APPENDIX H
SCDOT Bridge Scope and Risk Assessment Form
and
SCDOT Floodplains Checklist

BRIDGE SCOPE AND RISK ASSESSMENT FORM
COUNTY: Jasper
ROAD #: US 17

DATE: 08/16/2016
STREAM CROSSING:

Back River

Purpose & Need for the Project:
The purpose of the proposed project is to increase roadway capacity and improve
safety on U.S. 17 between the GA 404 SPUR and S.C. 315. The project is needed
to accommodate existing and future traffic volumes using U.S. 17.

I.

FEMA Acknowledgement
Is this project located in a regulated FEMA Floodway?
Panel Number: 4501120220B

Effective Date:

Yes

09/29/1986

X

No

(See Attached)

II. FEMA Floodmap Investigation
FEMA Flood Profile Sheet Number
illustrates the existing 100 year flood:
Passes under the existing low chord elevation.
Is in contact with the existing low chord elevation.
Overtops the existing bridge finished grade elevation.
III. No Rise/CLOMR Preliminary Determination
✔ Preliminary assessment indicates this project may be constructed to meet the

"No-Rise" requirements. A detailed hydraulic analysis will be performed to verify
this assessment.
Justification: The 100-year flood elevation within the project limits is based on
hurricane storm surge from the Atlantic Ocean. The fill associated
with the project is negligible compared to the volume of storm surge.

Preliminary assessmnet indicates this project may require a CLOMR/LOMR.
Impacts will be determined by a detailed hydraulic analysis.
Justification:
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BRIDGE SCOPE AND RISK ASSESSMENT FORM
IV. Preliminary Bridge Assessment
A. Locate Existing Plans
✔ Yes
a. Bridge Plans
No
b. Road Plans

Yes
✔ No

File No.

Sheet No. 40-44 (See Attached)

File No.

Sheet No.

B. Historical Highwater Data
a. USGS Gage
Yes
✔ No

Gage No. Fort Pulaski

(See Attached)

Results: 6.85 NAVD
10/15/1947

b. SCDOT/USGS Documented Highwater Elevations
Yes
Results: FEMA FIS notes 10/15/47 tide of 7.0 NAVD
✔ No
c. Existing Plans

Yes

See Above

✔ No

V. Field Review
A. Existing Bridge
3202.67 ft. Width:
Length:
Alignment:

✔ Tangent

Bridge Skewed:

Yes

ft.

Max. span Length:

36 ft.

Curved
✔ No

Angle:

End Abutment Type: Sloping 1:2
Riprap on End Fills: ✔ Yes

No

Condition: Not clearly visible

Superstructure Type: Concrete trestle
Substructure Type: Pile bents
Utilities Present:

✔ Yes
No
Describe: Overhead power visible on either end of the bridge

Debris Accumulation on Bridge:

Hydraulic Problems:

Percent Blocked Horizontally:
Percent Blocked Vertically:

✔ No
Yes
Describe: None visible from site inspection
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BRIDGE SCOPE AND RISK ASSESSMENT FORM
V. Field Review (cont.)
B. Hydraulic Features
a. Scour Present:

Yes

✔ No

Location:

b.
c.
d.
e.

Distance from F.G. to Normal Water Elevation:
Distance from Low Steel to Normal Water Elev.:
Distance from F.G. to High Water Elevation:
Distance from Low Steel to High Water Elev.:

f.

Channel Banks Stable: ✔ Yes
Describe:

~ 13.0
~ 8.5
~9.5
~ 5.0

ft.
ft.
ft.
ft.

No

g. Soil Type: River is coarse sand. Floodplain is clay/silty clay.
h. Exposed Rock:
i.

Yes

✔ No

Location:

Give Description and Location of any structures or other property that could be
damaged due to additional backwater.
Reserve at Savannah Harbor on Hutchinson Island includes a golf course and
some houses. It is primarily cleared and graded, but not built out.

C. Existing Roadway Geometry
a. Can the existing roadway be closed for an On-Alignment Bridge Replacement
✔ No
Yes
Describe:

If "yes", does the existing vertical and horizontal curves meet the proposed
design speed criteria?

If "No", will the proposed bridge be:
Staged Constructed
✔ Replaced on New Alignment

Page 3 of 4

BRIDGE SCOPE AND RISK ASSESSMENT FORM
VI. Field Review (cont.)
A. Proposed Bridge Recommendation:
Length:

ft.

Width:

ft.

Elevation:

ft.

Span Arangement:
Notes: The recent project by GDOT consisted of constructing a new bridge on a shifted
alignment with two lanes. The proposed SCDOT project will consist of
providing an additional two lane parallel bridge structure to accommodate an
ultimate section of four travel lanes.

BRIDGE SITE DIAGRAM: (Show North Arrow and Direction of Flow)

Performed By:
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Steve Swygert, P.E.

EXCERPT FROM CHATHAM COUNTY FIS (SEPTEMBER 26, 2008)

South Carolina Department of Transportation
Location and Hydraulic Design of Encroachments on Floodplains Checklist
23 CFR 650, this regulation shall apply to all encroachments and to all actions which affect base
floodplains, except for repairs made with emergency funds. Note: These studies shall be
summarized in the environmental review documents prepared pursuant to 23 CFR 771.

I.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed project will consist of providing an additional two lane parallel bridge
structure to U.S. 17 over Back River to accommodate an ultimate section of four travel
lanes. The project limits extend between the GA 404 SPUR and S.C. 315.

A. Narrative Describing Purpose and Need for Project
a. Relevant Project History:
b. General Project Description and Nature of Work (attach Location and Project
Map):
c. Major Issues and Concerns:
The purpose of the proposed project is to increase roadway capacity and improve safety
on U.S. 17 between the GA 404 SPUR and S.C. 315. The project is needed to
accommodate existing and future traffic volumes using U.S. 17. GDOT recently
completed construction of a new bridge on a shifted alignment with two lanes.
The SCDOT project will construct a parallel bridge to the new GDOT structure.

B. Are there any floodplain(s) regulated by FEMA located in the project area?
Yes
No
C. Will the placing of fill occur within a 100-year floodplain?
Yes
No
D. Will the existing profile grade be raised within the floodplain?
The roadway elevation at the end of the proposed bridge is 17.89ft, and the roadway
elevation at the northern terminus of the project is 8.90ft. Therefore a portion of the
proposed roadway is above the BFEs shown on the 1986 FIRMs.

1

E. If applicable, please discuss the practicability of alternatives to any longitudinal
encroachments.
The BFEs in the project limits are based on storm surge from the Atlantic Ocean, so
there is no practical alternative to avoid longitudinal encroachments.

F. Please include a discussion of the following: commensurate with the significance of the
risk or environmental impact for all alternatives containing encroachments and those
actions which would support base floodplain development:
a. What are the risks associated with implementation of the action?
Since the BFEs are determined by a complex coastal model of the storm surge,
isolated roadway fill would cause a minimal impact to the BFEs.

b. What are the impacts on the natural and beneficial floodplain values?
Since this is a floodplain determined by storm surge and not a riverine floodplain,
impacts on beneficial floodplains are minimal.

c. What measures were used to minimize floodplain impacts associated with the
action?
Floodplain impacts were minimized as much as possible, but the road profile was
set to meet clearance requirements for the bridge and vertical curve
requirements for the road grade.
d. Were any measures used to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial
floodplain values impacted by the action?
No.

G. Please discuss the practicability of alternatives to any significant encroachments or any
support of incompatible floodplain development.
The BFEs in the project limits are based on storm surge from the Atlantic Ocean, so
there is no practical alternative to avoid encroachments.
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