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1-26ALT was initiated by the Charleston Area Transportation Study (CHATS) to identify a
fixed guideway transit alternative for the I-26 Corridor connecting Charleston, North Charleston,
and Summerville.

The fifteen month study began in October 2014. The study included a Comprehensive Operational
Analysis of the Charleston Area Regional Transportation Authority (CARTA) transit system and a
fixed guideway transit Alternatives Analysis of the I-26 Corridor. An extensive public involvement
campaign was completed with public meetings, community events and focused “Transit Talks” to
solicit input throughout the process. The study process incorporated guidelines and
methodologies from the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) Capital Investment Grant
Program to identify a recommended alternative to move forward into the program’s Project
Development phase.

This Executive Summary provides an overview of the study process and results of the analysis.
Detailed study documents can be downloaded from the project website at www.i-26ALT.org or by

following the links provided in the listing below.

Alternatives Analysis

Chapter 1:
Chapter 2:
Chapter 3:
Chapter 4:
Chapter 5:
Chapter 6:
Chapter 7:
Chapter 8:

Existing Conditions

Pre-Screen Analysis

Screen One Alternatives Analysis
Screen Two Alternatives
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Screen Two Alternatives Analysis
Public Involvement
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Appendices

CARTA Comprehensive Operational Analysis

Chapter 1:
Chapter 2:
Chapter 3:
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Chapter 5:
Chapter 6:

Existing Conditions

System Evaluation and Route Profiles
Latent Demand Analysis

Service Plan Goals and Objectives

Short Range Service Plan Recommendations
Mid-Range Service Plan Recommendations
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Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Coordination

Following Guidelines for Fixed Guideway Capital Investment Grant Program
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“How CAN WE MAKE THE EXISTING TRANSIT
SYSTEM, CARTA, THE BEST IT CAN BE TODAY
WITH EXISTING RESOURCES, AND
UNDERSTANDING THAT AS THE REGION
CONTINUES TO GROW, LOCAL BUS SERVICE
WILL NOT BE ENOUGH, WHAT REGIONAL
FIXED GUIDEWAY ALTERNATIVE IS THE BEST
OPTION FOR THE I-26 CORRIDOR FROM
SUMMERVILLE TO CHARLESTON, WITH THE
POTENTIAL TO EXPAND TO OTHER CORRIDORS
IN THE FUTURE?”

The i-26ALT Study identifies and evaluates transit solutions for the I-26 Corridor connecting
Summerville, North Charleston and the Charleston Peninsula. These solutions are intended to
improve transit service, enhance regional mobility, manage existing and future transportation
demand, support the regional economy, and create livable communities.

Purpose & Goals

The purpose of the I-26 Alternatives Analysis is to improve transit service and enhance
regional mobility along the 22-mile I-26 Corridor connecting Summerville, North Charleston,
and Charleston

Improve mobility, accessibility, safety, and connectivity of the transit system and region;
Promote a cost effective and financially feasible transit alternative;

Support local land use objectives;

Plan for projected growth in an environmentally sustainable manner;

Respond to community needs and support; and

Support a diverse regional economy.

AL

Existing Conditions

The Charleston region saw a 22 percent increase in population between 2000 and 2010, and that
trend is projected to continue, with a forecasted 48 percent increase in population and a
55 percent increase in employment over the next 25 years. The i-26ALT study area
encompasses three counties, multiple municipalities, and makes up 40 percent of the region’s
population and 50 percent of the region’s employment. As growth continues along this capacity
constrained corridor, alternative transportation modes, such as transit, become a higher priority.

The question is how can we make the existing transit system, CARTA, the best it can be today, and
understanding that as the region continues to grow, local bus service will not be enough, what
regional fixed guideway alternative is the best option for the I-26 Corridor from Summerville to
Charleston with the potential to expand to other corridors in the future. The CARTA Operational
Analysis and I-26 Alternatives Analysis provide the first step toward answering this question.

: i-26ALT Study Area
Demographic Characteristics BCD Region *Updated 01/%/016
2010 2040 % Change 2010 2040 % Change
Population 621,695 | 920,358 48% 276,869 | 366,361 32%
Households 249,569 | 376,693 51% 108,645 | 150,334 38%
Employment 307,809 | 477,227 55% 167,332 | 223,579 34%
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CARTA Operational Analysis

The CARTA Operational Analysis (COA) provides an in-depth analysis of the existing transit
system to identify strengths as well as opportunities for improvement. Through detailed market,
service, and operational analyses, short range and mid-range transit recommendations are
presented in an effort to develop the best transit system for the region given current resources as
well as an outline of what it will take to grow the service over the next 10 years.

The CARTA transit system carries approximately five million passengers per year. Ridership has
stabilized over the past few years, and with growing traffic congestion throughout the service
area, CARTA has experienced a decline in on-time performance and reliability on many of its
most heavily traveled routes. CARTA’s fleet is approximately 13 years old, one of the oldest
in the nation for a system CARTA’s size, which further reduces reliability. Additionally, CARTA
needs to modernize with fare payment systems, passenger amenities, and other technologies to
improve the performance of the system and the quality of service for passengers.

CARTA has a diverse ridership base of commuters, tourists, students and other customers using
the system. Approximately 70 percent of CARTA’s customers are “transit dependent”
meaning riders have no other mode available to make work, medical, shopping or other trips. As
such, CARTA must work within its means to ensure that safe and reliable service will continue to
be provided to its customers. CARTA is currently funded in large part by Charleston County sales
tax, which makes up approximately 40 percent of its revenues. Federal funding, local funding
partners, and fares make up the remaining revenue sources. Most of the funds currently go
toward operations and maintenance of the existing system, with little reserves set aside for
investment in future capital, such as vehicles, shelters and technology needs.

The Short Range Plan is focused on improving the quality of service for existing customers,
while identifying opportunities to remove inefficiencies and set aside revenues for capital

reserves. The Short Range Plan recommendations are intended to: $17.007.375

1) Provide reliable and consistent service by realigning service to improve
on-time performance, remove inefficiencies, and respond to current travel
patterns; $11,707,506 7
2) Reinvest in the system for capital improvements such as new buses, better ~ *'"!#%2¢
fareboxes, more shelters, etc.;
3) Get ready for the future by building transit corridors for future premium
services.

@ Other $282,518

B Federal Assistance $5,017,351

13 State Funds $525,580

H Local Funds $7,366,160

The Mid-Range Plan identifies service enhancements that pivot around high 576 o [ oo

capacity corridors and a premium transit line along the I-26 Corridor. Although no
funding source has been identified, the Mid-Range Plan presents a needs-based
assessment to grow the system over the next five to 10 years.
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THE SHORT RANGE PLAN RESULTS IN AN
EIGHT PERCENT REDUCTION IN SERVICE
HOURS. THESE REDUCTIONS ARE INTENDED
TO REMOVE INEFFICIENCIES FROM THE
CURRENT SYSTEM AND TO DEVELOP A
CAPITAL RESERVE FUND FOR FUTURE SYSTEM
INVESTMENT IN VEHICLES, PASSENGER
AMENITIES, AND TECHNOLOGY.

CARTA Operational Analysis

— Legend
m Amtrak Station
Park & Ride
© Transit Center
e Short Range Fixed Route
e Short Range Express Route
@ Existing Route

D Counties
7

N Short Range System

el Weekday Service Coverage
P {

(¢

it
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The I-26 Fixed Guideway Alternatives Analysis includes a three-tiered screening process to
identify the best transit mode and alignment for a fixed guideway transit alternative that meets
the project purpose and goals.

Pre-Screen — Fatal Flaw Analysis
Screen One — Initial Screening
Screen Two — Detailed Screening

The pre-screen analysis identifies the universe of potential transit modes and an array of potential
alignments including roadways, rail corridors, utility alignments, waterways, and other
alignments to eliminate those that do not meet the following criteria:

Pre-Screen Alignments

1) Has the alternative been eliminated previously for reasons that
are still valid?

2) Is a mode or alignment (including alignment segments) ill-
suited to address the purpose and need and project goals?

3) Does the mode or alignment have a fatal flaw considering the
market and environment in which it would operate or the
amount of funding likely to be available?

The Screen One — Initial Screening consisted of a qualitative and
quantitative assessment of twenty alternatives that comprised of
various transit modes and alignments carried forward and included
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), Light Rail Transit (LRT) , Hybrid Rail, and
Commuter Rail, as well as alignments along roadways, rail lines and
utility corridors. A peer system review and land use analysis were also
conducted to develop measures for this analysis.

The Screen Two — Detailed Screening of BRT and LRT alternatives
were assessed using FTA’s project justification criteria based on
ridership forecasts developed with the FTA’s STOPS model, and
planning level capital and operating costs.

i-26ALT Fixed Guideway
— A 26
@ B Dorchester Rd

— C1:US52 & UST8

*8s C2:US528 US176

— 1 CSX & UST8
..... F2:CSX & US176

G: Ashley

H: Cooj
—

— 2 Glenn

:
© Frooresrin

@ g Pk s e

......
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Conventional Bus

PRE-SCREEN ANALYSIS:

HAS THE ALTERNATIVE BEEN
ELIMINATED PREVIOUSLY FOR
REASONS THAT ARE STILL VALID? il
IS A MODE OR ALIGNMENT
(INCLUDING ALIGNMENT
SEGMENTS) ILL-SUITED TO ADDRESS
THE PURPOSE AND NEED AND
PROJECT GOALS?
Light Rail Transit
DOES THE MODE OR ALIGNMENT
HAVE A FATAL FLAW CONSIDERING
THE MARKET AND ENVIRONMENT IN
WHICH IT WOULD OPERATE OR THE
AMOUNT OF FUNDING LIKELY TO BE
AVAILABLE?

Commuter Rail

Alternatives Analysis

People Mover

Heavy Rail

High Speed Rail

Magnetic Levitation

Monorail Ferry Boat

Personal Rapid Transit
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Alternatives Analysis

Bus Rapid Transit

» System of buses that operate like a conventional
rail in reserved guideways or mixed traffic.

i-26ALT Fixed Guideway

— A:-26

‘@ B: Dorchester Rd.
w— C1:US52 & US78

RUSSTCZ VSR B USTTE t \ Light Rail Transit

s—01: 50500 =1 *Short passenger rail cars on fixed rails in right-of-

way that is separated from other traffic or mixed
£ Norfolk Southern o . .
— T CSBUSTE ' > with t_raf.flc, powered electrically from an overhead
seees F2:CSX&USI76 . ) electric line.

sasss D2: Santee Cooper

o Proposed Transit Center

Existing Park & Ride Hybrid Rail
@ Existing Transit Center : 5 2 8
=P ¢ Urban passenger train service operated as light rail

Y sy e or commuter rail service using electric or diesel
self-propelled passenger cars. (EMU/DMU)

Commuter Rail

e Urban passenger train service consisting of local,
short distance travel between a central city and
adjacent suburbs using electric or diesel
locomotive hauled passenger cars.

Screen One Alignments
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Screen One Rankings

RATING SCALE:

OOCC)

GOAL 1:
mprove Mobility, Accessibility,
Safety, and Connectlvlty of the
Transit System and Region

GOAL 2:
Promote a Cost Effective and
Financially Feasible Transit
Alternative

GOAL 3:
Support Local Land Use
Objectives

GOALS

GOAL4:
Plan for Projected Growth in

an Environmentally Sustainable

Manner

GOAL 5:
Respond to Community Needs
and Support

GOAL 6:

Support a Diverse Regional
Lconomy

OVERALL RANKING

Alternatives Analysis

ALIGNMENTS

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Light Rail Tranist (LRT) Commuter Rail (CR) Hyrid Rail (DMU)

US78 C-1
(LRT)
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Alternatives Analysis

- e

i-26ALT Fixed Guideway

e No Build:
Alternative A: 1-26 - Commuter Bus

— Build:
Alternative B-1/B-2: US78-US52 - Meeting - BRT/LRT
Alternative B-3/B-4: US78-US52 - East Bay - BRT/LRT
Alternative C-1/C-2: US176-US52 - Meeting - BRT/LRT
Alternative C-3/C-4: US176-US52 - East Bay - BRT/LRT
Alternative D-1/D-2: Dorchester Road - Meeting - BRT/LRT
Alternative D-3/D-4: Dorchester Road -East Bay - BRT/LRT

Existing Park & Ride

0 Existing Transit Center
BB Amirak Station

Alternative A: No Build [-26 Commuter Bus
Alternative B-1: US 78/US 52/Meeting— BRT
Alternative B-2: US 78/US 52/Meeting — LRT
Alternative B-3: US 78/US 52/East Bay — BRT
Alternative B-4: US 78/US 52/East Bay — LRT
Alternative C-1: US 176/US 52/Meeting — BRT
Alternative C-2: US 176/US 52/Meeting — LRT
Alternative C-3: US 176/US 52/East Bay — BRT
Alternative C-4: US 176/US 52/East Bay — LRT
Alternative D-1: Dorchester Rd/US 52/Meeting — BRT
Alternative D-2: Dorchester Rd/US 52/Meeting — LRT
Alternative D-3: Dorchester Rd/US 52/East Bay — BRT
Alternative D-4: Dorchester Rd /US 52/East Bay — LRT

Vv vV vV vV vV vV VvV VvV vV vV v v Vv

Screen Two Alignments
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Alternatives Analysis

Travel Demand Forecasting

The project team prepared ridership forecasts using the Simplified Trips-On-Project Software
(STOPS), a transit ridership model developed by the Federal Transit Administration to support
planning of fixed guideway transit projects. STOPS was calibrated using market data obtained
from a 2014-2015 survey of CARTA riders that shows the location of key transit markets and the
characteristics of transit riders. STOPS also utilizes highway network information and
socioeconomic forecasts from the BCDCOG travel forecasting model to provide an understanding
of how existing travel conditions are likely to evolve into the future.

Service plans were prepared for each short list alternative including station locations, BRT or LRT
timetables, and adjustments to existing competing or complementary bus services. These service
plans were processed by STOPS and used to generate estimates of future year ridership for each
route and station included in each alternative.

This project utilized STOPS version 1.52—the most recent version available at the time of the

Screen Two — Project Justification Criteria project. FTA is currently in the final stages of developing STOPS version 2.00 and BCDCOG
should consider updating this analysis when

: « Cost per Trip the next version becomes available. One new

Cost Effectiveness «Must be Under $10 for Medium Rating capability in STOPS version 2.00 will be the

ability to include special transit generators
such as downtown visitors which are under-
represented in the current implementation of
STOPS. Although these trips are not likely to
use the BRT or LRT lines, the special
«Number of New Weekday Transit Trips generator capability will allow the STOPS
+2,500 for Medium Rating representation of current transit ridership to
more closely align with observed ridership
patterns in Charleston.

eTotal Number of Trips on the Project

MObI I Ity I m provements *5M or Higher for Medium Rating

Congestion Relief

e Dollar Value based on change in Vehicle Miles Traveled for Air Quality
Emissions, Energy Use, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Safety It is likely that any follow-up analysis will

occur after the formal adoption of new
BCDCOG population and employment

Environmental Benefits

¢ Population and Employment from Census Data within % Mile of Stations

La n d U se « Legally Binding Affordability Restricted Housing within % Mile of fOTeC&StS, and the next round of anaIYSiS
Stations should be updated to represent the most
recent set of adopted socioeconomic
: jections.
ECO nomic Deve | (0] p ment ¢ Transit Supportive Plans and Policies projections
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Alternatives Analysis

CRITERIA

COST EFFECTIVENESS:
Cost Per Trip
Preliminary FTA Rating
($9.99 or Lower for Medium Rating)

MOBILITY IMPROVEMENTS:
Trips on Project
Preliminary FTA Rating
(5,000,000 or Higher for Medium
Rating)

CONGESTION RELIEF:
New Transit Trips
Preliminary FTA Rating
(2,500 or Higher for Medium Rating)

ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS:
Cost/Benefit Ratio
Preliminary FTA Rating
(0% or Higher for Medium Rating)

LAND USE:
Employment and Population Density
Preliminary FTA Rating
(Employment: 70,000+ for Medium
Rating, Population Density: 5,760+ for
Medium Rating)

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

OVERALL RATING

Screen Two BRT Alternative Ratings
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Alternatives Analysis

CRITERIA

COST EFFECTIVENESS:
Cost Per Trip
Preliminary FTA Rating
($9.99 or Lower for Medium Rating)

MOBILITY IMPROVEMENTS:
Trips on Project
Preliminary FTA Rating
(5,000,000 or Higher for Medium
Rating)

CONGESTION RELIEF:
New Transit Trips
Preliminary FTA Rating

(2,500 = Highefﬁ’r Medium Raﬁng) m“

ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS:
Cost/Benefit Ratio
Preliminary FTA Rating
(0% or Higher for Medium Rating)

LAND USE:
Employment and Population Density
Preliminary FTA Rating
(Employment: 70,000+ for Medium
Rating, Population Density: 5,760+ for
Medium Rating)

Screen Two LRT Alternative Ratings
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Public Involvement

The I-26 Fixed Guideway Alternatives Analysis outreach process was designed to provide
opportunities for interested parties to receive information, discuss issues, and participate in the
decision-making process during the study, particularly at key milestones. The outreach focused
on engaged participation by a variety of stakeholders and the public with the goal of selecting a
preferred alternative for transit improvements along the study corridor. It also supported the
ongoing advocacy and outreach activities set forth by the Charleston Area Transportation Study
(CHATS) and the Berkeley-Charleston-Dorchester Council of Governments (BCDCOG) to
promote coordinated regional transportation planning. A Public Involvement Plan (PIP) was
created to guide the project’s engagement efforts and defines strategies for communicating with
agencies, stakeholders, and the public about the I-26 Regional Fixed Guideway Transit
Alternatives Analysis (i-26ALT) project.

Public engagement efforts undertaken in the Alternatives Analysis process were focused on
identifying the various audiences/stakeholders vested and impacted by the study; educating
these groups on the purpose and need for the project; informing them of findings resulting from
the analysis; and actively and meaningfully engaging them in the decision making process.

Page 13
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Public Involvement

338 Attendees to 12 Public Meetings

75 Attendees to 3 Focused Transit Talks

“FOR THAT, WE ARE GOING TO NEED A

COMPREHENSIVE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION AND St Wi e e, i il e e el
PUBLIC TRANSIT PLAN. AND THE GOOD NEWS IS 192 Active Participants on Mindmixer
THAT THAT PROCESS IS STARTING TO COME

TOGETHER. BY WORKING WITH OUR CITIZENS AND

REGIONAL PARTNERS, WE'VE ALREADY SEEN REAL

PROGRESS ON SEVERAL MAJOR FRONTS, FROM THE

e 1,756 Corridor Employee Surveys
Completed and Validated

RE-THINK OF FOLLY ROAD, TO THE WIDENING OF
CLEMENTS FERRY, TO THE I-26 ALT STUDY, WHICH
RECENTLY RECOMMENDED A BUS RAPID TRANSIT

SYSTEM FROM SUMMERVILLE TO CHARLESTON. .

THIS KIND OF CLOSE COLLABORATION BETWEEN 114 Fans and 1,965 Unique People Reached
AND AMONG CITIZENS AND JURISDICTIONS IS GOING
TO BE KEY TO SOLVING OUR TRAFFIC PROBLEMS IN
THE YEARS AHEAD -- AND WE AS A CITY ARE
COMMITTED TO DOING OUR PART TO MAKE IT

190 Followers and 235 Tweets
Most Active Month: April with 7,183 Impressions

ULI Sponsored Transit Talk — One of three Transit Talks focused on
N Land Use, Environment & Community, and Business
WORK.

- JOHN ] TECKLENBURG, MAYOR CITY OF
CHARLESTON

STATE OF THE CITY ADDRESS, JANUARY 2016




Recommendation

MAIN & RICHARDSON ¢

As a result of a 15-month study with the purpose to identify a fixed guideway transit alternative SIHSEERINGITERS @

that will improve transit service and enhance regional mobility along the 22-mile I-26 Corridor
connecting Summerville, North Charleston, and Charleston, the alternative recommended to US78 & ROYLE @
move forward into further project development is Alternative B-1: Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) along
the US 78/US 52 (Rivers Avenue) alignment to a terminus at Line Street.

Based on a three-tiered screening process of transit modes and potential alignments, as well as a US78 & COLLEGE PARK(@:
public outreach program that included stakeholders and community members, Alternative B-1
ranked highest across all of the alternatives under consideration in terms of meeting the purpose
and goals of the project.

\-.
TRIDENT HEALTH & CSU . ¢

RIVERS & OTRANTO @)
» Total Annual Trips: 2 million trips per year

o 3,772 “New” daily transit trips RIVERS & ASHLEY PHOSPHATE
o Total systemwide annual trips: 6.5 million
» Planning Level Operating Costs: $5.9M/Year RIVERS & STOKES *

o Weekday Service: 4:00 AM — 1:00 AM; 10-minute peak, 20-minute non-peak, 30-
minute early/late

o Saturday: 6:00 AM — 1:00 AM, 20-minute service

o Sunday: 7:00 AM - 11:00 PM , 30-minute service

RIVERS & REMOUNT

RIVERS & MALL {_}

» Planning Level Construction Costs: $360 Million . . . |
o $15.5 M/Mile Estimated Weekday Boardings by Station RIVERS & DURANT ¢
o 23.1 Mile Corridor _ _ Forecasted Ridership \
o 18 Stations Station Station Type Alt. B1(2015) Alt. B1 (2035) ‘ RIVERS & MCMILLAN @
o 16 Vehicles Main St - Richardson Ave Urban Center 551 550 J

E 5th St N - Berlin Pkwy Park & Ride 806 869 A
US 78 - Royle Rd Park & Ride 726 437 U552 &BTROMBOL .4
US 78 - College Park Rd Park & Ride 370 409
US 78 - | 26 (Trident Health) Activity Center 156 187
Rivers Ave - Ontario Blvd Park & Ride 556 640 MEETING & MILFORD
Rivers Ave - Ashley Phosphate Rd Activity Center 257 283 ’
Rivers Ave - Stokes Ave Activity Center 193 196 1
Rivers Ave - Remount Rd Airport 521 574 MEETING & MT:PLEASANT: ()
Rivers Ave - Mall Dr Activity Center 392 441 A
Rivers Ave - Durant Ave Intermodal Center 241 277 MEETING & ROMNEY .
Rivers Ave - McMillan Ave Transit Hub 630 740 MEETING & HUGER
US52 - Stromboli Ave Neighborhood 176 193 1
Meeting St - Milford St Neighborhood 122 192 MEETING & LINE: @)
Meeting St - Mt Pleasant St Transit Hub 231 258
Meeting St - Romney St Neighborhood 99 109 LEGEND
Meeting St - Huger St Activity Center 191 214 — SEMI-EXCLUSIVE GUIDEWAY
Meeting St - Line St Transit Hub 957 1,126 ~ MIXED TRAFFIC GUIDEWAY
Total 6,874 7,696 @ TRANSITHUB

PARK AND RIDE
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Recommendation

The i-26ALT project was developed to identify a transit alternative that could compete for federal
funds under the Federal Transit Administration’s Capital Investment Grant Program, which
includes a multi-phased, competitive process that project sponsors must follow to be considered
for funding. The Comprehensive Operational Analysis was developed to support key requirements
under the local financial commitment ratings criteria for the existing transit system. The
Alternatives Analysis focuses on the project justification criteria. The following are the key
milestones for the next-steps:

» 2016: Finalize and adopt COA and Alternative Analysis

» CHATS/BCDCOG to select Preferred Alternative to move forward

» CARTA to adopt COA recommendations and implement Short-Range Plan
> 2017 to 2018: Project Development

> 2019 to 2021: Engineering Phase (Note: Projects under $300M, and requesting less than
$100M in CIG funds have 3-years to complete both project development and engineering
phases —which would be 2017 to 2019)

> 2022 to 2025: Construction and implementation

FTA’S Capital Investment Grant Program Three Phase Process for New Starts Projects

Project
W Development . Engineering Construction
Complete NEPA process Commitment of 50%
Select Locally Preferred of matching funds
Alternative (LPA) Significant progress
Adopt LPA in Fiscally with engineering
Constrained Long Range Recommendation for
Transportation Plan Construction Grant
Obtain Medium Project Agreement
Rating under Project Three -Year
Justification Evaluation Timeframe
Obtain commitment of 30%
of m atching funds Neuw Starts project costs are greater than $300M with a
federal share greater than $100M. Small Starts projects
Complete 30% design and follow a two-phased process: Project Development and
engineering Construction. Project Development and Engineering must be
k complete within three years. Small Starts projects cost less
Two-Year Timeframe than $300M with $100M or less in Federal Funds.
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1 Introduction

The I-26 Fixed Guideway Alternative Analysis (i-26ALT) identifies and evaluates transit solutions for the I-26
corridor connecting Summerville, North Charleston and the Charleston Peninsula. These solutions are intended to
improve transit service and enhance regional mobility, manage existing and future transportation demand,
support the regional economy, and create livable communities. Information gathered in this report is meant to
inform the alternatives analysis process as fixed guideway alternatives and alignments are screened to develop a
community supported Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) that can move forward into the Project
Development/NEPA phase of the FTA’s Capital Investment Grant program.

This Existing Conditions Report provides a macro-level overview of the Study Area and its delineated boundaries,
as well as a summary of relevant infrastructure including transportation, rail, utility and transit facilities, to guide
the development of conceptual fixed guideway alternatives and alignments to be considered in future analysis.
This is followed by a more detailed or micro-level review of the Study Area through individual Sub Area analyses.

Existing conditions were recorded through a mix of field visits, review of maps, available Geographic Information
Systems (GIS) data, relevant system data provided by local agencies, and a comprehensive review of local plans
and studies conducted in the corridor. Due to the large extent of the i-26ALT Study Area, data collection is further
organized by sub areas. Sub areas were determined by aggregating census block groups into manageable sections
primarily along the travel shed of the interstate. Areas were delineated based on a combination of physical
boundaries (major roads, water features, etc.) and naturally clustered land use and development patterns.

2 Study Area

The i-26ALT Study Area includes the areas and communities surrounding the 22-mile segment of I-26 connecting
Summerville, North Charleston and Charleston, South Carolina.

2.1 General Description

The northwestern boundary of the Study Area includes the Town of Summerville and US 17A. The Study Area is
bounded to the southwest primarily by Dorchester Road and the Ashley River; to the north and east by US 176, the
City of Hanahan, and the Cooper River; and to the southeast by the Charleston Peninsula. The following section
provides a map of the Study Area. Maps were generated from GIS data collected primarily from US Census Tiger
files, local municipalities, and the Berkeley-Charleston-Dorchester Council of Governments (BCDCOG). Aerial
Orthoimagery (high resolution aerial images) and US Topo Quadrangle maps obtained from the US Geological
Survey (USGS) are also included in the land use and natural resources sections.

2.1.1  Corridor Map

The I-26 Corridor travels through two counties - five miles through Berkeley County and 17 miles through
Charleston County. The i-26ALT Study Area, however, includes the three counties of the tri-county region,
Berkeley County, Charleston County, and Dorchester County, since potential alignments include parallel facilities
that pass through some or all of these jurisdictions. There are also a number of local municipalities represented
within the Study Area.

Figure 2-1 provides a map of the I-26 Corridor and the local jurisdictions located in the Study Area. The
municipalities of Summerville and Lincolnville are located in the northwestern sector of the Study Area, and
Goose Creek is located in the northeast. A large portion of the Study Area is located in the jurisdictional boundary
of the City of North Charleston. The City of Hanahan is located on the eastern edge of the Corridor, while the
southern end of the Study Area falls under the jurisdiction of the City of Charleston.
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Figure 2 - 1: i-26ALT Study Area and Local Municipalities
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2.2 Area Demographics, Land Development Patterns and Existing Zoning

The following section provides an overview of the Study Area demographics, current land use, and existing zoning.
Focus is placed on area population and employment data and densities since studies show that of the factors that
affect the demand for transit, the most significant is the number of individuals who live and work within easy
access, usually walking distance, to transit service. Transit routes located in areas with high population and/or
employment areas result in a larger sector of the population having more direct access to transit. Densities also
serve as indicators as to the type and frequency of transit service that might be appropriate for an area. Current
zoning data for the Study Area was developed from land, zoning and parcel data provided by local jurisdictions.
An inventory of current land use for the Study Area was recorded from aerial images and in-field observations.

2.2.1 Study Corridor Demographics

The i-26ALT Study Area accounts for roughly 45 percent of existing (2010) population and 54 percent of existing
employment (2010) in the tri-county region. Table 2-1 provides a summary of population, household, and
employment for the Study Area. Estimates for base year 2010 and horizon year 2035 were obtained from the
Charleston Area Transportation Study (CHATS) Regional Transportation Model at the Traffic Analysis Zone
(TAZ) level. Using GIS software, a selection of TAZs whose centroid were located inside the Study Area were used
to estimate population, household and employment figures.

Population, household and employment growth inside the Study Area from 2010 to 2035 is estimated to increase
approximately 22 percent, 24 percent, and 21 percent respectively.

Table 2 - 1: Study Area Population, Household and Employment Statistics

Demographic Region Study Area S}/ou:)ity ﬁer geiz(tna:s
Characteristics 2010 2035 % Change 2010 2035 % Change 2010 2035
Population 621,695 783,516 26% 276,869 338,593 22% 45% 43%
Households 249,569 | 316,894 27% 108,645 135,143 24% 44% 43%
Employment 307,809 | 391,053 27% 167,332 203,260 21% 54% 52%

Sources: CHATS Regional Transportation Model (2010 TAZ, 2035 TAZ)

Research provides guidance on typical minimum densities needed to support transit service modes and frequency
of service. While these thresholds provide some guidance, they are not exact and are presented under conditional
scenarios and constraints. Density guidelines have been developed by a number of sources, including local
community planning, in an effort to guide design and land use policies to promote or increase an area’s transit
ridership potential. Density levels are expressed as floor area ratios, households, residential units, population,
employees, jobs, activities (a combination of employment and residents), and commercial use in attempt to put
transit supportive densities into context.

The Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual
(Report 165) provides minimum density values to define transit supportive areas or areas that are capable of
supporting hourly fixed route transit service. It is suggested that a typical minimum density of 4 jobs per gross
acre or 3 households per gross acre is supportive of hourly daytime transit service. Using these minimum density
thresholds as well as a composite of thresholds presented in other studies and plans, the following density level
and supported transit service table (Table 2-2) was developed to provide insight into the transit supportive
densities that exist in the Study Area.
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Table 2 - 2: Transit Supported Service Levels and Density Thresholds

. . Household Densi Jobs Densit
Supported Transit Service (Households /Acrg J obs/Acre)y
Minimal Transit 1-2 1-3
Hourly Local Bus (1 bus/60 mins.) 3-6 4-25
Frequent Local Bus (1 bus/10-30 mins.) 6-12 25-75
High Capacity Service (BRT or Light Rail) 12+ 75+

Source: TCRP Report 165, Urban Land Institute (2003)

Figures 2-2 and 2-3 provide household densities along the Study Area for the years 2010 and 2035. Areas that
meet the Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual minimum density level (3-6 households/acre) are found
primarily within the Study Area and are served by the current CARTA bus system or are within a half-mile radius
of routes. Areas with higher density levels of 9 or more households per acre that are supportive of frequent bus
service or high capacity transit service are located on the Charleston Peninsula. For the year 2035, areas meeting
the minimum transit supportive density increase as indicated in Figure 2-3. Distinct areas of household density
growth can be found in North Charleston, Goose Creek and Summerville along the I-26 Corridor. Increases in
household density in the Charleston Peninsula for the year 2035 occur in areas that currently have high household
densities.

The Study Area’s transit supportive job/employment densities for the years 2010 and 2035 are provided in
Figures 2-4 and 2-5. Using the Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual minimum transit supportive job
density threshold of 4 jobs per gross acre, the 2010 job density map indicates areas that are supportive of hourly
daytime transit service or better. Areas with higher job densities are located in the more urban core or central
business district in Downtown Charleston and also around select employment nodes in North Charleston. Transit
supportive job density levels projected for the year 2035 reflect increased density levels in areas of North
Charleston south of the I-26 and US 78 intersection, in the Charleston Neck Area, and along Dorchester Road.
Employment densities in Downtown Charleston reflect increases in select areas of already high density levels.

While both employment and population densities have a strong relationship to transit ridership and demand,
recent research suggests that the magnitude of the relationship between employment densities and transit
ridership is greater than that between residential densities and transit ridership. Regional demographics for other
identified transit dependent groups can be found in detail in the CARTA Comprehensive Operation Analysis
(COA) Existing Conditions Report. The populations identified in the COA include the region’s youth, elderly, no
vehicle households, low income households, disabled population, and minority population.
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