they will be 4 or less.  4 is poor. 


ii. Being a 4 will make them structurally deficient 
iii. The older bridges had the higher ratings but by the time this project is complete 


they will be nearing the end of their lifespan 







iv. The numerous staging and MOT issues involved in widening them is not worth 
the trouble for a fair bridge.  It will still be fair after the widening.  The effort to 
replace is not much different than widening and the bridge will be new. 


b. All mainline structures are to be 8 lanes to account for future widening 
c. The plots are addressed in 1.d. above. 


 


Discussion 


It was discussed whether the cost to go to 8 lanes was minimal when compared to 6 lanes for this 
section of interstate.  Due to this interstate having ample room in the median for 6 lanes but not enough 
room for 8 lanes, 8 lanes would be a much greater cost due to widening to the outside and having to 
reconfigure all overpasses and interchanges. 


Exit 5 has a plot of land that a QT has applied to build a facility with truck parking (approximately 15 
spaces would be dedicated to truck parking).  It is unclear how the QT intends to connect to US17.  If 
they meet the ARMS manual, then they can attach to US17 through encroachment (maybe through 
purchase of an existing closed business on US17).  The SCDOT cannot deny their permit because of a 
project being discussed in the planning phases may conflict with their permit.  Ideally, the frontage road 
would go through this plot of land.  If permitted, the frontage road may have to go behind the QT to 
attach to US17.  Cul-du-sacing the frontage road could be done but not without a price.  Since the 
businesses on the frontage road are impulse business we would have to pay damages.  If the QT builds, 
the different options (cul-du-sac, relocation) will have to be reviewed, but in the discussion it was 
believed that the cheaper option would be to cul-du-sac as opposed to the impacts to relocate behind 
the QT.   


Much discussion was had concerning exit 18.  If it is to be retained, the only issue operationally is the 
side road connecting to the ramp.  The residents on the side road have connectivity to SC336 which 
takes them to I95. 


The major discussion focused on eliminating this interchange.  The problems noted with this interchange 
were lack of shoulders and the mainline off-ramp conflicts with the mainline onramp for the truck 
parking.  This interchange connects I95 traffic to US17/US278 in between Ridgeland and Switzerland.  
Neither area/town generate a lot of traffic.   


Pros to eliminate: 


• Redundancy of interchanges in such close proximity  
• One less interchange to maintain 


Cons to eliminate: 


• Increase travel time on mainline 
• Public Perception 
• Eliminates termini of project 
• If improvement needed to SC336 then these improvements are outside of the project limits 







Even though a IMR would be needed to eliminate the interchange, for now Traffic Engineering will just 
assess if the SC336 interchange can handle the additional volume without being altered.   


 


Action Items 


Item Date Assigned Responsible Party Resources Needed 
Assess truck parking 6/26/2019 Diane  
Bridge alternatives 6/26/2019 RPG Design Constr, Maint, Traffic 
Staging alts for bridges 6/26/2019 Traffic Const, Maint, 
Interchange Reviews, 
order traffic counts 


7/30/2019 Traffic Planning, safety, RPG 


Mainline Plots 7/30/2019 RPG Traffic staging, 
Construction, Planning 


Coordination with GA 7/30/2019 Planning RPG 
Prelim Pavement 
Design and Analysis 


8/23/2019 Jay/Dahae  


 


Team members will have to work together to address their items.  


The Items in red will be discussed in a meeting between the responsible party and the resources prior to 
the next scoping meeting to finalize the scope and alternatives.   


 


Schedules 


Management wants the FR completed in 3 months.  The team will review their availability and a 
schedule will be created.  The FRM will contact the team shortly to obtain their time frames once the 
team has evaluated the time needed to complete their tasks.   


 


Questions and Assumptions for the Steering Committee 


Assumptions 


• Replace all guardrail 
• Clear all trees inside of altered interchanges. 
• Full reconstruction of all lanes 
• Interchange approach: 


o No alternatives involve exit 3 
o Eliminate frontage roads attached to ramps 


 Exit 5: relocate frontage road 
 Exit 18: Cul-du-sac frontage road 


• Not pursuing design exceptions for mainline geometric issues in sags 







• All interchange ramps will be improved as necessary and paved based on the May 6, 2010, 
memo Resurfacing/Rehabilitation of Interstate Ramps 


• All crosslines will be extended if necessary 
• All crosslines will be inspected and rehabbed 
• Replace all ML bridges and account for 8 lanes 
• Do not replace or jack any overpasses  


o Exceptions for geometric/operational design change 
o Replacements will account for 8 lane width 


• Perform needed maintenance on the overpasses.  The traffic control needed to perform this 
work will be part of this contract so address the needs under this traffic control instead of 
paying for it later with another contract.  Examples of work are listed below: 


o Paint 
o Replace Bearings 
o Deck Work 


Questions 


• Should frontage roads and on/off ramps be moved away from the interchange ramps to 
avoid confusion to drivers? 


o See attached aerials 
• Eliminate Exit 18? 
• Are there pavement types that need to be eliminated from consideration?  Is there a 


favored pavement design alternative and why? 
• Extend FR if eliminate Exit 18? 


 


 


 







PDT Concurrence Request for Steering Committee 
I95 Rural Interstates MM0-18     


Purpose and Need 


The purpose of this project is to improve capacity and mobility on I-95 from MM 0 to 
approximately MM 18 due to a projected increase in traffic demand and volume of freight.  
Operational and structural deficiencies on interchanges and bridges will be addressed within the 
corridor.  In 2045, the mainline will perform between a LOS of D and F.  This corridor ranks 
among the worst of the rural interstate in freight mobility with a score of 0.9 on a 1 scale.   


Goals and Associated Metrics 


1. Improve Capacity 
a. LOS C or better 


2. Maintain or Improve Truck Travel Time Reliability 
a. Truck Travel Rate of 1.45 (from TAMP) or better 


3. Address Interchange Deficiencies  
a. LOS C or better 
b. Remove interconnectivity with side roads/frontage roads on ramps 


4. Improve Safety 
a. Improve crash rates from existing 


5. Address Bridge Deficiencies  
a. Improve Condition to 7 or better for all bridges 


6. Address Pavement Deficiencies  
a. Improve structure number, PQI, and ride-ability from existing 


Scope 


• Address mainline geometric issues.   
o Avoid pursuing a design exception at the sag at MM1.5  


• Evaluate need for additional truck parking and converting truck weigh station to truck 
parking.  (Keep for now until QT is approved) 


• Expand ITS 
• Address incident response controls at interchanges 
• Review options for increasing capacity 
• Replace all bridges on mainline 
• Retain all overpasses unless the interchange alteration necessitates replacing or the need 


for more shoulder width exists 
• Review options for addressing overpass rehab 
• Increase capacity at exit 8 
• Address geometric/operational deficiencies at Exit 5 and 18 
• Review options for pavement design for new and existing 


 







Potential Alternatives with Path Forward (Pursue or Eliminate (reasons given)) 


1. Mainline 
a. Managed Lanes - Eliminated 


i. High Truck Percentage 
ii. Tourists more than commuters during the summer 


iii. Not conducive to rural interstates 
iv. Issues with enforcements of managed lanes 
v. SC law prohibits tolling interstates 


b. 8 Lanes – Eliminated 
i. Since the goal was to obtain LOS C or higher on the mainline, 6 lanes meets that 


criteria with two sections of B and the majority of the sections as C.  8 Lanes was 
LOS B for all sections.   


ii. There is not enough median width for 8 lanes, therefore, all interchanges would 
have to be replaced and new right-of-way purchased 


c. Transit – Eliminated 
i. High Truck Percentage 


ii. Capacity issues are driven by tourists and not commuters 
d. 6 Lanes 


i. Plot 6 lane configuration for the entire corridor 
1. Barrier wall for roughly 6 miles where the median is too narrow for a 


ditch.  A full width shoulder will be used on the inside against the barrier 
wall. 


ii. Plot 8 lanes for bridges on mainline 
2. Interchanges 


a. Exit 5 
i. Only address deficiencies 


1. Frontage road connecting to the ramp. Relocate Frontage Road. 
a. Potential QT coming to NE quadrant.  Not yet approved. 
b. If approved, it will be in logical path for Frontage Road 


relocation.   
i. May have to purchase businesses or pay damages to 


businesses on frontage road attached to the ramp.  
Purchase of QT more expensive than businesses on 
ramp.  Businesses on ramp: 


1. Fireworks store 
2. Motel 


ii. Businesses on ramp are impulse buy businesses.  Cul-
du-sac an option to relocating frontage road and 
eliminating purchase of RW and other impacts to 
relocate the road. If cul-du-sac frontage road, then must 
pay damages to the businesses.   


2. Create more distance between the on and off ramps to avoid driving 
confusion on US17 


3. Welcome Center ramps and south quadrants ramps conflict 







ii. Plot: 
1. Frontage road options 
2. Ramp options on mainline and on US17 


b. Exit 8 
i. The alternatives will be traffic driven.  Without exact counts the alternatives 


cannot be specified, but some suggestions for Traffic Engineering to consider 
were provided by the team.  Traffic Engineering may have other alternatives 
that they want to consider once the design begins.   


1. DDI (Diverging Diamond) 
2. SPUI (Single Point) 
3. Avoid loops due to growth adjacent to the existing interchange 
4. The structure is to be retained unless geometrics/operational reasons 


necessitate its replacement or widening.  If replaced, account for 8 lanes 
of traffic for future widening. 


ii. Plot alternatives for worst case footprint 
c. Exit 18 


i. Cul-du-sac S13 to eliminate a side road from accessing a ramp 
ii. Evaluate the next interchange at SC336 to assess if this interchange can still 


function properly if this interchange is eliminated 
iii. Plot alternatives 


3. Overpasses 
a. All overpasses are to be retained unless the structure needs to be replaced due to a 


geometric/operational issue.  If it is replaced, then the new structure should have the 
horizontal clearance for 8 lanes for future widening. 


4. Mainline Structures 
a. Replace all mainline structures for the following reasons: 


i. The highest rating of any of the mainline structures is 5. 5 is fair.  Within 10 
years they will be 4 or less.  4 is poor. 


ii. Being a 4 will make them structurally deficient 
iii. The older bridges had the higher ratings but by the time this project is complete 


they will be nearing the end of their lifespan 
iv. The numerous staging and MOT issues involved in widening them is not worth 


the trouble for a fair bridge.  It will still be fair after the widening.  The effort to 
replace is not much different than widening and the bridge will be new. 


b. All mainline structures are to be 8 lanes to account for future widening 
c. The plots are addressed in 1.d. above. 


  







Assumptions 


• Replace all guardrail 
• Replace fence 
• Clear all trees from clear zone in the median and to the outside of the travelway. 
• Clear all trees inside of altered interchanges. 
• Full reconstruction of all lanes 
• All interchange ramps will be improved as necessary and paved based on the May 6, 2010, 


memo Resurfacing/Rehabilitation of Interstate Ramps 
• All crosslines will be extended if necessary 
• All crosslines will be inspected and rehabbed 
• Perform needed maintenance on the overpasses.  The traffic control needed to perform this 


work will be part of this contract so address the needs under this traffic control instead of 
paying for it later with another contract.  Examples of work are listed below: 


o Paint 
o Replace Bearings 
o Deck Work 


• Not pursuing design exceptions for mainline geometric issues in sags 
• Interchange approach: 


o No alternatives involve exit 3 
o Eliminate frontage roads attached to ramps 


 Exit 5: relocate frontage road 
 Exit 18: Cul-du-sac frontage road 


• Replace all ML bridges and account for 8 lanes 
• Do not replace or jack any overpasses  


o Exceptions for geometric/operational design change 
o Replacements will account for 8 lane width 


Questions 


• Should frontage roads and on/off ramps be moved away from the interchange ramps to 
avoid confusion to drivers? 


o See attached aerials 
• Are there pavement types that need to be eliminated from consideration?  Is there a 


favored pavement design alternative and why? 
• Eliminate Exit 18? 
• Extend FR if eliminate Exit 18? 


 







I95 MM0-18 Jasper Co. 


Meeting Minutes with GDOT on I95 Bridges at the State Line 


10/2/2019 


Attendees:  


Brent Rewis – SCDOT   Betsy McCall – SCDOT 


Jen Necker – SCDOT   Craig Winn – SCDOT 


Paul Tanner – GDOT   Rob McCall – GDOT 


Tom McQueen – GDOT   Vivian Canizarez – GDOT 


 


• This was considered the kickoff meeting for the coordination between Georgia and South 
Carolina in developing an agreement between the states on addressing the I95 crossing over the 
Savannah River. 


• GDOT shared these items about the bridges 
o Built 1976 
o GA owns and maintains the dual, 2 lane bridges now 
o NB bridge is in fair condition 
o SB bridge is in good condition 


• GDOT will find the bridge ratings and have their design staff to investigate the bridges and 
provide recommendations on replacement or widening 


• Partnering for project development and funding will be discussed further and be documented in 
the agreement 


• GDOT will let us know a point of contact during project development.  Craig Winn will be the 
point of contact for SCDOT during project development. 


• Paul Tanner and Brent Rewis will be the points of contact during the planning and agreement 
phase for GDOT and SCDOT, respectively. 


• SCDOT will send GDOT previous agreements between the DOTs for I20 over the Savannah and 
for the US17 Backwater bridge. 


• SCDOT will start drafting an agreement 
• Grants will be investigated during the planning phase with coordination between states to 


obtain funding. 
• Tanner to call Rewis in a week to discuss the next meeting time. 


 







I95 Rural Interstates MM0-18  


PDT Path Forward Post Steering Committee Recommendations 


10/10/19 


Purpose and Need 


Statement 


The purpose of this project is to improve capacity and mobility, provide truck parking, and 
address operational and structural deficiencies on bridges and interchanges along I-95 from MM 
0 to MM 18. 


Need 


Operational and structural deficiencies on interchanges and bridges will be addressed within the 
corridor.  In 2045, the mainline will perform between a LOS of D and F.  This corridor ranks 
among the worst of the rural interstate in freight mobility with a score of 0.9 on a 1 scale.   Truck 
parking is lacking in this section of interstate. 


 


Goals and Associated Metrics 


1. Improve Capacity 
a. LOS C or better 


2. Maintain or Improve Truck Travel Time Reliability 
a. Truck Travel Rate of 1.45 (from TAMP) or better 


3. Address Interchange Deficiencies  
a. LOS C or better 
b. Remove interconnectivity with side roads/frontage roads on ramps 


4. Improve Safety 
a. Improve crash rates from existing 


5. Address Bridge Deficiencies  
a. Improve Condition to 7 or better for all bridges 


6. Address Pavement Deficiencies  
a. Improve structure number, PQI, and ride-ability from existing 


 


Scope 


• Address mainline geometric issues.   
o Avoid pursuing a design exception at the sag at MM1.5  


• Evaluate need for additional truck parking and converting truck weigh station to truck 
parking.  (Keep for now until QT is approved) 


• Expand ITS 
• Review options for increasing capacity 







• Replace all bridges on mainline and account for 8 lanes 
• Retain all overpasses unless the interchange alteration necessitates replacing or the need 


for more shoulder width exists 
• Do not replace or jack any overpasses  


o Exceptions for geometric/operational design change 
o If a bridge is jacked, perform necessary maintenance and rehab on the bridge in this 


contract. 
o Replacements will account for 8 lane width 


• Increase capacity at exit 8 
• Address geometric/operational deficiencies at Exit 5 and 18 
• Eliminate ramp access from frontage roads 


o Exit 5, relocate frontage road 
o Exit 18, cul-du-sac frontage road 


• All interchange ramps will be improved as necessary and paved based on the May 6, 2010, 
memo Resurfacing/Rehabilitation of Interstate Ramps.   


• Improve pavement conditions on existing and new lanes based on Pavement Design from 
the Lab. 


• Pave all truck parking areas, welcome centers, and weigh stations 
• All crosslines will be inspected and addressed or redesigned as needed based on the 


inspection.   
• Follow the MASH transition plan in PCDM-14 concerning the existing guardrail 
• Replace fence damaged due to clear zone tree removal. 
• All trees will be removed from the full clear zone based on clear zone charts for mainline. 
• All trees will be removed inside of loops and ramps.  Tree removal outside of the loops and 


ramps will follow the clear zone charts. 
• Offset the frontage road entrances from the interstate ramps per the ARMS manual for all 


interchanges.   


 


Potential Alternatives with Path Forward (Pursue or Eliminate (reasons given)) 


1. Mainline 
a. Managed Lanes - Eliminated 


i. High Truck Percentage 
ii. Tourists more than commuters during the summer 


iii. Not conducive to rural interstates 
iv. Issues with enforcements of managed lanes 
v. SC law prohibits tolling interstates 


b. 8 Lanes – Eliminated 
i. Since the goal was to obtain LOS C or higher on the mainline, 6 lanes meets that 


criteria with two sections of B and the majority of the sections as C.  8 Lanes was 
LOS B for all sections.   


ii. There is not enough median width for 8 lanes, therefore, all interchanges would 
have to be replaced and new right-of-way purchased 







c. Transit – Eliminated 
i. High Truck Percentage 


ii. Capacity issues are driven by tourists and not commuters 
d. 6 Lanes 


i. Plot 6 lane configuration for the entire corridor 
1. Barrier wall for roughly 6 miles where the median is too narrow for a 


ditch.  A full width shoulder will be used on the inside against the barrier 
wall. 


ii. Plot 8 lanes for bridges on mainline 
2. Interchanges 


a. Exit 5 
i. Only address deficiencies 


1. Frontage road connecting to the ramp. Relocate Frontage Road. 
a. Potential QT coming to NE quadrant.  Not yet approved. 
b. If approved, it will be in logical path for Frontage Road 


relocation.   
i. May have to purchase businesses or pay damages to 


businesses on frontage road attached to the ramp.  
Purchase of QT more expensive than businesses on 
ramp.  Businesses on ramp: 


1. Fireworks store 
2. Motel 


ii. Businesses on ramp are impulse buy businesses.  Cul-
du-sac an option to relocating frontage road and 
eliminating purchase of RW and other impacts to 
relocate the road. If cul-du-sac frontage road, then must 
pay damages to the businesses.   


2. Create more distance between the on and off ramps to avoid driving 
confusion on US17 


3. Welcome Center ramps and south quadrants ramps conflict 
ii. Plot: 


1. Frontage road options 
2. Ramp options on mainline and on US17 


b. Exit 8 
i. The alternatives will be traffic driven.  Without exact counts the alternatives 


cannot be specified, but some suggestions for Traffic Engineering to consider 
were provided by the team.  Traffic Engineering may have other alternatives 
that they want to consider once the design begins.   


1. DDI (Diverging Diamond) 
2. SPUI (Single Point) 
3. Avoid loops due to growth adjacent to the existing interchange 
4. The structure is to be retained unless geometrics/operational reasons 


necessitate its replacement or widening.  If replaced, account for 8 lanes 
of traffic for future widening. 







ii. Plot alternatives for worst case footprint 
c. Exit 18 


i. Cul-du-sac S13 to eliminate a side road from accessing a ramp 
ii. Evaluate the next interchange at SC336 to assess if this interchange can still 


function properly if this interchange is eliminated 
iii. Plot alternatives 


3. Overpasses 
a. All overpasses are to be retained unless the structure needs to be replaced due to a 


geometric/operational issue.  If it is replaced, then the new structure should have the 
horizontal clearance for 8 lanes for future widening. 


4. Mainline Structures 
a. Replace all mainline structures for the following reasons: 


i. The highest rating of any of the mainline structures is 5. 5 is fair.  Within 10 
years they will be 4 or less.  4 is poor. 


ii. Being a 4 will make them structurally deficient 
iii. The older bridges had the higher ratings but by the time this project is complete 


they will be nearing the end of their lifespan 
iv. The numerous staging and MOT issues involved in widening them is not worth 


the trouble for a fair bridge.  It will still be fair after the widening.  The effort to 
replace is not much different than widening and the bridge will be new. 


b. All mainline structures are to be 8 lanes to account for future widening 
c. The plots are addressed in 1.d. above. 


 


 


 


 







Steering Committee Meeting Minutes 
September 30, 2019 


Attendees: 


Brent Rewis    Michael Fulmer 
Rob Perry    Phillip Sandel 
John Boylston     Adam Humphries 
Robbie Isgett     Craig Winn 
Chad Long    Jen Necker 
Randy Young     Jeremy Harmon 
David Cook     Beth Hawkins 
Will McGoldrick    Michael Hood 
Betsy McCall 
 
The purpose of this meeting was to review the Purpose & Need, Goals, Scope, Alternatives, and 
Assumptions with the committee and to ascertain answers to questions. Members of the Regional 
Production Groups (RPG) and the Feasibility Report Manager (FRM) presented the information and 
fielded questions from the committee.  The following projects were discussed in this meeting: 
 
I26 MM125-139 
I95 MM0-18 
I95/I26 Interchange 
 
The committee consists of the following members: 
 
Chief Engineer for Project Delivery - Young  Director of Planning- Rewis    
Director of Traffic Engineering - Perry   Director of Maintenance - Cook 
Director of Construction - Isgett    Director of Environmental Services - Long 
Director of Preconstruction – Boylston 
 
General issues and project specific situational issues were discussed.  In general, when there are project 
specific situational issues, it was deemed that for planning cost estimates and schedules, the worst case 
should be assumed.  It is not the intent of the Feasibility Report to determine the exact footprint, to 
determine which bridges will definitively be replaced as opposed to rehabbed, and so on.  The details of 
each situation will be addressed in the NEPA phase of project development.   
 
The three projects had some common assumptions/questions that were brought before the committee.  
The questions are presented below with the answer beneath the question in dark orange.  The answer is 
generally the last statement for each question (black circle bullets).  The answers are sub bullets.   
 


• Replace all guardrail 
o Follow the MASH transition plan in PCDM-14. 


• Replace all fence 
o No.  Only replace if necessary due to tree clearing impacts to the fence. 


• Clear all trees from clear zone in the median and to the outside of travelway. 







o Remove all trees based on the full clear zone as defined in the appropriate clear zone 
charts.  Do not do a maximum of 30’; follow the charts. 


• Clear all trees inside of altered interchanges. 
o Clear all trees in loops and between ramps on the interchanges for sight distance 


reasons (safety).  Remove trees according to the clear zone charts for the outside of 
ramps and loops. 


• Full reconstruction of all lanes 
o The pavement design engineer should dictate the design.  This committee will not 


dictate reconstruction or rehabilitation.  The pavement design should be data driven.  
• All interchange ramps will be improved as necessary and paved based on the May 6, 2010, 


memo Resurfacing/Rehabilitation of Interstate Ramps.   
o Agreed. 


• The original bullets in gold below were combined into the following statement. 
o All crosslines will be inspected and addressed or redesigned as needed based on the 


inspection.   
o All crosslines will be extended if necessary 
o All crosslines will be inspected and rehabbed 


• Perform needed maintenance on the overpasses.  The traffic control needed to perform this 
work will be part of this contract so address the needs under this traffic control instead of 
paying for it later with another contract.  Examples of work are listed below: 


o Paint 
o Replace Bearings 
o Deck Work 


 This will not be done for all bridges in need of repair/rehabilitation for a few 
reasons.  Bridge maintenance is a different mindset from roadway construction; 
therefore, it is preferred to have a contractor who specializes in that type of 
work to perform the maintenance.  Plus, we don’t want to take the contractor’s 
focus away from the main goal of the contract which is roadway construction.   


 This type of repair/rehabilitation can be included on a bridge if it is being jacked.  
The rehab work would fit in this type of contractor’s wheelhouse.   


• Are there pavement types that need to be eliminated from consideration?  Is there a favored 
pavement design alternative and why? 


o No is the answer to both questions from the perspective of the committee.  They 
deferred to the pavement committee.  We discussed that SMA was a concern in the past 
but it has since been approved to be an alternative.  The pavement design should 
dictate the pavement type.  Even though it is assumed that if the pavement is concrete 
now it will continue as concrete (the same assumption holds true for asphalt), the 
pavement design engineer and the pavement committee have the final say in what the 
pavement type will be.   


o The pavement type does affect the staging.  This will be worked out in design and, if 
needed, the pavement committee.   


• Overpass width to account for 8 lanes if we are replacing bridge? 
o Yes.  All overpasses that are being replaced due to clearance issues or low ratings will be 


replaced with a bridge that accounts for 8 lanes of traffic even though 6 will be 







constructed for these projects.  The extra width helps Construction with phasing and 
MOT.  The extra width aids Maintenance in performing work without lane closures. 


• Should frontage roads be moved away from the interchange ramps to avoid confusion to 
drivers? 


o See attached aerials (end of document) 
 If the interchange is being redesigned, then yes. 
 If there are safety issues in these areas that are supported by safety data, then 


yes.   
 For planning estimates account for these areas being addressed.  Whether they 


will be addressed in construction will be determined during the NEPA phase.  


 


I26 MM125-139 
The assumptions and questions discussed for this specific project are below with the discussion/answer 
beneath.  Additional discussions on the P&N and alternatives will follow. 


Assumptions 


• Interchange approach: 
o Alter if a safety issue exists (Exit 129, US21) 


 No concerns. 
• Using full depth patching to reduce crest elevation sight distance issues instead of cutting 


the interstate. 
o Cutting the interstate would alter the vertical grade for several hundred to several 


thousands of feet.  This would alter the footprint of the interstate to the outside 
which could increase impacts. 
 Agreed. 


• Pursuing design exceptions for all mainline geometric issues in sags 
o If there is a major issue, then the issue should be addressed instead of pursuing a 


design exception/variance.  For minor issues, pursue the design exception/variance. 
• Bridge Approach 


o None of the overpasses have the horizontal clearance to accommodate an inside 
shoulder of 10’ or 4’.  Design Exceptions would have to be pursued. 
 Agreed. 


o From Maintenance: 
 Our recommendation is to replace all 7 of the overpass bridges in this 


project, since the horizontal clearances are tight for additional lanes, 
existing overpasses are currently close to their expected service life, and the 
majority have a condition rating of 5 or less. 


• For planning purposes replace them all and account for 8 lanes of 
horizontal clearance.  The rationale is sound, but the NEPA process 
in project development will determine whether each one is 
replaced. 







Questions 


• Should Exit 136, SC 6, be altered from a PARCLO to a Diamond in order to retain the bridge? 
o Loops are not necessary based on traffic counts.   
o If loops are maintained, then there is not sufficient horizontal clearance for the 


additional lanes of traffic.  Currently there are 6 lanes under the bridge due to the 
loops. 
 For planning purposes, assume that the interchange will be replaced with a 


diamond.  When the project is in development it may be found that some 
ramps can stay or that the entire interchange will not be replaced. 


• Should we strive to create a full inside shoulder of 10’ with barrier wall, or create a 4’ inside 
shoulder for locations under bridges and for long stretches of interstate where the median is 
reduced? 


o If the full shoulder is used, then the interstate footprint will increase to the outside.   
o This project ties to a section of interstate that has a barrier wall with 4’ inside 


shoulders. 
 Even though we are tying into a 4’ shoulder section, for planning purposes 


have a 10’ shoulder.  All alternatives that may alter the footprint of the 
roadway to account for the 10’ shoulders are acceptable.  Environmental 
said that as long as we had engineering reasons for the impacts to the 
outside that they could permit it.  The RPG felt like the extra footprint would 
only be roughly 5’; therefore, no new RW should be needed for the mainline 
if the footprint is larger.   


Purpose & Need 


Add verbiage to account for the interchanges in the P&N.  This will aid NEPA and permitting in the 
future.  If the interchanges are part of the P&N and interchange upgrades are needed, then impacts due 
to interchange upgrades points to the P&N and is defendable.   


Potential Alternatives 


The PDT formed a justification to replace all of the bridges associated with interchanges and all 
overpasses.  For planning purposes account for all bridges being replaced, but the NEPA process during 
project development will determine which ones are actually replaced.   


 


I95 MM0-18 
The assumptions and questions discussed for this specific project are below with the discussion/answer 
beneath.  Additional discussions on the P&N and Scope will follow. 


Assumptions 


• Not pursuing design exceptions for mainline geometric issues in sags 
o This was the opposite from the I26 path of pursuing design exceptions.  No reason 


was given for a different approach to mainline geometric issues in the sags.  This will 







be investigated by the RPG but not brought before the committee again.  The 
Director of Preconstruction will work with his staff to decide the best approach.  


• Interchange approach: 
o No alternatives involve exit 3 


 Exit 3 is liquid and may be delivered at a different time frame from originally 
given.  It was agreed to take the approach recommended since the 
Department is not paying for Exit 3. 


o Eliminate frontage roads attached to ramps 
 Exit 5: relocate frontage road 


• Account for most costly approach in the planning estimate.   
 Exit 18: Cul-du-sac frontage road 


• Agreed. 
• Replace all ML bridges and account for 8 lanes 


o Agreed. 
• Do not replace or jack any overpasses  


o Exceptions for geometric/operational design change 
o Replacements will account for 8 lane width 


 Agreed. 


Questions 


• Eliminate Exit 18? 
o NEPA will determine this.  For planning purposes assume that the exit will remain 


and be redesigned if necessary based on operations and safety. 
• Extend FR if eliminate Exit 18? 


o No.  We are assuming for the planning phase that Exit 18 will remain.  Traffic and 
Planning is looking into the effects closing Exit 18 will have on Exit 21.  This 
information will be included in the FR for future reference, but the FR will not 
extend to Exit 21.   


o There was discussion on why 18 was the logical termini if the ADT was low enough 
to potentially eliminate it.  No reason was given for why the RPG chose Exit 18 as 
opposed to Exit 21.   
 ADT drops from 51500 to 49500 at Exit 18.   
 ADT drops from 49500 to 48600 at Exit 21 


o Per the FRM, Shane Belcher from FHWA stated that for rural interstates ADT was 
not a driving factor in determining logical termini like it is in urban areas.  Rural 
traffic is passing through.  Few significant traffic generators exist at rural exits.  Due 
to this, logical termini can be the next interchange even if there is not a drop in ADT. 


Purpose & Need 


Add verbiage to account for truck parking.  This will aid NEPA and permitting in the future.  If the truck 
parking is part of the P&N and adding truck parking is needed, then impacts where we add truck parking 
points to the P&N and is defendable.   


Scope 







The need for truck parking was discussed.  On this section of interstate truck parking is lacking.  I26 did 
not have this issue.  Our Freight division is tasked with adding freight parking where appropriate.  
Freight Mobility funding is being used on this project.  


Since the Department maintains the truck parking areas, welcome centers, and weigh stations, project 
development needs to account for paving each of these areas.   


The Director of Traffic Engineering said to exclude the scope item “Address incident response controls at 
the interchanges”.  This is not something that the Department is pursuing during flooding events or lane 
reversals.   


 


I95/I26 Interchange 
The assumptions and questions discussed for this specific project are below with the discussion/answer 
beneath.   


Questions 


• The I95 Bridge can be accommodated as is.  The bridge was built in 1972 and it has a high 
rating.  It will have to be widened in the future when I95 is widened. Replace or retain with 
this project? 


o Assume replacement for planning purposes. 
• Eliminate loops? Keep for lower volume movement, but eliminate for higher volume 


movements?   
o No retention of existing loops due to cost issues associated with MOT and pavement 


condition. 
o FHWA said loops are allowed 
o Carolina Crossroads was advised against loops 


 It is not mandatory to eliminate loops.  Design will dictate whether loops are 
appropriate options or not.   


 There is currently room for the 6 lane section.  If it is replaced it will account 
for horizontal clearance for an 8 lane section. 


• Widen all the way to MM187?   
o Isolated 6 lanes in 4 lane section 
o Public perception 
o Risk NEPA will expand this project to include one document but two phases 


 Interchange 
 Widening 


o One FR for identified rural segment 
 This was discussed to inform the committee that the PDT had discussed 


widening the interstates in the area surrounding the interchange.  Per the 
FRM, Shane Belcher with the FHWA stated that this interchange had 
sufficient problems to be a stand-alone project.  Being stand-alone means 
no capacity is added to I26 or I95 in this area.  Both interstates continue to 
be 4 lanes after this project is complete.  4 lanes are striped, but there is 







nothing to stop the construction of additional lanes as long as they are not 
striped as through lanes.  The additional lanes will be paved areas that are 
clearly marked to prevent traffic from using the pavement.   


 The PDT has suggested constructing the additional lanes with the 
anticipation of the widening of I26 in the future.  Project development will 
decide if the additional lane in each direction is graded only or graded and 
paved.  Construction suggested project development pave the lanes to aid 
them with MOT.  The more room they have to shift traffic around the easier 
the project will be to construct.  Additionally, Construction agreed with 
constructing the additional lanes to prevent having to do more construction 
at this interchange later.   


 


 


 


 


  







Aerials from Common Thread questions: 
 


 
 
 


 







 







I95 MM0-18 FR Scoping Meeting Minutes 


6/26/19 


Attendee List is separate. 


Problem 


• #2 ranked project of the rural interstates.   
• All data below is in comparison to all rural interstate data. 


o Highest tonnage ranking 
o Low economic development score 
o Very high TTTI, very low reliability for freight 
o High truck ADT 
o High crash data (8.5 Commercial motor vehicle ‘CMV’ crashes / mile) 


• Freight and safety the issue for this section based on rural interstate ranking (information 
above) 


• Discussed how these projects were ranked in light of SCDOT ranking policy.  Secretary Hall 
requested the rankings for rural interstates.  The rankings were heavy on freight due to push for 
freight mobility and economic development. 


• Safety Office said the actual crash data for modes of traffic did not support the rankings data.  
Safety not a driving factor, but should be considered.  


Purpose and Need 


Initial P&N from Planning 


The purpose of this project is to improve capacity on I-95 from MM 0 to 18 due to an increase in 
traffic demand, volume of freight, and crash history. Interchanges may also be upgraded based 
on safety concerns and operational deficiencies. 


 


Proposed P&N from PDT 


The purpose of this project is to improve capacity and mobility on I-95 from MM 0 to 
approximately MM 18 due to a projected increase in traffic demand and volume of freight.  
Operational and structural deficiencies on interchanges and bridges will be addressed within the 
corridor.  In 2045, the mainline will perform between a LOS of D and F.  This corridor ranks 
among the worst of the rural interstate in freight mobility with a score of 0.9 on a 1 scale.   


Discussion 


Debated making safety a secondary P&N since safety should always be a concern with SC’s low national 
ranking on safety.  Actual safety data does not completely support the crash rankings from the rural 
interstate rankings list.  The team was concerned that it would be difficult to prove an issue since no 
data supported a safety issue.  It may be difficult to prove an improvement in safety since this section is 
not proving problematic now.   







There was concern that MM18 is not a logical terminus.  It was determined that it seemed improbable 
to reach 18 with the funding constraints.  This assessment was to find the logical termini between 0-18.  
8 is a more logical termini based on traffic and the fact that several bridges in the Savannah River 
floodplain are in bad condition and may get replaced.  The bridge cost may limit the extension of the 
project past 8 much less past 18. There will be future FRs that address the next logical termini between 
the logical termini from this report up to MM33.   


There was discussion on extending the project limit to MM 22.52 based on the fact that the old concrete 
section between MM 4.0 and 22.52 on south bound appears to be in poor condition and needs to be 
reconstructed. However, it seemed not feasible because of the funding constraints. 


Reliability was discussed but eliminated from being included since the numbers showed that this stretch 
was reliable.  Congestion is different from reliability.  There is congestion, but travel time is consistent 
enough that traffic understands how long this stretch takes to traverse.   


Economics/tourism was discussed but eliminated based on it being difficult if not impossible to 
measure. 


Assuming full reconstruction for now for cost.  Could descope later by Steering Committee or project 
development.  Pavement was not mentioned in the P&N but could be considered part of mobility.   


Side roads connect to the ramps but this was deemed more of a goal to address side roads rather than 
an item that should be stated in the P&N.  Side roads are addressed later under goals.  


All of the interchanges had a decrease in LOS in the future.  US278 has failing movements now.   


Some bridges were in poor shape, but some may be widened.  All bridges were either functionally 
deficient and/or structurally deficient.   


No additional support data from the rankings was used in the P&N.  It was discussed to expand on the 
support but the team decided against doing so.  FHWA said the vague inference to travel demand and 
volume of freight was sufficient. 


Goals 


1. Improve Capacity 
a. LOS C or better 


2. Maintain or Improve Truck Travel Time Reliability 
a. Truck Travel Rate of 1.45 (from TAMP) or better 


3. Address Interchange Deficiencies  
a. LOS C or better 
b. Remove interconnectivity with side roads/frontage roads on ramps 


4. Improve Safety 
a. Improve crash rates from existing 


5. Address Bridge Deficiencies  
a. Improve Condition to 7 or better for all bridges 


6. Address Pavement Deficiencies  
a. Improve structure number, PQI, and ride-ability from existing 







Discussion 


The LOS of C for capacity was chosen due to SCDOT standards.  It was discussed that some stretches on 
interstates, due to volume of traffic and surrounding development, can never reach a C.  Looking at the 
projected traffic for a 6 lane and 8 lane section, C was reached for both a 6 and 8 lane section.  These 
projections do not take into account the port and the addition of exit 3.  In the Exit 3 Study, adding exit 3 
will double the ADT on I95.  Exit 3 would be installed if an approved IJR is received when the 
developments reach a level to justify the new interchange.  The port currently has a construction date of 
2035. 


The truck reliability factor was pulled from the SCDOT TAMP. 


Interchanges will be reviewed by traffic for the final meeting to assess what could achieve LOS of C or 
greater.  Two interchanges had frontage roads that connected to ramps.  This needs addressing.  Traffic 
can access the interstate and the opposite side of the interstate if disconnected from the ramps.  One 
site may need the road extended to the crossing, but one may could be cul-du-saced and not extended.   


The bridge conditions come into play with whether the interchanges need to be altered.  All of the 
bridges will require an increase in bridge height if they are replaced.  Tie downs may affect the ramps 
and loops.   


There was a great deal of discussion concerning bridge ratings and what is acceptable.  7 is “good”.  
Asking for the full replacements to achieve 7 is expensive; however, it may not be deemed as the best 
approach by the Steering Committee.  It was decided for the goals to propose the best scenario for the 
structure ratings and let the Committee descope the project. 


No specific crash type was identified for measurement for improving safety.  This stretch is performing 
as expected for this type of roadway.  The team did not want to ignore safety since it is a strategic goal; 
therefore, safety will be evaluated for each alternative to assess if safety factors degrade or improve. 


Deciding on adding lanes or total reconstruction would depend on the pavement analysis.  At this point 
there will not be enough information to address the pavement, but it is a goal for project development.   


Several items were brought up as goals but then decided they fit better in scope:  Geometric 
Improvements, Truck Parking, ITS, Ramp Controls (hurricanes). 


Scope 


• Address mainline geometric issues.   
o Avoid pursuing a design exception at the sag at MM1.5  


• Evaluate need for additional truck parking and converting truck weigh station to truck 
parking.  (Keep for now until QT is approved) 


• Expand ITS 
• Address incident response controls at interchanges 
• Review options for increasing capacity 
• Replace all bridges on mainline 
• Retain all overpasses unless the interchange alteration necessitates replacing or the need 


for more shoulder width exists 







• Review options for addressing overpass rehab 
• Increase capacity at exit 8 
• Address geometric/operational deficiencies at Exit 5 and 18 
• Review options for pavement design for new and existing 


Discussion 


There are numerous ways to increase capacity.  “Widen” was avoided because it limits choices for 
addressing capacity.   


The intent is not to bring the interstate up to all design standards.  Geometrics not meeting today’s 
standards need to be evaluated and design exceptions pursued during project development if crash data 
supports the exception.  The one exclusion is at MM 1.5 where lowboys bottom out and have scared the 
interstate.   


The abandoned weigh station asked for receptors in the roadway when this section of interstate was 
rehabbed recently leading the SCDOT to believe that DPS/HP may open it again in the future.  This 
section has such a large volume of trucks that truck parking is a concern.  Several truck stops exist along 
the corridor and there is a welcome center and truck parking area on this section.  Truck parking may be 
extended at the welcome center and parking area if needed.  DPS has no plans to reopen the weigh 
stations in this segment of I-95 N/S (~MM4.5).  SC Department of Transportation (SCDOT) owns and 
maintains the land that the scale facility (weigh station building) is on. The SCDPS only owns the 
buildings not the land. Any alterations to these properties (land) will have to be approved through 
SCDOT.  Requested input from Lowcountry COG staff re: perceived need for additional truck parking 
based on observation within project corridor.  Response: Unknown.  


ITS ends well short of this area.  There is a plan to extend it to this section, but it is worthwhile to 
explore adding it in this project due to the large number of trucks and tourists. 


Incident response could be flooding, interstate closures, or evacuation control.  In the past Floridians 
evacuated to SC, exited the interstate, and clogged the roads for SC tourist and commerce.  Highway 
Patrol has asked for gates on the ramps to control who can exit and enter the interstate to avoid future 
issues.  I95 is prone to flood north of this project, plus traffic from an accident could precipitate lane 
closures, so preventing traffic from entering this area would help HP control traffic. 


There was discussion on adding all of the goals to the scope, but it was decided that this would not be a 
clear path for project development to use to develop plans.  


Much discussion was had about bridges and whether we had justification to replace all structures due to 
age, MOT costs, and ease of construction.  The team decided to form a subcommittee of Traffic, District, 
PM, Design, and Maintenance and look at each bridge, overpass or interchange, that is “fair”.  “Poor” 
bridges should be replaced.  Cost estimates for bridge alternatives will be generated in time to support 
the decision to replace/widen/rehab/jack.  Some bridges may get widened to the outside due to MOT 
causing a shift in the interstate alignment.   


Concerns over the level of design for the alternatives was discussed.  It was left up to design to decide.  
The level of design could be layouts that defined the horizontal and used later in design for all 







alternatives instead of using some conservative layouts for all alternatives to give a conservative window 
of impacts where little design effort is expended on each alternative. 


Since the bridge decision could not be addressed in this meeting due to time and lack of some 
information, the meeting was adjourned and another meeting will be planned to finalize the scope and 
discuss alternatives.     


7/30/2019 


Second Meeting Discussion on the Scope 


Attendee list on separate sheet. 


The subcommittee on the bridges met and decided the following: 


• Replace all bridges on mainline I95 due to them all being a 5 or less (see Goals above) 
o 5 is fair.  Within 10 years they will be 4 or less.  4 is poor. 
o Within 10 years being a 4 will make them structurally deficient 
o The older bridges had the higher ratings but by the time this project is complete 


they will be nearing the end of their lifespan 
o The numerous staging and MOT issues involved in widening them is not worth the 


trouble for a fair bridge.  It will still be fair after the widening.  The effort to replace 
is not much different than widening and the bridge will be new. 


• Do not replace any overpass bridges unless the overpass lacks proper shoulders for 
operations or geometrics or unless the interchange alteration requires replacement due to 
the new configuration. 


• All bridges have above 16.5’ of vertical clearance.  No jackings required.  No effort needs to 
be expended during construction to retain the existing clearance, i.e. overlay is acceptable.   


• Several of the overpasses have deferred maintenance that needs to be addressed, i.e. paint, 
bearing replacements, deck work.  The traffic control for this project is the same needed for 
the maintenance work.  Do the maintenance under this contract to avoid paying for the 
traffic control again in the near future in a maintenance contract.   


• The District has added their information on the bridges to PW.  Precon is going to add their 
information on this to PW. 


The developers requesting Exit 3 have shown volumes supporting 8 lanes on I95, but have not 
determined a year associated with those numbers.  Their model looks at growth and volumes up to 2035 
in 5 year increments.  The traffic volumes will increase with the amount of economic growth.  Once 80% 
of the expected growth occurs then 8 lanes will be needed.  Only one company has shown true interest 
in development, with several others having entitlement to land but have not commitment to 
development at this time.  Currently the developer is trying to get preliminary approval of a IJR.  They 
would have to combine the weigh station and rest area in order to get approval due to conflicts with 
ramps on Exit 3 with the truck parking.  Plus, they may have to fund the widening of I95 to 8 lanes due 
to connectivity between the 8 lanes a functioning interchange.   


They want to construct this interchange in 2026, but considering their hurdles, it does not seem 
reasonable to account for the interchange or the growth.  Planning is relooking at the model based on 
the developer’s volumes just to see how I95 may be affected.  For now, the plan is to move forward 







based on the initial data gathered by Planning with a risk that the interchange may move forward and 
necessitate 8 lanes.     


If private truck parking (QT) builds on exit 5 then approximately 15 truck parking spots will be located in 
this stretch.  The QT permit has not yet been approved; therefore, truck parking will remain in the 
scope. As of August 6: permit is still under review. 


Mike Bowman is compiling guidance for incident response controls at the interchanges. 


 


Alternatives 


Potential Alternatives with Path Forward (Pursue or Eliminate (reasons given)) 


1. Mainline 
a. Managed Lanes - Eliminated 


i. High Truck Percentage 
ii. Tourists more than commuters during the summer 


iii. Not conducive to rural interstates 
iv. Issues with enforcements of managed lanes 
v. SC law prohibits tolling interstates 


b. 8 Lanes – Eliminated 
i. Since the goal was to obtain LOS C or higher on the mainline, 6 lanes meets that 


criteria with two sections of B and the majority of the sections as C.  8 Lanes was 
LOS B for all sections.   


ii. There is not enough median width for 8 lanes, therefore, all interchanges would 
have to be replaced and new right-of-way purchased 


c. Transit – Eliminated 
i. High Truck Percentage 


ii. Capacity issues are driven by tourists and not commuters 
d. 6 Lanes 


i. Plot 6 lane configuration for the entire corridor 
1. Barrier wall for roughly 6 miles where the median is too narrow for a 


ditch.  A full width shoulder will be used on the inside against the barrier 
wall. 


ii. Plot 8 lanes for bridges on mainline 
2. Interchanges 


a. Exit 5 
i. Only address deficiencies 


1. Frontage road connecting to the ramp. Relocate Frontage Road. 
a. Potential QT coming to NE quadrant.  Not yet approved. 
b. If approved, it will be in logical path for Frontage Road 


relocation.   
i. May have to purchase businesses or pay damages to 


businesses on frontage road attached to the ramp.  







Purchase of QT more expensive than businesses on 
ramp.  Businesses on ramp: 


1. Fireworks store 
2. Motel 


ii. Businesses on ramp are impulse buy businesses.  Cul-
du-sac an option to relocating frontage road and 
eliminating purchase of RW and other impacts to 
relocate the road. If cul-du-sac frontage road, then must 
pay damages to the businesses.   


2. Create more distance between the on and off ramps to avoid driving 
confusion on US17 


3. Welcome Center ramps and south quadrants ramps conflict 
ii. Plot: 


1. Frontage road options 
2. Ramp options on mainline and on US17 


b. Exit 8 
i. The alternatives will be traffic driven.  Without exact counts the alternatives 


cannot be specified, but some suggestions for Traffic Engineering to consider 
were provided by the team.  Traffic Engineering may have other alternatives 
that they want to consider once the design begins.   


1. DDI (Diverging Diamond) 
2. SPUI (Single Point) 
3. Avoid loops due to growth adjacent to the existing interchange 
4. The structure is to be retained unless geometrics/operational reasons 


necessitate its replacement or widening.  If replaced, account for 8 lanes 
of traffic for future widening. 


ii. Plot alternatives for worst case footprint 
c. Exit 18 


i. Cul-du-sac S13 to eliminate a side road from accessing a ramp 
ii. Evaluate the next interchange at SC336 to assess if this interchange can still 


function properly if this interchange is eliminated 
iii. Plot alternatives 


3. Overpasses 
a. All overpasses are to be retained unless the structure needs to be replaced due to a 


geometric/operational issue.  If it is replaced, then the new structure should have the 
horizontal clearance for 8 lanes for future widening. 


4. Mainline Structures 
a. Replace all mainline structures for the following reasons: 


i. The highest rating of any of the mainline structures is 5. 5 is fair.  Within 10 
years they will be 4 or less.  4 is poor. 


ii. Being a 4 will make them structurally deficient 
iii. The older bridges had the higher ratings but by the time this project is complete 


they will be nearing the end of their lifespan 







iv. The numerous staging and MOT issues involved in widening them is not worth 
the trouble for a fair bridge.  It will still be fair after the widening.  The effort to 
replace is not much different than widening and the bridge will be new. 


b. All mainline structures are to be 8 lanes to account for future widening 
c. The plots are addressed in 1.d. above. 


 


Discussion 


It was discussed whether the cost to go to 8 lanes was minimal when compared to 6 lanes for this 
section of interstate.  Due to this interstate having ample room in the median for 6 lanes but not enough 
room for 8 lanes, 8 lanes would be a much greater cost due to widening to the outside and having to 
reconfigure all overpasses and interchanges. 


Exit 5 has a plot of land that a QT has applied to build a facility with truck parking (approximately 15 
spaces would be dedicated to truck parking).  It is unclear how the QT intends to connect to US17.  If 
they meet the ARMS manual, then they can attach to US17 through encroachment (maybe through 
purchase of an existing closed business on US17).  The SCDOT cannot deny their permit because of a 
project being discussed in the planning phases may conflict with their permit.  Ideally, the frontage road 
would go through this plot of land.  If permitted, the frontage road may have to go behind the QT to 
attach to US17.  Cul-du-sacing the frontage road could be done but not without a price.  Since the 
businesses on the frontage road are impulse business we would have to pay damages.  If the QT builds, 
the different options (cul-du-sac, relocation) will have to be reviewed, but in the discussion it was 
believed that the cheaper option would be to cul-du-sac as opposed to the impacts to relocate behind 
the QT.   


Much discussion was had concerning exit 18.  If it is to be retained, the only issue operationally is the 
side road connecting to the ramp.  The residents on the side road have connectivity to SC336 which 
takes them to I95. 


The major discussion focused on eliminating this interchange.  The problems noted with this interchange 
were lack of shoulders and the mainline off-ramp conflicts with the mainline onramp for the truck 
parking.  This interchange connects I95 traffic to US17/US278 in between Ridgeland and Switzerland.  
Neither area/town generate a lot of traffic.   


Pros to eliminate: 


• Redundancy of interchanges in such close proximity  
• One less interchange to maintain 


Cons to eliminate: 


• Increase travel time on mainline 
• Public Perception 
• Eliminates termini of project 
• If improvement needed to SC336 then these improvements are outside of the project limits 







Even though a IMR would be needed to eliminate the interchange, for now Traffic Engineering will just 
assess if the SC336 interchange can handle the additional volume without being altered.   


 


Action Items 


Item Date Assigned Responsible Party Resources Needed 
Assess truck parking 6/26/2019 Diane  
Bridge alternatives 6/26/2019 RPG Design Constr, Maint, Traffic 
Staging alts for bridges 6/26/2019 Traffic Const, Maint, 
Interchange Reviews, 
order traffic counts 


7/30/2019 Traffic Planning, safety, RPG 


Mainline Plots 7/30/2019 RPG Traffic staging, 
Construction, Planning 


Coordination with GA 7/30/2019 Planning RPG 
Prelim Pavement 
Design and Analysis 


8/23/2019 Jay/Dahae  


 


Team members will have to work together to address their items.  


The Items in red will be discussed in a meeting between the responsible party and the resources prior to 
the next scoping meeting to finalize the scope and alternatives.   


 


Schedules 


Management wants the FR completed in 3 months.  The team will review their availability and a 
schedule will be created.  The FRM will contact the team shortly to obtain their time frames once the 
team has evaluated the time needed to complete their tasks.   


 


Questions and Assumptions for the Steering Committee 


Assumptions 


• Replace all guardrail 
• Clear all trees inside of altered interchanges. 
• Full reconstruction of all lanes 
• Interchange approach: 


o No alternatives involve exit 3 
o Eliminate frontage roads attached to ramps 


 Exit 5: relocate frontage road 
 Exit 18: Cul-du-sac frontage road 


• Not pursuing design exceptions for mainline geometric issues in sags 







• All interchange ramps will be improved as necessary and paved based on the May 6, 2010, 
memo Resurfacing/Rehabilitation of Interstate Ramps 


• All crosslines will be extended if necessary 
• All crosslines will be inspected and rehabbed 
• Replace all ML bridges and account for 8 lanes 
• Do not replace or jack any overpasses  


o Exceptions for geometric/operational design change 
o Replacements will account for 8 lane width 


• Perform needed maintenance on the overpasses.  The traffic control needed to perform this 
work will be part of this contract so address the needs under this traffic control instead of 
paying for it later with another contract.  Examples of work are listed below: 


o Paint 
o Replace Bearings 
o Deck Work 


Questions 


• Should frontage roads and on/off ramps be moved away from the interchange ramps to 
avoid confusion to drivers? 


o See attached aerials 
• Eliminate Exit 18? 
• Are there pavement types that need to be eliminated from consideration?  Is there a 


favored pavement design alternative and why? 
• Extend FR if eliminate Exit 18? 
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I95 MM0-18 Feasibility Report Final PDT Meeting Minutes 


December 5, 2019, 8:30am-11am 


Attendee List is separate. 


 


Review of previous meeting minutes – Purpose & Need, Goals and Scope 


Purpose and Need 


Proposed P&N from PDT 


Statement 


The purpose of this project is to improve capacity and mobility, provide truck parking, and 
address operational and structural deficiencies on bridges and interchanges along I-95 from MM 
0 to MM 18. 


Need 


Operational and structural deficiencies on interchanges and bridges will be addressed within the 
corridor.  In 2045, the mainline will perform between a LOS of D and F.  This corridor ranks 
among the worst of the rural interstate in freight mobility with a score of 0.9 on a 1 scale.   Truck 
parking is lacking in this section of interstate. 


Goals 


1. Improve Capacity 
a. LOS C or better 


2. Maintain or Improve Truck Travel Time Reliability 
a. Truck Travel Rate of 1.45 (from TAMP) or better 


3. Address Interchange Deficiencies  
a. LOS C or better 
b. Remove interconnectivity with side roads/frontage roads on ramps 


4. Improve Safety 
a. Improve crash rates from existing 


5. Address Bridge Deficiencies  
a. Improve Condition to 7 or better for all bridges 


6. Address Pavement Deficiencies  
a. Improve structure number, PQI, and ride-ability from existing 


Scope 


• Address mainline geometric issues.   
o Avoid pursuing a design exception at the sag at MM1.5  


• Evaluate need for additional truck parking and converting truck weigh station to truck 
parking.  (Keep for now until QT is approved) 
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• Expand ITS 
• Review options for increasing capacity 
• Replace all bridges on mainline and account for 8 lanes 
• Retain all overpasses unless the interchange alteration necessitates replacing or the need 


for more shoulder width exists 
• Do not replace or jack any overpasses  


o Exceptions for geometric/operational design change 
o If a bridge is jacked, perform necessary maintenance and rehab on the bridge in this 


contract. 
o Replacements will account for 8 lane width 


• Increase capacity at exit 8 
• Address geometric/operational deficiencies at Exit 5 and 18 
• Eliminate ramp access from frontage roads 


o Exit 5, relocate frontage road 
o Exit 18, cul-du-sac frontage road 


• All interchange ramps will be improved as necessary and paved based on the May 6, 2010, 
memo Resurfacing/Rehabilitation of Interstate Ramps.   


• Improve pavement conditions on existing and new lanes based on Pavement Design from 
the Lab. 


• Pave all truck parking areas, welcome centers, and weigh stations 
• All crosslines will be inspected and addressed or redesigned as needed based on the 


inspection.   
• Follow the MASH transition plan in PCDM-14 concerning the existing guardrail 
• Replace fence damaged due to clear zone tree removal. 
• All trees will be removed from the full clear zone based on clear zone charts for mainline. 
• All trees will be removed inside of loops and ramps.  Tree removal outside of the loops and 


ramps will follow the clear zone charts. 
• Offset the frontage road entrances from the interstate ramps per the ARMS manual for all 


interchanges.   
 


 


Discussion – Alternatives Assessment 


• Alternative 1 – widening both north and south bound lanes to east 
• Alternative 2 – widening both north and south bound lanes to the west 
• Alternative 3 – widening both north and south bound lanes to the outside 
• Alternative 4 – widening both north and south bound lanes to the median 


Recommendation from Design Lead on 4 alternatives was to move forward with Alternative 4 which is 
the only reasonable alternative, which minimized environmental impacts, reduced ROW requirements, 
overpasses will not need to be replaced.  Widening to the inside will require guardrail, cable barriers and 
internal drainage.  Alternatives 1 and 3 had the greatest impacts on environmental. 
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Mile marker 0 through 33 has recently been cleared & grubbed, which will be an advantage for this 
project.  There were pockets in the wetlands that will have to be cleared and grubbed that we not 
touched during the clearing contract.   


Exit 3, Purrysburg Ramp which may be constructed in the future for possible construction of Riverport 
on Savannah will interfere with existing weigh station, ramps will have to be braided.  There may be 
bridges over the ramps which was a concern for Maintenance.  


Exit 5 – Relocating frontage roads for ramp changes, QT truck stop still in permitting process, there are 
existing businesses that will need to be bought out, or provided alternative access that does not connect 
to ramps.  If the QT does build, then the frontage road will be relocated or the businesses on the ramp 
will be bought out.   


Exit 8 – US 278, truck stop in southeast quadrant will need an alternative route, possible connection to 
Henry Moss Blvd.  Improvements planned for US 278 with this interchange upgrade, but they do not 
help the truck stop.  Jasper County has contacted the SCDOT about helping them with giving the truck 
stop a better connection with the NB ramp access.   


Exit 18 – no issues with connectivity, crashes.  Expect to install cul-de-sac on frontage road where it 
connects to the ramp.  There was a business at this location at one time.  It is now closed.  The cul-de-
sac may be an issue with the property owner.   


CSX Railroad crossing – No comments yet from the RR.  It is possible that they will want to add rails and 
request a longer bridges and a certain bridge configuration.   


NEPA Comments 


• possible noise mitigation necessary in Hardeville that would require sound barrier walls 
• permitting is expected for be IP (individual permit) due to wetlands 
• significant impacts, anticipated document – EA 


 


 


Discussion – Risk Assessment 


Exit 5 
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• Development with Hardeeville/Jasper County/Riverport Development, possible that this will 


occur.  Traffic will increase at this interchange with or without Exit 3 once development occurs. 
• Right-of-way to relocate frontage road or buy out businesses on slip ramp 


Exit 8 


• Major interchange improvements including right-of-way and environmental.  Concerns that the 
statewide model used to generate traffic data is not accurate, needs a full traffic study on the 
specific interchange with several alternatives generated to address need.  RPG anticipates a full 
interchange re-do which has already been accounted for in cost-estimate and schedule 


Exit 18 


• Potential active business at the slip ramp that may need to be bought out, or have driveway 
rerouted 


Main line Risks 


• Addition of Exit 3 at Purrysburg, possible with Riverport development 
• Full reconstruction of pavement from MM 4-18. CRCA pavement is in poor condition.  


Recommendation is for a complete rebuild, leave existing concrete as base layer and add 12” 
asphalt on top.  Grade changes and revised shoulder would necessitate jacking bridges if 12” is 
required.  After discussion, engineer will go back and look at 7” asphalt (SMA) to avoid bridge 
jacking and extensive revisions.  Lowest bridge measures 16’-7” in height.  Overpasses could be 
handled at a later date if they become an issue.  Worst case is the old concrete is removed and 
new base is placed.   


• Mile marker 0-4 pavement is in good condition 
• Opportunity to utilize 7” SMA Overlay to save costs and avoid complete rebuild of MM 4-18 
• Working with CSX at RR Crossing could be a coordination problem.  Currently CSX requires 23’ 


from top of rail to bottom of bridge for clearance.  They may want additional rails.   
• Stateline Bridge Replacement 
• Stateline Bridge Coordination, working with GA 
• Sound barriers in Hardeeville. 500’ distance from EOP is criteria for noise sensors. Approximately 


a 3600 LF stretch of homes that are near I-95 
 
  


 


 


 


 


 


 







Goals that are red denotes that they directly tie to the P&N.
The Alternate description can be found below the chart.
A Y in the cell under the alternative indicates that the alternative meets that particular Metric.


Alternatives Improve Capacity


Improve Truck 
Travel Time 
Reliability Improve Safety


Address Bridge 
Deficiencies


Address Pavement 
Deficiences


Metrics Metrics Metrics Metrics


LOS C or better


Truck Travel 
Rate of 1.45 or 


better LOS C or better


Remove 
interconnectivity 


with side 
roads/frontage 
roads on ramps


Improve crash 
rates from existing


Improve condition 
to 7 or better for 


all bridges


Improve structure number, 
PQI, and ride-ability from 


existing
No Build ML N N/A N/A N N N/A


6 Lanes Y N/A N/A Y Y N/A
NOISE AT 


HARDEEVILLE EA IP SIGNIFICANT
Exit 5 NB N/A N/A Y N N N N/A


Exit 5 N/A N/A Y Y N/A N/A N/A
Exit 8 NB N/A N/A N N N N N/A


Exit 8 N/A N/A Y N/A N/A N/A N/A
Exit 18 NB N/A N/A Y N N N N/A


Exit 18 N/A N/A Y Y N/A N/A N/A


Description of Alternatives


No Build ML
6 Lanes


Exit 5 NB
Exit 5


Exit 8 NB
Exit 8


Exit 18 NB
Exit 18


ML: Mainline NB: No Build


No Build


OtherGoals


No Build
Deficiences


6 Lanes. Full Inside shoulder.  First 6 Miles has barrier wall.


No Build
Reconstruction
No Build
Deficiences


Wetland 
Impacts


Address Interchange Deficiencies
Metrics


NEPA Impacts
Anticipated 
Document


Anticipated 
Permit







Exit 8 Risk Register Date: 12/5/2019
I95 MM0-18


Risk ID Risk
Opportunity 


or Threat


Cost 
Risk 


Value
ScheduleR
isk Value


Risk 
Response Risk Area


R 001 MAJOR INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS INCLUDING RW AND ENVIRONMENTAL T Probable 80 Moderate 40 160 Probable 80 Moderate 12 52
R 002 ###### #VALUE!
R 003 ###### #VALUE!


Likelihood of Occurrence Value, % Consequence Value, % Likelihood of Occurrence Value, %
Consequence Value, 


Months







Exit 18 Risk Register Date: 12/5/2019
I95 MM0-18


Risk ID Risk
Opportunity 


or Threat


Cost 
Risk 


Value
ScheduleR
isk Value


Risk 
Response Risk Area


R 001 ACTIVE/POTENTIAL BUSINESS AT SLIP RAMP T Possible 45 Low 20 60 #VALUE!
R 002 ###### #VALUE!
R 003 ###### #VALUE!
R 004 ###### #VALUE!


Likelihood of Occurrence Value, % Consequence Value, % Likelihood of Occurrence Value, %
Consequence Value, 


Months
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Status Update Meeting 


Exit 3 IJR  / 171002151 


Date/Time: May 30, 2019 / 1:00 PM 


Place: SCDOT Headquarters 


Next Meeting: July 10, 2019 / 1:00 PM 


Attendees: Brent Dillon – SCDOT 
Craig Winn – SCDOT 
Ron Hinson – SCDOT 
John Boylston – SCDOT 
Matt Davis – City of Hardeeville 
Neil Parsons – City of Hardeeville  
Shawn Boone – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (via phone) 
Ocie Vest – Stratford Land 
Rob Unell – Stratford and Developer (via phone) 
Doug Smith – Stratford and Developer 
Debra Rountree – Stratford and Developer 
Charlie Rountree – Stratford and Developer 
Lamar Mercer – Thomas & Hutton 
Rick Day – Stantec  
Andy Egan – Stantec 
Claudia Thompson – Stantec  


Distribution: Attendees 


 


This I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Justification Report (IJR) project progress meeting was held at South Carolina 
Department of Transportation (SCDOT) headquarters to provide an update for SCDOT and United States 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) staff regarding the ongoing efforts by Stantec. The following are noted 
discussion items and action items from the meeting. 


SCDOT Update on I-95 Widening Plan 


SCDOT held a kick off meeting in May 2019 for the I-95 Improvements Feasibility Study in which they began 
discussion on plans of the widening between the Georgia state line and mile marker 33. There will be a 
scoping meeting in mid-June 2019 where recommendations for widening will be further discussed as well as 
any proposed interchange improvements, including the existing Exit 5. It will be at least 10 – 15 years before 
the widening and improvements are completed. Once the feasibility study has been completed there will be a 
report generated (in approximately 8-12 months) that will be made available. SCDOT also stated that the 
locations of the existing weigh stations and northbound welcome center are not anticipated to change.  


Update from USACE on Permitting Efforts 
 
USACE stated that there is currently no active permit application for the proposed Exit 3 interchange and the 
current EIS process is about to end. Ocie stated that it was recommended to stop the current EIS process, 
which covers the combined RiverPort development along with Exit 3, and instead utilize two separate EAs; 
one for the Exit 3 Interchange and the other for the RiverPort development. The City of Hardeeville will be the 
applicant for the Exit 3 EA and Stratford Land will be the applicant for the RiverPort EA.  
 







May 30, 2019  


Status Update Meeting 


Page 2 of 4  
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The new separate EA process should help get the timeline for permitting Exit 3 in line with the timeline for 
finalizing the IJR. Sligh Environmental Consultants is being retained by Stratford Land to work on the 
RiverPort EA.  
 
Traffic Analysis Methodology  
 
Using the previously agreed upon development schedule, design hour, and background growth rates, Stantec 
has conducted 5-year interim year analyses in order to determine when the existing Exit 5 is projected to 
exceed capacity. At that point, Stantec performed capacity analyses for an improved Exit 5 using the same 
footprint of the existing interchange but with additional through and turning lanes at each ramp. Next, Stantec 
conducted capacity analyses in 5-year phases assuming both Exit 3 and Exit 5 are open. 


Mainline I-95 General Capacity Analysis 


Stantec presented a graph showing the historical AADT along this section of I-95 that included projections to 
2050 using the 10-year, 12-year, and LATS model growth rates. It was noted that the statewide model has an 
estimated 2045 AADT very close to the LATS model being used for the IJR. Next, Stantec presented the 
2046 design hour volumes for both directions of I-95. A chart showing the I-95 2046 design hour traffic 
volumes was discussed that showed the traffic projections assuming background growth only and adding 
development-related traffic in 10% increments up to 100%. An approximate number of lanes needed for each 
10% increment was presented, assuming a base freeway capacity of 2,400 vehicles per hour per lane for 
each I-95 southbound and northbound. SCDOT preferred a traditional HCS analysis to determine the number 
of lanes needed instead of the high-level analysis presented.  


Exit 5 Capacity Analysis (without Exit 3) 


Stantec presented the Synchro results for the Exit 5 ramp intersections with US 17 (existing conditions, 2020, 
2025 with traffic signal, & 2025 with the conceptual improvements developed by Michael Baker). The results 
showed LOS B for the existing conditions, LOS C for 2020, and then failing LOS starting in the 2025 interim 
year. The Capacity Analysis for Planning of Junctions (CAP-X) program was used to analyze various 
interchange forms considering the design year traffic volumes for Exit 5. The CAP-X analysis results for Exit 5 
were presented, assuming the full development schedule previously agreed upon, which indicate the Partial 
Cloverleaf interchange form has the number one ranking (lowest volume-to-capacity ratio). It was noted that 
the configuration of the current Exit 5 interchange does not match the partial cloverleaf form assumed in CAP-
X. Therefore, the partial cloverleaf ranking as the preferred configuration may not be representative.   


Traffic Analysis Assuming Exit 3 is Constructed 


Stantec presented the CAP-X results for traffic split between Exit 3 and Exit 5. The results indicate that Exit 5 
would again exceed capacity by the design year even with Exit 3 in place. The City of Hardeeville inquired 
about the specific split for the traffic between the two interchanges.  


Interchange Form Discussion (CAP-X Analysis) 


SCDOT made note that if I-95 were widened to 3 lanes each direction that the widening could happen to the 
inside median, but if a fourth lane is needed each direction then it would be widened to the outside of the 
existing lanes. SCDOT also stated that no matter what interchange form was built for Exit 3 it would need to 
accommodate an 8 lane I-95 for possible future widening. It was agreed upon to look further into the Partial 
Cloverleaf and Diverging Diamond Interchange forms for continued analysis of Exit 3 and Exit 5, as these 
forms were highest ranked based on the CAP-X analysis. It was suggested by SCDOT that Stantec may want 
to consider several variations of the Partial Cloverleaf including directional ramps and flyovers due to the 
large turning movement volumes. 







May 30, 2019  


Status Update Meeting 


Page 3 of 4  


ct U:\171002151\correspondence\meetings\20190530_status_update_mtg_minutes.docx 


Stantec presented the CAP-X traffic volume and lane assumptions for the Exit 3 and Exit 5 partial cloverleaf 
and diverging diamond interchange forms. Typical sections for the future RiverPort Parkway were presented 
showing the estimated number of lanes needed approaching and departing the interchange based on the 
traffic volumes projections. Stantec noted that a four-lane divided section north of I-95 would be sufficient to 
handle the traffic demand while an eight-lane divided section south of I-95 would likely be needed in the 
immediate vicinity of the future Exit 3. 


Stratford Land asked if an eight-lane typical section for RiverPort Parkway would be needed all the way to it’s 
connection with US 17 as they have been anticipating a four-lane section. Stantec noted that analysis for the 
length of RiverPort Parkway had not been conducted and that additional analysis would be needed to 
determine how far the eight-lane section would be needed.  


Due to the close spacing of existing facilities along I-95 (Purrysburg Road overpass, weigh stations, SC 
welcome center, Exit 5), there was discussion about a collector-distributor (C-D) road to separate the weaving 
between ramps from the mainline. SCDOT mentioned that the traffic volumes to/from the various ramps 
would need to be presented to consider if a C-D road would operate acceptably. 


Discussion on Weigh Stations and Welcome Center Locations 


Weigh Stations 


SCDOT mentioned that the Department of Public Safety’s State Transport Police are responsible for 
operating the weigh stations and would be the correct agency to see if there are any plans to re-open, 
improve, or relocate the weigh stations. It was noted that it is highly unlikely that SCDOT would sell or transfer 
the land that the weigh stations currently occupy. Even if they are not re-opened as weigh stations, the 
Intermodal Office may seek to convert the areas to truck parking facilities.  


Stantec presented an aerial of the Georgia welcome center and weigh station combined facility, located along 
I-95 southbound across the state line. The Georgia facilities have two separate exit ramps, combined parking 
areas, and a shared multi-lane on-ramp. The possibility of allowing this or a similar combination for the South 
Carolina facilities was discussed along northbound I-95. 


The City of Hardeeville and Ocie stated that a land swap to move the northbound weigh station adjacent to 
the existing welcome center could be considered, but SCDOT was doubtful of transferring or selling current 
rights-of-way, particularly along the interstate.  


Welcome Center 


SCDOT mentioned that they are not opposed to the idea of a Welcome Center/Weigh Station combination, 
but that they have no plans to move either facility at this time. 


Ron Hinson believes that SCDOT may have count data for the welcome center on-ramp to I-95 northbound 
since Stantec noted the permanent count station appears to be at that location with detectors on the ramp.  


Action Item: Stantec will send the exact dates for the permanent count station data and Ron Hinson will see if 
the Welcome Center ramp is included. (Provided to Stantec 5/31/19) 


Other 


Lamar stated that the CSX crossing at RiverPort Parkway north of I-95 is assumed to be an at-grade 
crossing, although they have concepts showing grade separated as an option. 
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Ocie and Stratford mentioned possibly getting a due diligence letter from Stantec for the Exit 3 Interchange to 
present to SCDOT for review. This letter would be needed for the August 1st SIB application deadline to get 
additional funding for the project. There was additional discussion between the representatives for Stratford 
and SCDOT about requirements for the SIB submission and timeline for completing those tasks. 


Comments Regarding State Infrastructure Bank Application 


There was other discussion that occurred regarding procedures for application to the State Infrastructure 
Bank and the new requirements that have recently been established. No action items were suggested as a 
result of this discussion. 


Next Steps 


Stantec will develop concept designs for Exit 3 and begin traffic capacity analyses of those interchange forms 
using Synchro. 


Next Meeting 


July 10, 2019 at 1:00 PM. The location will be SCDOT Headquarters. 


The meeting adjourned at 3:40 PM 


The foregoing is considered to be a true and accurate record of all items discussed. If any discrepancies or 
inconsistencies are noted, please contact the writer immediately. If no comments are received by close of 
business June 13, 2019, these minutes will be considered final. 


Regards, 


Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 


Andy Egan PE, PTOE 
Transportation Engineer 
Phone: 843 740 6349  
Fax: 843 740 7707  
Andy.Egan@stantec.com 


ct 


Attachment: 20190530_status_update_mtg_presentation.pdf 







I-95 Exit 3 
Interchange 


Traffic Analysis


EXIT 3


May 30, 2019


STATUS UPDATE MEETING







Agenda


1


2


3


4


5


6


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis


Welcome & Introductions


SCDOT Update on I-95 
Widening Plan


Update from USACE on 
Permitting Efforts 


Traffic Volume Development


Mainline I-95 General 
Capacity Analysis


Exit 5 Capacity Analysis


7


8


9


10


11


12


Traffic Analysis Assuming 
Exit 3 is Constructed


Interchange Forms
(Cap-X Analysis)


Weigh Stations & Welcome 
Center Locations


Meeting Summary


Schedule & Next Steps


Next Meeting







Project Objectives


• Perform traffic analysis for nearby planned 
developments, building upon the 
preliminary traffic study


• Develop conceptual designs for the new 
interchange 


• Develop an Interchange Justification Report 
(IJR) for the future Exit 3 along I-95


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis1) Welcome & Introduction







SCDOT Update


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis2) SCDOT Update on I-95 Widening Plan







USACE Update


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis3) Update from USACE on Permitting Efforts







Methodology


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis


• Background traffic growth, with no development-related traffic, is applied 
to existing counts. 


• Development-related traffic is added incrementally with 5-year interim 
analyses assuming no Exit 3 to determine year of failure for Exit 5.


• After Exit 5 fails, development-related traffic is split between Exit 3 and Exit 5 
for the Design Year analysis.


4) Traffic Volume Development


Traffic Analysis 
in 5 year 


Increments


Year of Failure 
for Exit 5, with 
and without 


improvements


Traffic assigned 
to both Exit 5 


and Exit 3


Background 
Growth Only


Development 
Related Traffic 







Mainline I-95 General Capacity Analysis


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis5) Mainline I-95 General Capacity Analysis


I-95 Historical AADT & Growth Rate Projections
(Background Growth Only)


40000


50000


60000


70000


80000


90000


100000


2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050


I-95 GA S.L. to US 17 10-yr AADT LATS Model 12-yr AADT
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I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis5) Mainline I-95 General Capacity Analysis


Development
Traffic


Background 
Traffic Volume


Combined 
Volume


Number of Lanes 
Needed*


Calculated Rounded


0% 3967 3967 1.7 2


10% 488 3967 4455 1.9 2


20% 976 3967 4943 2.1 3


30% 1464 3967 5431 2.3 3


40% 1952 3967 5919 2.5 3


50% 2440 3967 6407 2.7 3


60% 2927 3967 6894 2.9 3


70% 3415 3967 7382 3.1 4


80% 3903 3967 7870 3.3 4


90% 4391 3967 8358 3.5 4


100% 4879 3967 8846 3.7 4
*assuming Base Freeway Capacity of 2,400 vphpl


2046 Build I-95 Southbound Mainline Lanes Needed







Mainline I-95 General Capacity Analysis


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis


Development
Traffic


Background 
Traffic Volume


Combined 
Volume


Number of Lanes 
Needed*


Calculated Rounded


0% 4194 4194 1.7 2


10% 426 4194 4620 1.9 2


20% 853 4194 5047 2.1 3


30% 1279 4194 5473 2.3 3


40% 1705 4194 5899 2.5 3


50% 2132 4194 6326 2.6 3


60% 2558 4194 6752 2.8 3


70% 2984 4194 7178 3.0 3


80% 3410 4194 7604 3.2 4


90% 3837 4194 8031 3.3 4


100% 4263 4194 8457 3.5 4
*assuming Base Freeway Capacity of 2,400 vphpl


2046 Build I-95 Northbound Mainline Lanes Needed


5) Mainline I-95 General Capacity Analysis







Exit 5 Capacity Analysis: Synchro


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis


2019 Existing Conditions


6) Exit 5 Capacity Analysis


I-95 Southbound Ramps I-95 Northbound Ramps


B/13.2B/12.1


NOT TO 
SCALE







Exit 5 Capacity Analysis: Synchro


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis


2020 No Build Conditions (Existing Geometry)


6) Exit 5 Capacity Analysis


I-95 Southbound Ramps I-95 Northbound Ramps


NOT TO 
SCALE


C/15.1 C/20.9







Exit 5 Capacity Analysis: Synchro


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis


2025 No Build Conditions (Existing Geometry with Traffic Signal)


6) Exit 5 Capacity Analysis


I-95 Southbound Ramps I-95 Northbound Ramps


NOT TO 
SCALE


F/242.0 F/255.7







Exit 5 Capacity Analysis: Synchro


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis


2025 No Build Conditions (Alt 1)


6) Exit 5 Capacity Analysis


I-95 Southbound Ramps I-95 Northbound Ramps


NOT TO 
SCALE


F/153.6


F/110.2







FHWA’s Capacity Analysis for Planning of Junctions (CAP-X)


• Evaluates interchanges using the method 
of critical lane volume (CLV) summation 
to assess capacity


• Involves comparing a sum of conflicting 
movements to an adjusted saturation 
flow-rate (i.e. capacity) 


• The level of service (LOS) is indexed to 
this v/c ratio and ranges from zero to one


• A volume to capacity ratio equal to 1.0 is 
at capacity 


6) Exit 5 Capacity Analysis I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis


example only







PM Peak Hour


Interchange Type Direction
Overall Capacity v/c


2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2046


Diamond N-S 0.39 1.56 2.16 2.14 2.86 3.03


Partial Cloverleaf N-S 0.26 1.03 1.46 1.74 1.92 2.04


Displaced-Left Turn N-S 0.38 1.51 2.07 2.02 2.82 2.99


Double-Crossover Diamond N-S 0.39 1.39 1.94 2.08 2.60 2.76


Single-Point N-S 0.36 1.40 1.88 1.88 2.55 2.71


Cap-X Analysis Findings


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis


Table 1. Exit 5 No Build (without Exit 3) Analysis


The first scenario tested was for the background traffic growth and the 
proposed development program traffic with only Exit 5 in place. 


6) Exit 5 Capacity Analysis







Cap-X Analysis Findings


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis


Cap X Partial Cloverleaf Interchange Configuration Exit 5 Partial Cloverleaf Interchange Configuration


6) Exit 5 Capacity Analysis







Cap-X Analysis Findings


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis


Table 2. Exit 3 Build Analysis


The second scenario tested assigned the background traffic growth and 
development traffic to both Exit 3 and Exit 5 interchanges.


PM Peak Hour


Interchange Type Direction
Overall Capacity v/c


2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2046


Diamond N-S - 0.95 1.30 1.59 1.77 1.87


Partial Cloverleaf N-S - 0.56 0.77 0.93 1.05 1.11


Displaced-Left Turn N-S - 1.11 1.51 1.87 2.07 2.17


Double-Crossover 
Diamond N-S - 0.90 1.21 1.48 1.66 1.75


Single-Point N-S - 0.89 1.20 1.50 1.69 1.78


PM Peak Hour


Interchange Type Direction
Overall Capacity v/c


2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2046


Diamond N-S - 0.80 1.18 1.36 1.48 1.60


Partial Cloverleaf N-S - 0.56 0.84 0.97 1.06 1.14


Displaced Left-Turn N-S - 0.70 1.02 1.18 1.27 1.37


Double-Crossover 
Diamond N-S - 0.62 0.90 1.07 1.17 1.25


Single-Point N-S - 0.79 1.15 1.32 1.42 1.53


Table 3. Exit 5 Build Analysis 


7) Traffic Analysis with Exit 3







Cap-X Analysis Findings (2046)


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis8) Interchange Forms


Exit 5 Build Interchange Configuration Options:
Partial Cloverleaf Interchange







Cap-X Analysis Findings (2046)


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis


Exit 5 Build Interchange Configuration Options:
Diverging Diamond Interchange


8) Interchange Forms







Cap-X Analysis Findings (2046)


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis


Exit 3 Build Interchange Configuration Options:
Partial Cloverleaf Interchange


8) Interchange Forms







Cap-X Analysis Findings (2046)


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis


Exit 3 Build Interchange Configuration Options:
Diverging Diamond Interchange


8) Interchange Forms







Exit 3 Typical Section


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis8) Exit 3 Typical Section


South of I-95


2046 Build Southbound 
3,208 vph


2046 Build Northbound 
3,995 vph







Exit 3 Typical Section


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis8) Exit 3 Typical Section


North of I-95


2046 Build Southbound 
800 vph


2046 Build Northbound 
578 vph







Weigh Station & Welcome Center


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis9) Weigh Station & Welcome Center


I-95 NB
Weigh Station


I-95 SB
Weigh Station


NOT TO SCALE


SC Welcome 
Center


I-95 NB
To Hardeeville







Weigh Station & Welcome Center


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis9) Weigh Station & Welcome Center


I-95 SB
Weigh Station


GA Welcome 
Center


NOT TO SCALE


I-95 NB
To Hardeeville


I-95 SB
To Savannah







Meeting Summary


1


2


3


4


5


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis


Traffic Volume Development


I-95 Widening (6 vs 8 lanes)


Need for Exit 3?


Interchange Types for Detailed Analysis of Exit 5 and Exit 3


Weigh Station & Welcome Center Decision for Analysis


10) Meeting Summary







Schedule


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis11) Schedule & Next Steps


No. Task Name


2 Development Traffic Analysis


3 IJR Traffic Analysis


4 Concept Plan Development


5 Project Coordination Meeting with 
CSX Railroad


6 Work Zone Traffic Control Plans


7 Conceptual Signing Plans


8 IJR Report     


SeptemberMay June July August







Next Steps


1


2


3


4


I-95 Exit 3 Interchange Traffic Analysis


Receive feedback on Meeting Summary Issues


Obtain traffic volume estimates for Welcome Center & Weigh 
Station to include in HCS analysis


Develop interchange concepts


Prepare IJR Analysis (Synchro, HCS)


11) Schedule & Next Steps







I-95 WIDENING FROM MM 0 – 18 FEASIBILITY REPORT SCOPING MEETING 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MAINLINE AND OVERPASS BRIDGES  


 
A meeting was held on Monday, July 15 between Preconstruction, Maintenance, and 
Construction personnel to determine recommendations to provide to the PDT for the following: 
 


• Should existing mainline bridges be widened or replaced.  
• Should existing overpasses be jacked or replaced if needed, or not included as part of this 


project.  
 
Mainline Bridges 
 
The following options were evaluated for replacement/widening.  
 
Option 1 Replace all bridges bringing them up to current design standards. 
 


STRUCTURE # BRIDGE 
DESCRIPTION Replace/Widen  


2710009510100 GA/SC Line Replace 
2710009530100 GA/SC Line Replace 
2710009510200 Savannah Overflow Replace 
2710009530200 Savannah Overflow Replace 
2710009510300 Sand Island Swamp Replace 
2710009530300 Sand Island Swamp Replace 
2710009510400 S.C.L. Railroad Replace 
2710009530400 S.C.L. Railroad Replace 
2710009530500 SC 46 under contract 
2710009510500 SC 46 under contract 
2710009530700 Bahama Swamp Replace 
2710009510700 Bahama Swamp Replace 
2710009530800 Bagshaw Swamp under contract 
2710009510800 Bagshaw Swamp Replace 
2710009530900 Great Swamp Replace 
2710009510900 Great Swamp Replace 


 
Replace with widened structure: 13 Bridges 
Widen existing structure: 0 Bridges 
 
 
 
 







Option 2 Replace all bridges with a condition rating of 5 or less for the deck, superstructure, or 
substructure. Also include parallel bridge if adjacent structure is being replaced.  
 


  Replace/Widen  


STRUCTURE # BRIDGE 
DESCRIPTION <= 5 Parallel 


2710009510100 GA/SC Line Replace Replace 
2710009530100 GA/SC Line Replace Replace 
2710009510200 Savannah Overflow Widen Widen 
2710009530200 Savannah Overflow Widen Widen 
2710009510300 Sand Island Swamp Widen Replace 
2710009530300 Sand Island Swamp Replace Replace 
2710009510400 S.C.L. Railroad Replace Replace 
2710009530400 S.C.L. Railroad Replace Replace 
2710009530500 SC 46 under contract 
2710009510500 SC 46 under contract 
2710009530700 Bahama Swamp Replace Replace 
2710009510700 Bahama Swamp Replace Replace 
2710009530800 Bagshaw Swamp under contract 
2710009510800 Bagshaw Swamp Replace Replace 
2710009530900 Great Swamp Widen Widen 
2710009510900 Great Swamp Widen Widen 


 
Replace with widened structure: 9 Bridges 
Widen existing structure: 4 Bridges 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
Option 3 Only replace bridges with a condition rating of 5 or less for the superstructure or 
substructure. (This option is in place to consider deck rehabs.) 
 


STRUCTURE # BRIDGE 
DESCRIPTION Replace/Widen  


2710009510100 GA/SC Line Replace 
2710009530100 GA/SC Line Replace 
2710009510200 Savannah Overflow Widen 
2710009530200 Savannah Overflow Widen 
2710009510300 Sand Island Swamp Widen 
2710009530300 Sand Island Swamp Replace 
2710009510400 S.C.L. Railroad Replace 
2710009530400 S.C.L. Railroad Replace 
2710009530500 SC 46 under contract 
2710009510500 SC 46 under contract 
2710009530700 Bahama Swamp Widen 
2710009510700 Bahama Swamp Replace 
2710009530800 Bagshaw Swamp under contract 
2710009510800 Bagshaw Swamp Replace 
2710009530900 Great Swamp Widen 
2710009510900 Great Swamp Widen 


 
Replace with widened structure: 7 Bridges 
Widen existing structure: 6 Bridges 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
Summary   


STRUCTURE # BRIDGE DESCRIPTION Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
2710009510100 GA/SC Line Replace Replace Replace 
2710009530100 GA/SC Line Replace Replace Replace 
2710009510200 Savannah Overflow Replace Widen Widen 
2710009530200 Savannah Overflow Replace Widen Widen 
2710009510300 Sand Island Swamp Replace Replace Widen 
2710009530300 Sand Island Swamp Replace Replace Replace 
2710009510400 S.C.L. Railroad Replace Replace Replace 
2710009530400 S.C.L. Railroad Replace Replace Replace 
2710009530500 SC 46 under contract 
2710009510500 SC 46 under contract 
2710009530700 Bahama Swamp Replace Replace Widen 
2710009510700 Bahama Swamp Replace Replace Replace 
2710009530800 Bagshaw Swamp under contract 
2710009510800 Bagshaw Swamp Replace Replace Replace 
2710009530900 Great Swamp Replace Widen Widen 
2710009510900 Great Swamp Replace Widen Widen 


 
 
Recommendation for Mainline Bridges 


• Option 3 should not be considered due to constructability and MOT issues associated 
with deck replacements on interstate bridges. These same issues are associated with 
trying to replace one bridge in a set of parallel bridges.  


 
• Option 2 could be considered. Both bridges over the Great Swamp and Savannah 


Overflow are in overall good condition (condition ratings are 6 or better for all 4 
bridges). However, these bridges are currently between 44 and 53 years old.  The design 
life for all four bridges will likely be exceeded prior to or during the construction of this 
project. This will require additional construction not long after this project is complete.  


   
• Based on the issues stated above, Option 1 is our recommendation to the PDT. By 


proceeding with Option 1, all bridges are brought up to current specs (including seismic 
design), costly constructability and MOT issues are reduced, and additional construction 
will not be required soon after this project is complete. 
 


 
 
 
 







 
Overpass Bridges 
 
The following options were evaluated for replacement/jacking.  
 
Option 1 Jack all overpasses with less than 17 feet of clearance and replace any overpass bridge 
with a condition rating of 5 or less. 
 


STRUCTURE # BRIDGE 
DESCRIPTION 


Jacking 
Required <=5 


2770001300100 S-13 Bridge over I-95 yes Replace 
2770003400101 S-34 Bridge over I-95 no leave in place 
2720001700400 US-17 at Exit 5 no leave in place 
2770014100400 S-141 over I-95 yes Jacking 
2720027800600 US 278 at Exit 8 yes Jacking 
2770021000100 S-210 over I-95 yes Jacking 


  
Option 2 Jack all overpasses with less than 17 feet of clearance. No replacements.  
 


STRUCTURE # BRIDGE 
DESCRIPTION 


Jacking 
Required 


2770001300100 S-13 Bridge over I-95 yes 
2770003400101 S-34 Bridge over I-95 no 
2720001700400 US-17 at Exit 5 no 
2770014100400 S-141 over I-95 yes 
2720027800600 US 278 at Exit 8 yes 
2770021000100 S-210 over I-95 yes 


 
Option 3 Jack all bridges with less than 16 feet of clearance. No replacements. 
 
* All overpass bridges currently have a clearance of 16 ft. or greater. 
 
 
Summary   


STRUCTURE # BRIDGE DESCRIPTION Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
2770001300100 S-13 Bridge over I-95 Replace Jacking no work 
2770003400101 S-34 Bridge over I-95 no Jacking no Jacking no work 
2720001700400 US-17 at Exit 5 no Jacking no Jacking no work 
2770014100400 S-141 over I-95 Jacking  Jacking no work 
2720027800600 US 278 at Exit 8 Jacking  Jacking no work 
2770021000100 S-210 over I-95 Jacking  Jacking no work 


 







  
Recommendation for Overpass Bridges 
Our recommendation is to not include overpass jacking in this project, since the existing 
overpasses meet the minimum for vertical clearance. Below are a few comments provided to 
justify our recommendation.  


• Options 1 and 2 would bring the vertical clearance up to the preferred 17 feet. However, 
currently all overpasses are well over 16 ft. (min. clearance of 16ft 7in.) and meet the 
required minimum with some room for pavement overlays in the future. 


• Overpass jacking can be a standalone project that can be completed with very little, if 
any impact to traffic on I-95. These projects could be completed easily at another time.  


•  Bridge jacking and tying back into existing grade can quickly expand project 
boundaries, increasing the size of an already large project.  
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Processed Date:Oct-02-2019 16:10:22 PM


Parameters: Bridge Serial Number


Bridge Serial Number: 103-0026-0 County: Effingham SUFF. RATING: 77.2


Location & Geography 218 Datum: 0- Not Applicable Signs & Attachments


Structure ID: 103-0026-0 *19 Bypass Length: 1 225 Expansion Joint Type: 09- Modular.


200 Bridge Information: 6 *20 Toll: 3- On a Free Road or Non-Highway 242 Deck Drains: 1- Open Scuppers.


*6 Feature Intersected: SAVANNAH RIVER *21 Maintenance Responsibility: 01-State Highway Agency. 243A Parapet Location: 0- None present.


*7A Route Number Carried: SR00405 *22 Owner: 01-State Highway Agency. 243B Parapet Height: 0.00


*7B Facility Carried: I-95 (SBL) *31 Design Load: 6- HS 20 + Mod (2-24,000# Axles @ 4ft Ctrs., when they govern) 243C Parapet Width: 0.00


9 Location: 4 MI N OF JCT SR 21 37 Historical Significance: 5- Not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 238A Curb Height: 0.0


2 GDOT District: 4841500000 - D5 District Five Jesup 205 Congressional District: 001 238B Curb Material: 0- None.


*91 Inspection Frequency: 24     Date: Apr-17-2018 27 Year Constructed: 1976 239A Handrail Left: 9- Concrete New Jersey Type Barrier.


92A Fracture Critical Insp. Freq: 0     Date: Feb-01-1901 106 Year Reconstructed: 0 239B Handrail Right: 9- Concrete New Jersey Type Barrier.


92B Underwater Insp Freq: 60  Date: Oct-07-2015 33 Bridge Median: 1-Open *240 Median Barrier Rail: 0- None.


92C Other Spc. Insp Freq: 24    Date: Apr-16-2019 34 Skew: 0 241A Bridge Median Height: 0


* 4 Place Code: 00000 35 Structure Flared: No 241B Bridge Median Width: 0


*5A Inventory Route(O/U): 1 38 Navigation Control: 1- Navigation is controlled by an Agency *230A Guardrail Location Direction Rear: 6- Both sides, approach and continuous.


5B Route Type: 1 - Interstate 213 Special Steel Design: 0- Not applicable or other *230B Guardrail Location Direction Fwrd: 2- Right side only.


5C Service Designation: 1- Mainline 267A Type  Paint Super Structure: 1- Lead Chromate Oil Alkyd System.  Year : 1976 *230C Guardrail Location Opposing Rear: 0- None.


5D Route Number: 00095 267B Type Paint Sub Structure: 0- Not Applicable Year : 0000 *230D Guardrail Location Opposing Fwrd: 0- None.


5E Directional Suffix: 0. Not applicable *42A Type of Service On: 1-Highway 244 Approach Slab: 3- Forward and Rear.


*16 Latitude: 32 - 14.1738 *42B Type of Service Under: 5-Waterway 224 Retaining Wall: 0- None.


*17 Longtitude: 81 - 9.0462 214A Movable Bridge: 0 233 Posted Speed Limit: 65


98A Border Bridge: 0 98B: GA% 00 214B Operator on Duty: 0 236 Warning Sign: No


99 ID Number: 000140007200100 203 Type Bridge: D - Concrete pile. O. Concrete N. Steel-Concrete O. Concrete 234 Delineator: Yes


*100 STRAHNET: 1- The Feature is on an Interstate STRAHNET route. 259 Pile Encasement: 3 235 Hazard Boards: Yes


12 Base Highway Network: Yes *43A Structure Type Main material: 4-Steel (Continuous) 237A Gas: 00- Not Applicable


13A LRS Inventory Route: 1031040500  *43B Structure Type Main Type: 2-Stringer/Multi-Beam or Girder 237B Water: 00- Not Applicable


13B Sub Inventory Route: 0 45 Number of Main Spans: 3 237C Electric: 00- Not Applicable


101 Parallel Structure: L. Left structure of parallel bridges 44 Structure Type Approach: A:5- Prestressed Concrete B: 2- Stringer/Multi-Beam or Girder 237D Telephone: 00- Not Applicable


*102 Direction of Traffic: 1- One Way 46 Number of Approach Spans: 25 237E Sewer: 00- Not Applicable


*264 Road Inventory Mile Post: 0.40 226 Bridge Curve: A: Vertical: YesB: Horizontal: No 247A Lighting: Street: No


*208 Inspection Area: Area 05 111 Pier Protection: 2 - Protection is in place and it is functioning. 247B Navigation: Yes


*104 Highway System: 1-Inventory Route is on the NHS 107 Deck Structure Type: 1 - C-I-P Portland Cement Concrete - Epoxy Coated Rebars 247C Aerial: No


*26 Functional Classification: 1- Rural - Principal 5 - Interstate 108A  Wearing Surface Type: 1. Concrete *248 County Continuity No.: 00


*204A Federal Route Type: I - Interstate. 108B Membrane Type: 3. Epoxy 36A Bridge Railings: 1- Meets current standards


*204B Federal Route Number: 00951 108C Deck Protection: 1. Epoxy Coated Reinforcing 36B Transition: 2- Inspected feature meets acceptable


construction date standards.


105 Federal Lands Highway: 0. Not applicable 265 Underwater Inspection Area: 2 36C Approach Guardrail: 2- Inspected feature meets acceptable


construction date standards.


*110 Truck Route: 1- The Feature is part of the National Network For


Trucks


36D Approach Guardrail Ends: 2- Inspected feature meets acceptable


construction date standards.


217 Benchmark Elevation: 0000.00


* Location ID No: 103-00405D-112.31N
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Bridge Serial Number: 103-0026-0 County: Effingham SUFF. RATING: 77.2


Programming Data Measurements: Ratings and Posting


201 Project Number: I-95-1 (55) 108 CT.2 *29  AADT: 46330 65 Inventory Rating Method: 1-Load Factor (LF)


202 Plans Available: 1- Plans at General Office. *30   AADT Year: 2012 63 Operating Rating Method: 1-Load Factor (LF)


249 Proposed Project Number: 0000000000000000000000000 109  % Truck Traffic: 1 66A Inventory Type: 2 - HS loading.


250A Reconstruction Approval Status: Yes * 28A Lanes On: 2 66B Inventory Rating: 25


250B Route Approval Status: No  *28B Lanes Under: 0 64A Operating Type: 2 - HS loading.


250C Approval Status Definition: 0 210A Tracks On: 00 64B Operating Rating: 43


250D Approval Status Federal: 0 210B Tracks Under: 0 231Calculated Loads Posting Required


251Project Identification Number: 0000000 * 48 Maximum Span Length: 220 231A H-Modified: 21 No


252 Contract Date: Feb-01-1901 * 49 Structure Length: 2855 231B Type3/Tandem: 30 No


260 Seismic Number: 00000 51 Bridge Roadway Width: 40.8' 231C Timber: 36 No


75A Type Work Proposed: 0- Not Applicable 52 Deck Width: 44.2' 231D HS-Modified: 30 No


75B Work Done by: 0- Initial Inventory * 47 Total Horizontal Clearance: 40.8' 231E Type 3S2: 40 No


94 Bridge Improvement Cost:(X$1,000) $11,155 50A Curb / Sidewalk Width Left: 0 231F Piggyback: 40 No


95 Roadway Improvement Cost: (X$1,000) $1116 50B Curb / Sidewalk Width Right: 0 261 H Inventory Rating: 20


96 Total Improvement Cost: (X$1,000) $16733 32 Approach Rdwy. Width: 48' 262 H Operating Rating: 33


76 Improvement Length: 0' *229 Approach Roadway 67 Structural Evaluation: 5


97 Year Improvement Cost Based On: 2013 Rear Shoulder Left: Width: 12 Right Width:12 Type: 2 - Asphalt.        58 Deck Condition: 7 - Good Condition


114 Future AADT: 69495 Fwd Shoulder: Left Width: 12 Right Width:12 Type: 2 - Asphalt.        59 Superstructure Condition: 6 - Satisfactory Condition


115 Future AADT Year: 2032 Rear Pavement: Width: 24 Type:2- Asphalt. * 227 Collision Damage:


Forward Pavement: Width: 24 Type:2- Asphalt. 60A Substructure Condition: 6 - Satisfactory Condition


Intersection Rear: 0 Forward:0 60B Scour Condition: 7 - Good Condition


Hydraulic Data 53 Minimum Vertical Clearance Over Rd: 99' 99" 60C Underwater Condition: 5 - Fair Condition


113 Scour Critical: 3. Bridge is Scour Critical;foundations 
unstable for conditions


54A Under Reference Feature: N- Feature not a highway or railroad. 71 Waterway Adequacy: 8-Equal to present desirable criteria.


216A Water Depth: 23.5 54B Minimum Clearance Under: 0' 0" 61 Channel Protection Cond.: 8-Equal to present desirable criteria.


216B Bridge Height: 67 *228 Minimum Vertical Clearance 68 Deck Geometry: 7


222 Slope Protection: 1 228A Actual Odometer Direction: 99'99" 69 UnderClr. Horz/Vert: N


221A Spur Dike Rear: 228B Actual Opposing Direction: 99'99" 72 Approach Alignment: 8-No reduction of vehicle operating speed 
required.


221B Spur Dike Fwd: 228C Posted Odometer Direction: 00'00" 62 Culvert: N - Not Applicable


219 Fender System: 3- Steel Piles. 228D Posted Opposing Direction: 00'00" 70 Bridge Posting Required: 5. Equal to or above legal loads


220 Dolphin: 55A Lateral Underclearance Reference: N- Feature not a highway or railroad. 41 Struct Open, Posted, CL: A. Open, no restriction


223A Culvert Cover: 000 55B  Lateral Underclearance on Right: 0 * 103 Temporary Structure: No


223B Culvert Type: 0- Not Applicable 56  Lateral Underclearance on Left: 0 232 Posted Loads


223C Number of Barrels: 0 10A Direction of Travel for Max Min: 0 232A H-Modified: 00


223D Barrel Width: 0 10B Max Min Vertical Clearance: 99'99" 232B Type3/Tandem: 00


223E Barrel Height: 0 245A Deck Thickness Main: 8.0 232C Timber: 00


223F Culvert Length: 0 245B Deck Thickness Approach: 8 232D HS-Modified: 00


223G Culvert Apron: 0 246 Overlay Thickness: 0 232E Type 3s2: 00


39 Navigation Vertical Clearance: 55' 232F Piggyback: 00


40 Navigation Horizontal Clearance: 150 253 Notification Date: Feb-01-1901


116 Navigation Vertical Clear Closed: 0 258 Federal Notify Date: Feb-01-1901 
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Processed Date:Oct-02-2019 16:12:43 PM


Parameters: Bridge Serial Number


Bridge Serial Number: 103-0025-0 County: Effingham SUFF. RATING: 81.3


Location & Geography 218 Datum: 0- Not Applicable Signs & Attachments


Structure ID: 103-0025-0 *19 Bypass Length: 1 225 Expansion Joint Type: 09- Modular.


200 Bridge Information: 6 *20 Toll: 3- On a Free Road or Non-Highway 242 Deck Drains: 1- Open Scuppers.


*6 Feature Intersected: SAVANNAH RIVER *21 Maintenance Responsibility: 01-State Highway Agency. 243A Parapet Location: 0- None present.


*7A Route Number Carried: SR00405 *22 Owner: 01-State Highway Agency. 243B Parapet Height: 0.00


*7B Facility Carried: I-95 (NBL) *31 Design Load: 6- HS 20 + Mod (2-24,000# Axles @ 4ft Ctrs., when they govern) 243C Parapet Width: 0.00


9 Location: 4 MI N OF JCT SR 21 37 Historical Significance: 5- Not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 238A Curb Height: 0.0


2 GDOT District: 4841500000 - D5 District Five Jesup 205 Congressional District: 001 238B Curb Material: 0- None.


*91 Inspection Frequency: 24     Date: Apr-17-2018 27 Year Constructed: 1976 239A Handrail Left: 9- Concrete New Jersey Type Barrier.


92A Fracture Critical Insp. Freq: 0     Date: Feb-01-1901 106 Year Reconstructed: 0 239B Handrail Right: 9- Concrete New Jersey Type Barrier.


92B Underwater Insp Freq: 60  Date: Oct-07-2015 33 Bridge Median: 1-Open *240 Median Barrier Rail: 0- None.


92C Other Spc. Insp Freq: 24    Date: Apr-16-2019 34 Skew: 0 241A Bridge Median Height: 0


* 4 Place Code: 00000 35 Structure Flared: No 241B Bridge Median Width: 0


*5A Inventory Route(O/U): 1 38 Navigation Control: 1- Navigation is controlled by an Agency *230A Guardrail Location Direction Rear: 6- Both sides, approach and continuous.


5B Route Type: 1 - Interstate 213 Special Steel Design: 0- Not applicable or other *230B Guardrail Location Direction Fwrd: 6- Both sides, approach and continuous.


5C Service Designation: 1- Mainline 267A Type  Paint Super Structure: 0- Not Applicable.  Year : 1976 *230C Guardrail Location Opposing Rear: 0- None.


5D Route Number: 00095 267B Type Paint Sub Structure: 0- Not Applicable Year : 0000 *230D Guardrail Location Opposing Fwrd: 0- None.


5E Directional Suffix: 0. Not applicable *42A Type of Service On: 1-Highway 244 Approach Slab: 3- Forward and Rear.


*16 Latitude: 32 - 14.1606 *42B Type of Service Under: 5-Waterway 224 Retaining Wall: 0- None.


*17 Longtitude: 81 - 9.0360 214A Movable Bridge: 0 233 Posted Speed Limit: 65


98A Border Bridge: 0 98B: GA% 00 214B Operator on Duty: 0 236 Warning Sign: No


99 ID Number: 002710009510100 203 Type Bridge: D - Concrete pile. O. Concrete N. Steel-Concrete O. Concrete 234 Delineator: Yes


*100 STRAHNET: 1- The Feature is on an Interstate STRAHNET route. 259 Pile Encasement: 3 235 Hazard Boards: No


12 Base Highway Network: Yes *43A Structure Type Main material: 4-Steel (Continuous) 237A Gas: 00- Not Applicable


13A LRS Inventory Route: 1031040500  *43B Structure Type Main Type: 2-Stringer/Multi-Beam or Girder 237B Water: 00- Not Applicable


13B Sub Inventory Route: 0 45 Number of Main Spans: 3 237C Electric: 00- Not Applicable


101 Parallel Structure: R. Right structure of parallel bridges 44 Structure Type Approach: A:5- Prestressed Concrete B: 2- Stringer/Multi-Beam or Girder 237D Telephone: 00- Not Applicable


*102 Direction of Traffic: 1- One Way 46 Number of Approach Spans: 25 237E Sewer: 00- Not Applicable


*264 Road Inventory Mile Post: 0.39 226 Bridge Curve: A: Vertical: YesB: Horizontal: No 247A Lighting: Street: No


*208 Inspection Area: Area 05 111 Pier Protection: 2 - Protection is in place and it is functioning. 247B Navigation: Yes


*104 Highway System: 1-Inventory Route is on the NHS 107 Deck Structure Type: 1 - C-I-P Portland Cement Concrete - Epoxy Coated Rebars 247C Aerial: No


*26 Functional Classification: 1- Rural - Principal 5 - Interstate 108A  Wearing Surface Type: 1. Concrete *248 County Continuity No.: 00


*204A Federal Route Type: I - Interstate. 108B Membrane Type: 3. Epoxy 36A Bridge Railings: 1- Meets current standards


*204B Federal Route Number: 00951 108C Deck Protection: 1. Epoxy Coated Reinforcing 36B Transition: 1- Meets current standards


105 Federal Lands Highway: 0. Not applicable 265 Underwater Inspection Area: 2 36C Approach Guardrail: 1- Meets current standards


*110 Truck Route: 1- The Feature is part of the National Network For


Trucks


36D Approach Guardrail Ends: 1- Meets current standards


217 Benchmark Elevation: 0000.00


* Location ID No: 103-00405D-112.30N
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Bridge Serial Number: 103-0025-0 County: Effingham SUFF. RATING: 81.3


Programming Data Measurements: Ratings and Posting


201 Project Number: I-95-1 (55) 108 CT.2 *29  AADT: 46330 65 Inventory Rating Method: 1-Load Factor (LF)


202 Plans Available: 1- Plans at General Office. *30   AADT Year: 2012 63 Operating Rating Method: 1-Load Factor (LF)


249 Proposed Project Number: 0000000000000000000000000 109  % Truck Traffic: 1 66A Inventory Type: 2 - HS loading.


250A Reconstruction Approval Status: Yes * 28A Lanes On: 2 66B Inventory Rating: 31


250B Route Approval Status: No  *28B Lanes Under: 0 64A Operating Type: 2 - HS loading.


250C Approval Status Definition: 0 210A Tracks On: 00 64B Operating Rating: 59


250D Approval Status Federal: 0 210B Tracks Under: 0 231Calculated Loads Posting Required


251Project Identification Number: 0000000 * 48 Maximum Span Length: 220 231A H-Modified: 21 No


252 Contract Date: Feb-01-1901 * 49 Structure Length: 2855 231B Type3/Tandem: 30 No


260 Seismic Number: 00000 51 Bridge Roadway Width: 40.8' 231C Timber: 36 No


75A Type Work Proposed: 0- Not Applicable 52 Deck Width: 44.2' 231D HS-Modified: 30 No


75B Work Done by: 0- Initial Inventory * 47 Total Horizontal Clearance: 40.8' 231E Type 3S2: 40 No


94 Bridge Improvement Cost:(X$1,000) $11,155 50A Curb / Sidewalk Width Left: 0 231F Piggyback: 40 No


95 Roadway Improvement Cost: (X$1,000) $1116 50B Curb / Sidewalk Width Right: 0 261 H Inventory Rating: 20


96 Total Improvement Cost: (X$1,000) $16733 32 Approach Rdwy. Width: 42' 262 H Operating Rating: 34


76 Improvement Length: 0' *229 Approach Roadway 67 Structural Evaluation: 5


97 Year Improvement Cost Based On: 2013 Rear Shoulder Left: Width: 12 Right Width:6 Type: 2 - Asphalt.        58 Deck Condition: 7 - Good Condition


114 Future AADT: 69495 Fwd Shoulder: Left Width: 12 Right Width:6 Type: 2 - Asphalt.        59 Superstructure Condition: 6 - Satisfactory Condition


115 Future AADT Year: 2032 Rear Pavement: Width: 24 Type:2- Asphalt. * 227 Collision Damage:


Forward Pavement: Width: 24 Type:2- Asphalt. 60A Substructure Condition: 5 - Fair Condition


Intersection Rear: 0 Forward:0 60B Scour Condition: 7 - Good Condition


Hydraulic Data 53 Minimum Vertical Clearance Over Rd: 99' 99" 60C Underwater Condition: 5 - Fair Condition


113 Scour Critical: 3. Bridge is Scour Critical;foundations 
unstable for conditions


54A Under Reference Feature: N- Feature not a highway or railroad. 71 Waterway Adequacy: 8-Equal to present desirable criteria.


216A Water Depth: 22.5 54B Minimum Clearance Under: 0' 0" 61 Channel Protection Cond.: 8-Equal to present desirable criteria.


216B Bridge Height: 66.5 *228 Minimum Vertical Clearance 68 Deck Geometry: 7


222 Slope Protection: 1 228A Actual Odometer Direction: 99'99" 69 UnderClr. Horz/Vert: N


221A Spur Dike Rear: 228B Actual Opposing Direction: 99'99" 72 Approach Alignment: 8-No reduction of vehicle operating speed 
required.


221B Spur Dike Fwd: 228C Posted Odometer Direction: 00'00" 62 Culvert: N - Not Applicable


219 Fender System: 3- Steel Piles. 228D Posted Opposing Direction: 00'00" 70 Bridge Posting Required: 5. Equal to or above legal loads


220 Dolphin: 55A Lateral Underclearance Reference: N- Feature not a highway or railroad. 41 Struct Open, Posted, CL: A. Open, no restriction


223A Culvert Cover: 000 55B  Lateral Underclearance on Right: 0 * 103 Temporary Structure: No


223B Culvert Type: 0- Not Applicable 56  Lateral Underclearance on Left: 0 232 Posted Loads


223C Number of Barrels: 0 10A Direction of Travel for Max Min: 0 232A H-Modified: 00


223D Barrel Width: 0 10B Max Min Vertical Clearance: 99'99" 232B Type3/Tandem: 00


223E Barrel Height: 0 245A Deck Thickness Main: 8.0 232C Timber: 00


223F Culvert Length: 0 245B Deck Thickness Approach: 8 232D HS-Modified: 00


223G Culvert Apron: 0 246 Overlay Thickness: 0 232E Type 3s2: 00


39 Navigation Vertical Clearance: 55' 232F Piggyback: 00


40 Navigation Horizontal Clearance: 150 253 Notification Date: Feb-01-1901


116 Navigation Vertical Clear Closed: 0 258 Federal Notify Date: Feb-01-1901 















  1 


Project Delivery Selection Workshop Summary 


Workshop Summary 


Project Name: US 278 P038450 


Workshop Date:  


Workshop Location:  


Facilitator: Michael Hood 


Delivery Method 
Selected: 


 


 


Workshop Participants 
Name Email 


Michael Hood HoodML@scdot.org 
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Project Delivery Selection Matrix 


Overview 
This document provides a formal approach for selecting project delivery methods for highway projects.  The information 
below lists the project delivery methods followed by an outline of the process, instructions, and evaluation worksheets for 
use by SCDOT staff and project team members. By using these forms, a brief Project Delivery Selection Report can be 
generated for each individual project. The primary objectives of this tool are:  


• Present a structured approach to making project delivery decisions; 


• Assist in determining if there is a dominant or optimal choice of a delivery method; and 


• Provide documentation of the selection decision. 


Background 
The project delivery method is the process by which a construction project is comprehensively designed and constructed 
including project scope definition, organization of designers, constructors and various consultants, sequencing of design 
and construction operations, execution of design and construction, and closeout and start-up.  Thus, the different project 
delivery methods are distinguished by the manner in which contracts between the agency, designers and builders are 
formed and the technical relationships that evolve between each party inside those contracts.  Currently, there are two 
types of project delivery systems available for publicly funded transportation projects, Design-Bid-Build (DBB) and 
Design-Build (DB).  No single project delivery method is appropriate for every project.  Each project should be examined 
individually to determine how it aligns with the attributes of each available delivery method.  


Primary delivery methods 
Design-Bid-Build is the traditional project delivery method in which an agency designs, or retains a designer to furnish 
complete design services, and then advertises and awards a separate construction contract based on the designer’s 
completed construction documents.  In DBB, the agency “owns” the details of design during construction and as a result, 
is responsible for the cost of any errors or omissions encountered in construction.  
 
Design-Build is a project delivery method in which the agency procures both design and construction services in the same 
contract from a single, legal entity referred to as the design-builder.  The method typically uses Request for Qualifications 
(RFQ)/Request for Proposals (RFP) procedures rather than the DBB Invitation for Bids procedures. The design-builder 
controls the details of design and is responsible for the cost of any errors or omissions encountered in construction. 
  


Pre-workshop Tasks 


Before conducting the selection workshop, a few tasks can be completed by the workshop participants. Preparing for the 
workshop prior to conducting it will result in a much more concise and informative session. It is advised that participants 
review all known project information, goals, risks, and constraints prior to the workshop. It is critical to complete the 
Project Definition Report (PDR) before conducting the workshop. Completing the PDR will shorten the time needed to 
review the project and allows the workshop team to move right into the selection process.   
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Project Delivery Selection Process 
The process is shown in the outline below and a flowchart on the next page. It consists of individual steps to complete the 
entire process. The steps should be followed in sequential order. 
 
STAGE I – Develop Project Definition Report (PDR) including Project Attributes, Goals, and Constraints  


A. Project Description/Goals/Constraints 
1. Describe project attributes 


a. P&N:  The purpose of this project is to improve capacity and mobility on I-95 from MM 0 to 
approximately MM 18 due to a projected increase in traffic demand and volume of freight.  
Provide additional truck parking due to the lack of truck parking on this section of interstate.  
Operational and structural deficiencies on interchanges and bridges will be addressed within 
the corridor.  In 2045, the mainline will perform between a LOS of D and F.  This corridor 
ranks among the worst of the rural interstate in freight mobility with a score of 0.9 on a 1 
scale.   


b. Scope: 
i. Address mainline geometric issues.   


ii. Avoid pursuing a design exception at the sag at MM1.5  
iii. Evaluate need for additional truck parking and converting truck weigh station to 


truck parking.  (Keep for now until QT is approved) 
iv. Expand ITS 
v. Review options for increasing capacity 


vi. Replace all bridges on mainline and account for 8 lanes 
vii. Retain all overpasses unless the interchange alteration necessitates replacing or the 


need for more shoulder width exists 
viii. Do not replace or jack any overpasses  


ix. Exceptions for geometric/operational design change 
x. If a bridge is jacked, perform necessary maintenance and rehab on the bridge in this 


contract. 
xi. Replacements will account for 8 lane width 


xii. Increase capacity at exit 8 
xiii. Address geometric/operational deficiencies at Exit 5 and 18 
xiv. Eliminate ramp access from frontage roads 
xv. Exit 5, relocate frontage road 


xvi. Exit 18, cul-du-sac frontage road 
xvii. All interchange ramps will be improved as necessary and paved based on the May 6, 


2010, memo Resurfacing/Rehabilitation of Interstate Ramps.   
xviii. Improve pavement conditions on existing and new lanes based on Pavement Design 


from the Lab. 
xix. Pave all truck parking areas, welcome centers, and weigh stations 
xx. All crosslines will be inspected and addressed or redesigned as needed based on the 


inspection.   
xxi. Follow the MASH transition plan in PCDM-14 concerning the existing guardrail 


xxii. Replace fence damaged due to clear zone tree removal. 
xxiii. All trees will be removed from the full clear zone based on clear zone charts for 


mainline. 
xxiv. All trees will be removed inside of loops and ramps.  Tree removal outside of the 


loops and ramps will follow the clear zone charts. 
xxv. Offset the frontage road entrances from the interstate ramps per the ARMS manual 


for all interchanges.   
2. Set project goals 


a. Improve Capacity 
i. LOS C or better 


b. Maintain or Improve Truck Travel Time Reliability 
i. Truck Travel Rate of 1.45 (from TAMP) or better 


c. Address Interchange Deficiencies  
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i. LOS C or better 
ii. Remove interconnectivity with side roads/frontage roads on ramps 


d. Improve Safety 
i. Improve crash rates from existing 


e. Address Bridge Deficiencies  
i. Improve Condition to 7 or better for all bridges 


f. Address Pavement Deficiencies  
i. Improve structure number, PQI, and ride-ability from existing 


3. Determine project dependent constraints 
a. Floodplain impacts, FEMA regulated 
b. Wetland Impacts, JD required 
c. I95 crossing over RR construction timing 
d. Truck volumes limit detour routes 
e. Maintain truck reliability 


4. Identify known or anticipated project risks 
a. Potential Exit 3 addition from non-governmental entity 
b. Funding may only be available for MM0-8 
c. Construction issues around existing piles at overpasses 
d. Construction phasing issues at Georgia line 


i. Tie down in Georgia 
ii. Tie down and potential shift in alignment in SC 


e. Property Owner resistance to eliminating frontage road access to interstate ramps (Exit 5 and 
18) 


f. Effects of construction on interconnected Savannah River floodplain to the Savannah River 
National Wildlife Refuge 


g. Timeliness of FEMA approvals 
h. One approved mitigation bank with available but limited credits.  Permittee-responsible 


mitigation plan is possible.   
i. 4(f) is possible if RW is required from Purrysburg Road to the Savannah River. 
j. USTs possible outside of RW at interchanges. 
k. Noise barriers possible in the Hardeeville area due to neighborhoods close proximity to the 


interstate with some of the neighborhoods being low-income/minority.  
5. Prepare Screening Level Cost Estimate 


a. $600M (Original Planning Level Estimate prior to Feasibility Report) 
 
STAGE II – Primary Factor Evaluation 


A. Assess the primary factors (these factors most often determine the selection). 
1. Delivery Schedule 


A. Construction Letting 2023 
2. Complexity & Innovation 


A. Potential replacement of dual bridges over the Savannah River 
B. Coordination with GDOT to replace/widen the Savannah River bridges 
C. Numerous overflow structures in wetlands 
D. Coordination with the railroad to widen the I95 crossing structure 
E. Widening of all mainline structures 
F. Impacts due to Exit 8 reconfiguration, businesses adjacent to the existing interchange 
G. Retention of overpasses limiting construction methods and work area 
H. Limit adverse affects to truck reliability 
I. EA anticipated 


3. Level of Design 
A. Planning level work complete at this time.  Precon intends to obtain a turnkey contract unless 


DB wants to pursue the project.  If DB wants the project, then Precon will pursue a DB prep 
package contract.  


4. Cost 
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B. If the primary factors indicate there is not a clear choice of the delivery method, then: 
1. Perform an initial risk assessment for the desired delivery method to ensure that risks can be properly 


allocated and managed, and 
 
STAGE III – Secondary Factor Evaluation 


A. Perform a pass/fail analysis of the secondary factors to ensure that they are not relevant to the decision. 
1. Staff Experience/Availability (Agency) 


a. Lack of availability to perform all phases of design 
2. Level of Oversight and Control 


a. Construction input up front due to the replacements of all of the mainline bridges would be 
desirable 


3. Competition and Contractor Experience 
B. If steps 1, 2 & 3 above do not result in clear determination of the method of delivery then perform a more 


rigorous evaluation of all eight factors against the two potential methods of delivery (DBB, DB). 
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Figure 2: Flowchart of the Project Delivery Selection Matrix  
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Project Delivery Selection Matrix Worksheets and Forms 
The following forms and appendices are included to facilitate this process.  


Project delivery selection summary form 
The Project Delivery Selection Summary summarizes the assessment of the eight selection factors for the three delivery 
methods.  The form is qualitatively scored using the rating provided in the table below. The form also includes a section 
for comments and conclusions.  The completed Project Delivery Selection Summary should provide an executive 
summary of the key reasons for the selection of the method of delivery. 
 


Rating Key 


++  Most appropriate delivery method        
+       Appropriate delivery method 
–       Least appropriate delivery method        
X     Fatal Flaw (discontinue evaluation of this method) 


NA    Factor not applicable or not relevant to the selection   


Conclusions and Comments form 
This form can be used by the project team for additional documentation of the process.  In particular, it can be used to 
elaborate the evaluation of the Assessment of Risk factor.  


Project delivery methods selection factor opportunities / obstacles form 
These forms are used to summarize the assessments by the project team of the opportunities and obstacles associated with 
each delivery method relative to each of the eight Selection Factors.  The bottom of each form allows for a qualitative 
conclusion using the same notation as described above.  Those conclusions then are transferred to the Project Delivery 
Selection Summary. 


Project delivery methods opportunities / obstacles checklists  
These forms provide the project team with direction concerning typical delivery method opportunities and obstacles 
associated with each of the eight Selection Factors. However, these checklists include general information and are not an 
all-inclusive checklist. Use the checklists as a supplement to developing project specific opportunities and obstacles. 


Risk assessment guidance form 
Because of the unique nature of Selection Factor 5, Assessment of Risk, this guidance section provides the project team 
with additional assistance for evaluation of the risk factor including: Typical Transportation Project Risks; a General 
Project Risks Checklist; and a Risk Opportunities/Obstacles Checklist. 
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Project Delivery Selection Summary 
Determine the factors that should be considered in the project delivery selection, discuss the opportunities and obstacles 
related to each factor, and document the discussion on the following pages. Then complete the summary below. 
 


PROJECT DELIVERY METHOD OPPORTUNITY/OBSTACLE SUMMARY 
 DBB DB 
Primary Selection Factors   


1. Delivery Schedule  ++ + 


2. Project Complexity & Innovation  - ++ 


3. Level of Design  + + 


4. Cost + ++ 


5. Perform Initial Risk Assessment ++ + 


Secondary Selection Factors   


6. Staff Experience/Availability 
(Agency) + + 


7.Level of Oversight and Control ++ - 


8. Competition and Contractor 
Experience + + 


 


Rating Key DBB DB 


++ Most appropriate delivery method        3 2 


+ Appropriate delivery method 4 5 


– Least appropriate delivery method        1 1 


X Fatal Flaw (discontinue evaluation 
of this method) 0 0 


NA Factor not applicable or not 
relevant to the selection   0 0 


 


  







  9 


Project Delivery Selection Summary Conclusions and Comments 
 
Schedule: 


- DB shifts the schedule risk to the DB team and allows industry input into design and schedule. Undefined events 
or conditions found after procurement, but during design can impact schedule and cost.  DB also requires agency 
and stakeholder commitments to an expeditious review of design, which could present a challenge in this project. 
+ 


- DBB projects can more easily be shelved, which is an advantage due to the lack of definite funding and multiple 
segmented components of this project.  DBB allows elements of design to be advanced prior to permitting, 
construction, etc.  DBB allows time to communicate/discuss design with stakeholders.  In DBB, design and 
construction schedules can be unrealistic due to lack of industry input. ++ 
 


Innovation: 
- DBB doesn’t allow for contractor input to optimize costs and limits flexibility for integrated design and 


construction solutions. - 
- DB allows the design and contractor to collaborate through early team integration to optimize means and 


methods and enhance innovation.  Constructability and VE are inherent in the DB process.  There are also 
opportunities for innovation through draft RFP, best value, and ATC processes. However, technical requirements 
need to be well defined for complex designs to achieve the desired solutions. ++ 
 


Level of Design: 
- In DB, the contractor is involved early in the design process and will improve constructability and innovation.  


Design is advanced by the agency to the level necessary to precisely define the contract requirements and 
properly allocate risk.  However, the RFP must be very carefully developed to have clear definitions and 
requirements, because it is the basis for the contract.  Also, DB offers less agency control over the design. + 


- DBB allows the agency to have complete control over the design, which could be especially important when 
coordinating with major stakeholders and government agencies on this project.  The project/scope can be 
developed or refined through the design process.  However, DBB minimizes competitive innovation 
opportunities. + 
 


Cost: 
- DB allows contractor input into design that should moderate cost.  DB collaboration and ATCs can provide a cost-


efficient response to project goals. DB also allows a variable scope to match a fixed budget.  However, risks 
related to design-build, lump sum cost without 100% design complete can compromise the financial success of 
the project. ++ 


- DBB can increase the certainty of cost estimates due to a higher level of design completion, but the cost reductions 
due to contractor innovation and constructability are more difficult to obtain. + 
 


Risk: 
- DBB allows the opportunity to avoid or mitigate risk through complete design.  Risks related to environmental, 


railroads, & third party involvement are best resolved before procurement.  Utilities and ROW best allocated to 
the agency and mostly addressed prior to procurement to minimize potential for claim.  The project can be 
shelved while resolving risks.  In DBB, the agency accepts risks associated with project and project unknowns. 
There is also limited industry input in contract risk allocation. ++ 


- DB allows for industry review of risk allocation through a draft RFP and ATC processes.  Designers and 
contractors can work toward innovative solutions to, or avoidance of, unknowns.  The contractor will also help 
identify risks related to environmental, ROW, and utilities (particularly minimizing stream impacts, the 
greenway, and utilities). The agency should consider the risks associated with agreements when design is not 
completed. Also, contractors may avoid risks or drive consultants to decrease cost at risk to quality. + 
 


 
 
 
Staff: 


- DB requires less agency staff due to its sole source nature. + 
- Agency, contractors, and consultants have high level of experience with DBB. However, staff’s responsibilities are 


spread out over a longer design period with DBB. + 
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Level of Control: 


- DBB offers the maximum control over design due to a linear design and construction process. There is an 
increased likelihood of claims due to agency design responsibility.  ++ 


- DB would allow input from construction to enhance constructability and innovation.  However, DB offers less 
agency control over design.  Control over design relies on proper development of technical requirements, and can 
require a high level of design oversight. – 


 
Competition and Contractor Experience: 


- DBB promotes a high level of competition in the marketplace and opens construction to all reasonably qualified 
bidders.  However, there is no contractor input into the process, and DBB limits the ability to select a contractor 
based on qualifications. + 


- The need for DB qualifications can limit competition.  However, DB allows for a balance of qualifications and cost 
in design-builder procurement.  DB also increases the opportunity for innovation possibilities due to the diverse 
project team. + 


SUMMARY: 


Project scope has expanded from single bridge replacement to a capacity improvement project with a single bridge 
replacement, 3 widened bridges and a possible interchange for access to National Wildlife Refuge on the island between 
pairs of bridges. BR funding has been identified for replacement but funding for widening and interchange is being 
pursued by Beaufort County.  The uncertainty of funding increases the risk for significant scope change on the project 
making DBB an appropriate delivery method to control project scope.  DB could be utilized and allows more opportunity 
for innovation but reduces control over final design.  It was also noted there are a significant number of stakeholders on 
the project which could further elevate risks whit the loss of control associated with DB. 
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Project Delivery Selection Matrix Primary Factors 
 


1) Delivery Schedule 
Delivery schedule is the overall project schedule from scoping through design, construction and opening to the public. 
Assess time considerations for starting the project or receiving dedicated funding and assess project completion 
importance. 
 


DESIGN-BID-BUILD 
Opportunities Obstacles 


☐ Schedule is more predictable and more manageable 
☐ Milestones can be easier to define 
☒ Projects can more easily be “shelved” 
☐ Shortest procurement period 
☒ Elements of design can be advanced prior to permitting, 


construction, etc. 
☒ Time to communicate/discuss design with stakeholders 


☐ Requires time to perform a linear design-bid-construction 
process 


☒ Design and construction schedules can be unrealistic due to 
lack industry input 


☐ Errors in design lead to change orders and schedule delays 
☐ Low bid selection may lead to potential delays and other 


adverse outcomes. 


DESIGN-BUILD 
Opportunities Obstacles 


☐ Potential to accelerate schedule through parallel design-build 
process 


☒ Shifting schedule risk to DB team 
☐ Encumbers construction funds more quickly 
☒ Industry input into design and schedule 
☐ Fewer chances for disputes between agency and design-


builders  
☐ More efficient procurement of long-lead items 
☐ Ability to start construction before entire design, ROW, etc. is 


complete (i.e., phased design) 
☐ Allows innovation in resource loading and scheduling by DB 


team 


☐ Request for proposal development and procurement can be 
intensive 


☒ Undefined events or conditions found after procurement, but 
during design can impact schedule and cost 


☐ Time required to define technical requirements and 
expectations through RFP development can be intensive 


☐ Time required to gain acceptance of quality program 
☒ Requires agency and stakeholder commitments to an 


expeditious review of design 


Notes: 


- DB shifts the schedule risk to the DB team and allows industry input into design and schedule. 
Undefined events or conditions found after procurement, but during design can impact schedule and 
cost.  DB also requires agency and stakeholder commitments to an expeditious review of design, which 
could present a challenge in this project. + 


- DBB projects can more easily be shelved, which is an advantage due to the lack of definite funding and 
multiple segmented components of this project.  DBB allows elements of design to be advanced prior to 
permitting, construction, etc.  DBB allows time to communicate/discuss design with stakeholders.  In 
DBB, design and construction schedules can be unrealistic due to lack of industry input. ++ 
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2) Project Complexity and Innovation 
Project complexity and innovation is the potential applicability of new designs or processes to resolve complex technical 
issues. 
 


DESIGN-BID-BUILD 
Opportunities Obstacles 


☐ Agencies can have more control of design of complex projects 
☐ Agency and consultant expertise can select innovation 


independently of contractor abilities 
☐ Opportunities for value engineering studies during design, 


more time for design solutions 
☐ Aids in consistency and maintainability 
☐ Full control in selection of design expertise 
☐ Complex design can be resolved and competitively bid 


☐ Innovations can add cost or time and restrain contractor’s 
benefits 


☒ No contractor input to optimize costs 
☒ Limited flexibility for integrated design and construction 


solutions (limited to constructability) 
☐ Difficult to assess construction time and cost due to innovation  
 


DESIGN-BUILD 
Opportunities Obstacles 


☒ Designer and contractor collaborate to optimize means and 
methods and enhance innovation 


☒ Opportunity for innovation through draft RFP, best value and 
ATC processes 


☐ Can use best-value procurement to select design-builder with 
best qualifications 


☒ Constructability and VE inherent in process 
☒ Early team integration 
☐ Sole point of responsibility 
 


☒ Requires desired solutions to complex designs to be well 
defined through technical requirements (difficult to do) 


☐ Qualitative designs are difficult to define (example. aesthetics) 
☐ Risk of time or cost constraints on designer inhibiting 


innovation 
☐ Some design solutions might be too innovative or 


unacceptable 
☐ Quality assurance for innovative processes are difficult to 


define in RFP 


Notes: 


- DBB doesn’t allow for contractor input to optimize costs and limits flexibility for integrated design and 
construction solutions. - 


- DB allows the design and contractor to collaborate through early team integration to optimize means 
and methods and enhance innovation.  Constructability and VE are inherent in the DB process.  There 
are also opportunities for innovation through draft RFP, best value, and ATC processes. However, 
technical requirements need to be well defined for complex designs to achieve the desired solutions.  
++ 
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3) Level of Design 
Level of design is the percentage of design completion at the time of the project delivery procurement. 


DESIGN-BID-BUILD 
Opportunities Obstacles 


☐ 100% design by agency 
☒ Agency has complete control over the design (can be 


beneficial when there is one specific solution for a project) 
☒ Project/scope can be developed through design 
☐ The scope of the project is well defined through complete 


plans and contract documents 
☐ Well-known process to the industry 


☐ Agency design errors can result in a higher number of change 
orders, claims, etc. 


☒ Minimizes competitive innovation opportunities 
☐ Can reduce the level of constructability since the contractor is 


not bought into the project until after the design is complete 


DESIGN-BUILD 
Opportunities Obstacles 


☒ Design advanced by the agency to level necessary to precisely 
define the contract requirements and properly allocate risk 


☐ Does not require much design to be completed before 
awarding project to the design-builder (between ~ 10% - 30% 
complete) 


☒ Contractor involvement in early design, which improves 
constructability and innovation 


☐ Plans do not have to be as detailed because the design-builder 
is bought into the project early in the process and will accept 
design responsibility 


☒ Must have very clear definitions and requirements in the RFP 
because it is the basis for the contract 


☐ If design is too far advanced it will limit the advantages of 
design-build 


☐ Potential for lacking or missing scope definition if RFP not 
carefully developed 


☐ Over utilizing performance specifications to enhance 
innovation can risk quality through reduced technical 
requirements 


☒ Less agency control over the design 
☐ Can create project less standardized designs across agency as a 


whole 
Notes: 


- In DB, the contractor is involved early in the design process and will improve constructability and 
innovation.  Design is advanced by the agency to the level necessary to precisely define the contract 
requirements and properly allocate risk.  However, the RFP must be very carefully developed to have 
clear definitions and requirements, because it is the basis for the contract.  Also, DB offers less agency 
control over the design. + 


- DBB allows the agency to have complete control over the design, which could be especially important 
when coordinating with major stakeholders and government agencies on this project.  The 
project/scope can be developed or refined through the design process.  However, DBB minimizes 
competitive innovation opportunities. + 
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4) Cost 
Project cost is the financial process related to meeting budget restrictions, early and precise cost estimation, and control of 
project costs. 
 


DESIGN-BID-BUILD 
Opportunities Obstacles 


☐ Competitive bidding provides a low cost construction to a 
fully defined scope of work 


☒ Increase certainty about cost estimates 
☐ Construction costs are contractually set before construction 


begins 


☐ Cost accuracy is limited until design is completed  
☐ Construction costs are not locked in until design is 100% 


complete 
☒ Cost reductions due to contractor innovation and 


constructability is difficult to obtain 
☐ More potential of cost change orders due to Agency design 


responsibility 
DESIGN-BUILD 


Opportunities Obstacles 
☒ Contractor input into design should moderate cost 
☒ Design-builder collaboration and ATCs can provide a cost-


efficient response to project goals 
☐ Costs are contractually set early in design process with design-


build proposal 
☒ Allows a variable scope bid to match a fixed budget 
☐ Potential lower average cost growth 
☐ Funding can be obligated in a very short timeframe 


☒ Risks related to design-build, lump sum cost without 100% 
design complete, can compromise financial success of the 
project 


Notes: 


- DB allows contractor input into design that should moderate cost.  DB collaboration and ATCs can 
provide a cost-efficient response to project goals. DB also allows a variable scope to match a fixed 
budget.  However, risks related to design-build, lump sum cost without 100% design complete can 
compromise the financial success of the project. ++ 


- DBB can increase the certainty of cost estimates due to a higher level of design completion, but the cost 
reductions due to contractor innovation and constructability are more difficult to obtain. + 
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5) Initial Risk Assessment 
Risk is an uncertain event or condition that, if it occurs, has an effect on a project’s objectives. Risk allocation is the 
assignment of unknown events or conditions to the party that can best manage them.  An initial assessment of project risks 
is important to ensure the selection of the delivery method that can properly address them.  An approach that focuses on a 
fair allocation of risk will be most successful.   


5a) General Project Risk Checklist (Items to consider when assessing risk) 


Environmental Risks External Risks 
☐ Delay in review of environmental documentation 
☐ Challenge in appropriate environmental documentation 
☐ Defined and non-defined hazardous waste 
☐ Environmental regulation changes 
☐ Environmental impact statement (EIS) required 
☐ NEPA/ 404 Merger Process required 
☐ Environmental analysis on new alignments required 


☒Stakeholders request late changes 
☒Influential stakeholders request additional needs to serve their 


own commercial purposes 
☒Local communities pose objections 
☒Community relations 
☐Conformance with regulations/guidelines/ design criteria 
☒Intergovernmental agreements and jurisdiction 


Third-Party Risks Geotechnical and Hazmat Risks 
☒ Unforeseen delays due to utility owner and third-party 
☐ Encounter unexpected utilities during construction 
☐ Cost sharing with utilities not as planned 
☒ Utility integration with project not as planned 
☒ Third-party delays during construction 
☒ Coordination with other projects 
☒ Coordination with other government agencies 


☐Unexpected geotechnical issues 
☐Surveys late and/or in error 
☐Hazardous waste site analysis incomplete or in error 
☐Inadequate geotechnical investigations 
☐Adverse groundwater conditions 
☐Other general geotechnical risks 
 


Right-of-Way/ Real Estate Risks Design Risks 
☐ Railroad involvement 
☐ Objections to ROW appraisal take more time and/or money  
☐ Excessive relocation or demolition 
☒ Acquisition ROW problems 
☐ Difficult or additional condemnation 
☐ Accelerating pace of development in project corridor 
☒ Additional ROW purchase due to alignment change 


☐ Design is incomplete/ Design exceptions 
☒ Scope definition is poor or incomplete 
☐ Project purpose and need are poorly defined 
☐ Communication breakdown with project team 
☐ Pressure to deliver project on an accelerated schedule 
☒ Constructability of design issues 
☒ Project complexity - scope, schedule, objectives, cost, and 


deliverables - are not clearly understood 
Organizational Risks Construction Risks 


☐ Inexperienced staff assigned 
☐ Losing critical staff at crucial point of the project 
☐ Functional units not available or overloaded 
☐ No control over staff priorities 
☐ Lack of coordination/ communication 
☐ Local agency issues 
☐ Internal red tape causes delay getting approvals, decisions 
☐ Too many projects/ new priority project inserted into program 


☐ Pressure to delivery project on an accelerated schedule. 
☐ Inaccurate contract time estimates 
☐ Construction QC/QA issues 
☐ Unclear contract documents 
☒ Problem with construction sequencing/ staging/ phasing 
☒ Maintenance of Traffic/ Work Zone Traffic Control 
 


 


 


5b) Assessment of Risk Project Delivery Selection Opportunities/Obstacles Checklist 


DESIGN-BID-BUILD 
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Opportunities Obstacles 
☐ Risks managed separately through design, bid, build is 


expected to be easier 
☐ Risk allocation is most widely understood/used 
☒ Opportunity to avoid or mitigate risk through complete design 
☒ Risks related to environmental, railroads, & third party 


involvement are best resolved before procurement 
☒ Utilities and ROW best allocated to the agency and mostly 


addressed prior to procurement to minimize potential for 
claim 


☒ Project can be shelved while resolving risks 


☒ Agency accepts risks associated with project complexity (the 
inability of designer to be all-knowing about construction) and 
project unknowns 


☐ Low-bid related risks 
☐ Potential for misplaced risk through prescriptive specifications 
☐ Innovative risk allocation is difficult to obtain 
☒ Limited industry input in contract risk allocation 
☐ Change order risks can be greater 
☐ Contractor may avoid risks 


DESIGN-BUILD 
Opportunities Obstacles 


☐ Performance specifications can allow for alternative risk 
allocations to the design builder 


☐ Risk-reward structure can be better defined 
☐ Innovative opportunities to allocate risks to different parties 


(e.g., schedule, means and methods, phasing) 
☒ Opportunity for industry review of risk allocation (draft RFP, 


ATC processes) 
☐ Avoid low-bid risk in procurement 
☒ Contractor will help identify risks related to environmental, 


railroads, ROW, and utilities  
☒ Designers and contractors can work toward innovative 


solutions to, or avoidance of, unknowns 


☐ Need a detailed project scope, description etc., for the RFP to 
get accurate/comprehensive responses to the RFP (Increased 
RFP costs may limit bidders) 


☐ Limited time to resolve risks 
☐ Additional risks allocated to designers for errors and 


omissions, claims for change orders 
☐ Unknowns and associated risks need to be carefully allocated 


through a well-defined scope and contract 
☒ Risks associated with agreements when design is not 


completed 
☐ Poorly defined risks are expensive 
☒ Contractor may avoid risks or drive consultant to decrease cost 


at risk to quality 
Notes: 


- DBB allows the opportunity to avoid or mitigate risk through complete design.  Risks related to 
environmental, railroads, & third party involvement are best resolved before procurement.  Utilities 
and ROW best allocated to the agency and mostly addressed prior to procurement to minimize 
potential for claim.  The project can be shelved while resolving risks.  In DBB, the agency accepts risks 
associated with project and project unknowns. There is also limited industry input in contract risk 
allocation. ++ 


- DB allows for industry review of risk allocation through a draft RFP and ATC processes.  Designers 
and contractors can work toward innovative solutions to, or avoidance of, unknowns.  The contractor 
will also help identify risks related to environmental, ROW, and utilities (particularly minimizing 
stream impacts, the greenway, and utilities). The agency should consider the risks associated with 
agreements when design is not completed. Also, contractors may avoid risks or drive consultants to 
decrease cost at risk to quality. + 
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Project Delivery Selection Matrix Secondary Factors 


6) Staff Experience and Availability 
Agency staff experience and availability as it relates to the project delivery methods in question. 


DESIGN-BID-BUILD 
Opportunities Obstacles 


☒ Agency, contractors and consultants have high level of 
experience with the traditional system 


☐ Designers can be more interchangeable between projects 
 


☐ Can require a high level of agency staffing of technical 
resources 


☒ Staff’s responsibilities are spread out over a longer design 
period 


☐ Can require staff to have full breadth of technical expertise 


DESIGN-BUILD 
Opportunities Obstacles 


☒ Less agency staff required due to the sole source nature of DB 
☐ Opportunity to grow agency staff by learning a new process 


☐ Limitation of availability of staff with skills, knowledge and 
personality  to manage DB projects 


☐ Existing staff may need additional training to address their 
changing roles 


☐ Need to “mass” agency management and technical resources 
at critical points in process (i.e., RFP development, design 
reviews, etc.) 


Notes: 


- DB requires less agency staff due to its sole source nature. + 
- Agency, contractors, and consultants have high level of experience with DBB. However, staff’s 


responsibilities are spread out over a longer design period with DBB. + 
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7) Level of Oversight and Control 
Level of oversight involves the amount of agency staff required to monitor the design or construction, and amount of 
agency control over the delivery process. 
 


DESIGN-BID-BUILD 
Opportunities Obstacles 


☒ Full agency control over a linear design and construction 
process 


☐ Oversight roles are well understood 
☐ Contract documents are typically completed in a single 


package before construction begins 
☐ Multiple checking points through three linear phases: design-


bid-build 
☒ Maximum control over design 


☐ Requires a high-level of oversight 
☒ Increased likelihood of claims due to agency design 


responsibility  
☐ Limited control over an integrated design/construction process 


DESIGN-BUILD 
Opportunities Obstacles 


☐ A single entity responsibility during project design and 
construction 


☐ Continuous execution of design and build 
☒ Getting input from construction to enhance constructability 


and innovation 
☐ Overall project planning and scheduling is established by one 


entity 


☒ Can require high level of design oversight 
☐ Can require high level of quality assurance oversight 
☐ Limitation on staff with DB oversight experience 
☒ Less agency control over design 
☒ Control over design relies on proper development of technical 


requirements 


Notes: 


- DBB offers the maximum control over design due to a linear design and construction process. There is 
an increased likelihood of claims due to agency design responsibility.  ++ 


- DB would allow input from construction to enhance constructability and innovation.  However, DB 
offers less agency control over design.  Control over design relies on proper development of technical 
requirements, and can require a high level of design oversight. – 
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8) Competition and Contractor Experience 
Competition and availability refers to the level of competition, experience and availability in the market place and its 
capacity for the project. 
 


DESIGN-BID-BUILD 
Opportunities Obstacles 


☒ Promotes high level of competition in the marketplace 
☒ Opens construction to all reasonably qualified bidders 
☐ Transparency and fairness 
☐ Reduced chance of corruption and collusion 
☐ Contractors are familiar with DBB process 


☐Risks associated with selecting the low bid (the best contractor 
is not necessary selected) 


☒No contractor input into the process 
☒Limited ability to select contractor based on qualifications 
 


DESIGN-BUILD 
Opportunities Obstacles 


☒ Allows for a balance of qualifications and cost in design-
builder procurement 


☐ Two-phase process can promote strong teaming to obtain 
“Best Value” 


☒ Increased opportunity for innovation possibilities due to the 
diverse project team 


☒ Need for DB qualifications can limit competition 
☐ Lack of competition with past experience with the project 


delivery method 
☐ Reliant on DB team selected for the project 
☐ The gap between agency experience and contractor experience 


with delivery method can create conflict 


Notes: 


- DBB promotes a high level of competition in the marketplace and opens construction to all reasonably 
qualified bidders.  However, there is no contractor input into the process, and DBB limits the ability to 
select a contractor based on qualifications. + 


- The need for DB qualifications can limit competition.  However, DB allows for a balance of 
qualifications and cost in design-builder procurement.  DB also increases the opportunity for 
innovation possibilities due to the diverse project team. + 
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PROJECT SCOPING REPORT 
 I-95 Widening MP 0-18 (ROUTE I-95) 


PROJECT ID #PO38678 
 


 Draft for Review  Final for Signature  Scope Amendment 
#      


 
Proposed Project Limits 
Description Interstate widening from MP 0 to MP 18.5  


Termini Georgia State Line to Just south of Pedestrian overpass 
approximately MP 18.5   


Mile Points 0.000 to 18.5 
Project Length 18.5 miles 
 
General Project Information 
Work Type Roadway Widening 
Program Category INTERSTATE 
Construction Funding FY 2023 
Project Type Interstate Widening 
City or Cities/Townships  
County or Counties Jasper County 
Project Sponsors/Agencies SCDOT 
 
PROJECT  PURPOSE & NEED:   
 


• NEED STATEMENT FOR PROJECT:   
 


• PURPOSE STATEMENT OF PROJECT:  .Increase capacity and mobility along 
I-95 from Georgia State Line to Approximately Exit 18 


 
Planning Estimate/Available Funds 
Preliminary Engineering Estimate:   $      


Total Project Cost Estimate:  
$      


Environmental Estimate:   $      
Right of Way Estimate:   $      
Utility Relocation Estimate: $      
Construction Estimate: $      
Construction Eng. & Inspection Est:   $      
 







________ (Route ___) 
Project Scoping Report  
 
 


Page 2 of 6 
 


 
 
EXISTING CONDITIONS: 
Setting:  Urban  Rural 
Lanes:  2   3+ Undivided  4+ Undivided  


Freeway         Other: 
Shoulder: Inside 10’ total-2’ paved, Outside 12’ total-10’ paved 
Existing R/W Width:       
Functional Class:  Principal Arterial   Minor Arterial   


Collector 
Terrain:  Level   Rolling   Rough 
Design Speed: 70 mph 
Posted Speed: 70 mph 
Traffic Volume: 
 Current ADT:  


 
      vpd based on  actual counts  traffic map 


Pavement Quality Index:       dated                                              
Accident History:       
Bicycle Infrastructure  Yes  No          Type:      
Designated Bicycle Route?  Yes  No   
Accessible Pedestrian 
Infrastructure  Yes  No          Type:      


Railroad in Project Termini?  Yes  No          Location:      
Existing Bridge ID: See additional bridge information 
Bridge Sufficiency Rating: See additional bridge information  
Other:        
 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL:                                           
 
Environmental Site Overview – Coordinate with Environmental Office for preliminary 
assessment of GIS survey to identify any areas of concern that should be evaluated in 
more detail at the scoping meeting. 
Wetlands/Waters of the US?  Yes  No 
303(d) Impaired Waters?  Yes  No 
JD Anticipated?  Yes  No 
Cultural Resources?  Yes  No  
4F Properties?  Yes  No 
UST/Hazardous Materials?  Yes  No 
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Endangered Species?  Yes  No 
Critical Habitat?  Yes  No 
Floodplains?  Yes  No 
Farmlands?  Yes  No 
Local Land Use?       


Noise Study Anticipated?  Yes  No 


Permits Anticipated?  Yes  No       Type: GP 


Public Involvement 
Anticipated? 


 Yes  No       Type:       


 
Environmental Document:  Exempt  Programmatic Categorical Exclusion 
      EA   EIS 
 
UTILITIES:                                           
 
Utility Site Overview – Coordinate with Utility Coordinator for preliminary assessment of 
utilities survey to identify any areas of concern that should be evaluated in more detail at 
the scoping meeting. 
811 Ticket submitted?  YES  NO 


Utilities on site? 


 Overhead Electric 
 Underground Electric 
 Transmission Line  
 Water 
 Sewer  
 Gas 
 Telephone  
 Cable     
 Other: ITS 


Impacts Anticipated?  YES  NO 
Details: Crossing utilities  
Prior Rights Anticipated?  YES  NO 
Ballpark Costs? unknown 
SUE Necessary?  YES  NO 
SUE Level Recommended?  A  B  C    D 
Railroad located in vicinity?  YES  NO      RR Company:CSX 
Railroad Coordination?  YES  NO      Ballpark Costs:$250,000 
Other Issues:       
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RIGHT OF WAY:                                           
 
ROW Site Overview – Coordinate with the ROW Office for preliminary assessment of 
project site to identify any areas of concern that should be evaluated in more detail at the 
scoping meeting. 
New ROW anticipated?  Yes  No 
Permissions anticipated?  Yes  No 
Construction Access Needs 
or Concerns?       


Land Use Types?  Residential  Commercial  Agricultural 
Relocations Anticipated?  Yes  No        Type: interchanges 
Moving Items/Impacts noted 
on the site?  Signs  Landscaping  Fences/Gates 


Special Considerations?       
Other Issues:       
 
Business Impacts 
Will any businesses have access, parking, or visibility impaired as a result of project 
construction work?   Yes  No 
 
LOCAL INVOLVEMENT: 
 
Municipal Consent 
Does the project fall within city limits?   Yes  No 
If yes, does the project 


• Alter access?     Yes  No 
• Increase or reduce traffic capacity?  Yes  No 


 
Maintenance Agreement 
Does the project include enhancement items  Yes  No 
That require long term maintenance?
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PROPOSED PROJECT ELEMENTS:  
 
Project Improvement Type:  Enhancement  


 Intersection Improvement  
 Roadway New Construction/Reconstruction 
 Interstate/Interchange  
 Bridge Project 
 Other: _     __ 


 
 NHS   Non-NHS 


 
PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS: 
Safety Issues Observed at 
the site?  YES  NO 
Details: Median widths 


Proposed Lanes:  2   3+ Undivided  4+ Undivided    5     
 Other: 6 lane divided 


Proposed Lane Widths: 12’ 
Proposed Shoulder Widths: Inside 10’-4’ paved, Outside 12’-10’ paved 
Proposed New R/W Width:       
Traffic Maintenance:  Maintain   Detour   Lane Closures 
Pedestrian 
Accommodations?  Yes  No       Type: Sidewalk 


Bicycle Accommodations?  Yes  No       Type:       
Drainage Proposed?  closed drainage    open system 


Signals included in Project? 
 YES  NO 
 Replace Signal with String Wire & Poles 
 Replace Signal with Mast Arms 


Traffic Improvements 
Recommended?       


Other:        
 
WORK ITEMS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED: 
 
      
 
COMMITMENTS MADE (To Whom): 
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ATTACHMENTS: 
 


PROJECT LOCATION/SCOPING MAP 
 


[USER NOTE:  Attach a map of the location.] 
 


SCOPING MEETING ATTENDEE LIST 
 


[USER NOTE:  Attach typical section.] 
 


TYPICAL SECTION 
 


[USER NOTE:  Attach typical section.] 
 


SCOPING WORKSHEETS 
 


[USER NOTE:  Attach Scoping Worksheets.] 
 


PROJECT PHOTOS 
 


[USER NOTE:  Attach Project Charter.] 
 


PROJECT RISK REGISTER 
 


[USER NOTE:  Attach Risk Register.] 
 


CHANGE REQUEST FORM (as required) 
 


[USER NOTE:  Attach Change Request Form.] 
 


RECOMMENDED BY: 


              


     , Project Manager      Date 


 


APPROVED BY: 


              


     , Design Manager                           Date 
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FEASIBILITY REPORT I-95 WIDENING FROM MM 0 – 18  
NOTES AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ROADWAY ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 


 


Several different mainline alternatives were initially considered for this project and are listed 
below. 


• Alternative 1 - Widening both north and south bound lanes to the east 
• Alternative 2 - Widening both north and south bound lanes to the west 
• Alternative 3 - Widening both north and south bound lanes to the outside 
• Alternative 4 - Widening both north and south bound lanes to the median. 


These alternatives were reviewed to determine the most reasonable alternative. The factors 
below contributed to determining the most reasonable alternative.  


• ROW/Environmental Impacts – A large portion of this alignment is located within 
wetlands and crosses many streams and the Savannah River. Environmental permitting 
could be problematic. Alternatives 1 through 3 would have the largest impacts for 
Environmental and ROW. Alternative 4 would have the least.  


• Bridge Replacement Alternatives Analysis – It was determined during this analysis that 
all mainline bridges would be replaced with new wider structures, instead of widening the 
existing structures. Currently the I-95 north and south bound bridges over SC 46 are 
being replaced with a single wider bridge. This project is located just north of exit 5, 
which is within the boundaries of this feasibility study. The proposed bridge cross section 
for this project was used to determine that there is enough room in the median at the 
remaining bridges within the boundaries of this feasibility study for a similar approach. 
Alternative 4 is most suited for this type of bridge replacement. Alternatives 1 through 3 
would likely require two new separate bridges.   


• Existing Median Width – The existing median is wide enough to accommodate 
Alternative 4, but most of the median would require cable barrier and approx. 5.5 miles 
of the alignment would require barrier wall and closed drainage. Barrier wall and closed 
drainage would not be required for alternatives 1 through 3.    


• Existing Overpasses – It was recommended during the Bridge Replacement Alternatives 
Analysis that the existing overpasses not be included in this project, since the existing 
overpasses meet the minimum for vertical clearance, with room for additional overlay, 
and were in acceptable condition. Currently there is enough room in the median beneath 
the overpasses to accommodate alternative 4 if a 12 foot inside shoulder is not 
maintained. An inside shoulder of 4 foot or more could be maintained. There is not 
enough width beneath the overpasses to accommodate alternatives 1 through 3. 
 
 







Summary and Conclusion 
Based on the factors described above, alternative 4 is the most reasonable alternative. This 
alternative will minimize environmental impacts and greatly reduce ROW requirements, while 
also supporting the mainline bridges being replaced with a single wider bridge to carry both 
north and south bound lanes. Overpasses will not need to be replaced just to accommodate the 
additional lanes and the amount of barrier wall required is minimal when compared to the 
reduction in Environmental impacts, required ROW, and construction for overpass bridges.      
 
       







I-95 WIDENING FROM MM 0 – 18 FEASIBILITY REPORT SCOPING MEETING 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MAINLINE AND OVERPASS BRIDGES  


 
A meeting was held on Monday, July 15 between Preconstruction, Maintenance, and 
Construction personnel to determine recommendations to provide to the PDT for the following: 
 


• Should existing mainline bridges be widened or replaced.  
• Should existing overpasses be jacked or replaced if needed, or not included as part of this 


project.  
 
Mainline Bridges 
 
The following options were evaluated for replacement/widening.  
 
Option 1 Replace all bridges bringing them up to current design standards. 
 


STRUCTURE # BRIDGE 
DESCRIPTION Replace/Widen  


2710009510100 GA/SC Line Replace 
2710009530100 GA/SC Line Replace 
2710009510200 Savannah Overflow Replace 
2710009530200 Savannah Overflow Replace 
2710009510300 Sand Island Swamp Replace 
2710009530300 Sand Island Swamp Replace 
2710009510400 S.C.L. Railroad Replace 
2710009530400 S.C.L. Railroad Replace 
2710009530500 SC 46 under contract 
2710009510500 SC 46 under contract 
2710009530700 Bahama Swamp Replace 
2710009510700 Bahama Swamp Replace 
2710009530800 Bagshaw Swamp under contract 
2710009510800 Bagshaw Swamp Replace 
2710009530900 Great Swamp Replace 
2710009510900 Great Swamp Replace 


 
Replace with widened structure: 13 Bridges 
Widen existing structure: 0 Bridges 
 
 
 
 







Option 2 Replace all bridges with a condition rating of 5 or less for the deck, superstructure, or 
substructure. Also include parallel bridge if adjacent structure is being replaced.  
 


  Replace/Widen  


STRUCTURE # BRIDGE 
DESCRIPTION <= 5 Parallel 


2710009510100 GA/SC Line Replace Replace 
2710009530100 GA/SC Line Replace Replace 
2710009510200 Savannah Overflow Widen Widen 
2710009530200 Savannah Overflow Widen Widen 
2710009510300 Sand Island Swamp Widen Replace 
2710009530300 Sand Island Swamp Replace Replace 
2710009510400 S.C.L. Railroad Replace Replace 
2710009530400 S.C.L. Railroad Replace Replace 
2710009530500 SC 46 under contract 
2710009510500 SC 46 under contract 
2710009530700 Bahama Swamp Replace Replace 
2710009510700 Bahama Swamp Replace Replace 
2710009530800 Bagshaw Swamp under contract 
2710009510800 Bagshaw Swamp Replace Replace 
2710009530900 Great Swamp Widen Widen 
2710009510900 Great Swamp Widen Widen 


 
Replace with widened structure: 9 Bridges 
Widen existing structure: 4 Bridges 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
Option 3 Only replace bridges with a condition rating of 5 or less for the superstructure or 
substructure. (This option is in place to consider deck rehabs.) 
 


STRUCTURE # BRIDGE 
DESCRIPTION Replace/Widen  


2710009510100 GA/SC Line Replace 
2710009530100 GA/SC Line Replace 
2710009510200 Savannah Overflow Widen 
2710009530200 Savannah Overflow Widen 
2710009510300 Sand Island Swamp Widen 
2710009530300 Sand Island Swamp Replace 
2710009510400 S.C.L. Railroad Replace 
2710009530400 S.C.L. Railroad Replace 
2710009530500 SC 46 under contract 
2710009510500 SC 46 under contract 
2710009530700 Bahama Swamp Widen 
2710009510700 Bahama Swamp Replace 
2710009530800 Bagshaw Swamp under contract 
2710009510800 Bagshaw Swamp Replace 
2710009530900 Great Swamp Widen 
2710009510900 Great Swamp Widen 


 
Replace with widened structure: 7 Bridges 
Widen existing structure: 6 Bridges 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
Summary   


STRUCTURE # BRIDGE DESCRIPTION Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
2710009510100 GA/SC Line Replace Replace Replace 
2710009530100 GA/SC Line Replace Replace Replace 
2710009510200 Savannah Overflow Replace Widen Widen 
2710009530200 Savannah Overflow Replace Widen Widen 
2710009510300 Sand Island Swamp Replace Replace Widen 
2710009530300 Sand Island Swamp Replace Replace Replace 
2710009510400 S.C.L. Railroad Replace Replace Replace 
2710009530400 S.C.L. Railroad Replace Replace Replace 
2710009530500 SC 46 under contract 
2710009510500 SC 46 under contract 
2710009530700 Bahama Swamp Replace Replace Widen 
2710009510700 Bahama Swamp Replace Replace Replace 
2710009530800 Bagshaw Swamp under contract 
2710009510800 Bagshaw Swamp Replace Replace Replace 
2710009530900 Great Swamp Replace Widen Widen 
2710009510900 Great Swamp Replace Widen Widen 


 
 
Recommendation for Mainline Bridges 


• Option 3 should not be considered due to constructability and MOT issues associated 
with deck replacements on interstate bridges. These same issues are associated with 
trying to replace one bridge in a set of parallel bridges.  


 
• Option 2 could be considered. Both bridges over the Great Swamp and Savannah 


Overflow are in overall good condition (condition ratings are 6 or better for all 4 
bridges). However, these bridges are currently between 44 and 53 years old.  The design 
life for all four bridges will likely be exceeded prior to or during the construction of this 
project. This will require additional construction not long after this project is complete.  


   
• Based on the issues stated above, Option 1 is our recommendation to the PDT. By 


proceeding with Option 1, all bridges are brought up to current specs (including seismic 
design), costly constructability and MOT issues are reduced, and additional construction 
will not be required soon after this project is complete. 
 


 
 
 
 







 
Overpass Bridges 
 
The following options were evaluated for replacement/jacking.  
 
Option 1 Jack all overpasses with less than 17 feet of clearance and replace any overpass bridge 
with a condition rating of 5 or less. 
 


STRUCTURE # BRIDGE 
DESCRIPTION 


Jacking 
Required <=5 


2770001300100 S-13 Bridge over I-95 yes Replace 
2770003400101 S-34 Bridge over I-95 no leave in place 
2720001700400 US-17 at Exit 5 no leave in place 
2770014100400 S-141 over I-95 yes Jacking 
2720027800600 US 278 at Exit 8 yes Jacking 
2770021000100 S-210 over I-95 yes Jacking 


  
Option 2 Jack all overpasses with less than 17 feet of clearance. No replacements.  
 


STRUCTURE # BRIDGE 
DESCRIPTION 


Jacking 
Required 


2770001300100 S-13 Bridge over I-95 yes 
2770003400101 S-34 Bridge over I-95 no 
2720001700400 US-17 at Exit 5 no 
2770014100400 S-141 over I-95 yes 
2720027800600 US 278 at Exit 8 yes 
2770021000100 S-210 over I-95 yes 


 
Option 3 Jack all bridges with less than 16 feet of clearance. No replacements. 
 
* All overpass bridges currently have a clearance of 16 ft. or greater. 
 
 
Summary   


STRUCTURE # BRIDGE DESCRIPTION Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
2770001300100 S-13 Bridge over I-95 Replace Jacking no work 
2770003400101 S-34 Bridge over I-95 no Jacking no Jacking no work 
2720001700400 US-17 at Exit 5 no Jacking no Jacking no work 
2770014100400 S-141 over I-95 Jacking  Jacking no work 
2720027800600 US 278 at Exit 8 Jacking  Jacking no work 
2770021000100 S-210 over I-95 Jacking  Jacking no work 


 







  
Recommendation for Overpass Bridges 
Our recommendation is to not include overpass jacking in this project, since the existing 
overpasses meet the minimum for vertical clearance. Below are a few comments provided to 
justify our recommendation.  


• Options 1 and 2 would bring the vertical clearance up to the preferred 17 feet. However, 
currently all overpasses are well over 16 ft. (min. clearance of 16ft 7in.) and meet the 
required minimum with some room for pavement overlays in the future. 


• Overpass jacking can be a standalone project that can be completed with very little, if 
any impact to traffic on I-95. These projects could be completed easily at another time.  


•  Bridge jacking and tying back into existing grade can quickly expand project 
boundaries, increasing the size of an already large project.  
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General List of Utilities I-95 MM 0-18 
 


 


1. Hargray Telephone Company 
2. Centurylink (formerly Embarq) 
3. Windstream Communication 
4. SCE&G (Electric) 
5. SCE&G (Gas) 
6. Palmetto Electric Co-op Bluffton 
7. Palmetto Electric Co-op Ridgeland 
8. Beaufort Jasper Water & Sewer Authority 
9. Time Warner Cable – Hilton Head (Spectrum) 
10. Beaufort County Traffic Management Center 
11. Dominion Carolina Gas Transmission 
12. SCDOT Traffic 
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Disclaimer
 
The Interactive Highway Design Model (IHSDM) software is disseminated under the sponsorship of the Department of


Transportation in the interest of information exchange. The United States Government assumes no liability for its content or use


thereof. This document does not constitute a standard, specification, or regulation.
 
The United States Government does not endorse products or manufacturers. Trade and manufacturers' names may appear in this


software and documentation only because they are considered essential to the objective of the software.
 
Limited Warranty and Limitations of Remedies
 
This software product is provided "as-is," without warranty of any kind-either expressed or implied (but not limited to the


implied warranties of merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose). The FHWA do not warrant that the functions


contained in the software will meet the end-user's requirements or that the operation of the software will be uninterrupted and


error-free.
 
Under no circumstances will the FHWA be liable to the end-user for any damages or claimed lost profits, lost savings, or other


incidental or consequential damages rising out of the use or inability to use the software (even if these organizations have been


advised of the possibility of such damages), or for any claim by any other party.
 
Notice
 
The use of the IHSDM software is being done strictly on a voluntary basis. In exchange for provision of IHSDM, the user agrees


that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), U.S. Department of Transportation and any other agency of the Federal


Government shall not be responsible for any errors, damage or other liability that may result from any and all use of the software,


including installation and testing of the software. The user further agrees to hold the FHWA and the Federal Government


harmless from any resulting liability. The user agrees that this hold harmless provision shall flow to any person to whom or any


entity to which the user provides the IHSDM software. It is the user's full responsibility to inform any person to whom or any


entity to which it provides the IHSDM software of this hold harmless provision.
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Report Overview
 
Report Generated: May 9, 2019 11:19 AM 
Report Template: System: Single Page [System] (mlcpm3, Jan 25, 2019 1:43 PM) 
 
 
Evaluation Date: Thu May 09 09:50:27 EDT 2019 
IHSDM Version: v14.0.0 (Sep 26, 2018) 
Crash Prediction Module: v9.0.0 (Sep 26, 2018) 
 
 
User Name: Eugene Taylor 
Organization Name: SCDOT 
Phone: 8037371103 
E-Mail: taylorea@scdot.org 
 
 
Project Title: I-95 half mile sample 
Project Comment: Created Thu May 09 09:40:08 EDT 2019 
Project Unit System: U.S. Customary 
 
 
Highway Title: I-95 half mile sample baseline 
Highway Comment: Created Thu May 09 09:40:46 EDT 2019 
Highway Version: 1 
 
 
Evaluation Title: Evaluation 1 
Evaluation Comment: Created Thu May 09 09:50:13 EDT 2019 
 
 
Minimum Location: 0.000 
Maximum Location: 26+40.000 
Policy for Superelevation: AASHTO 2011 U.S. Customary 
Calibration: HSM Configuration 
Crash Distribution: HSM Configuration 
Model/CMF: HSM Configuration 
Empirical-Bayes Analysis: None 
First Year of Analysis: 2019 
Last Year of Analysis: 2024 
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Section 1 Evaluation
 
Section: Section 1 
Evaluation Start Location: 0.000 
Evaluation End Location: 26+40.000 
Functional Class: Freeway 
Type of Alignment: Divided, Multilane 
Model Category: Freeway Segment 
Calibration Factor: FI_MV=1.0; FI_SV=1.0; PDO_MV=1.0; PDO_SV=1.0;  
 


Figure 1.  Crash Prediction Summary (Section 1)
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Table 1.  Evaluation Freeway - Homogeneous Segments (Section 1)


Seg. 
No.


Typ
e


Area
Type


Start
Location
(Sta. ft)


End
Location
(Sta. ft)


Length
(ft)


Length(
mi)


AADT
Median
 Width


(ft)
Type


Effective
Median


Width (ft)


1 4F Rural 0.000 26+40.000 2,640.00 0.5000 2019-2024: 53,300 60.00 Traversable Median 68.00
 
 
 
 
 


Table 2.  Predicted Freeway Crash Rates and Frequencies (Section 1)


First Year of Analysis 2019


Last Year of Analysis 2024


Evaluated Length (mi) 0.5000


Average Future Road AADT (vpd) 53,300


Predicted Crashes


Total Crashes 24.06


Fatal and Injury Crashes 6.89


Property-Damage-Only Crashes 17.17


Percent of Total Predicted Crashes


Percent Fatal and Injury Crashes (%) 29


Percent Property-Damage-Only Crashes (%) 71


Predicted Crash Rate


Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 8.0207


FI Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 2.2969


PDO Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 5.7238


Predicted Travel Crash Rate


Total Travel (million veh-mi) 58.36


Travel Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.41


Travel FI Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.12


Travel PDO Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.29
 
 
Note: Total Travel and Crash Rates/Million Vehicle Miles for Speed Change Lanes reflect AADTs that are half of the Freeway


Segment AADTs based on the assumption of 50/50 directional distribution.  
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Table 3.  Predicted Crash Frequencies and Rates by Freeway Segment/Intersection


(Section 1)


Segment 
Number/Interse


ction
Name/Cross


Road


Start
Location
(Sta. ft)


End
Location
(Sta. ft)


Effective
Length


(mi)


Total
Predicted


Crashes for
Evaluation


Period


Predicted
Total
Crash


Frequency
(crashes/yr


)


Predicted
FI Crash


Frequency
(crashes/yr


)


Predicted
PDO Crash
Frequency
(crashes/yr


)


Predicted
Crash Rate
(crashes/mi


/yr)


Predicted
Travel


Crash Rate
(crashes/mi
llion veh-


mi)


1 0.000 26+40.000 0.5000 24.062 4.0103 1.1484 2.8619 8.0207 0.41


Total 0.5000 24.062 4.0103 1.1484 2.8619 8.0207
 
 
Note: Effective Length is the segment length minus the length of the speed change lanes if present. 
Note: Travel Crash Rates/Million Vehicle Miles for Speed Change Lanes reflect AADTs that are half of the Freeway Segment


AADTs based on the assumption of 50/50 directional distribution.  
 
 
Table 4.  Predicted Crash Frequencies and Rates by Horizontal Design Element (Section 1)


Title
Start


Location
(Sta. ft)


End
Location
(Sta. ft)


Length
(mi)


Total
Predicted


Crashes for
Evaluation


Period


Predicted
Total Crash
Frequency
(crashes/yr)


Predicted FI
Crash


Frequency
(crashes/yr)


Predicted
PDO Crash
Frequency
(crashes/yr)


Predicted
Crash Rate
(crashes/mi/


yr)


Predicted
Travel


Crash Rate
(crashes/mill
ion veh-mi)


Tangent 0.000 26+40.000 0.5000 24.062 4.0103 1.1484 2.8619 8.0207 0.41
 
 
 
 
 


Table 5.  Predicted Crash Frequencies by Year (Section 1)


Year Total Crashes FI Crashes Percent FI (%) PDO Crashes
Percent PDO


(%)


2019 4.01 1.15 0.286 2.86 0.714


2020 4.01 1.15 0.286 2.86 0.714


2021 4.01 1.15 0.286 2.86 0.714


2022 4.01 1.15 0.286 2.86 0.714


2023 4.01 1.15 0.286 2.86 0.714


2024 4.01 1.15 0.286 2.86 0.714


Total 24.06 6.89 0.286 17.17 0.714


Average 4.01 1.15 0.286 2.86 0.714
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Note: Fatal and Injury Crashes and Property Damage Only Crashes do not necessarily sum up to Total Crashes because the


distribution of these three crashes had been derived independently. 
Note: Fatal and Injury Crashes and Property Damage Only Crashes do not necessarily sum up to Total Crashes because the


distribution of these three crashes had been derived independently. 
Note: Fatal and Injury Crashes and Property Damage Only Crashes do not necessarily sum up to Total Crashes because the


distribution of these three crashes had been derived independently. 
 
 
 


Table 6.  Predicted Crash Severity by Freeway Segment (Section 1)


Seg. 
No.


Fatal (K)
Crashes
(crashes)


Incapacitating Injury (A)
Crashes (crashes)


Non-Incapacitating Injury
(B) Crashes (crashes)


Possible Injury
(C) Crashes


(crashes)


No Injury (O)
Crashes
(crashes)


1 0.2819 0.6608 2.7652 3.1827 17.1713
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Table 7.  Predicted Freeway Segment Crash Type Distribution (Section 1)


Element Type Crash Type


Fatal and Injury
Property Damage


Only
Total


Crashes
Crashes


(%)
Crashes


Crashes
(%)


Crashes
Crashes


(%)


Highway 
Segment


Collision with Animal 0.04 0.2 0.68 2.8 0.72 3.0


Highway 
Segment


Collision with Fixed Object 2.28 9.5 6.50 27.0 8.79 36.5


Highway 
Segment


Collision with Other Object 0.12 0.5 1.30 5.4 1.43 5.9


Highway 
Segment


Other Single-vehicle Collision 1.48 6.2 1.69 7.0 3.17 13.2


Highway 
Segment


Collision with Parked Vehicle 0.10 0.4 0.24 1.0 0.34 1.4


Highway 
Segment


Total Single Vehicle Crashes 4.02 16.7 10.41 43.2 14.43 60.0


Highway 
Segment


Right-Angle Collision 0.16 0.7 0.20 0.8 0.36 1.5


Highway 
Segment


Head-on Collision 0.05 0.2 0.03 0.1 0.08 0.3


Highway 
Segment


Other Multi-vehicle Collision 0.17 0.7 0.53 2.2 0.70 2.9


Highway 
Segment


Rear-end Collision 1.81 7.5 3.44 14.3 5.24 21.8


Highway 
Segment


Sideswipe, Same Direction Collision 0.68 2.8 2.57 10.7 3.25 13.5


Highway 
Segment


Total Multiple Vehicle Crashes 2.87 11.9 6.76 28.1 9.63 40.0


Highway 
Segment


Total Highway Segment Crashes 6.89 28.6 17.17 71.4 24.06 100.0


Total Crashes 6.89 28.6 17.17 71.4 24.06 100.0
 
 
Note: Fatal and Injury Crashes and Property Damage Only Crashes do not necessarily sum up to Total Crashes because the


distribution of these three crashes had been derived independently. 
Note: Fatal and Injury Crashes and Property Damage Only Crashes do not necessarily sum up to Total Crashes because the


distribution of these three crashes had been derived independently. 
Note: Fatal and Injury Crashes and Property Damage Only Crashes do not necessarily sum up to Total Crashes because the


distribution of these three crashes had been derived independently. 
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Crash Summary


I- 95 (INTERSTATE 95) from MPT 0.000 to MPT 18.000
JASPER COUNTY


01/01/2016 - 12/31/2018 (3.0 years) 


Length = 18.000 miles 


AADT = 55,520


Functional Class = Rural -- Principal Arterial - Interstate


Crashes by Injury Class 


Fatality Crashes 9


Injury Crashes 130


PDO Crashes 530


Total Crashes 669


Crashes by Manner Of Collision 


Rear End 309


Angle 49


Sideswipe 73


Head On 3


Run Off Road 194


Animal 7


Bicycle 0


Pedestrian 1


Other 33


Total Crashes 669


Special Contributing Factors 


Night 188


Day 481


Wet 139


Dry 530
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I- 95 (INTERSTATE 95) from MPT 0.000 to MPT 18.000


01/01/2016 - 12/31/2018 (3.0 years) 


Length = 18.000 miles    AADT = 55,520


Functional Class = Rural -- Principal Arterial - Interstate


JASPER COUNTY 


 Crash Stack Report 2 of 24







I- 95 (INTERSTATE 95) from MPT 0.000 to MPT 18.000


JASPER COUNTY


01/01/2016 - 12/31/2018 (3.0 years) 


Length = 18.000 miles    AADT = 55,520


Functional Class = Rural -- Principal Arterial - Interstate


Year 2016 2017 2018 Total


Rear End 66 134 109 309


Angle 12 11 26 49


Sideswipe 28 23 22 73


Head On 1 2 0 3


Run Off Road 53 63 78 194


Animal 3 0 4 7


Bicycle 0 0 0 0


Pedestrian 1 0 0 1


Other 5 15 13 33


169 248 252 669
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Section Crashes


MPT 0.000 to 0.500   ( Stack #1 ) 


Total Crashes: 21     Light: 16     Dark: 5     Dry: 19     Wet: 2     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 5     PDO: 16


1 16506114 0.373 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


2 16511712 0.076 INJ0 DAY WET BRIDGE RAIL NO COLLISION W/MV


3 16520972 0.455 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


4 16529295 0.190 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 16561915 0.380 INJ2 DAY DRY GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


6 16567629 0.006 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


7 16599443 0.468 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


8 16620782 0.020 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


9 16638006 0.346 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


10 16650533 0.232 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


11 16651125 0.456 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


12 18501588 0.368 INJ0 DAY ICE BRIDGE RAIL NO COLLISION W/MV


13 18504548 0.310 INJ0 DARK DRY OTHER NO COLLISION W/MV


14 18505576 0.381 INJ0 DUSK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


15 18507706 0.468 INJ2 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (PARKED) REAR END


16 18527788 0.044 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


17 18554387 0.085 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


18 18561119 0.124 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


19 18584990 0.039 INJ1 DARK DRY HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SIGN POST NO COLLISION W/MV


20 18596737 0.164 INJ0 DAY DRY OVERTURN/ROLLOVER NO COLLISION W/MV


21 18603642 0.209 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


MPT 0.500 to 1.000   ( Stack #2 ) 


Total Crashes: 22     Light: 16     Dark: 6     Dry: 21     Wet: 1     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 7     PDO: 15


1 16506394 0.838 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


2 16537834 0.507 INJ2 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


3 16548540 0.533 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


4 16554279 0.876 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 16597671 0.862 INJ2 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


6 16615098 0.668 INJ0 DAY DRY BRIDGE RAIL NO COLLISION W/MV


7 16643621 0.581 INJ0 DAY DRY MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


8 17504008 0.637 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


9 17655631 0.803 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


10 17655972 0.802 INJ0 DARK DRY GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


11 18507568 0.522 INJ0 DAY DRY GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV
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12 18523863 0.649 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


13 18542631 0.524 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


14 18542639 0.530 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


15 18569548 0.752 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


16 18581943 0.568 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


17 18584601 0.774 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


18 18590818 0.511 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


19 18609877 0.878 INJ1 DAY DRY OVERTURN/ROLLOVER NO COLLISION W/MV


20 18636696 0.799 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


21 18664820 0.972 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


22 18665145 0.707 INJ1 DUSK WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


MPT 1.000 to 1.500   ( Stack #3 ) 


Total Crashes: 17     Light: 13     Dark: 4     Dry: 14     Wet: 3     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 4     PDO: 13


1 16579653 1.281 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


2 16580597 1.142 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


3 16592582 1.188 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


4 16627890 1.358 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 16632246 1.052 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


6 17539639 1.232 INJ2 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


7 17616674 1.040 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


8 17655629 1.430 INJ0 DARK WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


9 18502096 1.381 INJ0 DARK DRY OTHER MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


10 18529918 1.209 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


11 18569558 1.015 INJ1 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


12 18583567 1.240 INJ1 DAY WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


13 18601387 1.076 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


14 18663713 1.237 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


15 18673123 1.078 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


16 18689372 1.102 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


17 18689567 1.471 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


MPT 1.500 to 2.000   ( Stack #4 ) 


Total Crashes: 9     Light: 9     Dark: 0     Dry: 6     Wet: 3     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 2     PDO: 7


1 16617912 1.944 INJ0 DAY WET GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


2 16663142 1.682 INJ1 DAY WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


3 17537959 1.507 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


4 18500066 1.549 INJ2 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END
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5 18501211 1.647 INJ0 DAY ICE MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) ANGLE


6 18507115 1.699 INJ0 DAY DRY SEPARATION OF UNITS NO COLLISION W/MV


7 18550914 1.905 INJ0 DAY DRY GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


8 18592487 1.601 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


9 18644277 1.808 INJ0 DAY DRY MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


MPT 2.000 to 2.500   ( Stack #5 ) 


Total Crashes: 11     Light: 7     Dark: 4     Dry: 7     Wet: 4     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 1     PDO: 10


1 16543505 2.135 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) SIDESWIPE SAME


2 16551025 2.182 INJ0 DARK DRY MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


3 16607041 2.275 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


4 16668129 2.392 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 17601702 2.110 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) NO COLLISION W/MV


6 17638249 2.370 INJ1 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 17681608 2.110 INJ0 DARK DRY OTHER MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


8 18500644 2.447 INJ0 DAY ICE OVERTURN/ROLLOVER NO COLLISION W/MV


9 18501530 2.435 INJ0 DAY ICE MOTOR VEHICLE (PARKED) SIDESWIPE SAME


10 18501532 2.037 INJ0 DAY ICE MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


11 18583312 2.454 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


MPT 2.500 to 3.000   ( Stack #6 ) 


Total Crashes: 5     Light: 3     Dark: 2     Dry: 5     Wet: 0     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 1     PDO: 4


1 16551641 2.832 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


2 16559646 2.626 INJ0 DARK DRY GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


3 16577141 2.862 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


4 16644873 2.517 INJ0 DAY DRY OTHER MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


5 18686580 2.910 INJ1 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


MPT 3.000 to 3.500   ( Stack #7 ) 


Total Crashes: 29     Light: 14     Dark: 15     Dry: 24     Wet: 5     Fatalities: 1     Injuries: 6     PDO: 22


1 16006776 3.100 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


2 16010482 3.100 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


3 16012720 3.110 INJ0 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


4 16026464 3.200 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


5 16575168 3.054 INJ0 DAY DRY OTHER MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


6 16595856 3.068 INJ0 DARK DRY ANIMAL (ALL OTHER) NO COLLISION W/MV


7 16640036 3.421 INJ0 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


8 16640037 3.384 INJ0 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV
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9 16653321 3.184 INJ0 DAY DRY CROSS MEDIAN/CENTER SIDESWIPE SAME


10 17508464 3.100 INJ2 DAY WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


11 17530858 3.350 INJ3 DARK DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


12 17537933 3.243 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


13 17548873 3.152 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


14 17560075 3.320 INJ0 DARK DRY UNKNOWN MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


15 17568852 3.100 INJ0 DARK DRY OTHER NONCOLLISION NO COLLISION W/MV


16 17598399 3.320 INJ1 DARK DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


17 17611892 3.260 INJ0 DAY WATE
R 
(STAN
DING, 
ETC)


HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SIGN POST NO COLLISION W/MV


18 17640549 3.100 INJ0 DARK WET JACKKNIFE NO COLLISION W/MV


19 17661403 3.100 INJ1 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


20 18539393 3.105 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (OTHER ROADWAY) SIDESWIPE SAME


21 18557870 3.211 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


22 18571363 3.086 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


23 18589406 3.154 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


24 18607352 3.134 INJ1 DAY DRY OVERTURN/ROLLOVER NO COLLISION W/MV


25 18615393 3.098 INJ1 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


26 18615866 3.100 INJ0 DARK DRY JACKKNIFE NO COLLISION W/MV


27 18626517 3.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


28 18689262 3.097 INJ4 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


29 18691298 3.102 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


MPT 3.500 to 4.000   ( Stack #8 ) 


Total Crashes: 14     Light: 7     Dark: 7     Dry: 13     Wet: 1     Fatalities: 1     Injuries: 3     PDO: 10


1 17530859 3.860 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


2 17562276 3.800 INJ0 DAY DRY DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


3 17582986 3.900 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


4 17601532 3.895 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 17611813 3.650 INJ3 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


6 17621480 3.693 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 17660052 3.660 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


8 17682484 3.803 INJ0 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


9 18512098 3.954 INJ2 DAY DRY OVERTURN/ROLLOVER NO COLLISION W/MV


10 18533845 3.984 INJ0 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


11 18567910 3.529 INJ0 DARK DRY ANIMAL (DEER ONLY) NO COLLISION W/MV


12 18585445 3.784 INJ4 DARK DRY OTHER (POST, POLE, SUPPORT, ETC) NO COLLISION W/MV
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13 18625923 3.968 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) BACKED INTO


14 18691302 3.721 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


MPT 4.000 to 4.500   ( Stack #9 ) 


Total Crashes: 39     Light: 27     Dark: 12     Dry: 34     Wet: 5     Fatalities: 1     Injuries: 6     PDO: 32


1 16005143 4.100 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


2 16011419 4.490 INJ1 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


3 16011421 4.100 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


4 16012718 4.110 INJ0 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


5 16017555 4.100 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


6 16604417 4.492 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 16651316 4.283 INJ0 DARK DRY HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SIGN POST NO COLLISION W/MV


8 17503329 4.087 INJ0 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


9 17521455 4.280 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


10 17537939 4.225 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


11 17537940 4.380 INJ0 DARK DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


12 17553777 4.182 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


13 17577849 4.100 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


14 17605663 4.110 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


15 17611893 4.140 INJ0 DAY WET GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


16 17613462 4.490 INJ4 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) HEAD ON


17 17622908 4.100 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


18 17623997 4.250 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


19 17624290 4.110 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


20 17625553 4.460 INJ0 DAWN DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (PARKED) SIDESWIPE SAME


21 17635682 4.148 INJ0 DAY WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


22 17643711 4.300 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


23 17659900 4.100 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


24 17659901 4.100 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


25 17661708 4.110 INJ1 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


26 17670407 4.288 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


27 17675058 4.100 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


28 17680917 4.090 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


29 18501890 4.255 INJ0 DAY ICE OVERTURN/ROLLOVER NO COLLISION W/MV


30 18502572 4.192 INJ2 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


31 18507539 4.181 INJ0 DAY DRY DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


32 18532372 4.048 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


33 18544623 4.175 INJ1 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


 Crash Stack Report 8 of 24







Section Crashes


34 18563502 4.110 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


35 18609288 4.338 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


36 18618728 4.223 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) NO COLLISION W/MV


37 18639173 4.299 INJ0 DARK DRY ANIMAL (DEER ONLY) NO COLLISION W/MV


38 18684298 4.210 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


39 18688718 4.141 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


MPT 4.500 to 5.000   ( Stack #10 ) 


Total Crashes: 18     Light: 14     Dark: 4     Dry: 14     Wet: 4     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 1     PDO: 17


1 16017502 4.780 INJ0 DARK DRY GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


2 16674574 4.857 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


3 16676497 4.652 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


4 17520177 4.800 INJ0 DAY DRY OTHER MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


5 17570897 4.600 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


6 17572257 4.735 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


7 17601338 4.729 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


8 17663798 4.818 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


9 17679117 4.900 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


10 17682490 4.969 INJ0 DAY DRY MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


11 18528562 4.871 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


12 18570931 4.854 INJ0 DARK DRY MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


13 18572422 4.533 INJ0 DARK WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


14 18587591 4.567 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


15 18667880 4.599 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


16 18671675 4.855 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


17 18691283 4.510 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


18 18691284 4.500 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


MPT 5.000 to 5.500   ( Stack #11 ) 


Total Crashes: 44     Light: 33     Dark: 11     Dry: 35     Wet: 9     Fatalities: 1     Injuries: 8     PDO: 35


1 16010483 5.410 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


2 16012719 5.210 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


3 16013508 5.480 INJ1 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


4 16015103 5.110 INJ1 DARK WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


5 16015909 5.350 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


6 16024298 5.110 INJ0 DAY WET DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


7 16644875 5.110 INJ1 DARK DRY PEDESTRIAN NO COLLISION W/MV


8 16653325 5.152 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END
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9 16677938 5.375 INJ0 DUSK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


10 17535482 5.182 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) BACKED INTO


11 17537935 5.200 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


12 17563638 5.470 INJ0 DAY WET BRIDGE PARAPET END NO COLLISION W/MV


13 17577823 5.210 INJ0 DAY DRY MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


14 17582551 5.100 INJ0 DAY DRY EQUIPMENT FAILURE NO COLLISION W/MV


15 17584071 5.200 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) ANGLE


16 17591918 5.110 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


17 17600533 5.080 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


18 17611374 5.110 INJ1 DAY DRY OTHER MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


19 17611382 5.110 INJ0 DAY DRY GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


20 17612142 5.203 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


21 17613809 5.050 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


22 17635985 5.110 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


23 17644080 5.020 INJ0 DARK WET DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


24 17652073 5.110 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


25 17659598 5.150 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


26 17665161 5.110 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


27 17682485 5.340 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


28 17684078 5.110 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


29 18507540 5.161 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


30 18532686 5.274 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


31 18543224 5.356 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


32 18557869 5.075 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


33 18571016 5.161 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


34 18576095 5.039 INJ1 DAY DRY CARGO/EQUIP LOSS OR SHIFT NO COLLISION W/MV


35 18585443 5.059 INJ1 DUSK DRY MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


36 18587593 5.125 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


37 18598302 5.010 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


38 18609283 5.098 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


39 18616647 5.451 INJ0 DUSK WET GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


40 18647496 5.366 INJ0 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


41 18651883 5.110 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


42 18689245 5.000 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


43 18689669 5.202 INJ4 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


44 18690249 5.144 INJ0 DARK WET MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) SIDESWIPE SAME
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MPT 5.500 to 6.000   ( Stack #12 ) 


Total Crashes: 28     Light: 23     Dark: 5     Dry: 24     Wet: 4     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 7     PDO: 21


1 16011897 5.850 INJ0 DARK WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) HEAD ON


2 16645159 5.768 INJ1 DAY DRY SPILL (TWO-WHEELED VEH) REAR END


3 16666654 5.775 INJ1 DUSK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


4 17503325 5.780 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 17528701 5.780 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


6 17530857 5.780 INJ0 DAY DRY BRIDGE RAIL REAR END


7 17530908 5.920 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


8 17533726 5.930 INJ0 DAY DRY HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SIGN POST NO COLLISION W/MV


9 17537927 5.850 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) NO COLLISION W/MV


10 17545460 5.820 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


11 17563294 5.690 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) SIDESWIPE SAME


12 17591855 5.960 INJ0 DAY DRY OTHER MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


13 17604244 5.780 INJ0 DUSK WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


14 17612139 5.519 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


15 17620368 5.550 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


16 17624605 5.754 INJ2 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


17 17655625 5.600 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


18 17665195 5.780 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


19 17683824 5.780 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


20 18502748 5.835 INJ0 DARK ICE GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


21 18509106 5.784 INJ0 DARK DRY GUARDRAIL END NO COLLISION W/MV


22 18531407 5.780 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


23 18531408 5.780 INJ0 DAY DRY GUARDRAIL FACE REAR END


24 18585447 5.783 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


25 18587596 5.801 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


26 18626062 5.541 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


27 18626063 5.787 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


28 18684640 5.984 INJ0 DAY DRY MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


MPT 6.000 to 6.500   ( Stack #13 ) 


Total Crashes: 12     Light: 7     Dark: 5     Dry: 9     Wet: 3     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 2     PDO: 10


1 16645155 6.399 INJ0 DARK DRY ANIMAL (DEER ONLY) NO COLLISION W/MV


2 16647168 6.403 INJ1 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


3 17508463 6.340 INJ0 DAY WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


4 17577820 6.380 INJ0 DAWN DRY DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV
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5 17600405 6.200 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


6 17616667 6.030 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 17662526 6.430 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


8 18500009 6.350 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


9 18539405 6.238 INJ0 DAWN DRY ANIMAL (DEER ONLY) NO COLLISION W/MV


10 18670327 6.356 INJ0 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


11 18673835 6.012 INJ0 DAY WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


12 18690141 6.085 INJ0 DAY DRY FENCE NO COLLISION W/MV


MPT 6.500 to 7.000   ( Stack #14 ) 


Total Crashes: 9     Light: 6     Dark: 3     Dry: 5     Wet: 4     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 2     PDO: 7


1 16011706 6.780 INJ0 DARK WET GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


2 16015779 6.567 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


3 16024294 6.850 INJ0 DARK WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


4 17537929 6.990 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 17550794 6.690 INJ0 DARK DRY WORK ZONE MAINT. EQUIPMENT SIDESWIPE SAME


6 17611357 6.667 INJ1 DAY DRY TREE SIDESWIPE SAME


7 17618516 6.850 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


8 17640547 6.660 INJ2 DAY WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


9 18607274 6.781 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


MPT 7.000 to 7.500   ( Stack #15 ) 


Total Crashes: 23     Light: 19     Dark: 4     Dry: 23     Wet: 0     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 1     PDO: 22


1 16002894 7.010 INJ0 DAY DRY GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


2 16015908 7.110 INJ0 DAY DRY OTHER MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


3 16026461 7.168 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


4 16645197 7.440 INJ0 DAY DRY MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


5 16675155 7.160 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


6 17534898 7.370 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 17537936 7.040 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


8 17602712 7.400 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


9 17604171 7.160 INJ0 DAY DRY EQUIPMENT FAILURE NO COLLISION W/MV


10 17607671 7.370 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


11 17610583 7.268 INJ0 DAY DRY GUARDRAIL FACE SIDESWIPE SAME


12 17610653 7.490 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


13 17621483 7.390 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


14 17661923 7.000 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


15 17683939 7.110 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME
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16 18531403 7.031 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


17 18547719 7.215 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


18 18565015 7.435 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


19 18581445 7.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (PARKED) BACKED INTO


20 18581696 7.316 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


21 18587592 7.355 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


22 18684612 7.089 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


23 18686577 7.095 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


MPT 7.500 to 8.000   ( Stack #16 ) 


Total Crashes: 21     Light: 15     Dark: 6     Dry: 15     Wet: 6     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 6     PDO: 15


1 16020101 7.860 INJ1 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


2 17537943 7.860 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


3 17578702 7.565 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


4 17606915 7.900 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


5 17612143 7.754 INJ0 DARK WET FENCE NO COLLISION W/MV


6 17622109 7.660 INJ2 DAY WET DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


7 17662547 7.520 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


8 17665178 7.860 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


9 17682486 7.660 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


10 17683938 7.860 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


11 18505589 7.644 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


12 18587590 7.736 INJ0 DAY WET CROSS MEDIAN/CENTER NO COLLISION W/MV


13 18587594 7.856 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


14 18587597 7.756 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


15 18587598 7.530 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


16 18603619 7.600 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


17 18644964 7.706 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


18 18681803 7.768 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


19 18686578 7.579 INJ1 DAY WET DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


20 18691299 7.722 INJ0 DAY DRY GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


21 18691301 7.804 INJ0 DARK WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


MPT 8.000 to 8.500   ( Stack #17 ) 


Total Crashes: 37     Light: 29     Dark: 8     Dry: 31     Wet: 6     Fatalities: 1     Injuries: 9     PDO: 27


1 16005867 8.360 INJ0 DARK DRY UNKNOWN MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


2 16006769 8.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


3 16006770 8.160 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME
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4 16011413 8.160 INJ2 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 16011415 8.150 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


6 16011417 8.160 INJ0 DARK DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


7 16011420 8.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


8 16011422 8.350 INJ1 DUSK WET GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


9 16015101 8.160 INJ4 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


10 16015102 8.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


11 17013682 8.160 INJ3 DARK DRY GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


12 17558538 8.160 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


13 17583114 8.080 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


14 17594407 8.160 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


15 17611336 8.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


16 17611383 8.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


17 17611896 8.370 INJ0 DAY WET DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


18 17621482 8.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


19 17630610 8.160 INJ0 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


20 17646065 8.160 INJ1 DAY WET SPILL (TWO-WHEELED VEH) NO COLLISION W/MV


21 17646649 8.160 INJ0 DARK DRY FENCE NO COLLISION W/MV


22 17677818 8.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


23 17682489 8.070 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


24 18539409 8.174 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


25 18541490 8.451 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


26 18541717 8.461 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


27 18543223 8.095 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


28 18565537 8.416 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


29 18569141 8.386 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


30 18583511 8.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


31 18596245 8.160 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


32 18607720 8.321 INJ0 DARK WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


33 18615111 8.315 INJ1 DAY DRY GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


34 18659748 8.230 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


35 18668438 8.060 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


36 18687731 8.185 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


37 18687822 8.288 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


MPT 8.500 to 9.000   ( Stack #18 ) 


Total Crashes: 13     Light: 11     Dark: 2     Dry: 9     Wet: 4     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 1     PDO: 12


1 16659133 8.564 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME
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2 16674609 8.784 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


3 17530860 8.860 INJ3 DAY DRY OVERTURN/ROLLOVER NO COLLISION W/MV


4 17537928 8.530 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 17558543 8.660 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


6 17608312 8.672 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 17683825 8.660 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


8 18561223 8.924 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


9 18597735 8.684 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


10 18616648 8.906 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


11 18666638 8.718 INJ0 DAY DRY DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


12 18688717 8.677 INJ0 DARK WET OTHER MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


13 18689633 8.633 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


MPT 9.000 to 9.500   ( Stack #19 ) 


Total Crashes: 9     Light: 7     Dark: 2     Dry: 7     Wet: 2     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 1     PDO: 8


1 16018154 9.160 INJ3 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


2 17577801 9.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


3 17621376 9.490 INJ0 DAY WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


4 17622111 9.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


5 17638595 9.160 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


6 17665095 9.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 17665150 9.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


8 17667312 9.310 INJ0 DARK WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


9 18609286 9.029 INJ0 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


MPT 9.500 to 10.000   ( Stack #20 ) 


Total Crashes: 5     Light: 3     Dark: 2     Dry: 4     Wet: 1     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 2     PDO: 3


1 16674572 9.999 INJ1 DUSK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


2 17562269 9.860 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


3 18532935 9.970 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


4 18609290 9.802 INJ0 DAY DRY MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


5 18629144 9.550 INJ2 DAY DRY OVERTURN/ROLLOVER NO COLLISION W/MV


MPT 10.000 to 10.500   ( Stack #21 ) 


Total Crashes: 22     Light: 18     Dark: 4     Dry: 22     Wet: 0     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 4     PDO: 18


1 16007845 10.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


2 16011411 10.160 INJ0 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


3 16011895 10.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END
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4 16597034 10.178 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


5 17503327 10.100 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


6 17522395 10.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 17530310 10.470 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


8 17530855 10.160 INJ0 DARK DRY GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


9 17535284 10.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


10 17548595 10.090 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


11 17582985 10.160 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


12 17582995 10.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


13 17583000 10.460 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


14 17670374 10.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


15 18600782 10.311 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


16 18606886 10.089 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


17 18607351 10.284 INJ2 DARK DRY OVERTURN/ROLLOVER NO COLLISION W/MV


18 18611173 10.440 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


19 18616644 10.192 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


20 18660922 10.298 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


21 18665827 10.459 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


22 18690328 10.455 INJ0 DAY DRY DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


MPT 10.500 to 11.000   ( Stack #22 ) 


Total Crashes: 11     Light: 11     Dark: 0     Dry: 11     Wet: 0     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 3     PDO: 8


1 16005145 10.690 INJ1 DAY DRY DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


2 16659687 10.745 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (OTHER ROADWAY) REAR END


3 16666657 10.763 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


4 17594404 10.788 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 17637824 10.820 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) NO COLLISION W/MV


6 17660048 10.910 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 17670359 10.690 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) HEAD ON


8 18507545 10.660 INJ2 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


9 18587589 10.693 INJ0 DAY DRY CROSS MEDIAN/CENTER SIDESWIPE SAME


10 18587595 10.563 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


11 18670324 10.915 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


MPT 11.000 to 11.500   ( Stack #23 ) 


Total Crashes: 10     Light: 7     Dark: 3     Dry: 8     Wet: 2     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 6     PDO: 4


1 16018148 11.160 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


2 16020077 11.016 INJ1 DAY DRY EQUIPMENT FAILURE NO COLLISION W/MV
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3 16020079 11.490 INJ3 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


4 16627543 11.368 INJ0 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


5 17505016 11.220 INJ1 DAY WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


6 17535285 11.160 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 17621067 11.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


8 17621481 11.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


9 18611191 11.160 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


10 18615074 11.159 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


MPT 11.500 to 12.000   ( Stack #24 ) 


Total Crashes: 14     Light: 9     Dark: 5     Dry: 11     Wet: 3     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 3     PDO: 11


1 16545361 11.666 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


2 17537934 11.660 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


3 17548555 11.801 INJ0 DARK DRY ANIMAL (ALL OTHER) ANGLE


4 17555342 11.690 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 17555343 11.690 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


6 17577791 11.940 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 17593301 11.660 INJ2 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


8 17597365 11.960 INJ1 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


9 18513285 11.660 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


10 18606195 11.771 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) NO COLLISION W/MV


11 18659745 11.737 INJ0 DARK WET OTHER NONCOLLISION NO COLLISION W/MV


12 18660341 11.840 INJ1 DARK WET HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SIGN POST NO COLLISION W/MV


13 18663378 11.810 INJ0 DARK WET GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


14 18690231 11.796 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


MPT 12.000 to 12.500   ( Stack #25 ) 


Total Crashes: 16     Light: 9     Dark: 7     Dry: 14     Wet: 2     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 6     PDO: 10


1 16018161 12.077 INJ0 DARK DRY DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


2 16645200 12.103 INJ0 DARK DRY DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


3 16671023 12.334 INJ1 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


4 17537941 12.160 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


5 17542268 12.490 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


6 17570511 12.160 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 17610322 12.440 INJ0 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


8 17618857 12.420 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


9 17633788 12.160 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


10 17666213 12.490 INJ0 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV
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11 18606196 12.192 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


12 18615073 12.468 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


13 18616643 12.204 INJ1 DAY DRY OVERTURN/ROLLOVER ANGLE


14 18625490 12.159 INJ1 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


15 18666515 12.242 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


16 18667879 12.160 INJ0 DUSK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


MPT 12.500 to 13.000   ( Stack #26 ) 


Total Crashes: 6     Light: 5     Dark: 1     Dry: 6     Wet: 0     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 2     PDO: 4


1 17522397 12.812 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


2 17549182 12.660 INJ0 DAY DRY DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


3 17558540 12.690 INJ1 DAY DRY ANIMAL (ALL OTHER) REAR END


4 17630181 12.930 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 18607350 12.858 INJ2 DARK DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


6 18634696 12.964 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


MPT 13.000 to 13.500   ( Stack #27 ) 


Total Crashes: 27     Light: 18     Dark: 9     Dry: 23     Wet: 4     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 4     PDO: 23


1 16002898 13.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


2 16011418 13.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


3 16513669 13.248 INJ3 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


4 16514320 13.081 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 16529055 13.019 INJ3 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


6 16541490 13.205 INJ2 DAY WATE
R 
(STAN
DING, 
ETC)


TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


7 16576343 13.179 INJ0 DAWN DRY DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


8 16593095 13.368 INJ0 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


9 16627156 13.146 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


10 16672283 13.262 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


11 17541145 13.090 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


12 17545448 13.160 INJ0 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


13 17568253 13.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


14 17583225 13.490 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


15 17622110 13.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


16 17627456 13.292 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


17 17660047 13.220 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


18 18511518 13.043 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END
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19 18539410 13.001 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


20 18590821 13.028 INJ2 DAY DRY DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


21 18597308 13.486 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


22 18600150 13.175 INJ0 DARK DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


23 18627270 13.057 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


24 18634956 13.225 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


25 18635897 13.412 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


26 18685042 13.249 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


27 18689691 13.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


MPT 13.500 to 14.000   ( Stack #28 ) 


Total Crashes: 13     Light: 12     Dark: 1     Dry: 12     Wet: 1     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 0     PDO: 13


1 16002897 13.690 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


2 16578032 13.571 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


3 16589934 13.937 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


4 16619941 13.838 INJ0 DAY DRY OVERTURN/ROLLOVER NO COLLISION W/MV


5 16645091 13.961 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


6 17523841 13.890 INJ0 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


7 17616678 13.910 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


8 17660050 13.520 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


9 17675050 13.690 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


10 17675762 13.590 INJ0 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


11 17678769 13.890 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


12 18563557 13.925 INJ0 DAY DRY OTHER MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


13 18667394 13.750 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


MPT 14.000 to 14.500   ( Stack #29 ) 


Total Crashes: 17     Light: 15     Dark: 2     Dry: 13     Wet: 4     Fatalities: 1     Injuries: 1     PDO: 15


1 16527511 14.401 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


2 16542574 14.009 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


3 17515654 14.490 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


4 17533715 14.290 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 17566840 14.160 INJ0 DAY DRY TREE REAR END


6 17568508 14.190 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 17576798 14.160 INJ0 DAY WET GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


8 17652461 14.080 INJ0 DAY DRY MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


9 17659893 14.290 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


10 18552272 14.033 INJ0 DAY WET DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV
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Section Crashes


11 18635348 14.265 INJ1 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


12 18638569 14.189 INJ0 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


13 18638573 14.190 INJ0 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


14 18646441 14.086 INJ4 DUSK WET DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


15 18655525 14.240 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


16 18667750 14.256 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


17 18688675 14.195 INJ0 DARK DRY DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


MPT 14.500 to 15.000   ( Stack #30 ) 


Total Crashes: 21     Light: 14     Dark: 7     Dry: 16     Wet: 5     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 2     PDO: 19


1 16548537 14.602 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


2 16579651 14.781 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


3 16597349 14.519 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


4 16627549 14.522 INJ0 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


5 16663875 14.800 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


6 17540190 14.690 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 17654370 14.660 INJ0 DARK DRY OTHER MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


8 17664511 14.590 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


9 18500642 14.911 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


10 18503553 14.877 INJ0 DAY ICE TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


11 18517510 14.628 INJ0 DAY WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


12 18525088 14.583 INJ0 DAWN DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


13 18545685 14.724 INJ0 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


14 18570937 14.591 INJ0 DAY WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


15 18580124 14.919 INJ3 DUSK DRY GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


16 18601388 14.896 INJ2 DAY DRY OVERTURN/ROLLOVER NO COLLISION W/MV


17 18602840 14.921 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


18 18623508 14.682 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


19 18625913 14.899 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


20 18654851 14.762 INJ0 DARK DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


21 18667396 14.922 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


MPT 15.000 to 15.500   ( Stack #31 ) 


Total Crashes: 24     Light: 17     Dark: 7     Dry: 20     Wet: 4     Fatalities: 1     Injuries: 6     PDO: 17


1 16542583 15.384 INJ2 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


2 16546258 15.023 INJ1 DAWN DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


3 16561925 15.109 INJ0 DAY DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


4 16578035 15.318 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END
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5 16580880 15.367 INJ2 DAY WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


6 16625523 15.385 INJ1 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 16627550 15.371 INJ0 DARK WET TREE ANGLE


8 16653863 15.306 INJ2 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


9 16656303 15.106 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


10 16666938 15.254 INJ0 DARK DRY DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


11 16672285 15.421 INJ0 DAY DRY OTHER MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


12 17516655 15.010 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


13 17543650 15.160 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


14 17548540 15.380 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


15 17587547 15.460 INJ4 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


16 17607837 15.210 INJ0 DUSK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


17 17631146 15.080 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


18 18500136 15.377 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


19 18528489 15.053 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


20 18584597 15.336 INJ0 DAY DRY OTHER MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


21 18600158 15.224 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


22 18671389 15.241 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


23 18684234 15.389 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


24 18690092 15.112 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


MPT 15.500 to 16.000   ( Stack #32 ) 


Total Crashes: 27     Light: 16     Dark: 11     Dry: 11     Wet: 16     Fatalities: 1     Injuries: 8     PDO: 18


1 16010485 15.690 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


2 16501792 15.636 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


3 16502172 15.649 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


4 16513668 15.796 INJ4 DARK DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


5 16532202 15.853 INJ0 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


6 16593296 15.810 INJ0 DAY DRY OTHER MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


7 16615102 15.502 INJ0 DARK WET OVERTURN/ROLLOVER NO COLLISION W/MV


8 16615206 15.860 INJ1 DARK WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


9 16617590 15.715 INJ0 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


10 16639434 15.952 INJ1 DUSK WET MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


11 16644617 15.804 INJ0 DARK DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


12 17542270 15.670 INJ2 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


13 17593709 15.690 INJ2 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


14 17621646 15.610 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


15 17626223 15.890 INJ0 DAY WET DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV
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16 17637987 15.730 INJ2 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


17 17666751 15.870 INJ0 DUSK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


18 18512039 15.715 INJ0 DAY WET DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


19 18570938 15.885 INJ0 DAY WET HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SIGN POST NO COLLISION W/MV


20 18601909 15.917 INJ2 DAY WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


21 18618764 15.890 INJ0 DAY WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


22 18626957 15.881 INJ0 DAY WET HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SIGN POST NO COLLISION W/MV


23 18636692 15.820 INJ1 DARK DRY TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


24 18638576 15.638 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


25 18674604 15.622 INJ3 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


26 18676698 15.882 INJ0 DAY WET HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SIGN POST NO COLLISION W/MV


27 18690593 15.938 INJ0 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


MPT 16.000 to 16.500   ( Stack #33 ) 


Total Crashes: 19     Light: 10     Dark: 9     Dry: 6     Wet: 13     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 3     PDO: 16


1 16528404 16.228 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


2 16536003 16.186 INJ0 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


3 16565044 16.198 INJ0 DARK WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


4 16595864 16.188 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 17013304 16.190 INJ0 DAY WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


6 17540979 16.180 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 17620034 16.470 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


8 17622449 16.230 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


9 17634234 16.380 INJ0 DAY DRY OTHER MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


10 17659597 16.370 INJ1 DAY WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


11 18569561 16.198 INJ2 DARK WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


12 18600143 16.084 INJ0 DAY WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


13 18600153 16.276 INJ0 DARK WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


14 18604374 16.209 INJ1 DARK WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


15 18631467 16.028 INJ0 DAY WET DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


16 18644278 16.298 INJ0 DARK WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


17 18660351 16.329 INJ0 DARK DRY MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


18 18678251 16.001 INJ0 DAY WET DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


19 18679901 16.327 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


MPT 16.500 to 17.000   ( Stack #34 ) 


Total Crashes: 23     Light: 19     Dark: 4     Dry: 16     Wet: 7     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 3     PDO: 20


1 16019624 16.690 INJ0 DARK DRY MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV
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2 16592574 16.980 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


3 16639461 16.849 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


4 16639462 16.985 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


5 16670659 16.592 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


6 17006969 16.940 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE


7 17012125 16.690 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


8 17028522 16.690 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) NO COLLISION W/MV


9 17551864 16.510 INJ1 DAY DRY OVERTURN/ROLLOVER NO COLLISION W/MV


10 17563116 16.970 INJ0 DAY WET DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


11 17563589 16.690 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


12 17572381 16.690 INJ0 DAY WET GUARDRAIL FACE NO COLLISION W/MV


13 17593055 16.690 INJ0 DAY WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


14 17600581 16.550 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


15 17609228 16.890 INJ1 DAY WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


16 17618859 16.570 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


17 17660053 16.510 INJ0 DAY WATE
R 
(STAN
DING, 
ETC)


MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


18 18002672 16.690 INJ1 DAY WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


19 18012232 16.890 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) BACKED INTO


20 18519229 16.561 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


21 18572091 16.905 INJ0 DAY WET DITCH NO COLLISION W/MV


22 18654856 16.629 INJ0 DAY DRY MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


23 18675207 16.672 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


MPT 17.000 to 17.500   ( Stack #35 ) 


Total Crashes: 18     Light: 11     Dark: 7     Dry: 11     Wet: 7     Fatalities: 1     Injuries: 2     PDO: 15


1 16015481 17.190 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


2 16533791 17.029 INJ0 DARK WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


3 16548865 17.406 INJ4 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


4 16607627 17.307 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 16634375 17.102 INJ0 DAY DRY HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SIGN POST NO COLLISION W/MV


6 16648231 17.188 INJ0 DARK DRY ANIMAL (DEER ONLY) NO COLLISION W/MV


7 16648524 17.271 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


8 17013308 17.480 INJ0 DAY WET MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


9 17553293 17.230 INJ0 DAWN WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


10 17563590 17.200 INJ0 DARK DRY MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


11 17639182 17.100 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) ANGLE
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12 18010683 17.340 INJ0 DARK DRY ANIMAL (ALL OTHER) NO COLLISION W/MV


13 18539341 17.194 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


14 18631466 17.313 INJ0 DAY WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


15 18635304 17.133 INJ0 DAY WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


16 18669052 17.051 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


17 18689492 17.021 INJ0 DARK WET MOTOR VEHICLE (STOPPED) REAR END


18 18690089 17.293 INJ1 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


MPT 17.500 to 18.000   ( Stack #36 ) 


Total Crashes: 15     Light: 11     Dark: 4     Dry: 11     Wet: 4     Fatalities: 0     Injuries: 2     PDO: 13


1 16519239 17.943 INJ0 DARK DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


2 16544242 17.661 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


3 16555889 17.794 INJ0 DAY WET OVERTURN/ROLLOVER NO COLLISION W/MV


4 16579992 17.558 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


5 16606632 17.637 INJ2 DAY DRY OVERTURN/ROLLOVER REAR END


6 17009871 17.730 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


7 17009873 17.980 INJ0 DAY WET UNKNOWN NON-COLLISION NO COLLISION W/MV


8 17009874 17.730 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) SIDESWIPE SAME


9 17013678 17.690 INJ3 DAY DRY SPILL (TWO-WHEELED VEH) NO COLLISION W/MV


10 17566837 17.840 INJ0 DUSK WET MEDIAN BARRIER NO COLLISION W/MV


11 17608289 17.690 INJ0 DAY WET TREE NO COLLISION W/MV


12 17616723 17.690 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


13 17616730 17.930 INJ0 DAY DRY MOTOR VEHICLE (IN TRANSPORT) REAR END


14 17647183 17.930 INJ0 DARK DRY UNKNOWN MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV


15 18690544 17.573 INJ0 DARK DRY UNKNOWN MOVABLE OBJECT NO COLLISION W/MV
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(Calibrated at 2.5)* Total F&I PDO
Predicted Uncalibrated (C/M/Y) 8 2 6
Predicted Calibrated* (C/M/Y) 20 5 15
Observed (C/M/Y) 12 2 10


Crashes by Injury Class % of Total Crashes
Fatality Crashes 9 1% Statewide Average = 1%**
Injury Crashes 130 19% Statewide Average = 21%
PDO Crashes 530 79% Statewide Average = 78%


Total Crashes 669 100%


Crashes By Manner of Collision % of Total Crashes
Rear End 309 46% Statewide Average = 27%
Angle 49 7% Statewide Average = 5%
Sideswipe 73 11% Statewide Average = 12%
Head On 3 0% Statewide Average = 1%
Run Off Road 194 29% Statewide Average = 51%
Other 41 6% Statewide Average = 4%


Total Crashes 669 100%


Wet 130 19%


Ramps
Welcome Center
US17
US278 Taper


850'
600'
500'


600'
650'


N/A
225' decel


Taper


N/A
NB Exit Lane length


Taper


The roadway appears to be performing approximately / marginally better than expected when compared to the calibrated predictive crash frequencies. The 
area of focus considered was the disproportional percentage of 'Rear-end' crashes. (46% vs. 27% statewide) Review of half mile segments/crash stacks showed 
congestion/slowed traffic to be a common cause of the rear end crashes. The areas near ramps appeared to be the hot spot areas, which would typically add 
additional crashes due to the additional weave movements and conflict points. From review, it appears rear end crashes in these areas were more a function 
of the congestion due to the ramps, than actual conflict points associated with the ramps. From review of Wet/Dry state of crashes: from MM15.7-16.5 there 
were 38 crashes, with 24 wet. (64% wet crashes) This area is in a HC. From MM 16.7-17.7, there were 39 crashes, with 14 wet. (36% wet) This area is in a HC.  


Compared to an average of 19% wet crashes for the 18 mile corridor. 


Proposed countermeasures: To aid in reducing 'Rear-end' crashes and 'Run off the roadway' crashes, which make up 
approximately 75% of the crashes in this corridor, we recommend the following countermeasures: wider inside paved 
shoulders, ensure adequate clear zone is provided, and use OGFC in the project area. Additionally, recommend a review of 
the functionality of each interchange to verify LOS is adequate through the design year. 


225' decel


SB Exit Lane lengthNB Accel lane length SB Accel lane length
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crash_id q_county_idq_sub_rte_type_idq_sub_rte_nbrq_sub_rte_aux_idq_sub_mp collision_dt fhe fat inj mpt alc rsc bir brn bra alsb man rims_mac bdo sic srn
17646613 27 5 8650 18 0.178 10/23/2017 0:00 22 0 2 1 1 2 17 0 WHTYE HARDEE BLVD42 42 10 3 46
18686579 27 5 8653 38 0.052 11/27/2018 0:00 22 0 0 5 1 1 95 0 JASPER HWY 50 50 6 2 17
17652072 27 5 8654 14 0.33 11/7/2017 0:00 23 0 0 1 1 2 278 0 INDEPENDENCE BLVD10 10 0 1 95
18583115 27 5 8654 14 0.281 6/6/2018 0:00 22 0 0 1 1 1 95 0 JASPER HWY 43 43 3 2 278
18691279 27 5 8655 18 0.095 11/30/2018 0:00 45 0 0 1 1 4 422 0 MEDICAL CENTER DR0 0 10 2 278
19535887 27 5 8655 18 0.21 3/13/2019 0:00 22 0 1 1 1 2 278 0 INDEPENDENCE BLVD10 10 4 210
18547712 27 5 8656 30 0.267 4/11/2018 0:00 23 0 0 1 1 2 278 0 INDEPENDENCE BLVD10 10 1 1 95
18616640 27 5 8656 30 0.267 7/24/2018 0:00 22 0 0 1 2 2 278 0 INDEPENDENCE BLVD10 10 0 1 95
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Disclaimer
 
The Interactive Highway Design Model (IHSDM) software is disseminated under the sponsorship of the Department of


Transportation in the interest of information exchange. The United States Government assumes no liability for its content or use


thereof. This document does not constitute a standard, specification, or regulation.
 
The United States Government does not endorse products or manufacturers. Trade and manufacturers' names may appear in this


software and documentation only because they are considered essential to the objective of the software.
 
Limited Warranty and Limitations of Remedies
 
This software product is provided "as-is," without warranty of any kind-either expressed or implied (but not limited to the


implied warranties of merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose). The FHWA do not warrant that the functions


contained in the software will meet the end-user's requirements or that the operation of the software will be uninterrupted and


error-free.
 
Under no circumstances will the FHWA be liable to the end-user for any damages or claimed lost profits, lost savings, or other


incidental or consequential damages rising out of the use or inability to use the software (even if these organizations have been


advised of the possibility of such damages), or for any claim by any other party.
 
Notice
 
The use of the IHSDM software is being done strictly on a voluntary basis. In exchange for provision of IHSDM, the user agrees


that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), U.S. Department of Transportation and any other agency of the Federal


Government shall not be responsible for any errors, damage or other liability that may result from any and all use of the software,


including installation and testing of the software. The user further agrees to hold the FHWA and the Federal Government


harmless from any resulting liability. The user agrees that this hold harmless provision shall flow to any person to whom or any


entity to which the user provides the IHSDM software. It is the user's full responsibility to inform any person to whom or any


entity to which it provides the IHSDM software of this hold harmless provision.
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Report Overview
 
Report Generated: Nov 15, 2019 11:54 AM 
Report Template: System: Single Page [System] (mlcpm3, Nov 5, 2019 12:13 PM) 
 
 
Evaluation Date: Fri Nov 15 11:54:28 EST 2019 
IHSDM Version: v15.0.0 (Oct 31, 2019) 
Crash Prediction Module: v10.0.0 (Oct 31, 2019) 
 
 
User Name: Eugene Taylor 
Organization Name: SCDOT 
Phone: 8037371103 
E-Mail: taylorea@scdot.org 
 
 
Project Title: I-95 half mile sample 
Project Comment: Created Thu May 09 09:40:08 EDT 2019 
Project Unit System: U.S. Customary 
 
 
Highway Title: I-95 4-lane 2045 no-build 
Highway Comment: Copied from I-95 4-lane 2019 current (v1) 
Highway Version: 1 
 
 
Evaluation Title: 2045 no-build 
Evaluation Comment: Created Fri Nov 15 11:54:12 EST 2019 
 
 
Minimum Location: 0.000 
Maximum Location: 26+40.000 
Policy for Superelevation: AASHTO 2011 U.S. Customary 
Calibration: HSM Configuration 
Crash Distribution: HSM Configuration 
Model/CMF: HSM Configuration 
First Year of Analysis: 2045 
Last Year of Analysis: 2045 
Empirical-Bayes Analysis: None 
First Year of Observed Crashes: 
Last Year of Observed Crashes: 
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Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method
 
 
IMPORTANT NOTICE ABOUT COMPARING RESULTS FROM HIGHWAY SAFETY MANUAL FIRST EDITION


(2010) MODELS TO RESULTS FROM NEW MODELS DEVELOPED UNDER NCHRP PROJECTS 17-70 AND 17-58 
 
Since the publication of the Highway Safety Manual - First Edition (HSM-1), in 2010 by the American Association of State


Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), multiple research efforts have been undertaken through the National


Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) to develop safety performance models for road segment and intersection


facility types that were not initially reflected in the HSM-1, in order to expand the breadth and depth of the HSM in the future. 
 
The IHSDM Crash Prediction Module (CPM) is intended as a faithful implementation of HSM Part C predictive methods. As


NCHRP projects to develop new predictive methods for the HSM are completed, FHWA works to incorporate the new methods


into IHSDM, sometimes in advance of publication in the HSM. The following new crash predictive methods have been accepted


by NCHRP project panels and incorporated into IHSDM, while pending AASHTO's approval for incorporation into a future


edition of the HSM: 
 
- Roundabouts: completed in 2018 under NCHRP Project 17-70, the new methods will provide improved outcomes for the safety


analysis of roundabouts. 
- 6+ lane and one-way urban/suburban arterials (including models for segments and intersections): completed under NCHRP


Project 17-58. 
 
However, in the absence of local calibration factors (see HSM-1 Part C, Appendix A for guidance on calibration of the predictive


models), it is neither appropriate nor advisable to directly compare the results from new models (from NCHRP Projects 17-58


and 17-70) to results from HSM-1 models, as the models were not calibrated to the same base state data sets, and consequently


can produce unexpected results. If local calibration factors are available and applied to both new models and HSM-1 models,


then it may be appropriate to directly compare the results.[Note: Work being performed under NCHRP Project 17-72 (Update of


Crash Modification Factors for the Highway Safety Manual) is expected to re-calibrate many of the old (HSM-1) and new (e.g.,


NCHRP 17-70) models to data from a single (or small number of) states, that would allow results from all models to be directly


compared.] 
 
The models produced for NCHRP Project 17-70 have independent value in terms of informing the design of a roundabout and


assessing the effects of different design characteristics on the expected safety performance of a roundabout. 
 
The HSM-1 interim method previously included in IHSDM for evaluating roundabouts on urban/suburban arterials (i.e.,


evaluating an existing intersection and then applying a Crash Modification Factor for replacing the existing intersection with a


roundabout) has been deactivated in IHSDM, to minimize any confusion with the new roundabout methodology. 
 


 
Section Types
 
Section 1 Evaluation
 
Section: Section 1 
Evaluation Start Location: 0.000 
Evaluation End Location: 26+40.000 
Functional Class: Freeway 
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Type of Alignment: Divided, Multilane 
Model Category: Freeway Segment 
Calibration Factor: FI_MV=1.0; FI_SV=1.0; PDO_MV=1.0; PDO_SV=1.0;  
 


 
 
 
 


Figure 1.  Crash Prediction Summary (Section 1)
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Table 1.  Evaluation Freeway - Homogeneous Segments (Section 1)


Seg. 
No.


Type
Area
Type


Start
Location
(Sta. ft)


End
Location
(Sta. ft)


Length
(ft)


Length(
mi)


AADT
Median
Width


(ft)
Type


Effective
Median


Width (ft)


1 4F Rural 0.000 26+40.000 2,640.00 0.5000 2045: 70,500 65.00 Non-Traversable Median 71.00
 
 
 
 
 


Table 2.  Predicted Freeway Crash Rates and Frequencies Summary (Section 1)


First Year of Analysis 2045


Last Year of Analysis 2045


Effective Length (mi) 0.5000


Average Future Road AADT (vpd) 70,500


Predicted Crashes


Total Crashes 5.69


Fatal and Injury Crashes 1.53


Property-Damage-Only Crashes 4.16


Percent of Total Predicted Crashes


Percent Fatal and Injury Crashes (%) 27


Percent Property-Damage-Only Crashes (%) 73


Predicted Crash Rate


Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 11.3738


FI Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 3.0602


PDO Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 8.3136


Predicted Travel Crash Rate


Total Travel (million veh-mi) 12.87


Travel Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.44


Travel FI Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.12


Travel PDO Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.32
 
 
Note: Effective Length is the segment length minus the length of the speed change lanes if present. 
Note: Total Travel and Crash Rates/Million Vehicle Miles for Speed Change Lanes reflect AADTs that are half of the Freeway


Segment AADTs based on the assumption of 50/50 directional distribution.  
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Table 3.  Predicted Crash Frequencies and Rates by Freeway Segment/Intersection


(Section 1)


Segment 
Number/Interse


ction
Name/Cross


Road


Start
Location
(Sta. ft)


End
Location
(Sta. ft)


Effective
Length


(mi)


Total
Predicted


Crashes for
Evaluation


Period


Predicted
Total
Crash


Frequency
(crashes/yr


)


Predicted
FI Crash


Frequency
(crashes/yr


)


Predicted
PDO Crash
Frequency
(crashes/yr


)


Predicted
Crash Rate
(crashes/mi


/yr)


Predicted
Travel


Crash Rate
(crashes/mi
llion veh-


mi)


1 0.000 26+40.000 0.5000 5.687 5.6869 1.5301 4.1568 11.3738 0.44


Total 0.5000 5.687 5.6869 1.5301 4.1568 11.3738 0.44
 
 
Note: Effective Length is the segment length minus the length of the speed change lanes if present. This may create Freeway


segments with zero effective length and zero crashes. 
 
 
 
Table 4.  Predicted Crash Frequencies and Rates by Horizontal Design Element (Section 1)


Title
Start


Location
(Sta. ft)


End
Location
(Sta. ft)


Length
(mi)


Total
Predicted


Crashes for
Evaluation


Period


Predicted
Total Crash
Frequency
(crashes/yr)


Predicted FI
Crash


Frequency
(crashes/yr)


Predicted
PDO Crash
Frequency
(crashes/yr)


Predicted
Crash Rate
(crashes/mi/


yr)


Predicted
Travel


Crash Rate
(crashes/mill
ion veh-mi)


Tangent 0.000 26+40.000 0.5000 5.687 5.6869 1.5301 4.1568 11.3738 0.44
 
 
 
 
 


Table 5.  Predicted Crash Frequencies by Year (Section 1)


Year Total Crashes FI Crashes Percent FI (%) PDO Crashes
Percent PDO


(%)


2045 5.69 1.53 26.905 4.16 73.095


Total 5.69 1.53 26.905 4.16 73.095


Average 5.69 1.53 26.905 4.16 73.095
 
 
Note: Fatal and Injury Crashes and Property Damage Only Crashes do not necessarily sum up to Total Crashes because the


distribution of these three crashes had been derived independently. 
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Table 6.  Predicted Crash Severity by Freeway Segment (Section 1)


Seg. 
No.


Fatal (K)
Crashes
(crashes)


Incapacitating Injury (A)
Crashes (crashes)


Non-Incapacitating Injury
(B) Crashes (crashes)


Possible Injury
(C) Crashes


(crashes)


No Injury (O)
Crashes
(crashes)


1 0.0626 0.1467 0.6140 0.7067 4.1568
 
 
 
 
 


Table 7.  Predicted Freeway Crash Type Distribution (Section 1)


Element Type Crash Type


Fatal and Injury
Property Damage


Only
Total


Crashes
Crashes


(%)
Crashes


Crashes
(%)


Crashes
Crashes


(%)


Highway 
Segment


Collision with Animal 0.01 0.1 0.14 2.5 0.15 2.7


Highway 
Segment


Collision with Fixed Object 0.46 8.0 1.39 24.4 1.84 32.4


Highway 
Segment


Collision with Other Object 0.03 0.4 0.28 4.9 0.30 5.3


Highway 
Segment


Other Single-vehicle Collision 0.29 5.2 0.36 6.3 0.66 11.5


Highway 
Segment


Collision with Parked Vehicle 0.02 0.3 0.05 0.9 0.07 1.2


Highway 
Segment


Total Single Vehicle Crashes 0.80 14.1 2.22 39.0 3.02 53.1


Highway 
Segment


Right-Angle Collision 0.04 0.7 0.06 1.0 0.10 1.7


Highway 
Segment


Head-on Collision 0.01 0.2 0.01 0.1 0.02 0.4


Highway 
Segment


Other Multi-vehicle Collision 0.04 0.8 0.15 2.7 0.19 3.4


Highway 
Segment


Rear-end Collision 0.46 8.1 0.98 17.3 1.44 25.4


Highway 
Segment


Sideswipe, Same Direction Collision 0.17 3.0 0.74 13.0 0.91 16.0


Highway 
Segment


Total Multiple Vehicle Crashes 0.73 12.8 1.94 34.1 2.67 46.9


Highway 
Segment


Total Highway Segment Crashes 1.53 26.9 4.16 73.1 5.69 100.0


Total Crashes 1.53 26.9 4.16 73.1 5.69 100.0
 
 
Note: Fatal and Injury Crashes and Property Damage Only Crashes do not necessarily sum up to Total Crashes because the


distribution of these three crashes had been derived independently. 
 


Section Types Crash Prediction Evaluation Report


6 Interactive Highway Safety Design Model







Crash Prediction Evaluation Report Section Types


Interactive Highway Safety Design Model 7







 


 


Interactive Highway Safety Design Model
 


 


Crash Prediction Evaluation Report
 


 


 


 


 


 
November 15, 2019







Disclaimer
 
The Interactive Highway Design Model (IHSDM) software is disseminated under the sponsorship of the Department of


Transportation in the interest of information exchange. The United States Government assumes no liability for its content or use


thereof. This document does not constitute a standard, specification, or regulation.
 
The United States Government does not endorse products or manufacturers. Trade and manufacturers' names may appear in this


software and documentation only because they are considered essential to the objective of the software.
 
Limited Warranty and Limitations of Remedies
 
This software product is provided "as-is," without warranty of any kind-either expressed or implied (but not limited to the


implied warranties of merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose). The FHWA do not warrant that the functions


contained in the software will meet the end-user's requirements or that the operation of the software will be uninterrupted and


error-free.
 
Under no circumstances will the FHWA be liable to the end-user for any damages or claimed lost profits, lost savings, or other


incidental or consequential damages rising out of the use or inability to use the software (even if these organizations have been


advised of the possibility of such damages), or for any claim by any other party.
 
Notice
 
The use of the IHSDM software is being done strictly on a voluntary basis. In exchange for provision of IHSDM, the user agrees


that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), U.S. Department of Transportation and any other agency of the Federal


Government shall not be responsible for any errors, damage or other liability that may result from any and all use of the software,


including installation and testing of the software. The user further agrees to hold the FHWA and the Federal Government


harmless from any resulting liability. The user agrees that this hold harmless provision shall flow to any person to whom or any


entity to which the user provides the IHSDM software. It is the user's full responsibility to inform any person to whom or any


entity to which it provides the IHSDM software of this hold harmless provision.
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Report Overview
 
Report Generated: Nov 15, 2019 11:55 AM 
Report Template: System: Single Page [System] (mlcpm3, Nov 5, 2019 12:13 PM) 
 
 
Evaluation Date: Fri Nov 15 11:55:28 EST 2019 
IHSDM Version: v15.0.0 (Oct 31, 2019) 
Crash Prediction Module: v10.0.0 (Oct 31, 2019) 
 
 
User Name: Eugene Taylor 
Organization Name: SCDOT 
Phone: 8037371103 
E-Mail: taylorea@scdot.org 
 
 
Project Title: I-95 half mile sample 
Project Comment: Created Thu May 09 09:40:08 EDT 2019 
Project Unit System: U.S. Customary 
 
 
Highway Title: I-95 6-lane w/median wall 2045 
Highway Comment: Copied from I-95 half mile sample baseline 6 lane travesable median (v1) 
Highway Version: 1 
 
 
Evaluation Title: 2045 w/median wall 
Evaluation Comment: Created Fri Nov 15 11:55:09 EST 2019 
 
 
Minimum Location: 0.000 
Maximum Location: 26+40.000 
Policy for Superelevation: AASHTO 2011 U.S. Customary 
Calibration: HSM Configuration 
Crash Distribution: HSM Configuration 
Model/CMF: HSM Configuration 
First Year of Analysis: 2045 
Last Year of Analysis: 2045 
Empirical-Bayes Analysis: None 
First Year of Observed Crashes: 
Last Year of Observed Crashes: 
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Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method
 
 
IMPORTANT NOTICE ABOUT COMPARING RESULTS FROM HIGHWAY SAFETY MANUAL FIRST EDITION


(2010) MODELS TO RESULTS FROM NEW MODELS DEVELOPED UNDER NCHRP PROJECTS 17-70 AND 17-58 
 
Since the publication of the Highway Safety Manual - First Edition (HSM-1), in 2010 by the American Association of State


Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), multiple research efforts have been undertaken through the National


Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) to develop safety performance models for road segment and intersection


facility types that were not initially reflected in the HSM-1, in order to expand the breadth and depth of the HSM in the future. 
 
The IHSDM Crash Prediction Module (CPM) is intended as a faithful implementation of HSM Part C predictive methods. As


NCHRP projects to develop new predictive methods for the HSM are completed, FHWA works to incorporate the new methods


into IHSDM, sometimes in advance of publication in the HSM. The following new crash predictive methods have been accepted


by NCHRP project panels and incorporated into IHSDM, while pending AASHTO's approval for incorporation into a future


edition of the HSM: 
 
- Roundabouts: completed in 2018 under NCHRP Project 17-70, the new methods will provide improved outcomes for the safety


analysis of roundabouts. 
- 6+ lane and one-way urban/suburban arterials (including models for segments and intersections): completed under NCHRP


Project 17-58. 
 
However, in the absence of local calibration factors (see HSM-1 Part C, Appendix A for guidance on calibration of the predictive


models), it is neither appropriate nor advisable to directly compare the results from new models (from NCHRP Projects 17-58


and 17-70) to results from HSM-1 models, as the models were not calibrated to the same base state data sets, and consequently


can produce unexpected results. If local calibration factors are available and applied to both new models and HSM-1 models,


then it may be appropriate to directly compare the results.[Note: Work being performed under NCHRP Project 17-72 (Update of


Crash Modification Factors for the Highway Safety Manual) is expected to re-calibrate many of the old (HSM-1) and new (e.g.,


NCHRP 17-70) models to data from a single (or small number of) states, that would allow results from all models to be directly


compared.] 
 
The models produced for NCHRP Project 17-70 have independent value in terms of informing the design of a roundabout and


assessing the effects of different design characteristics on the expected safety performance of a roundabout. 
 
The HSM-1 interim method previously included in IHSDM for evaluating roundabouts on urban/suburban arterials (i.e.,


evaluating an existing intersection and then applying a Crash Modification Factor for replacing the existing intersection with a


roundabout) has been deactivated in IHSDM, to minimize any confusion with the new roundabout methodology. 
 


 
Section Types
 
Section 1 Evaluation
 
Section: Section 1 
Evaluation Start Location: 0.000 
Evaluation End Location: 26+40.000 
Functional Class: Freeway 
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Type of Alignment: Divided, Multilane 
Model Category: Freeway Segment 
Calibration Factor: FI_MV=1.0; FI_SV=1.0; PDO_MV=1.0; PDO_SV=1.0;  
 


 
 
 
 


Figure 1.  Crash Prediction Summary (Section 1)
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Table 1.  Evaluation Freeway - Homogeneous Segments (Section 1)


Seg. 
No.


Type
Area
Type


Start
Location
(Sta. ft)


End
Location
(Sta. ft)


Length
(ft)


Length(
mi)


AADT
Median
Width


(ft)
Type


Effective
Median


Width (ft)


1 6F Rural 0.000 26+40.000 2,640.00 0.5000 2045: 70,500 0.00 None 0.00
 
 
 
 
 


Table 2.  Predicted Freeway Crash Rates and Frequencies Summary (Section 1)


First Year of Analysis 2045


Last Year of Analysis 2045


Effective Length (mi) 0.5000


Average Future Road AADT (vpd) 70,500


Predicted Crashes


Total Crashes 5.80


Fatal and Injury Crashes 1.51


Property-Damage-Only Crashes 4.29


Percent of Total Predicted Crashes


Percent Fatal and Injury Crashes (%) 26


Percent Property-Damage-Only Crashes (%) 74


Predicted Crash Rate


Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 11.5995


FI Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 3.0238


PDO Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 8.5757


Predicted Travel Crash Rate


Total Travel (million veh-mi) 12.87


Travel Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.45


Travel FI Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.12


Travel PDO Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.33
 
 
Note: Effective Length is the segment length minus the length of the speed change lanes if present. 
Note: Total Travel and Crash Rates/Million Vehicle Miles for Speed Change Lanes reflect AADTs that are half of the Freeway


Segment AADTs based on the assumption of 50/50 directional distribution.  
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Table 3.  Predicted Crash Frequencies and Rates by Freeway Segment/Intersection


(Section 1)


Segment 
Number/Interse


ction
Name/Cross


Road


Start
Location
(Sta. ft)


End
Location
(Sta. ft)


Effective
Length


(mi)


Total
Predicted


Crashes for
Evaluation


Period


Predicted
Total
Crash


Frequency
(crashes/yr


)


Predicted
FI Crash


Frequency
(crashes/yr


)


Predicted
PDO Crash
Frequency
(crashes/yr


)


Predicted
Crash Rate
(crashes/mi


/yr)


Predicted
Travel


Crash Rate
(crashes/mi
llion veh-


mi)


1 0.000 26+40.000 0.5000 5.800 5.7998 1.5119 4.2879 11.5995 0.45


Total 0.5000 5.800 5.7998 1.5119 4.2879 11.5995 0.45
 
 
Note: Effective Length is the segment length minus the length of the speed change lanes if present. This may create Freeway


segments with zero effective length and zero crashes. 
 
 
 
Table 4.  Predicted Crash Frequencies and Rates by Horizontal Design Element (Section 1)


Title
Start


Location
(Sta. ft)


End
Location
(Sta. ft)


Length
(mi)


Total
Predicted


Crashes for
Evaluation


Period


Predicted
Total Crash
Frequency
(crashes/yr)


Predicted FI
Crash


Frequency
(crashes/yr)


Predicted
PDO Crash
Frequency
(crashes/yr)


Predicted
Crash Rate
(crashes/mi/


yr)


Predicted
Travel


Crash Rate
(crashes/mill
ion veh-mi)


Tangent 0.000 26+40.000 0.5000 5.800 5.7998 1.5119 4.2879 11.5995 0.45
 
 
 
 
 


Table 5.  Predicted Crash Frequencies by Year (Section 1)


Year Total Crashes FI Crashes Percent FI (%) PDO Crashes
Percent PDO


(%)


2045 5.80 1.51 26.068 4.29 73.932


Total 5.80 1.51 26.068 4.29 73.932


Average 5.80 1.51 26.068 4.29 73.932
 
 
Note: Fatal and Injury Crashes and Property Damage Only Crashes do not necessarily sum up to Total Crashes because the


distribution of these three crashes had been derived independently. 
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Table 6.  Predicted Crash Severity by Freeway Segment (Section 1)


Seg. 
No.


Fatal (K)
Crashes
(crashes)


Incapacitating Injury (A)
Crashes (crashes)


Non-Incapacitating Injury
(B) Crashes (crashes)


Possible Injury
(C) Crashes


(crashes)


No Injury (O)
Crashes
(crashes)


1 0.0547 0.1323 0.5750 0.7499 4.2879
 
 
 
 
 


Table 7.  Predicted Freeway Crash Type Distribution (Section 1)


Element Type Crash Type


Fatal and Injury
Property Damage


Only
Total


Crashes
Crashes


(%)
Crashes


Crashes
(%)


Crashes
Crashes


(%)


Highway 
Segment


Collision with Animal 0.01 0.1 0.16 2.8 0.17 3.0


Highway 
Segment


Collision with Fixed Object 0.45 7.8 1.58 27.2 2.03 34.9


Highway 
Segment


Collision with Other Object 0.03 0.4 0.32 5.4 0.34 5.9


Highway 
Segment


Other Single-vehicle Collision 0.29 5.0 0.41 7.0 0.70 12.1


Highway 
Segment


Collision with Parked Vehicle 0.02 0.3 0.06 1.0 0.08 1.3


Highway 
Segment


Total Single Vehicle Crashes 0.79 13.7 2.52 43.5 3.31 57.1


Highway 
Segment


Right-Angle Collision 0.04 0.7 0.05 0.9 0.09 1.6


Highway 
Segment


Head-on Collision 0.01 0.2 0.01 0.1 0.02 0.3


Highway 
Segment


Other Multi-vehicle Collision 0.04 0.7 0.14 2.4 0.18 3.1


Highway 
Segment


Rear-end Collision 0.45 7.8 0.90 15.5 1.35 23.3


Highway 
Segment


Sideswipe, Same Direction Collision 0.17 2.9 0.67 11.6 0.84 14.5


Highway 
Segment


Total Multiple Vehicle Crashes 0.72 12.4 1.77 30.5 2.48 42.9


Highway 
Segment


Total Highway Segment Crashes 1.51 26.1 4.29 73.9 5.80 100.0


Total Crashes 1.51 26.1 4.29 73.9 5.80 100.0
 
 
Note: Fatal and Injury Crashes and Property Damage Only Crashes do not necessarily sum up to Total Crashes because the


distribution of these three crashes had been derived independently. 
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Table 8.  Evaluation Message


Start Location (Sta.
ft)


End Location (Sta.
ft)


Message


0.000 26+40.000
for segment #1 (0.000 to 26+40.000 ), Median barrier offset (0.0 feet) is less than specified boundaries (0.75 feet);
adjusted in CMF calculations.


0.000 26+40.000
for segment #1 (0.000 to 26+40.000 ), Median barrier offset (0.0 feet) is less than specified boundaries (0.75 feet);
adjusted in CMF calculations.
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Disclaimer
 
The Interactive Highway Design Model (IHSDM) software is disseminated under the sponsorship of the Department of


Transportation in the interest of information exchange. The United States Government assumes no liability for its content or use


thereof. This document does not constitute a standard, specification, or regulation.
 
The United States Government does not endorse products or manufacturers. Trade and manufacturers' names may appear in this


software and documentation only because they are considered essential to the objective of the software.
 
Limited Warranty and Limitations of Remedies
 
This software product is provided "as-is," without warranty of any kind-either expressed or implied (but not limited to the


implied warranties of merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose). The FHWA do not warrant that the functions


contained in the software will meet the end-user's requirements or that the operation of the software will be uninterrupted and


error-free.
 
Under no circumstances will the FHWA be liable to the end-user for any damages or claimed lost profits, lost savings, or other


incidental or consequential damages rising out of the use or inability to use the software (even if these organizations have been


advised of the possibility of such damages), or for any claim by any other party.
 
Notice
 
The use of the IHSDM software is being done strictly on a voluntary basis. In exchange for provision of IHSDM, the user agrees


that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), U.S. Department of Transportation and any other agency of the Federal


Government shall not be responsible for any errors, damage or other liability that may result from any and all use of the software,


including installation and testing of the software. The user further agrees to hold the FHWA and the Federal Government


harmless from any resulting liability. The user agrees that this hold harmless provision shall flow to any person to whom or any


entity to which the user provides the IHSDM software. It is the user's full responsibility to inform any person to whom or any


entity to which it provides the IHSDM software of this hold harmless provision.
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Report Overview
 
Report Generated: Nov 15, 2019 12:00 PM 
Report Template: System: Single Page [System] (mlcpm3, Nov 5, 2019 12:13 PM) 
 
 
Evaluation Date: Fri Nov 15 12:00:01 EST 2019 
IHSDM Version: v15.0.0 (Oct 31, 2019) 
Crash Prediction Module: v10.0.0 (Oct 31, 2019) 
 
 
User Name: Eugene Taylor 
Organization Name: SCDOT 
Phone: 8037371103 
E-Mail: taylorea@scdot.org 
 
 
Project Title: I-95 half mile sample 
Project Comment: Created Thu May 09 09:40:08 EDT 2019 
Project Unit System: U.S. Customary 
 
 
Highway Title: I-95 6-lane travesable median 2045 
Highway Comment: Copied from I-95 half mile sample baseline (v1) 
Highway Version: 1 
 
 
Evaluation Title: 2045 w/Traversable median & cable barrier 
Evaluation Comment: Created Fri Nov 15 11:58:44 EST 2019 
 
 
Minimum Location: 0.000 
Maximum Location: 26+40.000 
Policy for Superelevation: AASHTO 2011 U.S. Customary 
Calibration: HSM Configuration 
Crash Distribution: HSM Configuration 
Model/CMF: HSM Configuration 
First Year of Analysis: 2045 
Last Year of Analysis: 2045 
Empirical-Bayes Analysis: None 
First Year of Observed Crashes: 
Last Year of Observed Crashes: 
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Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method
 
 
IMPORTANT NOTICE ABOUT COMPARING RESULTS FROM HIGHWAY SAFETY MANUAL FIRST EDITION


(2010) MODELS TO RESULTS FROM NEW MODELS DEVELOPED UNDER NCHRP PROJECTS 17-70 AND 17-58 
 
Since the publication of the Highway Safety Manual - First Edition (HSM-1), in 2010 by the American Association of State


Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), multiple research efforts have been undertaken through the National


Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) to develop safety performance models for road segment and intersection


facility types that were not initially reflected in the HSM-1, in order to expand the breadth and depth of the HSM in the future. 
 
The IHSDM Crash Prediction Module (CPM) is intended as a faithful implementation of HSM Part C predictive methods. As


NCHRP projects to develop new predictive methods for the HSM are completed, FHWA works to incorporate the new methods


into IHSDM, sometimes in advance of publication in the HSM. The following new crash predictive methods have been accepted


by NCHRP project panels and incorporated into IHSDM, while pending AASHTO's approval for incorporation into a future


edition of the HSM: 
 
- Roundabouts: completed in 2018 under NCHRP Project 17-70, the new methods will provide improved outcomes for the safety


analysis of roundabouts. 
- 6+ lane and one-way urban/suburban arterials (including models for segments and intersections): completed under NCHRP


Project 17-58. 
 
However, in the absence of local calibration factors (see HSM-1 Part C, Appendix A for guidance on calibration of the predictive


models), it is neither appropriate nor advisable to directly compare the results from new models (from NCHRP Projects 17-58


and 17-70) to results from HSM-1 models, as the models were not calibrated to the same base state data sets, and consequently


can produce unexpected results. If local calibration factors are available and applied to both new models and HSM-1 models,


then it may be appropriate to directly compare the results.[Note: Work being performed under NCHRP Project 17-72 (Update of


Crash Modification Factors for the Highway Safety Manual) is expected to re-calibrate many of the old (HSM-1) and new (e.g.,


NCHRP 17-70) models to data from a single (or small number of) states, that would allow results from all models to be directly


compared.] 
 
The models produced for NCHRP Project 17-70 have independent value in terms of informing the design of a roundabout and


assessing the effects of different design characteristics on the expected safety performance of a roundabout. 
 
The HSM-1 interim method previously included in IHSDM for evaluating roundabouts on urban/suburban arterials (i.e.,


evaluating an existing intersection and then applying a Crash Modification Factor for replacing the existing intersection with a


roundabout) has been deactivated in IHSDM, to minimize any confusion with the new roundabout methodology. 
 


 
Section Types
 
Section 1 Evaluation
 
Section: Section 1 
Evaluation Start Location: 0.000 
Evaluation End Location: 26+40.000 
Functional Class: Freeway 
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Type of Alignment: Divided, Multilane 
Model Category: Freeway Segment 
Calibration Factor: FI_MV=1.0; FI_SV=1.0; PDO_MV=1.0; PDO_SV=1.0;  
 


 
 
 
 


Figure 1.  Crash Prediction Summary (Section 1)
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Table 1.  Evaluation Freeway - Homogeneous Segments (Section 1)


Seg. 
No.


Type
Area
Type


Start
Location
(Sta. ft)


End
Location
(Sta. ft)


Length
(ft)


Length(
mi)


AADT
Median
Width


(ft)
Type


Effective
Median


Width (ft)


1 6F Rural 0.000 26+40.000 2,640.00 0.5000 2045: 70,500 27.00 Traversable Median 47.00
 
 
 
 
 


Table 2.  Predicted Freeway Crash Rates and Frequencies Summary (Section 1)


First Year of Analysis 2045


Last Year of Analysis 2045


Effective Length (mi) 0.5000


Average Future Road AADT (vpd) 70,500


Predicted Crashes


Total Crashes 5.30


Fatal and Injury Crashes 1.35


Property-Damage-Only Crashes 3.95


Percent of Total Predicted Crashes


Percent Fatal and Injury Crashes (%) 25


Percent Property-Damage-Only Crashes (%) 75


Predicted Crash Rate


Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 10.6107


FI Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 2.7054


PDO Crash Rate (crashes/mi/yr) 7.9053


Predicted Travel Crash Rate


Total Travel (million veh-mi) 12.87


Travel Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.41


Travel FI Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.10


Travel PDO Crash Rate (crashes/million veh-mi) 0.31
 
 
Note: Effective Length is the segment length minus the length of the speed change lanes if present. 
Note: Total Travel and Crash Rates/Million Vehicle Miles for Speed Change Lanes reflect AADTs that are half of the Freeway


Segment AADTs based on the assumption of 50/50 directional distribution.  
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Table 3.  Predicted Crash Frequencies and Rates by Freeway Segment/Intersection


(Section 1)


Segment 
Number/Interse


ction
Name/Cross


Road


Start
Location
(Sta. ft)


End
Location
(Sta. ft)


Effective
Length


(mi)


Total
Predicted


Crashes for
Evaluation


Period


Predicted
Total
Crash


Frequency
(crashes/yr


)


Predicted
FI Crash


Frequency
(crashes/yr


)


Predicted
PDO Crash
Frequency
(crashes/yr


)


Predicted
Crash Rate
(crashes/mi


/yr)


Predicted
Travel


Crash Rate
(crashes/mi
llion veh-


mi)


1 0.000 26+40.000 0.5000 5.305 5.3053 1.3527 3.9527 10.6107 0.41


Total 0.5000 5.305 5.3053 1.3527 3.9527 10.6107 0.41
 
 
Note: Effective Length is the segment length minus the length of the speed change lanes if present. This may create Freeway


segments with zero effective length and zero crashes. 
 
 
 
Table 4.  Predicted Crash Frequencies and Rates by Horizontal Design Element (Section 1)


Title
Start


Location
(Sta. ft)


End
Location
(Sta. ft)


Length
(mi)


Total
Predicted


Crashes for
Evaluation


Period


Predicted
Total Crash
Frequency
(crashes/yr)


Predicted FI
Crash


Frequency
(crashes/yr)


Predicted
PDO Crash
Frequency
(crashes/yr)


Predicted
Crash Rate
(crashes/mi/


yr)


Predicted
Travel


Crash Rate
(crashes/mill
ion veh-mi)


Tangent 0.000 26+40.000 0.5000 5.305 5.3053 1.3527 3.9527 10.6107 0.41
 
 
 
 
 


Table 5.  Predicted Crash Frequencies by Year (Section 1)


Year Total Crashes FI Crashes Percent FI (%) PDO Crashes
Percent PDO


(%)


2045 5.30 1.35 25.497 3.95 74.503


Total 5.30 1.35 25.497 3.95 74.503


Average 5.30 1.35 25.497 3.95 74.503
 
 
Note: Fatal and Injury Crashes and Property Damage Only Crashes do not necessarily sum up to Total Crashes because the


distribution of these three crashes had been derived independently. 
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Table 6.  Predicted Crash Severity by Freeway Segment (Section 1)


Seg. 
No.


Fatal (K)
Crashes
(crashes)


Incapacitating Injury (A)
Crashes (crashes)


Non-Incapacitating Injury
(B) Crashes (crashes)


Possible Injury
(C) Crashes


(crashes)


No Injury (O)
Crashes
(crashes)


1 0.0489 0.1184 0.5144 0.6709 3.9527
 
 
 
 
 


Table 7.  Predicted Freeway Crash Type Distribution (Section 1)


Element Type Crash Type


Fatal and Injury
Property Damage


Only
Total


Crashes
Crashes


(%)
Crashes


Crashes
(%)


Crashes
Crashes


(%)


Highway 
Segment


Collision with Animal 0.01 0.1 0.15 2.8 0.16 3.0


Highway 
Segment


Collision with Fixed Object 0.37 7.0 1.45 27.4 1.82 34.4


Highway 
Segment


Collision with Other Object 0.02 0.4 0.29 5.5 0.31 5.9


Highway 
Segment


Other Single-vehicle Collision 0.24 4.6 0.38 7.1 0.62 11.7


Highway 
Segment


Collision with Parked Vehicle 0.02 0.3 0.05 1.0 0.07 1.3


Highway 
Segment


Total Single Vehicle Crashes 0.66 12.4 2.32 43.8 2.98 56.2


Highway 
Segment


Right-Angle Collision 0.04 0.7 0.05 0.9 0.09 1.7


Highway 
Segment


Head-on Collision 0.01 0.2 0.01 0.1 0.02 0.4


Highway 
Segment


Other Multi-vehicle Collision 0.04 0.8 0.13 2.4 0.17 3.2


Highway 
Segment


Rear-end Collision 0.44 8.3 0.83 15.6 1.26 23.9


Highway 
Segment


Sideswipe, Same Direction Collision 0.17 3.1 0.62 11.7 0.78 14.8


Highway 
Segment


Total Multiple Vehicle Crashes 0.69 13.1 1.63 30.7 2.32 43.8


Highway 
Segment


Total Highway Segment Crashes 1.35 25.5 3.95 74.5 5.30 100.0


Total Crashes 1.35 25.5 3.95 74.5 5.30 100.0
 
 
Note: Fatal and Injury Crashes and Property Damage Only Crashes do not necessarily sum up to Total Crashes because the


distribution of these three crashes had been derived independently. 
 


Section Types Crash Prediction Evaluation Report


6 Interactive Highway Safety Design Model







Crash Prediction Evaluation Report Section Types


Interactive Highway Safety Design Model 7





		Whole Appendix I95 GA State Line to 18 Widening

		Freight -Rail Feasibility Data Pull - I95 MP0 to MP18 (p038678).pdf

		Freight - Rail Feasibility Data



		I-95 over Savannah River Plans.pdf

		95001.tif.pdf

		95002.tif.pdf

		95003.tif.pdf

		95004.tif.pdf

		95005.tif.pdf

		95006.tif.pdf

		95007.tif.pdf

		95008.tif.pdf

		95009.tif.pdf

		95010.tif.pdf

		95011.tif.pdf

		95012.tif.pdf

		95013.tif.pdf

		95014.tif.pdf

		95015.tif.pdf

		95016.tif.pdf

		95017.tif.pdf

		95018.tif.pdf

		95019.tif.pdf

		95020.tif.pdf

		95021.tif.pdf

		95022.tif.pdf

		95023.tif.pdf

		95024.tif.pdf

		95025.tif.pdf

		95026.tif.pdf

		95027.tif.pdf

		95028.tif.pdf

		95029.tif.pdf



		PDM_I95MM0_18.pdf

		Project Delivery Selection Workshop Summary

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix

		Overview

		Background

		Primary delivery methods



		Project Delivery Selection Process

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Worksheets and Forms

		Project delivery selection summary form

		Conclusions and Comments form

		Project delivery methods selection factor opportunities / obstacles form

		Project delivery methods opportunities / obstacles checklists

		Risk assessment guidance form



		Project Delivery Selection Summary

		Project Delivery Selection Summary Conclusions and Comments

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Primary Factors

		1) Delivery Schedule

		2) Project Complexity and Innovation

		3) Level of Design

		4) Cost

		5) Initial Risk Assessment

		5a) General Project Risk Checklist (Items to consider when assessing risk)

		5b) Assessment of Risk Project Delivery Selection Opportunities/Obstacles Checklist



		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Secondary Factors

		6) Staff Experience and Availability

		7) Level of Oversight and Control

		8) Competition and Contractor Experience





		I-95_MM0-18_typ3B.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ2



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3A.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ1



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ



		I-95_MM0-18_typ.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ

		I-95_MM0-18_typ3B.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ2



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3A.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ1





		I-95 MPT 0.00-18.00 data_trucks_analysis.pdf

		Analysis



		I-95 MPT 0.00-18.00 data_Pivot_notes.pdf

		Analysis



		I-95 IHSDM 4 lane Baseline.pdf

		Report Overview

		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 w_traverable median & cable barrier.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 w_median wall.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 no build.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		I-95 MP 0-18 Speeds Trucks and All.pdf

		Summary

		All NBL

		Trucks NBL

		All SBL

		Trucks SBL



		I-95 MM 0-18 FR Scoping Info.pdf

		I95 0-18 PLanning Info



		I-95 - GA State Line to Exit 33 Bridge Info.pdf

		Sheet1



		Whole Appendix I95 GA State Line to 18 Widening.pdf

		Freight -Rail Feasibility Data Pull - I95 MP0 to MP18 (p038678).pdf

		Freight - Rail Feasibility Data



		I-95 over Savannah River Plans.pdf

		95001.tif.pdf

		95002.tif.pdf

		95003.tif.pdf

		95004.tif.pdf

		95005.tif.pdf

		95006.tif.pdf

		95007.tif.pdf

		95008.tif.pdf

		95009.tif.pdf

		95010.tif.pdf

		95011.tif.pdf

		95012.tif.pdf

		95013.tif.pdf

		95014.tif.pdf

		95015.tif.pdf

		95016.tif.pdf

		95017.tif.pdf

		95018.tif.pdf

		95019.tif.pdf

		95020.tif.pdf

		95021.tif.pdf

		95022.tif.pdf

		95023.tif.pdf

		95024.tif.pdf

		95025.tif.pdf

		95026.tif.pdf

		95027.tif.pdf

		95028.tif.pdf

		95029.tif.pdf



		PDM_I95MM0_18.pdf

		Project Delivery Selection Workshop Summary

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix

		Overview

		Background

		Primary delivery methods



		Project Delivery Selection Process

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Worksheets and Forms

		Project delivery selection summary form

		Conclusions and Comments form

		Project delivery methods selection factor opportunities / obstacles form

		Project delivery methods opportunities / obstacles checklists

		Risk assessment guidance form



		Project Delivery Selection Summary

		Project Delivery Selection Summary Conclusions and Comments

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Primary Factors

		1) Delivery Schedule

		2) Project Complexity and Innovation

		3) Level of Design

		4) Cost

		5) Initial Risk Assessment

		5a) General Project Risk Checklist (Items to consider when assessing risk)

		5b) Assessment of Risk Project Delivery Selection Opportunities/Obstacles Checklist



		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Secondary Factors

		6) Staff Experience and Availability

		7) Level of Oversight and Control

		8) Competition and Contractor Experience





		I-95_MM0-18_typ3B.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ2



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3A.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ1



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ



		I-95_MM0-18_typ.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ

		I-95_MM0-18_typ3B.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ2



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3A.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ1





		I-95 MPT 0.00-18.00 data_trucks_analysis.pdf

		Analysis



		I-95 MPT 0.00-18.00 data_Pivot_notes.pdf

		Analysis



		I-95 IHSDM 4 lane Baseline.pdf

		Report Overview

		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 w_traverable median & cable barrier.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 w_median wall.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 no build.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		I-95 MP 0-18 Speeds Trucks and All.pdf

		Summary

		All NBL

		Trucks NBL

		All SBL

		Trucks SBL



		I-95 MM 0-18 FR Scoping Info.pdf

		I95 0-18 PLanning Info



		I-95 - GA State Line to Exit 33 Bridge Info.pdf

		Sheet1





		Whole Appendix I95 GA State Line to 18 Widening.pdf

		Freight -Rail Feasibility Data Pull - I95 MP0 to MP18 (p038678).pdf

		Freight - Rail Feasibility Data



		I-95 over Savannah River Plans.pdf

		95001.tif.pdf

		95002.tif.pdf

		95003.tif.pdf

		95004.tif.pdf

		95005.tif.pdf

		95006.tif.pdf

		95007.tif.pdf

		95008.tif.pdf

		95009.tif.pdf

		95010.tif.pdf

		95011.tif.pdf

		95012.tif.pdf

		95013.tif.pdf

		95014.tif.pdf

		95015.tif.pdf

		95016.tif.pdf

		95017.tif.pdf

		95018.tif.pdf

		95019.tif.pdf

		95020.tif.pdf

		95021.tif.pdf

		95022.tif.pdf

		95023.tif.pdf

		95024.tif.pdf

		95025.tif.pdf

		95026.tif.pdf

		95027.tif.pdf

		95028.tif.pdf

		95029.tif.pdf



		PDM_I95MM0_18.pdf

		Project Delivery Selection Workshop Summary

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix

		Overview

		Background

		Primary delivery methods



		Project Delivery Selection Process

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Worksheets and Forms

		Project delivery selection summary form

		Conclusions and Comments form

		Project delivery methods selection factor opportunities / obstacles form

		Project delivery methods opportunities / obstacles checklists

		Risk assessment guidance form



		Project Delivery Selection Summary

		Project Delivery Selection Summary Conclusions and Comments

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Primary Factors

		1) Delivery Schedule

		2) Project Complexity and Innovation

		3) Level of Design

		4) Cost

		5) Initial Risk Assessment

		5a) General Project Risk Checklist (Items to consider when assessing risk)

		5b) Assessment of Risk Project Delivery Selection Opportunities/Obstacles Checklist



		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Secondary Factors

		6) Staff Experience and Availability

		7) Level of Oversight and Control

		8) Competition and Contractor Experience





		I-95_MM0-18_typ3B.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ2



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3A.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ1



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ



		I-95_MM0-18_typ.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ

		I-95_MM0-18_typ3B.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ2



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3A.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ1





		I-95 MPT 0.00-18.00 data_trucks_analysis.pdf

		Analysis



		I-95 MPT 0.00-18.00 data_Pivot_notes.pdf

		Analysis



		I-95 IHSDM 4 lane Baseline.pdf

		Report Overview

		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 w_traverable median & cable barrier.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 w_median wall.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 no build.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		I-95 MP 0-18 Speeds Trucks and All.pdf

		Summary

		All NBL

		Trucks NBL

		All SBL

		Trucks SBL



		I-95 MM 0-18 FR Scoping Info.pdf

		I95 0-18 PLanning Info



		I-95 - GA State Line to Exit 33 Bridge Info.pdf

		Sheet1





		Whole Appendix I95 GA State Line to 18 Widening.pdf

		Freight -Rail Feasibility Data Pull - I95 MP0 to MP18 (p038678).pdf

		Freight - Rail Feasibility Data



		I-95 over Savannah River Plans.pdf

		95001.tif.pdf

		95002.tif.pdf

		95003.tif.pdf

		95004.tif.pdf

		95005.tif.pdf

		95006.tif.pdf

		95007.tif.pdf

		95008.tif.pdf

		95009.tif.pdf

		95010.tif.pdf

		95011.tif.pdf

		95012.tif.pdf

		95013.tif.pdf

		95014.tif.pdf

		95015.tif.pdf

		95016.tif.pdf

		95017.tif.pdf

		95018.tif.pdf

		95019.tif.pdf

		95020.tif.pdf

		95021.tif.pdf

		95022.tif.pdf

		95023.tif.pdf

		95024.tif.pdf

		95025.tif.pdf

		95026.tif.pdf

		95027.tif.pdf

		95028.tif.pdf

		95029.tif.pdf



		PDM_I95MM0_18.pdf

		Project Delivery Selection Workshop Summary

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix

		Overview

		Background

		Primary delivery methods



		Project Delivery Selection Process

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Worksheets and Forms

		Project delivery selection summary form

		Conclusions and Comments form

		Project delivery methods selection factor opportunities / obstacles form

		Project delivery methods opportunities / obstacles checklists

		Risk assessment guidance form



		Project Delivery Selection Summary

		Project Delivery Selection Summary Conclusions and Comments

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Primary Factors

		1) Delivery Schedule

		2) Project Complexity and Innovation

		3) Level of Design

		4) Cost

		5) Initial Risk Assessment

		5a) General Project Risk Checklist (Items to consider when assessing risk)

		5b) Assessment of Risk Project Delivery Selection Opportunities/Obstacles Checklist



		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Secondary Factors

		6) Staff Experience and Availability

		7) Level of Oversight and Control

		8) Competition and Contractor Experience





		I-95_MM0-18_typ3B.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ2



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3A.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ1



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ



		I-95_MM0-18_typ.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ

		I-95_MM0-18_typ3B.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ2



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3A.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ1





		I-95 MPT 0.00-18.00 data_trucks_analysis.pdf

		Analysis



		I-95 MPT 0.00-18.00 data_Pivot_notes.pdf

		Analysis



		I-95 IHSDM 4 lane Baseline.pdf

		Report Overview

		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 w_traverable median & cable barrier.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 w_median wall.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 no build.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		I-95 MP 0-18 Speeds Trucks and All.pdf

		Summary

		All NBL

		Trucks NBL

		All SBL

		Trucks SBL



		I-95 MM 0-18 FR Scoping Info.pdf

		I95 0-18 PLanning Info



		I-95 - GA State Line to Exit 33 Bridge Info.pdf

		Sheet1





		Whole Appendix I95 GA State Line to 18 Widening.pdf

		Freight -Rail Feasibility Data Pull - I95 MP0 to MP18 (p038678).pdf

		Freight - Rail Feasibility Data



		I-95 over Savannah River Plans.pdf

		95001.tif.pdf

		95002.tif.pdf

		95003.tif.pdf

		95004.tif.pdf

		95005.tif.pdf

		95006.tif.pdf

		95007.tif.pdf

		95008.tif.pdf

		95009.tif.pdf

		95010.tif.pdf

		95011.tif.pdf

		95012.tif.pdf

		95013.tif.pdf

		95014.tif.pdf

		95015.tif.pdf

		95016.tif.pdf

		95017.tif.pdf

		95018.tif.pdf

		95019.tif.pdf

		95020.tif.pdf

		95021.tif.pdf

		95022.tif.pdf

		95023.tif.pdf

		95024.tif.pdf

		95025.tif.pdf

		95026.tif.pdf

		95027.tif.pdf

		95028.tif.pdf

		95029.tif.pdf



		PDM_I95MM0_18.pdf

		Project Delivery Selection Workshop Summary

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix

		Overview

		Background

		Primary delivery methods



		Project Delivery Selection Process

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Worksheets and Forms

		Project delivery selection summary form

		Conclusions and Comments form

		Project delivery methods selection factor opportunities / obstacles form

		Project delivery methods opportunities / obstacles checklists

		Risk assessment guidance form



		Project Delivery Selection Summary

		Project Delivery Selection Summary Conclusions and Comments

		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Primary Factors

		1) Delivery Schedule

		2) Project Complexity and Innovation

		3) Level of Design

		4) Cost

		5) Initial Risk Assessment

		5a) General Project Risk Checklist (Items to consider when assessing risk)

		5b) Assessment of Risk Project Delivery Selection Opportunities/Obstacles Checklist



		Project Delivery Selection Matrix Secondary Factors

		6) Staff Experience and Availability

		7) Level of Oversight and Control

		8) Competition and Contractor Experience





		I-95_MM0-18_typ3B.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ2



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3A.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ1



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ



		I-95_MM0-18_typ.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ

		I-95_MM0-18_typ3B.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ2



		I-95_MM0-18_typ3A.pdf

		I-95_MM0-18_typ1





		I-95 MPT 0.00-18.00 data_trucks_analysis.pdf

		Analysis



		I-95 MPT 0.00-18.00 data_Pivot_notes.pdf

		Analysis



		I-95 IHSDM 4 lane Baseline.pdf

		Report Overview

		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 w_traverable median & cable barrier.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 w_median wall.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		2045 no build.pdf

		Report Overview

		Disclaimer Regarding Crash Prediction Method



		Section Types

		Section 1 Evaluation





		I-95 MP 0-18 Speeds Trucks and All.pdf

		Summary

		All NBL

		Trucks NBL

		All SBL

		Trucks SBL



		I-95 MM 0-18 FR Scoping Info.pdf

		I95 0-18 PLanning Info



		I-95 - GA State Line to Exit 33 Bridge Info.pdf

		Sheet1
















  I‐95 MM 0 to 18 Interstate Corridor Improvements 
FEASIBILITY REPORT 


 


iii 
 


 


 


Cost and Schedule Data 


   








  I‐95 MM 0 to 18 Interstate Corridor Improvements 
FEASIBILITY REPORT 


 


ix 
 


 


 


Design Data 


   








1


McCall, Betsy D


From: Spradley, Freedom
Sent: Wednesday, August 7, 2019 3:02 PM
To: Harmon, Jeremiah
Cc: Snelling, Trey
Subject: RE: I95 MM0-18 FR Scoping Meeting


Jeremy,  
I had Deb take a look at what it would take to replace bridges off alignment (to the outside) on I‐95 northbound 
between MM 0 – 18.  She worked up a rough relocation based on a 75 mph design speed, 65’ offset (would 
accommodate future 4‐lane structure + 5’ offset from existing), and 6‐lane divided roadway section.  The relocation 
starts at the GA bridge on the south side of the Savannah River and runs north nearly 5 miles before tying back into an 
existing tangent replacing the first 4 sets of bridges off alignment heading towards Hardeeville.  We tried tying to the 
tangent in front the rest area around MM 3 but it was putting superelevation transition on the railroad bridge so we 
paralleled the tangent a bit before transitioning back in around MM 5. There’s much greater geometric criteria for 
freeways than what we typically use on primary and secondary routes.   We have to work with the existing curves in the 
mainline between Savannah River and Hardeeville making it impossible to tie back to existing between these 
bridges.  There’s a couple other sets of bridges on the north end of the project in tangent sections and it takes 
approximately one mile to shift off alignment and tie‐back in at those locations.  Even with the long approaches, we are 
consistently not meeting the minimum curve length (30VD=30x75=2250’) nor 750’ tangent between reversing curves due 
to the minor shift and close proximity of curves to bridges.  I haven’t experienced relocations on the interstate before so 
I’m not sure what that would mean in regards to Roadway Support & FHWA concurrence.  We haven’t verified RW but I 
would anticipate additional RW being needed the full length of each relocation.  It also appears to be all swamp 
(jurisdictional wetlands) between the GA state line and MM 3 so there would be very significant wetland impacts 
associated with these relocations.  The relocation carries to approximately MM 5 so the overpass at Purrysburg Rd 
(Future Exit 3) would have to be replaced. 
 
You can review the relocations here: Q:\RPG‐Shares\RPG1_LowCountry\I‐95 MM0‐18 Feasibility Data\Reloc_I‐95_MM0‐
18.dgn 
 
Considering the Department hasn’t experienced any permanent relocations of the interstates to accommodate mainline 
bridge replacements before, I’d be curious at how the impacts would be justified during the NEPA process.   
 
It’s my understanding that the scope has already been modified on the I‐95 at S‐46 bridges to replace these two 
structures on existing alignment.  I’m not familiar if the scope has been revised on the I‐95 at Bagshaw project to replace 
both bridges instead of one.  The replacement bridge at Bagshaw was also on alignment the last I heard.  We would 
need to coordinate design from those projects with the relocation if that’s the recommended path forward.   
 
Please advise if we need to work up realignment for the southbound direction.  If so, which way are we shifting and is 
the 65’ offset acceptable?   
 


M. Freedom Spradley, P.E. 
Roadway Team Lead 
SCDOT Lowcountry RPG 1 
(803) 737‐1248 
 


From: Harmon, Jeremiah  
Sent: Tuesday, August 06, 2019 10:15 AM 
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To: Spradley, Freedom <SpradleyMF@scdot.org> 
Subject: FW: I95 MM0‐18 FR Scoping Meeting 
 


 
JRH 
 


From: McCall, Betsy D  
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2019 4:05 PM 
To: Harmon, Jeremiah; Winn, Craig L.; Hinson, Ron E; Taylor, Eugene A.; Thomas, Emily G.; Kelly, David P.; Beckham, 
Chris; Turner, Michael K.; Hadsock, Hugh S.; Kelly, Christopher S.; Scott, Katherine D.; Lackey, Diane M.; Mmanu-ike, 
Johnny K; Grate, LaToya E.; Thompson Jr, Jesse U.; Pleasant, Mark (FHWA); Fowler, James E; Penney, Theresa M.; 
Spradley, Freedom; Galagedera, Lalith; Worthy, Lorenzo R; Necker, Jennifer L. 
Subject: RE: I95 MM0-18 FR Scoping Meeting 
 
All, 
 
The meeting for this project will be held on June 26.  We are within 2 weeks of the date!!  Please look through the 
information on PW before the meeting.  If you have not uploaded your data, please do so early next week to give 
everyone time to review it.   
 
There has been a glitch with the charge codes.  Below is the charge code tab from P2S.  When the system does release 
the SCIES charge code, please us the top code that only has $29k in it first.   
 
I am on vacation next week and will not be checking on the charge code while looking at the campfire.  If you know how 
to use the SCEIS calculator you can.  I have been told that the SCIES codes should become active early next week.  The 
kicker is someone has to run the calculator to get the codes.  Then that someone has to charge to it to populate the 
codes in P2S for everyone else to use.   
 
I will be checking email next week so let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, 
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                Betsy 
 


 


Safety 1st – Live By It! 
Let ‘em Work, Let ‘em Live! 
 


From: McCall, Betsy D  
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2019 2:48 PM 
To: Harmon, Jeremy (HarmonJR@scdot.org) <HarmonJR@scdot.org>; Winn, Craig L. <WinnCL@scdot.org>; Hinson, Ron 
E <HinsonRE@scdot.org>; Taylor, Eugene A. <TaylorEA@scdot.org>; Thomas, Emily G. <ThomasEG@scdot.org>; Kelly, 
David P. <KellyDP@scdot.org>; Beckham, Chris <BeckhamJC@scdot.org>; Turner, Michael K. <TurnerMK@scdot.org>; 
Hadsock, Hugh S. <HadsockHS@scdot.org>; Kelly, Christopher S. <KellyCS@scdot.org>; Scott, Katherine D. 
<ScottKD@scdot.org>; Lackey, Diane M. <LackeyDM@scdot.org>; Mmanu‐ike, Johnny K <MmanuikeJK@scdot.org>; 
Grate, LaToya E. (GrateLE@scdot.org) <GrateLE@scdot.org>; Thompson Jr, Jesse U. <ThompsonJU@scdot.org>; 
Pleasant, Mark (FHWA) <mark.pleasant@dot.gov>; Fowler, James E <FowlerJE@scdot.org>; Penney, Theresa M. 
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<PenneyTM@scdot.org>; Spradley, Freedom (SpradleyMF@scdot.org) <SpradleyMF@scdot.org>; Galagedera, Lalith 
<GalagederaNL@scdot.org>; Worthy, Lorenzo R (WorthyLR@scdot.org) <WorthyLR@scdot.org>; Necker, Jennifer L. 
<NeckerJL@scdot.org> 
Subject: I95 MM0‐18 FR Scoping Meeting 
 
All, 
 
With the dates for this meeting being changed and the fact that when people are forwarded the request they show us as 
optional, I felt I needed to email the team and those who have expressed interest in attending this meeting and explain 
a few things.   
 
First, the original plan was to send the meeting request to the point of contact for each group.  That person would 
forward the invite to those that they want to attend.  Most of the group contacts are not choosing to attend.  When this 
happed the cc’d person was listed as optional.  This has caused some confusion in some groups as to who should 
attend.   
 
Second, building on the first issue above, the invite list becomes very long between the group contacts and all of those 
being cc’d the invitation.  Those group contacts that are not attending are getting unnecessary emails when I move the 
date.   
 
In the future I will ask the group contacts for the list of people to invite to the meetings.  Live and learn. 
 
All of you receiving this email is a member of the PDT and are a required participant except those named below (see PDT 
attached).  I understand that the following  names have been asked to attend by your group, but if you are listed below 
you are not a voting member of the PDT.  Please let me know if you want others invited to the meetings.   
 
Emily Thomas 
Jamie Fowler 
Theresa Penney 
Freedom Spradley 
Lalith Galagedera 
Lorenzo Worthy 
Jennifer Necker 
 
Ron Hinson, I understand that you may send someone in your place.  Let me know if that happens and I will update the 
PDT list. 
 
Sorry for any confusion.  I am trying to rectify some scheduling issues on the first few projects and alleviate the 
scheduling issues for the next ones.  Thanks for your patience and understanding. 
 
Thanks, 
                Betsy 
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Safety 1st – Live By It! 
Let ‘em Work, Let ‘em Live! 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The mission of the SCDOT is to connect communities and drive our economy through the systematic 
planning, construction, maintenance and operation of the state highway system and the statewide 
intermodal transportation and freight system.  The Systems Performance Section of the Office of Planning 
within the SCDOT was tasked with creating a process and developing prioritized ranking for segments of 
the rural interstate freight network that would benefit freight mobility.  The reliable and efficient 
movement of freight through the roadway system in modern supply chains is a key component in 
economic development and statewide commerce.   


Interstate 95 from mile marker (MM) 0 (six lane section at Georgia State Line) to Exit 18 (Bees Creek Road) 
was identified as the second highest ranked segment of rural interstate that fit the relevant criteria.  
Through the Feasibility Report process, the project purpose and need was developed along with 
associated goals and metrics.  Below is the purpose and need statement.  Following this is the expanded 
project need. 


Project Purpose and Need Statement: 


The purpose of this project is to improve capacity and mobility, provide truck parking, and address 
operational and structural deficiencies on bridges and interchanges along I-95 from MM 0 (six 
lane section at Georgie State line) to MM 18. 


Project Need: 


Operational and structural deficiencies on interchanges and bridges will be addressed within the 
corridor.  In 2045, the mainline will perform between a LOS of D and F.  This corridor ranks among 
the worst of the rural interstates in freight mobility with a score of 0.9 on a 1 scale.   Truck parking 
is lacking in this section of interstate. 


 


 Current Year (2015) Future Year (2040) Future Year (2040) 
Location ADT LOS (4 lanes) ADT LOS (4 lanes) 


No Build 
ADT LOS (6 lanes) 


I-95, MM 0 to Exit 
18 


53,000 C / D 68,500 C/D  83,500 B/C 


Table 1. Existing and Projected ADT and LOS for I-95 MM 0-18 


Several alternatives were reviewed.  The identified alternative that will be recommended to advance 
through the planning, environmental, and engineering phase is as follows: 


• Six (6) lanes, additional north and south bound lanes widened to inside median 
o Barrier wall with ten foot (10’) inside shoulder for 5.5 miles 
o Grassed w/cable barrier median with ten foot (10’) inside shoulder for 12.5 miles  


Three interchanges are along this section of roadway.  The alternatives for each are below. 


• Exit 5 (US 17/US 321, Hardeeville/Estill) 
o Relocating frontage road to eliminate slip ramp 
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• Exit 8 (US 278, Beaufort/Hilton Head Island) 
o Reconfiguration 


• Exit 18 (Bees Creek Road) 
o Cul-de-sac frontage road to eliminate slip ramp 


Risks were discussed and documented and further quantitatively analyzed using a probability and impact 
matrix for cost and schedule.  Those risks that rated as having a probable and significant impact were 
mitigated for with adjustments to project cost and schedule.  The Town of Hardeeville anticipates 
constructing Exit 3 in 2022.  This analysis considered the risks associated with this interchange, but no cost 
were considered for construction of Exit 3 since it is a separate project. 


A cost estimate was developed for the six (6) lane widening alternative which includes recommended 
interchange alterations.  The schedule is expressed in a time frame for the Feasibility Report and will be 
modified with a starting month and fiscal year once in the Preliminary Engineering (PE) phase of work.     


  


Alternative  Alternative 
Description 


PE Cost 
Estimate, 


$  


RW Cost 
Estimate, 


$ 


Construction 
Cost 


Estimate, $ 


Total 
Project 


Cost 


Months 
to RW 


Months 
to 


Letting 
A7 6 Lanes 


Widening to 
Inside 


$44 M $5.5 M $489 M $538 M 32 48 


Table 2. Alternative Executive Summary with Cost and Schedule 


A multi-criteria score for the viable build alternative is included in Table 3 below.  Eight (8) criteria with 
sub-categories were used to determine the score.   Each sub-category could be scored between 0 and 5. 
Several other alternatives were discussed but were not deemed viable.  Other alternatives would include 
adding lanes to the outside, but, for this section of Interstate 95, there was ample room to widen to the 
inside without having to narrow the inside shoulder.  These alternatives would have scored well below 
the viable build alternative due to increased wetland impacts and overpass impacts.   


 


Alternatives 6 Lanes No Build 
Multi-Criteria Score 51.5 49 


Table 3. Multi-Criteria Score for each Alternative 
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1.0 Feasibility Report Introduction 
In an effort to manage expectations of project sponsors and the citizens of South Carolina, the Office of 
Planning developed the Feasibility Report process.  Feasibility Reports (FR) develop the purpose and need, 
project scope, identify potential impacts and risks, and baseline estimated cost and schedules prior to 
project development commencing.  The FR process provides a living document that outlines project goals 
and objectives with measureable metrics that are to be accomplished based on the project purpose and 
need.  In addition, the process increases collaboration and facilitates communication across different 
disciplines within the department; which provides the opportunity to integrate risk management into the 
planning process.  Gathering and evaluating data in the planning phase provides a path for viable and 
beneficial projects to progress through to the engineering phase of work, expediting project delivery.  The 
FR document is incorporated into the Planning (PL) phase of work and, for interstates, is reviewed by the 
South Carolina Department of Transportation Steering Committee before the Preliminary Engineering (PE) 
phase of work can be initiated.   


 


2.0 Strategic Goal Alignment 
2.1 Strategic Goal and Objective 
The South Carolina Department of Transportation has developed an agency-wide Strategic Plan 2018-
2020 that reflects the current priorities and critical goals of the agency.  The Strategic Plan identifies five 
core goals that support SCDOT’s vision to rebuild our transportation system over the next decade to 
provide adequate, safe and efficient transportation services for the movement of people and goods in 
South Carolina.  The plan guides SCDOT’s initiatives through the Transportation Asset Management Plan 
(TAMP) which implements priorities by establishing investment levels and designed targets.  Utilizing risk 
management strategies through initiatives, such as the Feasibility Report process helps us to identify and 
mitigate potential obstacles to achieving success and alignment with the Strategic Plan.  The widening of 
the I-95 corridor from mile marker (MM) 0 (six lane section from Georgia State Line) to Exit 18 aligns with 
several goals and objectives outlined in the Strategic Plan 2018-2020. 


Goal 1:  Improve safety programs and outcomes in our high-risk areas. 


Strategy:  Develop and implement a data-driven, rural road safety program 


Objective:  Reduce fatalities on roads in our rural areas. 


Project Alignment:  Data driven traffic safety information used to develop the alternatives. 


Goal 2:  Maintain and preserve our existing transportation infrastructure. 


Strategy:  Utilize the Transportation Asset Management Plan to drive outcomes on system and 
asset condition.  


Objective:  Decrease the number of structurally deficient bridges across the state. 


Project Alignment:  Bridges with low ratings or other concerns are recommended for 
replacement.   
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Goal 3:  Improve SCDOT program delivery to increase the efficiency and reliability of our road 
and bridge network. 


Strategy:  Target known congested areas. 


Objective:  Improve the reliability of the movement of people and goods across the major 
portions of our road network.   


Project Alignment:  Mobility was addressed in the alternatives for mainline and interchanges. 


In the planning phase, no decisions will be made as to the preferred alternative; however, the alternatives 
that are reasonable and viable will be identified, and some alternatives may be eliminated due to 
misalignment with critical goals of project purpose and need.  Data gathered is intended to aid and inform 
the National Environmental Protection Agency (NEPA) process in determining the preferred alternative in 
the Preliminary Engineering phase (PE) of project development.  


2.2 SCDOT Ranking 
The Office of Planning was directed to review the approximately 2,239 lane miles of rural interstate routes 
and rank them on a statewide priority basis for freight mobility improvement.  The Systems Performance 
Section ranking of the rural interstates was based on the relevant criteria listed below in Table 4, and 
weighted based on a percentage of priority in regard to improvement of freight mobility.   


Criteria Description Weighted 
Percentage 


Truck Travel Time 
Reliability Index 
(TTTR) 


Numerical value indicating how reliable truck travel 
times are for a segment of interstate 25% 


Freight Density Measure in tonnage of freight moved across a segment 
of freight network, indicating importance 20% 


Average Annual Daily 
Truck Traffic (AADTT) 


Average annual daily number of trucks carried by a 
segment of interstate 20% 


Truck Crashes Number of truck crashes per mile along segment of 
interstate, representing a safety component  10% 


Potential for 
Economic 
Development 


Ranking provided by South Carolina Department of 
Commerce on existing and projected development 
adjacent to an interstate segment and contribution to 
freight movement 


10% 


Service to the Ports 
Ranking provided by South Carolina Ports Authority 
indicating importance of movement of freight to and 
from ports in South Carolina 


10% 


Connectivity 
Criterion used to ensure connectivity of six lane 
sections of rural interstate segments to existing six lane 
sections 


5% 


Table 4. Rural Interstate Freight Network Criteria and Prioritization  


The top five ranked sections of rural interstate that were identified to best utilize the funding available 
statewide are listed in Table 5.  The SCDOT Commission in October 2018 approved to assign a Planning 
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Phase of work funded by the Rural Interstate Freight Network Mobility Improvement Program (RIFMP) to 
perform this Feasibility Report.   


 Freight Corridor 
Designation Begin End Length 


(miles) 
Area 
Type 


2018-1 I-26 M2, N Old Sandy Run Road / 
Exit 125 I-95 / Exit 169 44 Rural 


2018-2 I-95 A, B GA State Line US-17 (Ridgeland) (North) 
/ Exit 33 33 Rural 


2018-3 1-26 O I-95/Exit 169 Ridgeville Rd / Exit 187 18 Rural 
2018-4 I-85 A GA State Line US-76 / SC-28 / Exit 19 19 Rural 
2018-5 I-77 F SC-9 / Exit 65 US 21 / Exit 77 12 Rural 


Table 5. Top Five Ranked Corridors, Rural Interstate Freight Network Mobility Improvement Program 


The top five ranked sections listed above equaled 126 miles of rural interstate.  These sections were 
further defined into smaller segments (through collaboration of the Office of Planning, Preconstruction, 
and FHWA) taking into account average daily traffic (ADT) and percentage of trucks to determine logical 
termini.  The final top three rural interstate improvement projects that were identified to pursue are as 
follows: 


 


Rank Project Description / Project Begin & End Length 
(miles) 


Area 
Type 


1 I-26 Widening, Old Sandy Run Road / Exit 125 to Burke Road / Exit 139 14 Rural 
2 I-95 Widening, GA State Line / MM 0 to Bees Creek Road / Exit 18 18 Rural 
3 I-95 to I-26 System to System Interchange Improvements / MM 169 N/A Rural 


Table 6. Top Three Ranked Improvement Projects for Rural Interstates and Freight Mobility 


Interstate 95 from MM 0 (six lane section at Georgia State Line) to MM 18 (Exit 18) was identified as the 
number two ranked corridor segment that fit all criteria.  The identified section was a combination of two 
segments that had logical termini – the state line to Exit 8 and Exit 8 to Exit 18.  Costs were identified for 
each segment and it was determined that funding was only available from the state line to Exit 8.   


2.3 General Description of Project 
This analysis reviews an approximately eighteen (18) mile long section of the I-95 corridor from mile 
marker (MM) 0 (six lane section at Georgia State Line) to Exit 18 to increase capacity, improve corridor 
operations and freight mobility on the mainline and to upgrade interchanges and bridges.  See Figure 1 
for project location of Interstate 95 corridor.    Two logical projects were found between the Georgia State 
line six lane section to Exit 8 and from Exit 8 to Exit 18.  Due to funding constraints, the section from the 
Georgia State line six lane section to Exit 8 will be pursued first. 


Exit 3, a Town of Hardeeville proposed project, should be constructed prior to the I-95 project.  Dialogues 
about Exit 3 have been had for several years with the project receiving funding in summer 2020 with an 
anticipated construction year of 2022.  The initial evaluation of this segment of roadway did not consider 
Exit 3, but later, once the interchange seemed eminent, the risks concerning Exit 3 were recorded.     
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Figure 1. Project Location I-95 MM 0 to 18, Shown in Pink 


 


3.0 Purpose and Need 
The “purpose” is the problem that must be addressed.  The “need” is the data that defines the problem 
and justifies that the problem exists.  The purpose and need (P&N) is the foundation for the entire project.  
Data was gathered by the Project Development Team (PDT) and much discussion was had by the PDT to 
determine the problem.  If there was no supporting data or documentation that a problem existed, it was 
not added to the P&N.  The drivers of the project are specifically discussed in the P&N statement.  The 
need that supports the P&N is below. 
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Purpose 


• The purpose of this project is to improve capacity and mobility, provide truck parking, and address 
operational and structural deficiencies on bridges and interchanges along I-95 from MM 0 (six 
lane section at Georgia State Line) to MM 18. 


Need 


• Operational and structural deficiencies on interchanges and bridges will be addressed within the 
corridor.  In 2045, the mainline will perform between a LOS of D and F.  This corridor ranks among 
the worst of the rural interstates in freight mobility with a score of 0.9 on a 1 scale.   Truck parking 
is lacking in this section of interstate. 


The freight mobility scores and the state average truck involved crashes data was taken from the Office 
of Planning rankings list data.  Actual data for freight mobility was normalized; therefore, the worst score 
was a 1.  See Appendix System Performance Data for the actual data and the normalized data.   


See Appendix Meeting Minutes for the discussions on the purpose and need.   


 


4.0 Goals and Metrics 
There are project specific critical and non-critical goals.  The critical goals point to the drivers of the project 
and directly to the P&N.  Non-critical goals are items that are of concern and should be addressed, but are 
not the driving factors of the project.  Goals may or may not be achieved.  If critical goals are not achieved 
by an alternative, then the alternative may not be considered viable.    


Historically, when a project does not have a properly defined P&N or defined goals, then the project is 
reworked several times causing delays to project delivery.  Project delivery is expedited by clear metrics.  
Metrics come from the project goals, and must be measurable, reasonable and achievable.  Example: 0 
crashes is not reasonable or achievable.  Qualitative and quantitative metrics are critical in order for the 
goal to be measurable.  The decisions within the FR are based on data driven answers.  The metrics being 
measureable by data allows the PDT to define a viable alternative to move forward into NEPA.   


4.1 General Goals for the Department 
There are certain goals that the SCDOT will always strive to accomplish:  minimize maintenance of traffic 
issues, minimize environmental and right-of-way impacts, follow design guidelines and policies, construct 
facilities that are safe and easily maintained; however, there are times when performance based practical 
design takes precedence.  The goals and metrics outlined by the PDT are project specific goals that take 
into account performance based practical design, context sensitive design, and weighing options for the 
best approach to the problem at hand.  It is not to be assumed that because a goal from the PDT does not 
address the items listed above that these items are being ignored.  The PDT goals are unique to the 
project. 


4.2 Project Specific Goals with Metrics 
The PDT developed the following project goals with associated metrics.  The metrics need to be 
measurable in order for the PDT to state whether the goal was met or not.  Some goals cannot be 
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evaluated at the Feasibility Report (FR) level due to their detail oriented nature.  The FR uses high level, 
conceptual plans to evaluate the goals.  However, all goals are documented in the FR for consideration in 
project development.  For this project, goal 6 will not be evaluated for the FR due to lacking data for the 
design.  There are three critical/primary goals which are noted with an asterisk (*) and shaded in blue. 


Number Goal Metric 
1* Improve Capacity a. LOS C or better 


2 Maintain or Improve Truck Travel 
Time Reliability 


a. Truck Travel Time Reliability Index (Retain 
current index or improve) 


3* Address Interchange Deficiencies 
a. LOS C or better 
b. Remove interconnectivity with side 


roads/frontage roads on ramps 
4 Improve Safety a. Improve crash rates from existing  


5* Address Bridge Deficiencies a. Improve Condition to 7 or better for all 
bridges 


6 Address Pavement Deficiencies a. Improve structure number, PQI, and ride-
ability from existing 


Table 7. Project Specific Goals and Metrics, Critical Goals that tie to P&N are Shaded 


See Appendix Meeting Minutes for the detailed discussions on the goals and metrics. 


 


5.0 Scope 
The scope is generated from the P&N, goals, and metrics.  The scope of the project describes what needs 
to be addressed, but not how to address it.  Items like the problem, goals, and other high level plan issues 
are stated to aid in discussing alternatives.    


In this section, two scopes will be presented: the PDT scope for generating alternatives and the suggested 
basic scope for project development.  Project development will use the suggested basic scope to define 
and negotiate consultant scopes.  The suggested basic scope was developed after the alternatives were 
identified and reviewed.   Alternatives brought forth by the PDT will be discussed in section 6.0. 


5.1 Existing Facility Characteristics 
The existing I-95 mainline corridor narrows from six (6) lanes to four (4) lanes just south of the Savannah 
River bridges at the Georgia State Line.  The area of concern currently provides four-twelve foot (4-12’) 
wide lanes with a 48 to 300 foot grassed median and ditches on the outside with cable stay guardrail in 
the median.  The outside shoulder is twelve foot (12’) with ten foot (10’) paved, and the inside shoulder 
is a ten foot (10’) with two foot (2’) paved.  There are three (3) overpasses and three (3) interchanges.   All 
associated structures have proper vertical clearance.  There are two bridges being replaced and widened 
in this section under another contract, SC-46 and Bagshaw Creek.  Exit 8, US 278, has operational issues, 
and the county has requested median islands to address vehicles and trucks crossing the median at 
numerous locations to access the interchange.  This data can be found in Appendices Design Data and 
Program Manager Data. 
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5.2 Scope Items Evaluated 
The PDT, as part of the FR process, developed the scope below.  From this scope, known as the PDT 
scope, the alternatives were developed.   


The PDT scope for I-95 MM 0 (six lane section at Georgia State Line) to Exit 18 is as follows: 


• Address mainline geometric issues.   
o Avoid pursuing a design exception at the sag at MM1.5  


• Evaluate need for additional truck parking and converting truck weigh station to truck 
parking.  (A QT was approved along this corridor potentially making truck parking a non-
issue) 


• Expand ITS, WIM sensors 
• Review options for increasing capacity 
• Replace all bridges on mainline and account for 8 lanes 
• Retain all overpasses unless the interchange alteration necessitates replacing or the need 


for more shoulder width exists 
• Do not replace or jack any overpasses  


o Exceptions allowed for identified geometric/operational design change 
o If a bridge is jacked, perform necessary maintenance and rehab on the bridge in this 


contract. 
o Replacements will account for 8 lane width 


• Increase capacity at Exit 8 
• Address geometric/operational deficiencies at Exit 5 and Exit 18 
• Eliminate ramp access from frontage roads 


o Exit 5, relocate frontage road 
o Exit 18, cul-du-sac frontage road 


• All interchange ramps will be improved as necessary and paved based on the May 6, 2010, 
memo Resurfacing/Rehabilitation of Interstate Ramps.   


• Improve pavement conditions on existing and new lanes based on Pavement Design from 
the Lab. 


• Pave all truck parking areas, welcome centers, and weigh stations 
• All crosslines will be inspected and addressed or redesigned as needed based on the 


inspection.   
• Follow the MASH transition plan in PCDM-14 concerning the existing guardrail 
• Replace existing fence damaged due to clear zone tree removal. 
• All trees will be removed from the full clear zone based on clear zone charts for mainline. 
• All trees will be removed inside of loops and ramps.  Tree removal outside of the loops and 


ramps will follow the clear zone charts. 
• Offset the frontage road entrances from the interstate ramps per the ARMS manual for all 


interchanges.   
• Retain/reconstruct the Weigh in Motion sensors in the pavement 


The Steering Committee was consulted on the path forward for the project concerning items in the scope.  
The purpose is to address policy issues for interstates in order for the SCDOT to be consistent for all 
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interstate projects.  They advised the PDT to assume replacement of all bridges for cost and schedule 
estimates in the planning phase.  During project development the bridges and interchanges will be 
investigated more thoroughly with more detailed data to determine replacement, rehabilitation, or 
jacking.  The NEPA process will aid in making that decision with a thorough investigation of alternatives 
identified.   


Issues such as the ramps, fence, clear zone, frontage road access, and guardrail are questions that 
normally arise during design.  They are addressed here to provide a clear path for project development to 
move forward.  The Steering Committee addressed these issues as SCDOT policy decisions.  In other words, 
these scope items are not project specific, but the policy that the SCDOT is following at this time to address 
these issues on all of our interstates.   


See Appendix Meeting Minutes for detailed discussions on the scope.    


5.3 Proposed Typical Sections  
The typical sections discussed during alternative analysis, and shown in the alternatives provided, are six 
(6) twelve foot (12’) lanes with a ten foot (10’) inside shoulder.  For 5.5 miles there will be barrier wall, 
and the remaining 12.5 miles will be grassed median.  The proposed widening sections are proposed to 
be cable median barrier between MM 0.0 to MM 5.0 and MM 8.5 to MM 16.0 and barrier wall between 
MM 5.0 to 8.5 and MM 16.0 to MM 18.0 with a transition guard rail between these sections.  All 
overpasses have at least sixteen feet (16’) of vertical clearance and ample horizontal clearance to add 
lanes of traffic; therefore, all overpasses will be retained.  All mainline bridges will be replaced to minimize 
constructability issues. 


 


Figure 2. Interstate 95 – Proposed Widening Six (6) Lane Cross Section w/Cable Median Barrier, MM 
0.0 to MM 5.0 and MM 8.5 to MM 16.0 
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Figure 3. Interstate 95 – Proposed Widening Six (6) Lane Cross Section w/Barrier Wall, MM 5.0 to MM 
8.5 and MM 16.0 to MM 18.0 


 


Figure 4. Interstate 95 – Proposed Widening Six (6) Lane Cross Section Transition between Cable 
Median Barrier and Barrier Wall 


See Appendices Design Data and Meeting Minutes and see the Design Considerations section below for 
detailed discussions on these alternatives. 


5.4 Logical Termini 
There are some locations where interchange improvements affect the footprint of the interchange.  
Logical termini will be determined by the extent of these improvements.    


Logical termini for mainline will be from the end of the current six (6) lane section just south of the 
Savannah River bridges at mile marker 0 (six lane section at GA State Line) to Exit 18 (Bees Creek Road) 
ramps.  Bees Creek Road and US278 (Exit 8) were both chosen as logical termini based on ADT at the 
different interchanges.  FHWA reviewed and agreed with the chosen logical termini locations for this 
study.  Cost estimates were calculated for both termini.  It was determined by SCDOT that the funding 
supported that the first project end at Exit 8. 


5.5 Suggested Basic Scope 
After consideration of the alternative analysis and the safety data, the key scope elements of the 
suggested basic scope are six (6) lanes of traffic, replacement of all bridges on mainline I-95, retain all 
bridge crossings over I-95, replace one interchange, and retain two interchanges.   


The suggested basic scope for I-95 MM 0 (six lane section at Georgia State Line) to Exit 18 is as follows: 


• Address mainline geometric issues   
• Evaluate need for additional truck parking and converting truck weigh station to truck 


parking.  (A QT was approved along this corridor potentially making truck parking a non-
issue) 


• Expand ITS, WIM sensors 
• Add an additional lane in each direction for a total of 6 lanes of travel 
• Replace all bridges on mainline and account for 8 lanes 
• Retain all overpass structures 
• Interchange Approach 


o Replace 
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 US278, Exit 8 
o Retain 


 US17/US321, Exit 5 
 Bees Creek Road, Exit 18 


• Address geometric/operational deficiencies at Exit 5 and Exit 18 
• Eliminate ramp access from frontage roads 
• All interchange ramps will be improved as necessary and paved based on the May 6, 2010, 


memo Resurfacing/Rehabilitation of Interstate Ramps.   
• Improve pavement conditions on existing and new lanes based on Pavement Design from 


the Lab. 
• Pave all truck parking areas, welcome centers, and weigh stations 
• All crosslines will be inspected and addressed or redesigned as needed based on the 


inspection.   
• Follow the MASH transition plan in PCDM-14 concerning the existing guardrail 
• Replace existing fence damaged due to clear zone tree removal. 
• All trees will be removed from the full clear zone based on clear zone charts for mainline. 
• All trees will be removed inside of loops and ramps.  Tree removal outside of the loops and 


ramps will follow the clear zone charts. 
• Offset the frontage road entrances from the interstate ramps per the ARMS manual for all 


interchanges.   
• Retain/reconstruct the Weigh in Motion sensors in the pavement 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
 


6.0 Design Considerations 
Alternatives are the potential solutions to the problem.  The P&N, goals, metrics, and scope aid in 
developing the alternatives in order for the problem to be addressed.   
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6.1 Potential Alternatives from the PDT 
• Mainline Corridor Widening (MM 0 to Exit 18) 


 
A1. Managed Lanes - Eliminated 


i. High Truck Percentage 
ii. Tourists more than commuters during the summer 


iii. Not conducive to rural interstates 
iv. Issues with enforcements of managed lanes 
v. SC law prohibits tolling interstates 


A2. 8 Lanes – Eliminated 
i. Since the goal was to obtain LOS C or higher on the mainline, 6 lanes meets 


that criteria with two sections of B and the majority of the sections as C.  8 
Lanes was LOS B for all sections.   


ii. There is not enough median width for 8 lanes, therefore, all interchanges 
would have to be replaced and new right-of-way purchased 


A3.   Transit – Eliminated 
i. High Truck Percentage 


ii. Capacity issues are driven by tourists and not commuters 
A4.  6 Lanes – Widening both north and south bound lanes to the east – Eliminated 


i. Excessive environmental and right-of-way impacts 
A5.  6 Lanes – Widening both north and south bound lanes to the west - Eliminated 


i. Excessive environmental and right-of-way impacts 
A6.  6 Lanes – Widening both north and south bound lanes to the outside - Eliminated 


i. Excessive environmental and right-of-way impacts 
A7.  6 Lanes – Widening both north and south bound lanes to the median 
A8.  No Build 


 
• Interchanges 


b. Exit 5 
i. Only address deficiencies 


1. Frontage road connecting to the ramp. Relocate Frontage Road. 
c. Exit 8 


i. The alternatives will be traffic driven.   


d. Exit 18 
i. Cul-du-sac S13 to eliminate a side road from accessing a ramp 


• Overpasses 
o Retain overpasses due to ample horizontal and vertical clearance. 


Preconstruction reevaluated Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 after the PDT Scoping meeting and eliminated them 
due to excessive environmental and right-of-way impacts.  Alternatives 7 and 8 were the only alternatives 
discussed in the Final PDT meeting.  See the Design Variances/Exceptions section below for more detail. 
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Below Table 8 shows a description of each alternative, and Table 9 shows which metrics were met for 
each alternative.  Some metrics could not be evaluated based on the limited data obtained at the planning 
level; therefore, not applicable (N/A) is included in these cells.  Y and N are included in the cells that could 
be evaluated with Y being yes, it met the metric, and N being no, it did not meet the metric.  Shaded goals 
and metrics tie directly to the P&N and are considered critical.   


Note that preliminary traffic studies were performed for the interchanges.  The volumes used for Exit 8 
seem low.  Once the project is in PE, traffic counts will be ordered which may alter the design provided 
by Traffic Engineering for the FR.   


 


Description of Alternatives 
A1 Eliminated Managed Lanes 
A2 Eliminated 8 Lanes 
A3 Eliminated Transit 
A4 Eliminated 6 lanes, widening of north and south bound lanes to the east 
A5 Eliminated 6 lanes, widening of north and south bound lanes to the west 
A6 Eliminated 6 lanes, widening of north and south bound lanes to the outside 
A7 Alternative 7 6 lanes, widening of north and south bound lanes to the median 
A8 Alternative 8 No Build 


Interchange Exit 5 Only address deficiencies, relocate frontage road 
Interchange Exit 8 Alternatives shall be traffic driven 
Interchange Exit 18 Cul-de-sac at S-13 to eliminate side road access to ramp 


Table 8. Alternative Descriptions 


 


Alternative 


Improve 
Capacity 


Truck 
Travel 
Time 


Reliability 


Address Interchange 
Deficiencies 


Improve 
Safety Address 


Bridge 
Deficiencies 


Address 
Pavement 


Deficiencies 


LOS C or 
Better 


TTTR 1.30 
or Better 


LOS C 
or 


Better 


Remove 
interconnectivity 
with side roads 


and frontage roads 
on ramps 


Improve 
crash rates 


from 
existing 


Sufficiency 
Rating of 7 or 


better 


Improve 
structure 


number, PQI 
and rideability 
from existing 


A7 Y N/A Y Y Y Y N/A 
No Build N N N N N N N 
Exit 5 Y N/A N Y N/A N N/A 
Exit 8 Y N/A Y Y N/A N N/A 
Exit 18 Y N/A N N/A N/A N N/A 


Table 9. Alternatives Project Goals and Metrics Matrix, Shaded Indicates Critical Goals 


Safety Improvements is noted as Y above for Alternative 7.  The crash data supports some minor 
improvements for the six (6) lane section with a grassed median and cable barrier.  The six (6) lane section 
with barrier wall and the no build alternative have essentially the same number of crashes.  The barrier 
wall section actually has a slightly higher crash rate than the no build, but statistically speaking, they have 
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the same crash rate.  The grassed median section is a much greater length than the barrier wall section; 
therefore, for Table 9, Y was chosen for Alternative 7 for Improve Safety.   


See Appendices Design Data and Meeting Minutes for detailed discussion on the alternatives. 


6.2 Design Variances / Exceptions 
Several different mainline alternatives were initially considered for this project, giving different options 
for widening of the mainline corridor.  A large portion of the corridor is located within wetlands and 
crosses many streams and the Savannah River creating large impacts for the environment and right-of-
way.  Alternative 7, widening to the inside, has the least impacts in regard to environmental permitting 
and the project footprint.  The existing median width is wide enough to accommodate the widening to 
the inside but will require cable barrier.  Approximately 5.5 miles of the alignment would require barrier 
wall and closed drainage.  Alternatives 4, 5 and 6 would not require barrier wall and a closed drainage 
system.   


The existing overpasses currently meet the minimum vertical clearance with room for additional overlay.  
The median beneath the overpass will accommodate widening to the inside if a twelve foot (12’) inside 
shoulder is not maintained.  An inside shoulder of four foot (4’) or more could be maintained.  It was not 
recommended by the PDT during the Bridge Replacement Alternatives Analysis that the existing 
overpasses should be replaced during this project.  Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 do not provide enough width 
beneath the overpasses to accommodate widening to the outside. 


Mainline bridges will be replaced with wider structures instead of widening the existing structures.  
Currently I-95 north and south bound bridges, just north of Exit 5 at SC-46, are being replaced with a single 
bridge and is within this project boundary.  The remaining bridges on the mainline within MM 0 (six lane 
section at Georgia State Line) to Exit 18 on I-95 currently have enough room in the median to use a similar 
approach of replacement with a single structure with Alternative 7.  Alternatives 4, 5 and 6 would likely 
require two new separate bridges.   


Based on the findings during the Feasibility Report process it was recommended by Preconstruction that 
Alternative 7 was the most reasonable alternative.  Environmental and right-of-way impacts are greatly 
reduced with a smaller project footprint, while also supporting the mainline bridges being replaced with 
a single bridge to carry both the north and south bound lanes.  Overpasses will not need to be replaced 
to accommodate the additional inside lanes.  The requirement of closed drainage and barrier wall is a 
minimal impact when compared to the overall reduction of environmental and right-of-way impacts and 
construction for overpass bridges.  


See Appendix Design Data for more discussion on the elimination of alternatives. 


6.3 Constructability Review 
This section of roadway did not have any complicated construction issues identified that may necessitate 
a constructability review.  One could be requested during project development if an unexpected concern 
arises.  The current SC-46 and Bagshaw Creek bridge staging plans were used to aid in making 
determinations on this project as to how best to handle mainline bridge replacements.   







 I-95 MM 0 to Exit 18 Interstate Corridor Improvements 
FEASIBILITY REPORT 


 


16 
 


7.0 Compilation of Data 
7.1 Risks and Mitigation 
Identifying and anticipating risks for the project is critical to the Feasibility Report success.  At the planning 
stage little is known about the details of the site; therefore, definitive answers cannot be formed 
concerning the project design, footprint, public opinion, or impacts.  Desktop decisions will be made to 
define the path forward.  Each of these decisions are made with assumptions due to uncertainties and 
variabilities which can be defined as risks.   


According to the Project Management Institute, risk is an uncertain event or condition that, if it occurs, 
can have a positive or negative effect on a project’s objectives. In addition to what are commonly 
considered risks, things like uncertainties, constraints, and assumptions are all additional forms of risk. 


Risks were determined in the Final PDT meeting.  Each 
alternative was assessed and the risks are summarized 
in Tables 15 and 16.  Each risk was given a value that 
defines the likelihood of its occurrence and the 
consequence of its occurrence.  Some risks affect the 
cost more than the schedule and vice versa, but some 
risks affect both cost and schedule.  Each risk was 
assessed for its effect on both cost and schedule.   


The values used by the PDT to determine the risk level 
are displayed in Appendix Meeting Minutes. 


For the risk, the PDT assigned a likelihood of its 
occurrence, expressed in a percentage on how likely 
they felt that risk was to take place, see Table 10.  The 
values range from 1 to 5 or Exceptionally Rare to Almost 
Certain.   


For cost, the PDT assigned a percent increase in cost 
over what would normally be expected for the 


activity/issue being discussed.  These can be seen in 
Table 11.  The range is from 0% to 100% of an increase 
or Very Low to Severe.   


For schedule, The PDT determined the additional 
number of months that it would take to complete the 
activity being discussed.  These can be seen in Table 12.  
The range is from 0 Months to 31+ Months or Very Low 
to Significant.   


Table 13 is the risk matrix for cost and Table 14 is the risk 
matrix for schedule.  The colors for Tables 15 and 16 
correspond to the colors in Tables 13 and 14, 
respectively.   


Level Likelihood, %
Almost Certain 81-100


Probable 61-80
Possible 41-60 (Maybe/IDK)


Rare 21-40
Exceptionally Rare 0-20


Likelihood of Occurrence Table


Level Likelihood, %
Severe 80-100


High 60-79
Moderate 40-59 (Maybe/IDK)


Low 20-39
Very Low 0-19


Consequence to Cost Table


Level Range
Significant 31 MONTHS+
Very High 21-30 MONTHS


High 15-20  (Maybe/IDK)
Moderate 11-14 MONTHS


Low 6-10 MONTHS
Very Low 0-5 MONTHS


Consequence (Duration)  to Schedule Table


Table 10. Likelihood of Risk 


Table 12. Consequence to Schedule 


Table 11. Consequence to Cost 
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Table 13. Risk Matrix for Cost 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Risk ID Risk Opportunity 
or Threat 


Likelihood of 
Occurrence 


Value 


Consequence 
Value 


Cost 
Risk 


Value 
R 002 Full Reconstruction of Pavement 


from MM 4 – 18 T Exceptionally 
Rare Moderate 40 


R 003 7” Overlay O Almost 
Certain Moderate 200 


R 004 Railroad Crossing T Almost 
Certain Very Low 5 


R 005 Stateline Bridge, Replacement T Rare Moderate 80 
R 006 Stateline Bridge, Coordination T Probable Very Low 4 


Values
Almost Certain 5 5 100 200 300 400


Probable 4 4 80 160 240 320
Possible 3 3 60 120 180 240


Rare 2 2 40 80 120 160
Exceptionally Rare 1 1 20 40 60 80


1 20 40 60 80
Very Low Low Moderate High Severe


Risk Matrix for Cost
Risk Scores


Lik
el


ih
oo


d


Values


CONSEQUENCE


Values
Almost Certain 5 5 40 65 85 115 180


Probable 4 4 32 52 68 92 144
Possible 3 3 24 39 51 69 108


Rare 2 2 16 26 34 46 72
Exceptionally Rare 1 1 8 13 17 23 36


1 8 13 17 23 36
Very Low Low Moderate High Very High Significant


CONSEQUENCE


Risk Matrix for Schedule
Risk Scores


Lik
el


ih
oo


d


Values


Table 14. Risk Matrix for Schedule 
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R 007 Noise Walls in Hardeeville T Possible Very Low  3 
R 008 Additional MOT at Weight Station 


(If Exit 3 is built before the I-95 
project) 


T Almost 
Certain Very Low 5 


R 009 Ultimate buildout at the Railroad 
bridge is not accomplished with 
the Exit 3 project 


T Rare Very Low 2 


R 010 Contractual risks if construction 
with Exit 3 and I-95 overlap T Rare Very Low 2 


R 011 Ensure Exit 3 Railroad bridge plans 
have the proper buildout width for 
the I-95 project 


O Almost 
Certain Moderate 200 


R 012 Ensure contract addresses MOT, 
NOI, and prime contractor delays if 
construction overlaps between Exit 
3 and I-95 


O Almost 
Certain Moderate 200 


R001  
Exit 5 


Development with Hardeeville / 
Jasper County T Possible Low 60 


R002 
Exit 5 


R/W to relocate frontage road or 
buy out business on slip ramp T Almost 


Certain Low 100 


R 003 
Exit 5 


Minor to major improvements to 
Exit 5 due to elimination of Exit 3 T Rare Moderate 200 


R 001 
Exit 8 


Major interchange improvements 
including r/w and environmental T Probably Moderate 160 


R 001 
Exit 18 


Active / potential business at slip 
ramp T Possible Low 60 


Table 15. Cost Risk Register, Alternative 7 
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  Risk 
ID 


Risk Opportunity 
or Threat 


Likelihood of 
Occurrence 


Value 


Consequence 
Value 


Cost 
Risk 


Value 
R 002 Full Reconstruction of Pavement 


from MM 4 – 18 T Exceptionally 
Rare High 17 


R 003 7” Overlay O    
R 004 Railroad Crossing T Almost 


Certain Low 40 


R 005 Stateline Bridge, Replacement T Rare Low 16 
R 006 Stateline Bridge, Coordination T Probable Low 32 
R 007 Noise Walls in Hardeeville T Possible Very Low  3 
R 010 Contractual risks if construction 


overlaps between Exit 3 and I-95 T Rare Low 16 


R 001  
Exit 5 


Development with Hardeeville / 
Jasper County T Possible Moderate 39 


R 002 
Exit 5 


R/W to relocate frontage road or 
buy out business on slip ramp T Almost 


Certain Low 40 


R 003 
Exit 5 


Minor to major improvements to 
Exit 5 due to elimination of Exit 3 T Rare Low 16 


R 001 
Exit 8 


Major interchange improvements 
including r/w and environmental T Probable Moderate 52 


R 001 
Exit 18 


Active / potential business at slip 
ramp T Possible Low 24 


Table 16. Schedule Risk Register, Alternative 7 


Mitigation was discussed for red risks that are threats.  These have the greatest consequence to the cost 
and/or schedule.  For the mainline, the pavement design with seven inch (7”) overlay was the only red 
risk.  The mitigation plan was to have Pavement Design to evaluate the costs between total reconstruction 
of the roadway by removing the concrete section, or retaining the concrete section with an overlay.  To 
avoid creating a vertical clearance issue, seven inches (7”) was the maximum asphalt depth allowed with 
a Stone Mastic Asphalt (SMA) surface.  The cost would be considerably cheaper with the overlay, but the 
overlay may not be structurally sufficient for the loads.   


Exit 8 also had a red risk that was a threat for right-of-way and environmental impacts.  These impacts 
would be minimized as much as possible during NEPA, but in order to address the issues with the 
interchange, these impacts may be accepted.   


Realization strategies were discussed for red risks that are opportunities.  The two opportunities both 
relate to the construction of Exit 3.  Part of the Exit 3 construction will involve widening of the railroad 
bridges just south of the interchange.  The I-95 widening will require additional width to the outside where 
the Exit 3 ramp will merge onto I-95.  This additional width must be realized during the Exit 3 plan review 
conducted by the SCDOT. 


As Exit 3 should be completed prior to I-95 construction beginning, numerous issues with the Exit 3 
construction could arise and an overlap in construction could occur.  As I-95 nears letting, project 
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development must coordinate with the Exit 3 construction staff to realize the need for contract language 
to address maintenance of traffic (MOT), Notice of Intent permit (NOI), or other issues that could delay 
the prime contractor for the I-95 project. 


Mitigation nor realization was discussed for the yellow or green risks.  A multiplier will be added to the 
cost or schedule to account for the risks that are threats.   


The risks and mitigation/realization strategies are documented for use during project development and 
for use to determine the cost and schedule calculated in the next section. 


7.2 Costs and Schedule 
Each viable alternative has a cost and schedule shown below.  Both the cost and schedule take into 
account the risks and mitigation strategies discussed above.  This information is used for input into the 
STIP.  These are planning level estimates and time frames so they will be refined as the project moves 
through development.   


The costs were based on Alternative 7, widening the mainline I-95 corridor from MM 0 to MM 18 to the 
median.  Mainline bridges will be replaced with a single bridge that can accommodate the inside median 
and reduce constructability issues.  Typical section will be six (6) twelve foot (12’) lanes with 5.5 miles of 
barrier wall and closed drainage, and 12.5 miles of grassed median with cable median barrier. 


Note that the schedule is expressed as a time frame.  Once the project moves forward, project 
development will determine the starting month and fiscal year for the Preliminary Engineering (PE).  Then 
based on the PE time frames, the Right-of-Way (RW) and the Construction (C) dates will be calculated.  If 
there is a lag between this report and the initiation of PE, then the parties involved in determining the 
cost and schedule will reassess the values.   


A summary of Alternative 7 and the associated cost and schedule is below in Table 17 for the current year 
(2019).  See Table 18 for a comparison of current year and a future cost of year of construction, which is 
to aid the sponsor in budgeting their money.  The yearly increase rate of 1% was used by the Office of 
Planning.   


Detailed information concerning the costs and schedules are in Appendix Cost and Schedule Data.   


Alternative Alternative 
Description 


PE Cost 
Estimate, $ 


RW Cost 
Estimate, $ 


Construction 
Cost Estimate, $ 


Months 
to RW 


Months 
to 


Letting 
COSTS FROM MM 0 TO MM 18 (Exit 18) 


Alternative 
7 


6 lane 
widening to 


inside 
$43,564,935.60 $5,500,000.00 $488,692,450.00 32 48 


COSTS FROM MM 0 TO MM 8 (Exit 8) 


Alternative 
7 


6 lane 
widening to 


inside 
$25,495,603.60 $5,000,000 $284,040,950 26 40 


Table 17. Alternative Summary with Cost and Schedule 
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EXISTING COSTS (2019) MM 0 to MM 18 (Exit 18) 
Alternative 7 PE Cost Estimate 


($) 
RW Cost 


Estimate ($) 
Construction Cost 


Estimate ($) 
Total Project 


Cost 2019 
Widening to Inside $43,564,935.60 $5,500,000.00 $488,692,450.00 $537,757,385.60 


COSTS IN YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION (2023) 


Alternative 7 PE Cost Estimate 
($) 


RW Cost 
Estimate ($) 


Construction Cost 
Estimate ($) 


Total Project 
Cost 2023 


Widening to Inside $45,500,000 $5,700,000 $511,000,000 $562,000,000 
EXISTING COSTS (2019) MM 0 to MM 8 (Exit 8) 


Alternative 7 PE Cost Estimate 
($) 


RW Cost 
Estimate ($) 


Construction Cost 
Estimate ($) 


Total Project 
Cost 2019 


Widening to Inside $25,495,603.60 $5,000,000 $284,040,950.00 $314,536,553.60 
COSTS IN YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION (2023) 


Alternative 7 PE Cost Estimate 
($) 


RW Cost 
Estimate ($) 


Construction Cost 
Estimate ($) 


Total Project 
Cost 2023 


Widening to Inside $26,600,000 $5,200,000 $297,000,000 $328,000,000 
Table 18. Existing and Future Project Costs for MM 0 to 18 and MM 0 to 8 


 


7.3 Multi-Criteria Alternative Scoring 
Each viable alternative has benefits.  In order to compare the benefits between the alternatives a multi-
criteria scoring system was developed by the SCDOT.  The criteria below is specific to an interstate 
widening with interchange modifications with numerous impacts.   


The multi-criteria score was calculated for the two (2) viable build alternatives.  The criteria, grouped by 
area of concern, is described briefly below.  More detail can be found in Appendix Multi-Criteria 
Alternative Scoring.   
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Criterion Area Criteria Description 
ROW Driveway/Access 


Relocations 
Number of drives/accesses impacted by the project in 
comparison to the total number of drives.  Fewer 
impacts score higher.  


Residential Relocations Number of residential relocations in comparison to the 
total number of residences in the project limits.  Fewer 
impacts score higher. 


Interchanges Interchange 
Modifications 


Number of modified, replaced, and retained 
interchanges in comparison to the total number of 
interchanges.  Fewer impacts score higher.   


Permitting Stream Impacts Based on the risks identified by the Environmental 
Services Office.  Fewer impacts score higher.   


Wetland Impacts Based on the risks identified by the Environmental 
Services Office.  Fewer impacts score higher.   


Mitigation Bank Based on availability of bank credits in the area.  Greater 
bank coverage scores higher.   


NEPA Document Type Based on the risks and input by the Environmental 
Services Office.  More simplistic types score higher.   


Title VI Based on the risks identified by the Environmental 
Services Office.  No impacts are scored highest.   


4(f) Impacts Based on the risks identified by the Environmental 
Services Office.  No impacts scored highest.   


Project Goals Critical Goals Number of critical goals met in comparison to the total 
number of critical goals.  More goals met score higher. 


Non-Critical Goals Number of non-critical goals met in comparison to the 
total number of non-critical goals.  More goals met score 
higher. 


Bridges Overpass Impacts Number of overpasses impacted by the project 
compared to the total number of overpasses.  Fewer 
impacts score higher.  


Safety Crashes Number of crashes/mile/year for the project in 
comparison to the existing crashes/mile/year.  Fewer 
crashes score higher. 


Capacity/Mobility Congestion/LOS Change in LOS from the project in comparison to the 
existing.  Greater change scored higher.   


Table 19.  Multi-Criteria Description  
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Table 20.  Mainline Alternative Scores (See Table 8 for Alternative Descriptions) 


Table 20 lays out each criteria for each viable mainline build alternative.  Alternative A7 has the widening 
to the inside for twelve and a half (12.5) miles with a grassed median and for five and a half (5.5) miles 
with a median barrier wall.   


Several other build alternatives were discussed but were not deemed viable.  Other alternatives would 
have scored well below the viable build alternative due to increased wetland impacts and overpass 
impacts.   


Below in Table 21 is a synopsis of the data for the alternatives.  Operations and maintenance (O&M) will 
be the same on a daily basis regardless of the number of lanes, but will deviate based on pavement type.  


Criteria A7 No Build
Driveway/Access Relocations 1 10/12 0/12


1 5
Residential Relocations 1 0/0 0/0


5 5
Interchange Modifications 2 2/1/0/3 0/0/3/3


3 5
Stream Impacts Low None


3 4
Wetland Impacts Low None


3 4
Mitigation Bank Yes Not Needed


5 5
Document Type EA Not Needed


3 5
Title VI Impacts No No


5 5
4(f) Impacts No No


5 5
Critical Goals 3 4/4 0/4


5 0
Non-critical Goals 3 1/1 0/1


5 0
Overpass Impacts 1 1/6 0/6


5 5


Crashes 4
11.6/11.37 Wall  


10.61/11.37 Grass 11.37/11.37
0.5 0


Congestion/LOS 5 C/E E/E
3 1


Total Score 51.5 49


Safety


Capacity


RW


Interchanges


Permitting


NEPA


Project Goals


Bridges
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Stone matrix asphalt (SMA), the assumed pavement type from the pavement analysis, is replaced every 
20 years.  Construction completion is 2026.  Using a 20 year analysis period, the O&M costs for that 20 
year period is zero (0) for the build but a significant amount every ten (10) years for the No Build.   


 


Alternative Total Project Costs 
(2019) O&M (2019) Score 


No Build 0 25,500,000 N/A 


A7 – 6 Lanes $537,757,385.60 0 51.5 
Table 21.  Mainline Alternative Data Synopsis 


Detailed information concerning the multi-criteria scoring system and O&M costs can be found in 
Appendix Multi-Criteria Alternative Scoring.   


 


8.0 Conclusion 
In order to address projects goals, constraints and risks, it is assumed an additional lane will be provided 
in each direction of Interstate 95 mainline from MM 0 (six lanes at Georgia State Line) to Exit 18 (Bees 
Creek Road).  Overpass bridges over I-95 will not be replaced as the existing bridges have enough room to 
accommodate the additional inside lanes.  Design exceptions in spot locations for horizontal clearances 
can be pursued during the NEPA process.  If interchange bridges require replacement, a future 8-lane 
interstate facility will be assumed.  All interchanges will be improved to address safety or operational 
concerns.  Exit 8 is the only interchange that will have major modifications due to operations.  Frontage 
roads will be addressed to eliminate slip ramps at Exits 5 and 18.  Maintenance of traffic plans need to 
account for maintaining Truck Travel Time Reliability (TTTR) during construction.   


Risks associated with the Town of Hardeeville proposed Exit 3 were recorded.  No portion of Exit 3 is 
included in this cost or schedule, but some risk opportunities exist that should be pursued in order to 
reduce conflicts between the two projects if Exit 3 is delayed.  At this time Exit 3 is anticipated to be 
constructed prior to commencing construction on I-95. 


Many different alternatives were evaluated to determine the best location for the additional lanes.  The 
alternatives are listed in Table 8.  The ultimate goal of the FR is to develop costs and schedules for viable 
alternatives.  Part of this process is to eliminate alternatives that do not meet the metrics or do not seem 
viable.  There can be an unlimited number of alternatives to evaluate, and it is the job of the PDT to 
determine which ones have merit and are worth spending effort to develop a cost and schedule.   


After review and consideration of the project goals, existing conditions, cost and benefits, the Project 
Development Team identified that Alternative 7 was reasonable and viable and should be investigated 
further in project development during the PE phase.  The data gathered thus far is intended to inform 
NEPA in order to determine the preferred alternative. 


A cost estimate and schedule was developed for Alternative 7.  The schedule takes into account time for 
the Interchange Modification Report (IMR) and for the environmental assessment (EA) document.  
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The basic findings of this Feasibility Report are that 6 lanes are needed, replace all bridge structures on 
mainline, retain all bridge crossings over I-95, replace the US278 interchange, and retain the US17/US321 
and Bees Creek Road interchanges.    


After costs were reviewed for the entire segment, it was decided that funding was only available to Exit 
8, a logical termini location based on ADT.   


To conclude, the Feasibility Report is the initial step in the planning process which describes the project 
purpose and need, costs, schedule and identifies risks that require consideration in the future planning 
and design phases.  The alternative brought forward through the Feasibility Report process and the PDT 
is listed in Table 21 along with their multi-criteria scores and total cost.   All data to support the findings 
in this report that have brought the PDT to the alternates and corresponding costs and schedules can be 
found in the appendices for those desiring more detail.  
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Criteria


Driveway/Access Relocations Top 20% Tiered Between 40% Tiered Between 60% Tiered Between 80%
Tiered Between 
100%/No Drives


1 2 3 4 5


Residential Relocations Top 20% Tiered Between 40% Tiered Between 60% Tiered Between 80%
Tiered Between 


100%/No Relocations
1 2 3 4 5


Interchange Modifications Replace All Replace Some Partial Modification to Some Minor Changes to Some Retain All
1 2 3 4 5


Stream Impacts High Median Low None
1 2 3 4


Wetland Impacts High Median Low None
1 2 3 4


Mitigation Bank No Don't know Partial Coverage Yes/ Not Needed
0 2 2 5


Document Type EIS EA CE/Not Needed
1 3 5


Title VI Impacts Yes No
0 5


4(f) Impacts Yes No
0 5


Critical Goals Top 20% Tiered Between 40% Tiered Between 60% Tiered Between 80% Tiered Between 100%
1 2 3 4 5


Non-critical Goals Top 20% Tiered Between 40% Tiered Between 60% Tiered Between 80% Tiered Between 100%
1 2 3 4 5


Overpass Impacts Top 20% Tiered Between 40% Tiered Between 60% Tiered Between 80% Tiered Between 100%
1 2 3 4 5


Crashes Increase/No Change Top 20% Tiered Between 40% Tiered Between 60% Tiered Between 80% Tiered Between 100%
0 1 2 3 4 5


Congestion/LOS Drop of Level(s) Flat Increase 1 level Increase 2 levels Increase 3+ levels Increase 4+ levels
0 1 2 3 4 5


1    % of Impacts minus 100
Top 20% 0-20% 2    Based on enviromental risks and input
Tiered between 40% 20.01%-40% 3    % critical project goals that were met
and so forth 4    Based on LOS level movement from travel model


Bridges 1


Safety 1


Capacity/Mobility 4


Parameters


RW 1


Interchanges 1


Permitting 2


NEPA 2


Project Goals 3





		Criteria
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 I-95 Exit 3 Risk Assessment  
MEETING MINUTES 


 
November 17, 2020 
Meeting Minutes – I-95, Exit 3 (P038678) 
 
Review IMR – Exit 3  
 
Still on track for December for RFP. 


 


Figure 1. Proposed Exit 3 Interchange 
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Figure 2. Proposed Exit 3 Layout 


 


DDI – Diverging Diamond Interchange 


The ability to tie in the truck parking still exists, there will be grade separation to allow access to truck 
parking on both northbound and southbound 


There was an alternative that was better capacity wise but it had greater impacts which was considered 
in the selection of the alternative.  The DDI was the preferred alternative in the IMR but has not been 
approved yet. 


We are awaiting Environmental document (CORPS was awaiting jurisdictional determination from 
developers consultant).  Anticipate an EA and approval in Spring/Summer. 


ROW Phase is anticipated 2024 for I-95.  The developer will be donating the land for Exit 3 (there will be 
no ROW Phase for exit 3.  ROW phase is separate from Exit 3 for I-95 widening).   


Best scenario is a Bid-Build project using an SCDOT on-call consultant.  Expect plans in 18 months.  Late 
2022 for construction would put Exit 3 there before I-95 widening.  There is a risk for timing and 
coordination between construction on exit and widening. 


The Railroad Bridges are widening to the outside, they need to be included in the Exit 3 work. 


 


 


Risk Assessment Discussion:  


• If Exit 3 is constructed first MOT for the interchange, ramps, weigh stations will be a risk 







 I-95 Exit 3 Risk Assessment  
MEETING MINUTES 


 
• RR Bridge – what is the ultimate build out (widen more to the outside), need to review plans to 


prevent this from happening.  
• Tying in the ramps at welcome center and US17/Exit 5 - don’t expect anything unusual with 


MOT 
• Contractual risk associated with trying to get underway without Exit 3 being completed.  May 


need to push I-95 widening to later letting date based on Exit 3 progress.   
• If Exit 3 NOI permit not closed out or overlapping I95 NOI permits, then do partial Exit 3 NOT’s to 


closeout portions that are finished. 
• Risks if we are out there together – big MOT concern with widening phases, contractual risk with 


contractors holding up each other’s work if work is overlapping.  We will avoid being in 
construction together since too many coordination and contractual issues. 


• If Exit 3 gets delayed in construction it may push our project letting out further.  If we start first 
then we need to absorb their project into ours.  An intergovernmental agreement will be 
drafted to accomplish this. 


• Freight is looking at truck parking statewide next year (should be finalized in early 2022, the 
closet truck parking is Exit 5 (Pilot).  Around Exit 8 there is truck only parking areas.  The study 
team for the parking study will be made aware by Freight that these weigh station could be 
converted to truck parking. 


• Weigh Stations – property is owned by SCDOT, DPS does not want to turn it back into a weigh 
station. 


• Resurfacing on first 4 miles (approximately 5-6 years ago), DPS had District 6 reset WIM sensors  
• FHWA says no to IMR – risk that conceptual design may change 
• Minor/Major improvements may need to be done on Exit 5 if Exit 3 falls through ($35-50 Million 


in contract modification) 
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MEETING MINUTES 


 
Figure 3. Exit 3 Conceptual Design 


Based on information that Siddiqui has thus far with the model, 6 lanes will be recommended.  
Hardeeville has been told that if the interstate goes to 8 lanes based on Exit 3 the developer will be 
responsible for additional lane.  Within the next 2 weeks Siddiqui will have his model complete (0-18).  If 
8 lanes is needed, the IMR will need to be discussed again but it will not have to start from scratch again.   
 
Project Development Team in Attendance 


• Mark Pleasant - FHWA 
• LaToya Grate – Office of Planning 
• Jason Riley - ROW 
• Jeremiah Harmon – RPG1 - Lowcountry 
• Ron Hinson – Traffic Engineering 
• Jen Necker – RPG 1 – Lowcountry 
• Craig Winn – RPG 1 - Lowcountry 
• Eugene Taylor – Traffic Safety 
• Dahae Kim – Materials & Research 
• Katherine Scott – Construction 
• Michael Turner – District 6 
• David Gray - Freight 
• Betsy McCall – Feasibility Reports 
• Erin Porter – Feasibility Reports 
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