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Safe Streets and Roads for All

Self-Certification Eligibility Worksheet

All applicants should follow the instructions in the NOFO to correctly apply for a grant. See the SS4A website for more
information.

Table 1 of the SS4A NOFQ describes seven components of an Action Plan, which correspond to the questions in this
worksheet. Applicants should use this worksheet to determine whether their existing plan(s) contains the required
components to be considered an eligible Action Plan for SS4A.

This worksheet is required for all SS4A Implementation Grant applications and any Planning and Demonstration Grant
applications to conduct Supplemental Planning/Demonstration Activities only. Please complete the form in its
entirety, do not adjust the formatting or headings of the worksheet, and upload the completed PDF with your application.

Eligibility
An Action Plan is considered eligible for an SS4A application for an Implementation Grant or a Planning and
Demonstration Grant to conduct Supplemental Planning/Demonstration Activities if the following two conditions are met:

e You can answer “YES" to Questions 3, 6, and 8 in this worksheet; and
e You can answer "YES" to at least three of the five remaining Questions, 1, 2, 4, 5, and 7.

If both conditions are not met, an applicant is still eligible to apply for a Planning and Demonstration Grant to fund the
creation of a new Action Plan or updates to an existing Action Plan to meet SS4A requirements.

Applicant Information

Lead Applicant: UEL:

Action Plan Documents

In the table below, list the relevant Action Plan and any additional plans or documents that you reference in this form. Up
to three plans or documents may be included. Please provide a hyperlink to any documents available online or indicate
that the Action Plan or other documents will be uploaded in Valid Eval as part of your application. Note that, to be
considered an eligible Action Plan for SS4A, the plan(s) coverage must be broader than just a corridor, neighborhood, or
specific location.

Document Title T Recent Update

Safe Streets for Sumter Safety Action Plan August 2026
Appendix August 2026

SS4A Self-Certification Eligibility Worksheet | Page 1 of 5



Action Plan Components

For each question below, answer “YES” or “NO." If “YES," list the relevant plan(s) or supporting documentation that address
the condition and the specific page number(s) in each document that corroborates your response. This form provides
space to reference multiple plans, but please list only the most relevant document(s).

1. Leadership Commitment and Goal Setting

Are BOTH of the following true?
¢ A high-ranking official and/or governing body in the jurisdiction publicly committed to an O |YES
eventual goal of zero roadway fatalities and serious injuries; and
e The commitment includes either setting a target date to reach zero OR setting one or more
targets to achieve a reduction in roadway fatalities and serious injuries by a specific date.

NO

Note: This may include a resolution, policy, ordinance, executive order, or other official announcement
from a high-ranking official and the official adoption of a plan that includes the commitment by a

legislative body.

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response.

Document Title Page Number(s)

Safe Streets for Sumter Safety Action Plan pg. 3
Appendix B

2. Planning Structure

U [ YES

To develop the Action Plan, was a committee, task force, implementation group, or similar body
established and charged with the plan’s development, implementation, and monitoring? NO

Note: This should include a description of the membership of the group and what role they play in the
development, implementation, and monitoring of the Action Plan.

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response.

Document Title Page Number(s)

Safe Streets for Sumter Safety Action Plan pg. 19

SS4A Self-Certification Eligibility Worksheet | Page 2 of 5



3. Safety Analysis

Does the Action Plan include ALL of the following?

e Analysis of existing conditions and historical trends to provide a baseline level of crashes
involving fatalities and serious injuries across a jurisdiction, locality, Tribe, or region; U |YES

e Analysis of the location(s) of crashes, the severity, contributing factors, and crash types;

NO

e Analysis of systemic and specific safety needs, as needed (e.g., high-risk road features, specific
safety needs of relevant road users, or post-crash care and emergency response); and,

e A geospatial identification (geographic or locational data using maps) of higher risk locations.

Note: Availability and level of detail of safety data may vary greatly by location. The Fatality and Injury
Reporting System Tool (FIRST) provides county- and city-level data. When available, local data should
be used to supplement nationally available data sets.

If "YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response.

Document Title Page Number(s)

Safe Streets for Sumter Safety Action Plan pg. 22-34; 48-57

4. Engagement and Collaboration

Did development of the Action Plan include ALL of the following activities?

e Engagement with the public and relevant stakeholders, including the private sector and community 0 |YES
groups;
e Incorporation of information received from the engagement and collaboration into the plan; and NO

e Coordination that included inter- and intra-governmental cooperation and collaboration, as
appropriate.

Note: This should include a description of public meetings, participation in public and private events,
and proactive meetings with stakeholders.

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response.

Document Title Page Number(s)

Safe Streets for Sumter Safety Action Plan pg. 19, 36-41, 54-55
Appendix D
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5. Policy and Process Changes

Are BOTH of the following true?
e The plan development included an assessment of current policies, plans, guidelines, and/or
standards to identify opportunities to improve how processes prioritize safety; and
e The plan discusses implementation through the adoption of revised or new policies, guidelines,
and/or standards.

O [YES

NO

Note: This may include existing and/or recommended Complete Streets policy, guidelines for
community engagement and collaboration, policy for prioritizing areas of greatest need, local laws
(e.g., speed limit), design guidelines, and other policies and processes that prioritize safety.

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response.

Document Title Page Number(s)

Safe Streets for Sumter Safety Action Plan pg. 42-44, 62-63
Appendix C

6. Strategy and Project Selections

O [YES

Does the plan identify a comprehensive set of projects and strategies to address the safety problems in
the Action Plan, with information about time ranges when projects and strategies will be deployed, and
an explanation of project prioritization criteria?

NO

Note: This should include one or more lists of community-wide multi-modal and multi-disciplinary
projects that respond to safety problems and reflect community input, indication of expected time
ranges to complete each project, and a description of how your community will prioritize projects in the
future.

If "YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response.

Document Title Page Number(s)

Safe Streets for Sumter Safety Action Plan pg. 64-83
Appendix F-I

SS4A Self-Certification Eligibility Worksheet | Page 4 of 5



7. Progress and Transparency

Does the plan include BOTH of the following? 0] YES
e A description of how progress will be measured over time that includes, at a minimum, outcome
data. NO

e The plan is posted publicly online.

Note: This should include a progress reporting structure and list of proposed metrics.

If "YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response.

Document Title Page Number(s)

Safe Streets for Sumter Safety Action Plan pg. 84-85

8. Action Plan Date

O |YES

Was at least one of your plans finalized and/or last updated between 2021 and May 26, 20267

NO

Note: Updates may include major revisions, updates to the data used for analysis, status updates, or the
addition of supplemental planning documents, including but not limited to an ADA Transition Plan,
one or more Road Safety Audits conducted in high-crash locations, or a Vulnerable Road User Plan.

If "YES,” please list your most recent document, date of finalization, and page number(s) that
corroborate your response.

Date of Most

Document Title Recent Update Page Number(s)

Safe Streets for Sumter Safety Action Plan  |August 2026 |pg. 1-87

SS4A Self-Certification Eligibility Worksheet | Page 5 of 5
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1 Existing Plan and Policy Review

1.1 Purpose

This Existing Plan and Policy Review evaluates existing plans, policies, ordinances, and programs in
Sumter City and County, South Carolina, and the USDOT that influence transportation safety. The
review identifies opportunities to align SAP recommendations with adopted goals, existing
investments, and local priorities.

1.2 Review Methodology
The following documents were reviewed as part of this effort:

e SUATS LRTP (2050)

e Hampton Park Traffic Calming (2016)
e HSIP 2025 -SC

e USDOT Complete Streets Policy

e SCDOT Complete Streets Policy

e City Zoning & Dev. Standards

e Turkey Creek Greenway (2022)

e Shot Pouch Creek Master Plan (2014)
e Connect 378 (2025)

e Walk Bike Sumter

Evaluation Framework

Each document was assessed for:

Safety goals and objectives

Vulnerable road user considerations
Community supporting (equity) provisions
Speed management strategies

Complete Streets implementation

Safety data analysis or frameworks
Performance measures

Implementation mechanisms

Funding opportunities

O OO0 0O 0O o o0 o



1.3 Plans and Policies Inventory

The Sumter SAP assessed the following plans for consistency with the Safe System Approach, SS4A
guidelines, and proven safety strategies. This list is not exhaustive of all plans but those represnetive
of planning, funding, and multimodal travel:

Document Name Adoption Year Gg(())\%?ggéc Releéir:ace to
SUATS LRTP (2050) MPO 2025 SUATS High
Hampton Park Traffic City of Sumter 2016 Hampton Park Medium
Calming Historic District
SCDOT Highway Safety ScDOT 2025 Statewide High
Improvement Program
National Roadway USDOT 2022 National Medium
Safety Strategy
SCDOT Complete . .
Streets Policy SCDOT 2021 Statewide High
Sumter 2040 . : .
Comprehensive Plan City of Sumter 2019 City Medium
Turkey Creek MPO 2022 Greenway Study Medium
Greenway Area
Shot Pouch Creek City of Sumter 2014 Greenway Study Medium
Master Plan Area
Connect 378 City of Sumter 2024 Corni?(reaStudy Medium
\Qll:'nk + Bike Master MPO 2023 SUATS High

1.4 Document Review Summary

Sumter Area Transportation Study (SUATS) 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP)

Source: https://www.sumtersc.gov/sites/default/files/uploads/Departments/Planning/SUATS/Base Docs/
suats-2050-Irtp-amendment-5.pdf

Overview

This Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) for the Sumter Metro Area outlines a regional strategy for a connected
transportation system that accommodates the region's existing and future mobility needs.

The Sumter LRTP is a financially constrained plan, meaning it identifies projects and programs that can reasonably
be implemented with anticipated funding levels through the year 2050.



In response to federal mandates and the expressed wishes of local residents, the LRTP addresses all modes of
transportation in some way, including cars, trucks, bicycles, walking, transit, air, and rail modes.

Vision Statement

SUATS area citizens envision an attractive and thriving community that invites business and individuals that desire
higher quality of life linked to a safe, efficient, maintainable, and environmentally compatible transportation system
that provides convenient choices for accessing destinations throughout the MPO.

Relevant Goals

Growth & Development: Create a system of interconnected streets and paths by developing a plan that supports
existing and future development.

Safety & Security: Provide and promote a safe transportation system for all users by implementing best practices in
Complete Street design.

Mobility & Accessibility: Provide a balanced transportation system that makes it easier to walk, ride a bike, and
take transit by implementing traffic calming and developing safe corridors.

Safety-Related Elements

Chapter 6: Existing Roadway Conditions
Safety and Crash History — page 84

The goal of SUATS, the SC Department of Public Safety, and the SC Department of Transportation is to reduce
fatalities and serious injuries on all public roadways in the short term, with the vision of eliminating both in the long
term. This goal and vision can be realized if all citizens would adopt a 'target zero’ mindset for themselves, as well as
their families and friends.

¢ Intersection Crashes

e TOP 20 Intersection Crash Locations

e Corridor Crashes

e TOP 20 Corridor Crash Locations
Chapter 7: Future Roadway Conditions
Roadway Project Scoring Methodology — page 98

Safety: the safety score is a composite that includes crash rate per mile and the total number of crashes over a 5-
year period.

Transportation Improvements Toolbox — page 109

I SAFETY



The region has expressed a growing concern for key corridors experiencing congestion, travel delay, and safety
issues. To preserve mobility and protect the overall efficiency of the network, the project team developed a toolbox of
‘best practices’ so the region can respond to changing developmental pressures.

Rather than specific project recommendations, this toolbox allows the region to remain flexible when calling upon
evidence-based procedures to make the best planning decisions for the region’s future. On the following pages, a set
of tools and guidelines for intersection safety improvements, access management, and connectivity provide guidance
to and demonstrate examples of how SUATS can apply these strategies moving forward.

Chapter 8: Walk + Bike
Walk + Bike Network Development — page 122
Safety

Crash hot spots identify areas where people have been struck by a vehicle while walking or biking. Because of the
dispersed population in this area though, historical crash data only tells one part of the roadway safety story. Crash
data does not capture near misses or places where there may be limited bicycle and pedestrian activity because
people already perceive the area as unsafe.

Walk + Bike Project Scoring Methodology — page 131

Safety: the safety score is a composite that includes crash rate per mile and the total number of crashes over a 5-
year period.

Chapter 12: Implementation Plan
General Action Items — page 207

¢ Adopt access management policies for arterials and major collectors following best practices for
safety and mobility

e Develop a City of Sumter access management policy for arterials and major collector streets
following best practices for safety and mobility

o Develop a Sumter County access management policies for arterials and major collector streets
following best practices for safety and mobility

e Adopt an MPO "Complete Streets" policy that establishes the need to accommodate bicycle,
pedestrian, and transit safety and mobility as well vehicular needs to encourage a well-balanced
transportation system.

e Program funds for implementation of 2 improvements to priority locations based on 5-year crash
statistics with "spot safety funds" from SCDOT district office

o Establish a partnership with local law enforcement officials to ensure laws and regulations
pertaining to motorist, cyclist, and pedestrian safety are properly and consistently enforced across
the region



e Establish partnership program with local schools to better promote walking and biking in the
community, including establishment of a Safe Routes to School program, National Walk to School
day, and other school-based safety education, outreach, and engagement programs

Key Findings

Strengths

e Regional investment strategy

e Strong assessment of traffic safety and crash data

e Vision Zero statement

e Projects identified for both roadways and multimodal travel
e Safety scoring criteria

¢ Funding and implementation program recommendations

e Safety can be reevaluated as scoring criteria

e Needs to incorporate HIN

¢ Needs to incorporate the Safe System Approach more carefully

e Toolkits need to be evaluated for current design recommendations

Implications for SAP

e Assess project locations within SAP, especially adjacent to HIN segments

Hampton Park Historic District: Traffic Calming Program Report

Source: https://www.sumtersc.gov/sites/default/files/uploads/Departments/Planning/SUATS/
hampton park final project report 1-7-2016.pdf

Overview

As the downtown core adjacent to the Hampton Park District continues to grow, traffic pressures are likely to
increase. Residents of the District have voiced concerns about speeding and noise from ambulances and other
vehicles. An important part of the objective of this study was to refine these issues for Calhoun Street, if possible,
through focus groups, surveys, and public meetings.

Relevant Goals
Safety-Related Elements

Hampton Park Historic District: Context and Issues — pg 3

e Speeds: Typical speeds on West Calhoun Street ranged from 28 mph to 35 mph, with a posted
speed limit of 30 mph throughout. Observed speeds (recorded with a radar gun and validated
with 57 floating car studies) tended to be higher in the center section of the corridor. Observations
of 35 mph to 40 mph were uncommon, but did occur.



Volume/Traffic Type: A “No Thru Truck” prohibition sign is posted on West Calhoun Street at
Guignard; however, some smaller trucks (2-3 axles), garden trailers, and two ambulances did
pass through this area. The highest total volumes recorded from recent counts were 4,700 vpd to
5,000 vpd on West Calhoun Street. Church Street was next (1,700 vpd-2,000 vpd) with other
streets in the area averaging less than 1,000vpd.

Intersection Performance: The project team conducted intersection counts for a one hour
period in the morning and evening peak periods at six intersections (Sumter staff subsequently
counted Church Street and West Calhoun Street). No substantial delays exceeding a single cycle
were observed, with the heaviest volumes on Guignard at West Calhoun Street.

Crash Data: Historic crash data indicated that several intersection locations, including North
Purdy, North Salem and Guignard were high-crash intersections. North Purdy and Calhoun and
North Salem and Calhoun were the two most prominent crash clusters inside the corridor,
although the intersection of Guignard / Calhoun, which has a much higher total volume going
through the intersection, was also noted as a high-crash location. Crash types indicated an
expected distribution of rear-end (STOP controlled intersections) and failure to yield (signal-
controlled intersections) causes. No fatalities were recorded between 2010 and 2015.

Pass-Through Traffic: During the data collection period, the project team conducted fifty-seven

floating car studies, i.e. where one or more cars were “trailed” through the corridor entering either
from Washington or Guignard. Fifty-six percent (56%) of vehicles starting at one end went all the

way through the corridor; 44% were local trips with a destination or turn off of Calhoun Street.

Survey Results: As part of the study, the project team released a survey that was answered by
277 respondents. Generally, people felt that speeding was the number one issue, but that the
posted speed was adequate. Car use was the predominant mode of travel in the corridor, with
many of the respondents passing all the way through en route to another destination outside the
Historic District.

Physical and Program Recommendations — pg 7

West Calhoun Street Recommendations: Physical Infrastructure (West)
West Calhoun Street Recommendations: Physical Infrastructure (Middle)
West Calhoun Street Recommendations: Physical Infrastructure East
Area-Wide Recommendations (part 1)
Area-Wide Recommendations, part Il
Recommendation: Programs

o Pace Car Program

o0 Hampton Comes Alive!

o0 Mock Installation.



Key Findings

Strengths

e Important reference for traffic calming measures and locations
¢ Proactive safety projects for local areas
e Strong public involvement
e Useful data and crash analysis
Gaps
e Does not address traffic calming citywide

Implications for SAP

e Apply traffic calming toolkit to citywide projects

South Carolina Highway Safety Improvement Program 2025 Annual Report

Source: https://www.scdot.org/content/dam/scdot-legacy/performance/pdf/reports/
SC HSIP Report 2025.pdf

Overview

The Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) is a core Federal-aid program with the purpose of achieving a
significant reduction in fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads. As per 23 U.S.C. 148(h) and 23 CFR 924.15,
States are required to report annually on the progress being made to advance HSIP implementation and evaluation
efforts.

The format of this report is consistent with the HSIP Reporting Guidance dated December 29, 2016 and consists of
five sections: program structure, progress in implementing highway safety improvement projects, progress in
achieving safety outcomes and performance targets, effectiveness of the improvements and compliance assessment.

Relevant Goals

State Safety Performance Targets
e Number of Fatalities — 1059
e Number of Serious Injuries — 2549
o Fatality Rate — 1.870
e Serious Injury Rate — 4.500
e Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries — 467.9

Safety-Related Elements

Introduction —pg 5

Program Structure —pg 5
e Program Administration



e Program Methodology

Project Implementation — pg 15
e Funds Programmed
e General Listing of Projects

Safety Performance — pg 21
e General Highway Safety Trends
o Safety Performance Targets
e Applicability of Special Rules

Evaluation — pg 29
e Program Effectiveness
o Effectiveness of Groupings or Similar Types of Improvements
¢ Project Effectiveness

Compliance Assessment — pg 35
Key Findings

Strengths

e Insights into state safety measures and funding
e Important safety performance measures
o Reference for state grants

e May be looking less at vision zero and more on mitigating upward trends
e City needs to set independent goals consistent with local priorities

Implications for SAP

e Ensure consistency of performance measures, tracked metrics, and project recommendations
with state policy

South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) Departmental Directive:
Complete Streets (2021)

Source: https://info2.scdot.org/SCDOTPress/Publishinglmages/DD%2028%20Complete%20Streets.pdf

Overview

This Directive serves as the foundation for the South Carolina Department of Transportation (Department) to
implement a complete streets policy that requires and encourages a safe, comfortable, integrated transportation
network for all users, regardless of age, ability, income, ethnicity, or mode of transportation.



This Directive will initiate change with numerous other sources of information within the Department to ensure our
approach to providing complete streets is integrated into our practices and procedures. This Directive supersedes all
other Department guidance that conflicts with the information in this Directive.

Relevant Goals

The Department will develop and publish a detailed Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Action Plan with the goal of:

e Increasing understanding of bicycling and walking crash patterns;

¢ Promote objectives and data-driven decision making;

¢ Promote investment in proven safety countermeasures; and

e Target locations with high needs and opportunities for successful outcomes.

Safety-Related Elements

e General-pgl

e Planning — pg 2

e Funding —pg 3

e Design—pg4

e Walk Zone Traffic Control — pg 5
e Maintenance — pg 5

o Safety and Operations — pg 5

e Training — pg 6

e Complete Streets Council — pg 6

Key Findings

Strengths

e Strong statement on statewide funding and complete streets
¢ Important reference for state-owned streets and HIN segments
o Reference for state grants

¢ May need more current design references
e Important to track implementation within state processes

Implications for SAP

e Ensure consistency of project recommendations with state policy on state routes

National Roadway Safety Strategy (2022)

Source: https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/2022-02/USDOT-National-Roadway-Safety-
Strateqy.pdf




Overview

The NRSS sets a vision and goal for the safety of the Nation’s roadways, adopts the Safe System Approach
principles to guide our safety actions, and identifies critical and significant actions the Department will take now in
pursuit of five core objectives: Safer People, Safer Roads, Safer Vehicles, Safer Speeds, and Post-Crash Care. This
document highlights new priority actions that target our most significant and urgent problems, and are, therefore,
expected to have the most substantial impact. It also highlights notable changes to existing practices and
approaches.

Relevant Goals

Together, we must strive for zero roadway fatalities. Zero is the only acceptable number of deaths on our
highways, roads, and streets. The United States Department of Transportation is committed to taking substantial,
comprehensive action to significantly reduce serious and fatal injuries on the Nation’s roadways. However, no one will
reach this goal acting alone. Reaching zero will require U.S. DOT to work with the entire roadway transportation
community and the American people to lead a significant cultural shift that treats roadway deaths as unacceptable
and preventable.

Safety Related Elements

Objectives and Implementation — pg 11
e Safer People — pg 14
e Safer Roads — pg 18
e Safer Vehicles — pg 22
e Safer Speeds — pg 26
e Post-Crash Care — pg 29
Key Findings

Strengths

e Strong statement on federal funding and complete streets
¢ Important safety performance measures
o Reference for federal grants
Gaps
e May be unenforced with current administration

Implications for SAP

e Ensure consistency of performance measures, tracked metrics, and project recommendations
with federal policy




Turkey Creek Greenway Feasibility Study (2022)

Source: https://www.sumtersc.gov/sites/default/files/uploads/Departments/Planning/SUATS/
turkey creek greenway feasibility study-final report 2022 10 24.pdf

Overview

The Turkey Creek Greenway Feasibility Study is an initiative of the Sumter Area Transportation Study Metropolitan
Planning Organization (SUATS MPO), in partnership with Sumter County and the City of Sumter.

As the formal documentation of the Turkey Creek Greenway Feasibility Study, this Feasibility Report:
* Further defines the greenway’s mission

« Identifies potential environmental, cultural, and social resources

» Determines natural features or social concerns that may be constraints to greenway construction

* Informs, educates, and solicits input from the public about the greenway

* Provides a detailed concept plan and recommended alignment for the greenway

* Provides cost estimates for implementing the project

Safety-Related Elements

Recommended Greenway — pg 15

e Technical Analyses — pg 16

e Evaluation Criteria — pg 16

e Greenway Alignment — pg 17

e Conceptual Design Guidance — pg 19

e Greenway Characteristics — pg 22
Implementation — pg 39

e Opinions of Probable Cost — pg 40

¢ Potential Project Phasing — pg 42



Key Findings

Strengths

e Important alternative route for multimodal transportation
e Strong public input process

Gaps

e Does not directly improve HIN segments
¢ Needs additional toolkit work for crossing locations

Implications for SAP

e Assess project locations within SAP, especially adjacent to HIN segments

Sumter Connectivity & Greenways Master Plan for Shot Pouch Creek (2014)

Source: https://www.sumtersc.gov/sites/default/files/uploads/Departments/Planning/SUATS/
shotpouchplan.pdf




Overview

The Master Plan for the Shot Pouch Creek envisions this natural greenway as a viable community amenity, designed
to connect neighborhoods, encourage recreational walking and biking, and as a catalyst for new niche neighborhood
commercial development. In essence, this plan sees a linear park serving as a “spine” for greater connectivity in
Sumter.

Relevant Goals

The primary goals of this project are to provide Sumter with a Master Plan for a greenway system, and to create a
connected network between the primary amenities of the community.

Safety-Related Elements

Analysis —pg 7
e Area of Focus
e History
e Environment
e  Sumter Demographics
e Land Use
e Property Ownership
e Existing Greenspaces & Schools
o Existing Connectivity
e Combined Existing Conditions

Greenway Master Plan — pg 16

Corridor Enhancements — 55
e Liberty Street
e Guignard Drive
e Traffic Calming

Key Findings

Strengths

e Important alternative route for multimodal transportation
o Elements of safety countermeasures and traffic calming along local streets
e Strong public input process

Gaps

e Does not directly improve HIN segments
e Needs additional toolkit work for crossing locations

Implications for SAP

e Assess project locations within SAP, especially adjacent to HIN segments




Connect 378: Robert E. Graham Freeway (US 378) Feasibility & Conceptual Engineering
Plan (2025)

Source: https://www.sumtersc.gov/sites/default/files/uploads/Departments/Planning/SUATS/
Connect378/us-378-bypass-feasibility-study-final-report.pdf

Overview

The purpose of this feasibility study is to provide an analysis in support of a potential corridor improvement project
along a 2.6 mile stretch of US 378 (Robert E Graham Freeway) between US 521 (Camden Highway) and US 15 (N
Main Street) and its two frontage roads in Sumter, South Carolina. US 378 is a 4-lane limited access principal arterial.
It is parallelled by two frontage roads; S-1428 (N Pike W) and S-1429 (S Pike W). The frontage roads are 2 lane
urban-local state roads with some portions classifying as minor arterials.

Relevant Goals

This corridor study recognizes the regional and local importance of the corridor and seeks to address issues and
concerns related to safety, connectivity, and capacity; and formulate a series of projects and recommendations to
address those issues. The purpose is to address roadway deficiencies that will provide a safer and more efficient
roadway for motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists. Improvements will aim to increase safety and connectivity for all
roadway users.

Safety-Related Elements

Crash Data — pg 23

There were 4 fatalities reported in the study area with 139 crashes (32%) resulting in an injury crash. All four fatalities
were reported along US 378 with two involving a pedestrian, one involving a bicycle and one involving a rear end
crash. Three of the fatalities occurred on US 378 near Miller Road.

The predominant manner of collision was angle crashes with 192 crashes (44%) followed by rear-end crashes at 125
(29%). There were 5 crashes involving pedestrians and 2 crashes involving bicycles. Out of the 7 pedestrian/bicycle
related crashes, only one did not result in an injury crash.

Of the 435 crashes, 149 (34%) occurred during dark conditions which is higher than the statewide average.
Seventeen percent (17%) of the crashes were reported during wet conditions.

Range of Alternatives — pg 28

e Alternative A — Raise the Road/Roundabouts

e Alternative B — Pedestrian Bridge

e Alternative C — Three Roadways to Two

e Alternative D — Boulevard

e Alternative E — Boulevard Super Street

e Alternative F — Raise the Road and Construct a Pedestrian Culvert



Key Findings

Strengths

e Clear vision for a HIN corridor
¢ Elements of safety countermeasures and multimodal facilities
e Strong public input process

e Distracting alternatives that reroute pedestrians but don’t solve safety issues
e No vision for growth or development along the corridor
¢ No vision for speed management along the corridor

Implications for SAP

e Assess project lists along HIN.

Sumter Walk + Bike Master Plan (2023)

Source: https://www.sumtersc.gov/sites/default/files/uploads/Departments/Planning/SUATS/
suats walkbike master plan.pdf

Overview

The Sumter Walk + Bike Master Plan (the Plan) is a document that will guide the Sumter Metro area toward a more
walkable and bikeable future by prioritizing pedestrian elements while placing emphasis on the importance of
developing a bicycle network.

Relevant Goals

The goals reflect community priorities based on responses to the online and paper surveys, steering committee input,
and staff feedback.

o Safety: Provide safer and more accessible pedestrian and bicycle facilities

e Connectivity: Design a connected network of low-stress pedestrian and bicycle facilities

e Education: Inform residents and businesses about benefits and laws for people to walk and bike
safely

e Equity: Improve access to opportunities for all Sumter Metro area residents

e Health: Encourage walking and bicycling as an environmentally healthy activity and lifestyle

Safety-Related Elements
Crash Analysis — pg 22

Bicycle and pedestrian crashes represent 13.8% of serious crashes but 1% of total crashes. Pedestrian, bicycle, and
vehicle crash data was reviewed from 2016 to 2020. There were 11,191 crashes during that timeframe, 116 of which
involved bicycles or pedestrians. These crashes make up a small portion of the overall crashes but make up a



disproportionate amount of serious injury and fatal crashes, with 33 out of 238 crashes that resulted in a fatality or
incapacitating injury involving bicycles or pedestrians.

Implementation — pg 77
e Prioritization — pg 78
e Top 10 Corridors — pg 82
e Early Action Projects — pg 96
e Performance Measures — pg 104
e Funding — pg 106
e Maintenance Plan — pg 110
Key Findings

Strengths

e Clear vision for active transportation in the community
e Clear priorities for roads and corridors
e Strong program of improvements

¢ Not clear on how bike/ped plan is integrated into other city processes
¢ Need for HIN and connecting active transportation to safety along corridors

Implications for SAP

e Assess project lists along HIN.

Sumter 2040 Comprehensive Plan (2019)

Source: https://www.sumtersc.gov/planning/2040-comprehensive-plan

Overview

The purpose of the Sumter 2040 Comprehensive Plan is to direct and guide growth in both the City of Sumter and
Sumter County. As such, it is an aspirational expression of our vision through policy. The Plan is not a regulatory
document or a book of law. It should be interpreted broadly rather than applied as a parcel-specific regulatory
document.

Relevant Goals

Sumter’s broader land use vision requires setting reasonable, actionable, and achievable community goals. The
Sumter 2040 Comprehensive Plan offers eight overarching goals, all of which can be achieved through the policies



and implementation items found within this document. The goals are limited in number yet express the full aspirations
of the Sumter Community. As such, the City and County support the following specific community goals:

To develop neighborhoods with character, good design, and community amenities

To favor a development pattern which capitalizes on infill opportunities and encourages a mixed-
use approach, in areas where adequate public infrastructure exists

Safety-Related Elements

Transportation Policies — pg T-5

1.

The City and County endorse the SUATS 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan and the Santee-
Lynches Regional Long Range Transportation Plan (Forward 2045) and incorporate those plans
and updates by reference.

The City and County will develop strategies to encourage connectivity, to direct growth to areas
with sufficient road capacity, and to minimize inefficient growth patterns.

The City and County will create a system of interconnected streets in an effort to improve mobility
and distribute traffic efficiently and appropriately by purpose and function.

The City and County envision a safe transportation system for all users by focusing
improvements to the most dangerous intersections and corridors (highest crash/collision
locations) and improving facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists.

The City and County will support programs designed to improve City and County streetscapes
and road corridors, both for better visual appearance and improved operations.

The City and County endorse the concept of complete streets. That is, transportation networks
which enable safe access for all users. The complete street concept goes well beyond the curb
and includes pedestrian access, landscaping, streetscape, and signage.

The City and County anticipate that all development projects will mitigate their transportation
impacts on the local and regional transportation network through the construction of turn lanes,
new lanes, right-of way dedication, sidewalks and trails, signalization, landscaping, or other
measures deemed reasonable and appropriate, as applicable.

The City and County will minimize environmental impacts created by transportation systems by
utilizing planning tools to preserve and promote natural assets.

The City and County will ensure the quality of the current network is upheld to provide robust
service to residential, commercial, industrial, and military uses

Key Findings

Strengths

Defined transportation policies
Clear policy for safety of all users



e Focus on dangerous locations
e Support for walking and bicycling

Gaps

o Few strategies to reduce trips and create walkable densities
e Need for focus on severity of crashes, not just frequency of crashes

Implications for SAP

o Reference any key corridors or growth patterns in SAP recommendations

1.5 Key Themes and Findings

Theme 1: Transportation Safety

Observed Conditions

e Existing plans consistently recognize safety as a priority.

e Pedestrian crash concerns identified along major arterials.

¢ A number of HIN routes have recommendations via specific corridor studies or network studies
¢ Roadway alternatives are being developed via greenway networks

Potential Actions

e Incorporate Safe System Approach into regional goals and policies.
e Prioritize fatal and serious injury reduction strategies.
o Reference the HIN in corridor studies moving forward.

Theme 2: Vulnerable Road Users (VRUs)

Observed Conditions

Pedestrian and bicycle plan identifies specific network gaps.

Plans account for VRUSs, including transit access, mobility, and equity.
Communities support increased walking and bicycling.

Sidewalk and bike network deficiencies remain.

Potential Actions

e Assess HIN segments along high-demand areas for walking and bicycling.
e Expand city, county, and MPO actions related to Complete Streets
e Prioritize low-cost safety countermeasures.

Theme 3: Supporting Communities

Observed Conditions

Equity assessments and goals are included in planning documents.

Connections between active transportation and public transit noted in several plans.
Consistent community support for more equitable transportation investments
Limited connection between equity analysis and safety project programming.



Potential Actions

e Incorporate equity-based prioritization criteria.

e Target investments in underserved communities.

e Host ongoing community conversations around equity investments and meeting diverse
community needs.

Theme 4: Speed Management

Observed Conditions

e Speed- and speeding-related crashes remain a concern.
e Some local or neighborhood level plans for focused traffic calming.
e Few adopted speed management policies.

Potential Actions

Incorporate speed management into local and regional documents.
Expand speed management toolkit and procedures.

Create a speed management framework.

Evaluate roadway design treatments to support target speeds.

1.6 Policy Gaps Assessment

This existing plan and policy review examined transportation plans, policies, and programs that cover the
transportation system. Sumter has many elements that contribute to safer roads, including a clear
regional vision for safety and funding program to support safety projects. However several policy gaps
remain for clear, direct statements on political, funding, and implementation priorities.

This table reviews existing efforts against safety topics that have been shown to “move the needle”
towards safer outcomes:

Existing

Efforts Policy Gaps Recommended SS4A Action
Safe System Limited No formal framework In'Feg_r ate Safe System
Approach principles
Speed Limited No adopted strategy Deyelop speed management
Management policy
Data and Fatality reduction targets within Establish safety perfor.mance
Moderate ) ; targets and measures; update
Performance plans; no adopted policy.
annually
Supportmg Moderate Limited safety equity measures | Create equity framework
Communities
Network _ _ _ _ Incorporate proactive
; Partial Reactive project selection screening into project
Screening L
prioritization




1.7 Opportunities for Action Plan Development

With the adoption of the SAP, Sumter will take bold steps to advance a safer roadway network. Some
clear policy actions will help guide routine transportation decisions towards safer outcomes:

Adopt the Safe System Approach as a foundation of decision making

Utilize the HIN for project recommendations

Develop speed management policy and strategies

Establish Vision Zero policy as well as key performance metrics

Integrate community support and equity throughout SAP

Screen all projects for safety measures and design a proven safety measures toolkit

oukrwbdpE



Bike-Ped PL. i C lete Street: C it
tke-fe anning HHPBOBIES Crash Monitoring Funding Resources Land Use Planning  Transit Connectivity ommittees or Design Guidance Other Policy or Strategy

Includes 5 E’s or More A .
Element Recommendations Advisory Board

. . . Multimodal investment
SUATS MPO, Policy High-level multimodal,

strategy, freight, Performance
Committee, Technical context-sensitive ey e

. . Based Planning and
Committee guidance R
Programming

SUATS LRTP (2050)

Livability, speed

Site-specific traffic
.p management, phased
calming treatments
treatment

Hampton Park Traffic
Calming (2016)

Proven Safety

SCDOT, MPO safety Statewide safety targets,

HSIP 2025 -SC & & v v Countermeasures
partners . . systemic safety strategy
(engineering focus)
USDOT Complete Streets Complete Streets National Roadway Safety
Policy design model, ADA Strategy, climate
SCDOT internal State design manuals,
SCDOT Complete Streets Complete Streets multimodal Statewide Complete Streets,
Policy council, Office of accommodation context-sensitive solutions
Planning guidance

Planning Commission, Street layout,

City Zoning & Dev. Growth management,

City Council, Planning sidewalk, subdivision L
Standards connectivity, urban form
Dept. standards
Turkey Creek Greenway SUATS MPO (oversight Shared-use path Active transportation
(2022) only) sections, trail design  expansion
Shot Pouch Creek Master City-County Planning  Greenway design, Public health, placemaking,
Plan (2014) Department corridor enhancements economic development
Connect 378 (2025) Team Sumter
. Bike/ped facility Network completion, mode
SUATS MPO, Pol . s .
Walk Bike Sumter _ otey typologies, network shift, implementation
Committee
design roadmap

NOTES:

Only SCDOT has a formal, adopted Complete Streets policy. Local documents reference multimodal safety, accessibility, or connectivity, but none require routine accommodation of all users across projects.
Bike/ped and greenway efforts rely on MPO or planning staff, not standing advisory boards.

Robust safety design guidance comes from FHWA, HSIP, and SCDOT

Detailed bike/ped and greenway guidance exists in Walk Bike Sumter and greenway plans.

Regulatory street design standards exist in zoning, but are developmentfocused.

Crash monitoring and analysis are documented in the HSIP, LRTP, and Walk Bike Sumter.



Policy and Strategy Recommendations

To address safety in the City of Sumter, it is essential to build upon the culmination of information gathered and
formulate a comprehensive approach involving policy, engineering, education, and enforcement strategies. This
Safety Action Plan (SAP) has been prepared as a resource for use by varying levels of government in implementing
projects that improve safety for all users. This high-level view is intended to provide a framework for a wide range of
uses to guide, select, prioritize, and track transportation investments. The following considerations have been
compiled as a construct of resources and current practices that can be utilized for collaboration and application. A
matrix of the strategies in place and oversight committee or advisory board responsible for the oversight of each has
been provided in the subsequent section. The following documents were reviewed as part of this effort:

e SUATS LRTP (2050)

e Hampton Park Traffic Calming (2016)
e HSIP2025-SC

e USDOT Complete Streets Policy

e SCDOT Complete Streets Policy

e City Zoning & Dev. Standards

o Turkey Creek Greenway (2022)

e Shot Pouch Creek Master Plan (2014)
e Connect 378 (2025)

e Walk Bike Sumter

Policy

A review of the current policies and strategies in the City of Sumter and SUATS MPO area was conducted as part of
the SAP to identify potential connections and gaps for future consideration and implementation. Policy
recommendations include:

* Regulations and Legislation: Implementing laws and regulations that promote road safety, such as
stricter DUI laws, lower speed limits in high-risk areas, and mandatory seatbelt use.

* Planning and Zoning: Developing policies that support safer road designs, such as complete streets
policies that accommodate all users, including pedestrians and cyclists.

* Funding and Resources: Allocating funds for safety improvements and ensuring resources are available
for ongoing maintenance and enforcement.

The SUATS LRTP outlines recommendations for active transportation facilities to include the development and
prioritization of networks to address user profiles or typology, determination of the appropriate facility type for users
based on context and typology, and prioritization of network routes. The LRTP also includes a discussion on
implementing shared micromobility options (bike share and scooter share). One of the primary barriers to safe
active transportation identified in the LRTP is the need to address railroad crossings and speeds on highly utilized
bicycle and pedestrian network crossings and corridors.

The LRTP includes recommendations to develop traffic calming standards, adopt access management policies,
establishing a Safe Routes to School program, develop a speed management policy or speed assessment for
appropriate speed limit designation, and adopt a complete streets policy. This SAP reaffirms these
recommendations.



A framework for the Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Programs should be developed and distributed to schools as an
outline for the criteria and efforts required to apply for funding for improvements. This plan should explain and
outline the process for conducting safety audits, collecting data, and application guidance for use at the local level.

SUATS or the City of Sumter should establish complete streets policies with standardized traffic calming guidance,
speed management plans, and SRTS guidance to advance the implementation of safety initiatives. Standardizing
these policies with a framework for local use and implementation would encourage system-wide adoption as a
blueprint with uniform layout. Depending on staff availability and agency coordination required to develop these
policies, the timeframe for implementation could range from between 1-5 years.

Safe System Approach to Speed Management

A Speed Management Action Plan should be developed and implemented to establish a mechanism for regular
review of existing speed limits in areas where speed and speeding are problematic. FHWA’s Speed Management
Toolkit and Speed Management Action Plan Template provide guidance and technological resources to develop a
Speed Management Action Plan.

The National Association of City Transportation Officials NACTO's) City Limits Quick Guide provides cities with
technical and policy guidance for conducting safe speed studies, using a methodology aligned with the Federal
Highway Administration’s ( FHWA'’s) Safe Systems Approach. Traditionally, agencies set road speeds based on the
85th percentile of existing speeds. City Limits (2020) introduces a new methodology to determine posted speed
limits based on street activity level and conflict density.

To develop a speed management plan, the context of the road should be considered along with the geometry, user,
and environment. The tables show some typical scenarios and guidance on the recommended speeds.
Modifications to posted speed limits should take these factors into account.

Road Width Speed Limit Pedestrian Facilities Landscaping
. . L Nominal or Open Spaces for
Rural A Wider L Higher S d Limit
ural Areas ider Lanes igher Speed Limits Neighborhood Visibility
Wider with Space Crosswalks, )
Moderate S d D t d
Suburban Areas | for Parking or Bike oderate Spee Sidewalks, and ecorative an
Limits Streetscapes
Lanes Pedheads
Crosswalks, Decorative and
Urban Areas Narrower Lanes Low Speed Limits Sidewalks, and
Streetscapes
Pedheads

Principal Arterials (Urban, Suburban, Rural) — 35-55 MPH

Minor Arterials (Urban, Suburban, Rural) - 30-45 MPH

Collectors (Urban, Suburban, Rural) - 25-35 MPH

Local Roads (Urban, Suburban, Rural) - 20-30 MPH

This approach includes several steps for implementation as described below:




Data Collection and Analysis

Crash Data: Collect speed related crash data to include location, severity, lighting conditions, pavement
conditions, collision type, functional class, context, date, most harmful event, and probable cause for a
specified window of time.

Traffic Data: Gather information on traffic volumes, speeds, and road conditions.

Analysis Tools: Use mapping tools like GIS to identify crash locations, establish a HIN, and assess trends
and densities. Use analysis tools such as pivot tables, charts, and tables to summarize findings.

Other Inputs: Tools such as the NCHRP 966 or USLIMITS2 analysis packages require specific inputs for
successful analysis and operation. Alist of inputs should be compiled to meet these specifications and may
require additional data resources and collection.

High-Risk Areas

Hot Spot and Corridor Identification: ldentify locations and corridors with a high frequency of speed-
related crashes.

Risk Factors: Analyze factors that contributed to crashes such as road design, traffic flow, driver behavior,
and users or operators such as VRU, motorcycles, transit.

HIN: Use crash data or existing analysis to compare the high-risk areas to the HIN.

Prioritize: Prioritize improvements and implementation in areas with the highest risk with an emphasis on
equity.

Intervention Strategies

Engineering: Use the speed management toolkit, speed studies, context sensitive speed strategies, traffic
calming measures, signage, and the Safe System Approach to devise solutions.

Education: Deploy public awareness campaigns to encourage safe driving behavior. These may be
targeted to audiences where crash patterns indicate targeted campaigns such as senior and teen drivers.
Enforcement: Utilize targeted or blanketed enforcement strategies to enforce speed limits in high-risk
areas.

Monitoring and Evaluation

Performance Metrics: Establish evaluation metrics for solutions based on the reduction in speed related
crashes and crash severity.

Monitoring: Establish a review and/or evaluation process to regularly assess speed management
applications and plans.

Reporting and Communication

Transparency: Utilize agency website to keep the public informed about speed management efforts,
policies, enforcement, and outcomes.

Stakeholder and Public Engagement: Engage with the public, stakeholders, and law enforcement to
collaborate and communicate on the approaches most important to them. Include targeted outreach
efforts to capture input from underserved and disadvantaged communities.



Engineering Policy

Recommendations to address traffic calming measures, access management, and Vulnerable Road User (VRU)
infrastructure can be applied system-wide, in combination with a series of countermeasures or as stand-alone
solutions. A countermeasure toolkit has been developed to address safety improvements. Certain types of
countermeasures can be pre-approved by the City to streamline the project planning and design process.
Engineering polices can include:

* Road Design Improvements: Redesigning intersections, adding roundabouts, and improving road signage
to reduce conflict points and enhance visibility.

* Roadway Maintenance: Establishing scheduled reviews of the roadway infrastructure that include
pavement surface, overhead lighting, pavement markings, landscaping, sighage, and signals.

* Access Management Plan: Implementing access management to maintain traffic progression,
consolidate driveways, and improve safety.

* Traffic Calming Measures: Implementing speed humps, chicanes, and curb extensions to slow down
traffic in residential and high-pedestrian areas.

* Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure: Building sidewalks, crosswalks, bike lanes, and multi-use paths
to provide safe routes for non-motorized users.

The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) maintains pavement markings as part of their pavement
improvement program on their roadway network, but will typically not make changes to the existing infrastructure
(i.e., adding bike lanes, warning signage). By developing a routine schedule to monitor the condition of pavement
markings, the City will be able to coordinate efforts and needs with SUATS and SCDOT during the implementation of
their pavement improvement program.

Establishing access management standards for adoption by the City and or SUATS to address signal spacing, signal
operations, median openings, number of driveways, driveway design, driveway linkages, backside access,
acceleration/auxiliary lanes, deceleration lanes, and retrofitting existing driveways would bolster the
implementation of access management discussed in the toolkit. An example of the best practices forimplementing
access management was included in the Connect 378 study. Additional information for Speed Management,

Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety, Roadway Departure mitigation, Intersection, and other engineering applications can
be found in FHWA’s Proven Safety Countermeasures. Timeframes for implementation of these countermeasures
are dependent on many factors that will be established as local preference, prioritization, and matching funds are
identified.

Education Policy

Educational campaigns to improve safety can include:

¢ Public Awareness Campaigns: Conducting campaigns to educate the public about safe driving practices,
the dangers of distracted driving, and the importance of sharing the road.

e School Programs: Implementing safety education programs in schools to teach children about pedestrian
and bicycle safety.

* Driver Training: Offering defensive driving courses and other training programs to improve driver behavior
and awareness.



There are several Division of Motor Vehicles (DMV) approved driving schools in South Carolina in support of the
licensing requirements for drivers in the state. AARP offers a Smart Driver Course designed especially for drivers age
50 andolder. Public awareness for areawide visitors should continue to be prioritized to improve safety with signage,
billboards, websites, discount magazines, and social media targeting pedestrian and bicycle safety, distracted
driving, speeding, seat belt use, and DUI. These practices could be implemented in the short term (1-6 years) in
concert with campaigns already in place to include distracted driving deterrence, impaired driving awareness,
motorcycle awareness, bicycle and pedestrian awareness, and seatbelt safety.

Enforcement Policy

Enforcement strategies align with those policy related strategies that authorize law enforcement to pursue and
penalize violations. Enforcement policies include:

* Law Enforcement: Increasing police presence and enforcement of traffic laws, such as speeding, DUI,
and seatbelt use.

* Automated Enforcement: Using red light cameras, speed cameras, and other automated systems to
deter violations and capture offenders.

* Penalties and Fines: Implementing strict penalties for traffic violations to discourage unsafe behaviors.

Law enforcement agencies may also assist with campaigns to ensure proper child restraint and seat belt usage.
High visibility enforcement strategies are used by law enforcement to target driver behaviors by publicized
campaigns in high-risk areas. These strategies may be implemented in the immediate future.
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Introductions







Mentimeter Question #1
Where in Sumter County do you live? (Open Ended)

[word cloud]




Mentimeter Question #2

What is the most memorable mode of transportation you have used? (Select One)

e Gondola

e Cruise Ship

e Roller Blades

e Airplane

e Horse

e Car
 Scooter
 Bicycle

« Autonomous Vehicle (e.g. Waymo)
e Tesla Tunnel

e Walk

e Hang glider
 Skateboard

e« Unicycle

e« Hot Air Balloon




Mentimeter Question #3

Have you or someone you know been involved in a crash in the last 10 years? (Yes/No)

Y/N




Project Process







Safe Streets for All

Sumter’s Safety Action Plan seeks to
improve safety by...

Formalizing official public commitment with Vision Zero

e e.g,resolution, adoption of policy or ordinance

e Establishing committee or task force to oversee the Sumter
Safety Action Plan (SAP)

e Reviewing crash data trends & risk factors

« Reviewing policies, plans, and guidelines

« Engaging with Sumter's community in a robust way

« Identifying a comprehensive set of projects and strategies

¢ Monitoring and evaluating progress over time







Call to Action







Why Safety?

Sumter County ranks 7th in the state in Fatality
Rate which is 53% above the state average.

Sumter County has the -l 6th highest county
population in the state.

In Sumter County, on average, 8 CraSheS

have occurred every day over the last 10 years.

In Sumter County, on average, every ﬂve d ayS

someone is seriously injured or killed in a crash.
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Change is Possible!

Vision Zero Communities

What?

2Zero0 traffic related deaths in the
past 8 years

How?

e Daylighting

e High visibility crosswalks
o Curb bulb outs

What?
Between 2015-2021, Fremont saw a

45% reduction in major crashes

How?

Quick build projects
Streetlights
Crosswalk upgrades
Speed limit reduction
Road diets

What?

2ZeroO traffic related deaths in 2023

How?

No Turn on Red restrictions
New sidewalks

Leading pedestrian intervals
“Click it or ticket” campaign







SCDPS’s Office of Highway Safety
and Justice Programs

Administer ~$10M annually in highway safety grant funds from USDOT

4 E's of Highway Safety: Enforcement, Education, Engineering, and
Emergency Medial Services

Work with state and local law enforcement agencies to develop and
implement highway safety programs

Spearhead many enforcement and educational safety campaigns

Owner of the state’s Traffic Records System, including statewide
repository for traffic collision data
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Mentimeter Question #4

Consider behavioral elements impacting transportation safety in Sumter.
What safety areas are of greatest concern to you? (Rank)

 Red light running

e Stopsignh running

« Speeding

e Distracted driving

 Aggressive driving

« Driving while fatigued

 Driving under the influence

* Notyielding to pedestrians or cyclists
« Unbelted/unrestrained driving

e Other, please specify
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Mentimeter Question #5

Consider roadway infrastructure impacting transportation safety in Sumter.
What safety issues are of greatest concern to you? (Rank)

 Lack of safe pedestrian crossings

e Limited bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure
e Limited safe routes to schools for children
 Poor lighting

 Inadequate sighage

« Wide lanes

 Blind spots at intersections

o Other, please specify




V\[hat .does Sumter’s
historical crash data
tell us?







48

Total Crashes

2015-2024

29,083 crashes

in a 10-year period,
almost 8 crashes per day
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Total Crashes

2015-2024

29,083 crashes

in a 10-year period,
almost 8 crashes per day







Fatal & Severe
Injury (FSI) Crashes

2015-2024

737 Fs| crashes,
about T crash every 5 days
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Total Crashes

2015-2024

29,083 crashes

in a 10-year period,
almost 8 crashes per day
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Total Crashes

City of Sumter

17,401 crashes 60% of

County's

2015-2024 Crashes













Group Activities










Take the
Survey

GOES LIVE
FRIDAY,
OCTOBER 315t at
4:00PM!

https://metroquestsurvey.com/hw3ij3u




NeXxt Steps
















Total Crashes

2015-2024

29,083 crashes

in a 10-year period,
almost 8 crashes per day




Fatal & Severe
Injury (FSI) Crashes

2015-2024

737 Fs| crashes,
about T crash every 5 days




Today’s Objectives

1. Review What we Heard in Public Involvement Round T
2. Share Priority Network

3. Feedback on Priority Network




Public Involvement
Round 1




In-Person Meeting (12/12/2025)

Behavioral Safety Issues Responses
Speeding 10
Distracted and Aggressive Driving 10
Red Light Running

Pedestrians Not Crossing at a Crosswalk

Lack of Adequate Driver Training

Impaired Driving

Walking/Biking on the Wrong Side of the Road

N N WA »

Physical Safety Issues Responses

Slowing Down Traffic n
Safer Intersections

Lighting & Visibility

Smarter Signals & Timing

Safer Crossings for People Walking
Better Conditions for Biking

N N Moo o

Roadway Design & Access




Online Survey
Overview

« Survey was active from 10/30/25 -02/01/26
* 63% of participants used the web
e 37% of participants used a mobile device

 High volume of open comments and responses.




Welcome Page




Priority Ranking




Priority Ranking

Priority Ranking

1.

© ® N A WN

[ e — |
— O

Road Conditions

Driving Under the Influence
Speeding or Speed
Aggressive Driving

Red Light Running
Pedestrian Safety
Intersection Safety
Driveway Access

Bicycle Safety

. Incident Clearing Times

. Traffic Congestion
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Priority Ranking




Priority Ranking

These are comments from the ranking screen. Participants could add a comment for each ranking option:

(

Aggressive Driving

Aggressive driving is described as widespread,
with frequent tailgating, cutting off, and failure to
follow stop-sign protocol. Specific roads—
including Broad Street, Alice Drive, and Loring
Mill Road—are repeatedly cited for aggressive
passing and unsafe behavior.

Key Points:

« Drivers ignore 4-way stop rules and roll
through stop signs.

» Tailgating, high-speed passing, and weaving
between lanes occur daily.

e Passing in turn lanes at high speeds is
reported on Loring Mill Rd and Alice Dr.

* Broad Street is noted for frequent aggressive
behavior.

e Concernregarding uninsured drivers and
expired tags in the community.

~

\
Bicycle Safety
Residents report unsafe conditions for cyclists and
express need for bike lanes, wider shoulders,
and better signage. Some also report issues with
cyclists blocking lanes on major roads.

Key Points:

* Requests for bike lanes on multiple roads,
including Hwy 441 near Shaw AFB.

» Cyclists riding on sidewalks due to unsafe
roadway conditions.

« Complaints about cyclists riding two- or
three-abreast on Wilson Hall Rd and Loring
Mill Rd, slowing traffic.

« Recommendations include trails, signage, bike
parking, and commuting incentives.

13
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Driving Under the Influence

Residents believe impaired and distracted
driving—jparticularly marijuana use and texting—
is common and contributes to many traffic issues.
Calls for stronger enforcement are frequent.

Key Points:

* Multiple references to widespread marijuana
use while driving.

« Texting while driving cited as a major hazard.

« Additional distractions listed: alcohol, vaping,
smoking, coffee.

¢ Respondents emphasize need for enforcement
against impaired drivers.




Priority Ranking

These are comments from the ranking screen. Participants could add a comment for each ranking option:

(

Intersection Safety

Intersections are seen as unsafe due to stop-sign
violations, red-light running, poor visibility, and
ineffective turn signals. Requests for flashing
signals, cameras, and improved timing are
common.

Key Points:

e Frequent requests for flashing lights at
intersections on Calhoun St (Calhoun & Winn,
Purdy, Salem, Church).

e Left-turn visibility problems at Hwy 15 & Lewis
Rd and Liberty St & Guinard Dr.

« Entry/exit conflicts reported along Alice Dr,
Wesmark Blvd, and Broad St.

* Green arrows not activating reliably at certain
intersections.

» Calls for increased police presence.

~

Pedestrian Safety

Pedestrian safety concerns focus on lack of
sidewalks, poor lighting, dangerous crossings,
and high crash rates. Several major corridors are
identified as unsafe for walking.

Key Points:

» Reports of pedestrians walking in streets or
standing in medians at night.

» Need for sidewalks and lighting on routes
such as Liberty St, Calhoun Dr, and Hwy 441
near Shaw AFB.

e High number of crashes on US 378 involving
pedestrians.

e Safety concerns at Wise Dr & Guignard Dr,
especially near schools and Evergreen
Cemetery.

» Requests for additional crosswalks, sidewalk
maintenance, trimming vegetation, and path
connections.

\

\
Red Light Running

Running red lights is described as a severe and
frequent hazard at multiple intersections.
Residents repeatedly ask for enforcement and
camera systems.

Key Points:

+ Dangerous conditions reported at Hwy 15 @
Dollar General, Miller Rd & Bultman Dr, Wise
Dr & Broad St, and the CVS light on Alice Dr.

« Calhoun St & Guignard Blvd identified as
especially problematic due to truck traffic and
distracted drivers.

¢ Many residents wait several seconds after green
due to risk of cross-traffic running the light.

« Strong support for installing red-light cameras.
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Priority Ranking

These are comments from the ranking screen. Participants could add a comment for each ranking option:

\
Road Conditions
Road surface conditions are frequently described
as poor, with widespread potholes, drainage
problems, and inadequate striping. Broad Street
and Guignard Drive are mentioned most often.

Key Points:

» Complaints about potholes throughout the city.

» Poor-quality patchwork after utility work,
especially on Broad St and Guignard Dr.

» Requests for repaving, better lane markings,
turn lanes, and traffic circles.

» Drainage issues create large puddles on major
roads.

» Calls to add bike lanes during resurfacing.

(

Speeding

Speeding is viewed as a major, constant issue,
especially on high-volume corridors and
residential streets. Residents recommend speed
bumps, cameras, and stricter enforcement.

Key Points:

* Excessive speeding (10-15 mph over limit)
common on Alice Dr, Liberty St, Broad St, and
Guignard Dr.

* Vehicles reported traveling ~60 mph on Adams
Ave in the Burns Down community.

¢ Hwy 441 near Shaw AFB flagged for drivers
going 55 mph in 25 mph zones.

» Requests for speed bumps in neighborhoods
and historic areas.

» Calls for radar cameras, lower speed limits,
and traffic circles.

\

Traffic Congestion

Congestion is worsening, especially around
schools, major intersections, and commercial
corridors. Broad Street and Hwy 15/Lafayette are
frequent trouble areas.

Key Points:

« Significant backups caused by school traffic
across the city.

+ Congestion at Hwy 15 N & Lafayette Dr remains
despite costly improvements.

e Broad Street is congested most of the day,
especially near large retail areas.

e Concerns about future development (Walmart,
BJ’'s) worsening conditions.

+ Suggestions include promoting walking/biking
and rerouting traffic.




Map Markers

A Improvement Ideas
A Other Concern

/\ Roadway Concern
/\ Safety Issue

A Traffic Congestion




Map Markers

Item Total Comments

Safety Issue 163 267
Traffic Congestion 96 50
Roadway Concern 92 0
Improvement ldeas 78 0
Other Concern 38 O

17

Item Question Answer Count
Safety Issue What kind of concern is this? Bicycle Concern 3
Safety Issue What kind of concern is this? Motorist Concern 106
Safety Issue What kind of concern is this? Pedestrian Concern 23
Safety Issue What kind of concern is this? Transit Concern 13
Safety Issue What is the safety issue? Unsafe Intersection 59
Safety Issue What is the safety issue? Lack of Sidewalk

Safety Issue What is the safety issue? Lack of Bicycle Facility 2
Safety Issue What is the safety issue? Speeding 36
Safety Issue What is the safety issue? Aggressive Driving 22
Safety Issue What is the safety issue? Distracted Driving 3
Safety Issue What is the safety issue? Motorist Concern 12
Safety Issue What is the safety issue? Motorcycle Concern

Safety Issue What is the safety issue? Transit Concern 7
Traffic Congestion What time of day do you experience congestion? Morning (6AM-11AM) 19
Traffic Congestion What time of day do you experience congestion? Mid-Day (12PM-3PM) 20
Traffic Congestion What time of day do you experience congestion? Evening (4PM-7PM) 38
Traffic Congestion What time of day do you experience congestion? Night (8PM-11PM)

Roadway Concern What is the safety issue? Signhage 6
Roadway Concern What is the safety issue? Pavement Marking

Roadway Concern What is the safety issue? Road Surface 44
Roadway Concern What is the safety issue? Poor Visibility 13
Improvement Ideas What kind of improvement idea is this? Driving 49
Improvement ldeas What kind of improvement idea is this? Bicycle 4
Improvement Ideas What kind of improvement idea is this? Pedestrian 12
Improvement ldeas What kind of improvement idea is this? Transit 4




Map Markers - Comments

Safety Issues - The overwhelming majority of feedback centers on speeding, red-light running, poor visibility, inadequate traffic
control, and dangerous intersections. Numerous roads—including Calhoun, Guignard, Alice Drive, Broad Street, Liberty Street,
and others—are cited repeatedly for crashes, unsafe turning movements, and pedestrian hazards.

1. Red-Light Running & Speeding (Most Frequent Issue)

e Guignard & Calhoun - Heavy speeding; frequent red-light running.

e Wise & Bultman, Wise & Broad - Constant red-light violations.

« Alice & Broad, Broad & Bultman, Broad & Wesmark, Broad & Wise - High
crash frequency; drivers “always run the light.”

« Highway 15 @ Dollar General / Pocalla Springs - Chronic red-light running.

e Pinewood & Oakland - Drivers run red lights at high speed.

« Guignard/Bultman @ Miller, McCrays Mill @ Guignard - Red-light running
combined with speeding.

e Calhoun & Liberty, Calhoun & Lafayette - Poor visibility contributes to
dangerous turns.

2. Visibility Problems (Vegetation, Curves, Infrastructure)

« Tree limbs obstruct signals at Calhoun/Guignard.

e Overgrown foliage blocks views at Morgan & Jackson, Riley & Guignard,
Calhoun & Liberty, Swan Lake Dr & Liberty.

« Blind curve at Swan Lake Dr / Liberty causing dangerous merges.

» Vegetation/obstructions on W. Calhoun, Dingle St, Mayfield Dr.

e Sidewalks uneven or hidden by vegetation across the Calhoun St area.

3. Dangerous Intersections

Residents identified dozens, but the most common are below:

« Alice Dr & Broad St - Crashes, red-light running, poor light timing.

e W. Hampton & Purdy, Salem & Calhoun, Winn St, Purdy St - Speeding
and accidents.

e Wise & Bultman - Needs left-turn arrows; frequent red-light running.

« Wesmark & Wilson Hall - Traffic conflicts and poor signal function.

« 15 & Guignard - Frequent accidents, likely due to red-light violations.

e Beluah-Cuttino Rd & Hwy 15 - Poor visibility for left turns.

e Brick Church Rd & 378, Plowden Mill Rd & 378 — Heavy crash history.

» 378 & Broad merge - Merge lane unsafe and too short.

« Kingsbury & Lewis Rd - Drivers ignore roundabout rules.

e N Purdy & W Liberty - Poor turn-lane design and visibility.



Map Markers - Comments

Safety Issues (Continued)...

4. Road Geometry Issues 7. Neighborhood-Level Issues
 Sudden lane width changes at W. Hampton & Purdy. » Speeding and aggressive driving in:
« Narrow lanes on Pike Rd and Mayfield Dr, creating hazards for buses o Historic District (extremely common)
and vehicles. o Landmark Pointe (speed limit shifts too late)
« Tight intersections for 18-wheelers at multiple back-road industrial o Timberline Meadows (needs a light; unsafe speeds)
access points. o Mason Croft Dr (cut-through speeding since Miller Rd bridge
e Unsafe median-use and illegal passing on N. Main St and Boulevard Rd. closure)

o Adams Ave (drivers hitting 60 mph on residential street)
5. Pedestrian Safety

1. Unsafe pedestrian activity along Peach Orchard Rd, Boulevard Rd, 8. Specific Roadway Hazards
Washington St, and the 378 Bypass (multiple pedestrian deaths). o Loring Mill Rd - Dangerous left turns into gas station; high-speed merging
« Missing sidewalks on Calhoun Dr, Winn St, Cane Savannah Rd, N St from Patriot Parkway.
Paul's Church Rd, Boulevard Rd, and near Lemira Elementary. « Guignard Dr (Haynesworth » Adams) - High speeds entering city;
« School zone dangers at Alice Dr, Wise Dr, and crosswalk ineffective.
Haynsworth/Salem/Purdy area. e Pinewood Rd (post-St Paul merge) - High-speed passing on solid lines.

e Broad St (Chick-fil-A » downtown) - Potholes causing unsafe swerving.

6. Structural/Infrastructure Concerns
« Main St » Manning Ave railroad bridge has cracks and steel plates;
residents warn it needs emergency repair.
e Signal timing failures:
o Alice Dr & Miller
o Wise & Bultman
o Calhoun & Guignard
e Need barriers or lane guidance at Broad & Bultman.
e Frequent flooding due to clogged drains on Dingle St.
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Strategies
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Wrap Up







Priority Network Review
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Priority Network Development Process

High Injury Network

Based on historical injury crashes,
with particular focus on fatal and
serious injury crashes.

+

Risk-Based Network

Based on risk factors identified which
correspond to over-representation of
crashes (share of crashes vs. share of
milage).

+

Community-Based Network

Based on feedback received during
the first phase of public involvement.

“Sliding Window Analysis"”

1/2 Mile Segments developed in all of
Sumter County, “sliding along” the
roadways by 1/3 length of the
segment.






Risk Based
Network

Evaluated seven risk-based
factors to identify
overrepresentation of Fatal
and Serious Injury Crashes

Population in Poverty, Number
of Travel Lanes, and AADT
indicated overrepresentation
and were thus Risk Factors
Identified

These factors were normalized
to 10 and applied to each
segment meeting the criteria

(such that if a corridor was in a
Poverty Zone, Had >2 Travel
Lanes, and > 5,000 AADT, it
received a score of 10.

26

Risk-based Factors

Schools

Radius

ft

Population in Poverty| >15% | within
Transit 200 ft
Sidewalk 100 ft
Travel Lane >2 lanes
Posted Speed Limit = 35 mph
AADT 25000 vpd

% of Sumter

Roadways
(Centerline Miles)

16.4%
41.4%
6.4%
24.2%
9.5%
67.3%
15.7%

1.364 1.52
4.133 4.61
3.471 3.87













- Feedback on
Priority Network




NeXxt Steps
















Total Crashes

2015-2024

29,083 crashes

in a 10-year period,
almost 8 crashes per day




Fatal & Severe
Injury (FSI) Crashes

2015-2024

(37 FSI crashes,
about 1 crash every 5 days




Today’s Objectives

1. Review Priority Network (shared in Summit #2)
2. Share Priority Investment Locations
« Feedback on issues at these locations
3. Share Draft Policy Recommendations
« Feedback on policy recommendations
4. Discuss Next Steps to Finalize Safety Action Plan




Priority
Network
Review



















Priority Investment
~ Locations:
Capital Projects
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ldentifying Capital Project Locations

1. Review priority network
2. Overlay active/planned projects (to avoid duplicative efforts)

3. Perform detailed review of priority network segment context and
crash history to identify whether issue is corridor-wide issue or
Intersection specific issue

4. Identify logical termini for improvement projects to address highest
scoring priority network segements/locations










Priority
Investment
Locations
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< Q

Home > Departments > Planning > Sumter Area Transportation Study

Safe Streets For Sumter

ON AVERAGE, EVERY
WEEK IN SUMTER
COUNTY, SOMEONE DIES
OR IS SERIOUSLY
INJURED IN A CRASH ON
OUR STREETS.

WE NEED YOUR HELP TO
CHANGE THIS.

Team Sumter is working on a Safe Streets and Roads for All
(SS4A) Safety Action Plan to eliminate traffic deaths and serious
injuries.

This Safety Action Plan will identify the most significant street safety
concerns in the community and strategies to address safety issues

https://www.sumtersc.gov/SS4A 1/5
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aimed at eliminating serious injury and fatal crashes affecting all
roadway users.

The Action Plan is the first step toward implementing safety
improvements with federal funding from the Safe Streets and Roads for
All (SS4A) program, and your experiences matter. Whether you walk,
bike, drive, or ride transit, we need your voice.

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The Safety Action Plan (SAP) is Sumter's comprehensive vision to
create a safe, accessible, and equitable experience for traveling in
and around Sumter. The goal of this plan is to prioritize and justify the
investment of safety improvements that prevent injuries and save lives
along our public roadways. The SAP's development is supported by
the Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A) initiative which is a grant
program established by the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL). Once
complete, this Safety Action Plan will allow Sumter to apply

for implementation grant funding to implement the plan through
SS4A.

To qualify for SS4A funding, each Safety Action Plan must meet specific
criteria outlined in the program’s eligibility checklist. A successful SS4A
project includes:

e Safety Analysis

e Planning Structure

e Leadership Commitment and Goal Setting
e Engagement and Collaboration

e Progress and Transparency

e Strategy and Project Selection

e Policy and Process Changes

THE SAFE SYSTEM APPROACH

The Safe System Approach to roadway safety is Federal Highway
Administration’s (FHWA) initiative to achieve Vision Zero — Zero deaths
on our roadways. This Safety Action Plan (SAP) will identify the most
significant roadway safety concerns in Sumter and strategies to address
safety issues aimed at reducing and eliminating serious injury and fatal
crashes affecting all roadway users.

https://www.sumtersc.gov/SS4A 2/5
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WHAT
ARE WE

ACCOMPLISHING WITH THIS PLAN?

1. Identifying safety issues and specific actions that can be
implemented to improve safety by reducing and eliminating serious
injuries and fatal crashes on the City's roadways

2. Understanding the community's safety needs through robust and
collaborative public engagement activities.

3. Providing priorities and recommendations to improve experiences
for all roadway users, and, in turn creating a more attractive,
accessible, safe, and healthy community.

4. Designing a roadmap that will allow the City to apply for
discretionary grant funds to implement and construct these
proposed improvements.

Together, these elements form the foundation of a proactive, data-
driven approach to making Sumter’s streets safer for everyone.

WHY IS YOUR ENGAGEMENT IMPORTANT?

You are the everyday users of streets, sidewalks, and trails in Sumter.
This project webpage connects YOU — Sumter residents, business

https://www.sumtersc.gov/SS4A 3/5
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e South Carolina Strategic Highway Safety Plan

e What Is a Safe System Approach? | US Department of
Transportation
e Vision Zero, Zero Deaths and the Safe System

LET’S TALK!

Do you have questions, comments, or other insights to share with the
project team?

Visit our Engagement section or connect with the project managetr,
Kyle Kelly, at kkelly@sumtersc.gov or 803-774-1612.

https://www.sumtersc.gov/SS4A 5/5
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Pavement Playbook

A Quick Guide for Safe Streets for Sumter
Demonstration Projects




BIKE LANE MARKINGS

Bike Lane Bike Crossing Markings

Bike Box Separated Bike Lane




PEDESTRIAN CROSSING MARKINGS

Raised Crosswalk High Visibility Crosswalks

Pedestrian Refuge Island Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon




TRAFFIC CALMING TREATMENTS

School Zone Markings Speed Hump

Lane Narrowing with Bollards Mini Roundabout with Bollards
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Capital Projects - Top 20 Locations

Potential Primary Countermeasures Anticipated to be Considered

City Council Ward(s) Improved

County Council District(s) Improved

Concept
Deve:lopment D Type Name Lepgth FSI Crashes ES Reduced Remove _ _ Appropriate | Signage and | Pedestrian |  Midblock _ intersection | o -y | RightTum
(10PE:$;¥:,15) Pl | [ty Cri‘ﬂsi:‘e%’ IntEEsrrg%tztt:n/ Roundabout | - Lightng | DU°Y T R%EEEE;." ool | changes . |mprove-ments| Accesshamt | ol Tetrg | Ut | unrades I’i:%i:ezs:t:r:r% N aReq | FoaaDet | NewSignal Rzggﬁi%;,“ e | Redus | Wi | W2 | W3 | WA | WS | W6 |Shaw| DI | D2 | D3| D4 | DS | D6 | D7
| 1 Intersection US 378 & SC 261 0.88 5 5.68 v 4 4 v v v
2 Intersection US 378 & Patriot Parkway 0.62 4 6.45 v v v v
3 Corridor US 378 | Eagle Rd to Hampstead Dr 3.1 11 3.55 v v v v v v v v v
4 Intersection Patriot Pkwy & N St Pauls Church Rd 0.36 4 11.11 v 4 v v v v v v
5 Intersection Patriot Pkwy & Loring Mill Rd 0.74 2 2.70 v v v v v v v v v
M 6 Corridor US 378 | Carter Rd to Green Swamp Creek 1.88 15 7.98 v v v v v v v v
7 Intersection US 521 & Camden Hwy 0.42 5 11.90 v 4 v v v
8 Intersection Alice Dr & W Wesmark Blvd 0.47 1 2.13 v v v v v v v v v v v
9 Intersection Alice Dr & S Wise Dr 0.41 3 7.32 v 4 v v v v v v v v v
M 10 Corridor Broad St | US 521 to Bultman Dr 1.2 7 5.83 v 4 v v v v v v v v v v
11 Corridor Intersection Bultman Dr/N Guignard Dr | Broad St to Shot Pouch Gnwy 2.13 4 1.88 v v v 4 v v v 4 v v 4 v 4
12 Corridor Broad St | Bulman Dr to Miller Rd 1.03 3 291 v v v v v v v v
13 Corridor Intersection W Liberty St & Guignard Dr 2.14 11 5.14 v 4 v v v v v 4 v v v v
14 Corridor Lafayette Dr 1.9 21 11.05 v v v v 4 v v v v v
| 15  Corridor Intersection Pinewood Rd & Wedgefield Rd 0.84 5 5.95 v v v v v v v 4 v v v v v
16 Corridor McCrays Mill Rd | Pitts Rd to Pinewood Rd 2.39 13 5.44 v 4 v v v v v v v v v v
17 Intersection Pocalla Rd/S Lafayette Dr & Manning Ave 0.59 6 10.17 v 4 v v v v v 4 v
18  Corridor Intersection US 15/Pocalla Rd & US 521/S Guignard Dr 1.36 8 5.88 v v v v v v v v v
19 Corridor US 15 | Nettles Road to S Guignard Dr 3.45 18 5.22 v 4 4 v v v v v v v v v v v v
20  Corridor Intersection McCrays Mill Rd & S Guignard Dr 1.95 12 6.15 v v v 4 v v v v v
TOTAL IN TOP 20 COUNTERMEASURE ID LIST] 27.86 158
5.67 5 2 18 2 6 6 17 4 14 9 6 12 11 4 2 1 3 2 4 6 4 5 2 5 3 6 1 5 5 2 7 4 9 1
PERCENTAGE OF SUMTER COUNTY TOTAL| 2.7% 21.4%
TOTAL IN TOP 10 CONCEPT LIST|  10.17 78
7.67 3 2 9 1 4 4 8 4 6 6 2 5 4 2 1 3 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 3 2 0 2 2 5 1
PERCENTAGE OF SUMTER COUNTY TOTAL|] 1.0% 10.6%




Proposed Safety Countermeasures

¥ us 378/Us 76/Broad St & SC 261/Kings Hwy Proposed Safety

Countermeasures:

Existing Potential

Conversion to
Reduced Conflict
Intersection (RCI)

Crash Contributing
Characteristics:

.
i y . %
e a
o il x L
e b - L 3
| -] ‘..I..l' by
T - r 4 v
o e W ;
{7 i R s v
7 b ¥ oy i
5, v e ¥ P
i My e b
- ) el i
Acceleration lane N A3
i ‘-'. r.. R
¥ 1 J -
T b, i VLN
- : o, p \
[ I s L Friagt -
- - 5" - T e I I I I
I I l I l p ¥onl
£ 4 bk,
: ' Y - .
A .'.1'| s ! I'-. -....'I £
o . e —
L. W h
" 5 e
- - - . hpd
- = .. 5 LN
Oppo u I IeS O CO IC S T o 1 Pl
& - X
av : i N %
i | Bgiin,
b | o
3 ! s My o 0 I Srti Y
e . T i PR O Ny AT o TR ol O g L =il VTR £V i = Vet B
- L A _ i 5 * J =t s o ’ ol o, - "_;_'_ f g .-'_-: Nl '-_-'.I ¢ Lo -.'_,-‘-' o ; il ._“I. = S | SR JE [ ,‘._.-. Gy - . I R
i . i e Y vy ) b N o MR S 1 a2 gy S Tie x 4 Ve # oy £ . o L ML 0 - 5 ™ Jar) # : 7 - e A e LT b, St ™ " . Py = et Wl el S Ny . .
o i) . % 3 [ [ s . b 7%y ;) . . 2 ] ¢ " . a g e ¥ £ - BAEEE \ &k - ., ! 5 g s w Ol e e - > RN )
- i . - T . gl T 4 T ’ e - oy v - L Fige o . By e L ol 3 k1 8 5 o / AL ! i gt g o e N R - ra e N T i 2 i T . = B .
. . ‘ o L LN <y i o y o ik e . 4 ; - B r= e R O N L Ty F. ik (A IETSECY e FEL L " ¢ g - b T R regll el = ' = I et [ R :
- iy - o o T o' 5 o U # = ¥ e - - s { e b % Pl - : F) g e e N i W Ay - i R e Rl o T T At s e s . \ - el el RN u 4 - & e O s v o dAs - Tk
- A E N =i W o - % B - ] E F i s e : L o ’ $ - . - v M gt e - e = - - . - T AT - 4 § i " 2 - . L i S : | w i " = T - &
¥ Pl ‘ LS TV s & 3 . ¢ . A Bl g 2 E F b A = : p A L AT e e el i : v PR s A S T et ¥ y R o 451F 00 r.fl,-'w e Bl Foc Al £ 5 e T )
g il A S G T e e " o = ~ = = i o # T o “r = o e E S e 5 R e Ll . *1 o 0% ] I < - e, 1y R TS i P i XA Mg W AW By ™ -y gk i
¥, T - s - Skl W i i PN ey e - R - - . = — — . " i P s ¥ ke 24 ! e - - o : — - = . e —— - _— e e b - i g 1 . A g TR L - L . LR il = - e 2 o = £l
A Sl k" AT e memot 2R A e et e e R el = N e e e e e P o = e — - v e e o T " . ‘.‘ﬁ‘ — = = - == £3 uaie alemp g e Pt= e e g e e AR cn mag by LN B WS e A R - e . S
/ = pr 3 = = T e s — = = === = g A -/ I PO -, T = i v i Y P = = - = - - Eaias o i = = . d e Ty P e e
= == = = = — - —. — —_————. e - = - e e e e NN e o -, i - e U, 4 - e oy e ar. il = = ; " 3 — e —— =l - - — ,__ﬁm*m%: -, E"L"m - Wil e
. - : - . . : = — - - . - e et 2 = — = = = i : i = = 22 B T e s e = — = = o —————— — =— e = - —
= w e = Sy e T za . = = — L =0 E . = v = - — - . . = = g - — - —~ - - — — y . - — L - H - d . = = . L] - == - E == - - =
E S - . - E R = - -
. ok £ = L e - - . -y v \ L E = - —_ - - 1 i e . e —— - = y —— mpen— L i .o SR ——— — = = —-:L=—h-=-j_‘-—-__r- - - ! e S|
e T = . < - L - - = - - = = T —— e ¥ - - I | —a — = = ¥ = ~ =2 =3 - 2N X s, s = S b, ——_ e 3 ———= R W v [, W e e . - = —T = — T e —— — e e —— :——
el ' e — " EL ¥ garee T - - X T i =S e T T e = e o el Bl ST L e i) =" e T S T NS W TR, S W W, = S, R N e - Al T e = e A e Ty e 1 Sy . s Y e Ly o S . e = L = g -
" - - - ¥ A = e B = L i T s e e A 8, T e ' - et . p 'lrl-' i - i AR g i ey - il i, | I+l | AL, by o L e T K - -3 o el " - ™ s - T A o R .- S e T Tl s - i ;- a e ’ 4 T = ET ~ - —_— - e = S - B P At - - e ", d T e vy e r? -
& (! S T L i =, ’ d LT SR J a e i - T p X ¥ - ] = - » - e -H E i SO " - i . 5 s o " - = > - [ = SRk M o i, = e " A o N » v Y -
e w 4 " = i e e T .1... 3 . = - ."f‘. 3, P .-':I-- = e RA A i AR :‘. £ . .._.‘ 3 ..-I._”_ 5 e LT g .'1 .'1; FER P e el i - . _1_ e - e 3 " el e o Tt v L o’ "> # S . 3, ..-.I o 3 v g _-‘ a Sy T vl ,:. Y. =) 2 ] ¥ ¢ s B . 3 4/ ._--_.- - i w- ) A & .'.
% e - - = - : et - et i E L L - 5 e - e art B — T i . ; = = \ [}‘ h_ LT = gt = e M. it i Y I S 10 it o gl c b = I < o - s £ - Tinhl -
- e = e —_ x m— = = = i e e e = \ _ = o = -y ==y == - = = E = »; - e | | 8 e e = - 3 i = ST ———_ —— S e L L = i " gl : e L‘l__";‘ =
4 " Pl " - 0 "= R v [y = — | Ly = - v — — T —_ - - | — - - i T o ' ¥ N i - % ‘ - g
- 3 Y Ry = . 4 3 e ——f R —— —_— e, - —_ - 1 =_ . - b = N it - J N et ! - o . -1 — — _|‘ - = L LA - [T ( —— = = - 5 gt = = - - -y J—1 T Ny TR ¥ i ! — / g TR - \ ."
= e 1Tl L, - T B . 2 PR e 1 g T . - ke — ) — - B W ey 1 1 e T ™ - - = i o T gy SR — ! = - T =) —— | 7 , i ’ i b | Ei— S 1
= i 2oy M AN = ._-I. ."'. B RETR T -, \r -'-"__ ph ik e L s o N Ty S Tk 1% vf = n-.“~"-“_‘ .= "] Nt g . .‘A" ., e 1 v Ty e e e \, - e = . — — - - .l.-i s [ __..___..1- — il 5\ Ly AT LA vy T e 'II_ _.-: i L _ L i =, .-I"|"|Tr LY - e, ."'.1',“""'-‘:-'-'
il 3 A i e az 1Y b + . *-*t:; e 5 e ’ By S B ot WLE I o K P ot o, | f " o e R = L s e ! NN S m e S P = i o) r ’ : walky . \ ' o T = Yk B8 s
! . 0 ) i o L o S N p - A - R A b o ok y AN & A » 75 \ e o L T L A i s T P PR Wy, o e e i, . - ! { ’ O i ] 3 pasta
r L= & y W X # o kS PR e e U A i AT AT b ; e by P - W - ¢ [ i " . = . - Ty B, -, Sy TP I it ¥ | ' I
! - kg T " 5 N i 130 | T B A e L T % ; AF e % e W | i e =l - AT .- - TN = i L e »
1 a W P E F Gl . oy ¥ ¥ At | " B Al . o ey i Y S o) P i L i | . g iy N T N - ! i . - L Rl v /i y '] | . L - e e, -
= i e, . RO R T " o AR - N e AR L . Y i - ! G .= F — g b e Sy 3 = o o © i . Py, - ' . ey -
i - : i % £ i L, 4 3 b T e e %, i adEy i . it ' X iy - L ! it e - e - T . - e 3 - B 4 ) " L s ; y e o 3 4 o,
P P e : = Ay - [ T ; el % e, fl Ay " ’ - i |l / 1 | . \ G o
L A Ly = e . e g k. AN S J . e t oA I " 4 . i P Y
- Loy . B 1 A A i & A
W L] - 8 L oS c ¥ s 3 [C L
d V. . 1 = oy Ly R - [ty B D,
e L - ( . i A
1 o - L N 1 A | L
i /- ", % i Y J )
I R T
i Wk i . 1 | dipT o
. Nl o J ] Aty B
T L & MEEE = . e AL
. T i - o -~
- 1 1 5 - o at ol | & Ly %
¥ L o ad | L1 -4 4 4
% - I"'_ N L i
£ T
R e >
L I, N
s e 1 )
i 0 =
I..". R -5 = y
N
N g » v
e LR i
- _'.-'.-I .p’ ki L
g o, Ny o
: me TN .
1 . N % =
E - T 4 7
' . H -]
< 8 » - * IR M i
Vi Al i
! . AT B 0 i
tg T e o 3
o F " 'y b P , -
e ! g Rt - =

e T
o -_H-:.:T‘: P - T
e e,

Positive left-
turn offset

Atypical
Median break: creating o AN Intersection/access
oppoertunities for conflicts bR g s configuration
Median break: creating

opportunities for. conflict

Channelized right-turn creating

opportunity for high speeds
and pooer sight distance under,

yield condition

Acceleration
L ane Removal

Location

One Fatal Crash and

Four Crashes
IN the Last 10 Years.



Proposed Safety Countermeasures

9 US 378/US 76/Broad St & Patriot Pkwy Proposed Safety

Countermeasures:

Existing Potential

Crash Contributing
Characteristics:

Access Management/
Median Break Closures

Permitted-Protected left-turn
opposing two high speed travel

Median break creating
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Permitted-Protected! left-turn

oppesing twoe high speed travel
lanes

Signhal Upgrades
(Protected left-turn
phasing, signal heads
for left-turn movements,
retroreflective

Possible backplates)

Speeding

Appropriate
Speed Limit
Setting and
Speed
Feedback
Signs

One Fatal Crash and

Three Crashes
IN the Last 10 Years.




Proposed Safety Countermeasures

¥ us 378/Us 76/Broad St
Eagle Road to Ham pstead Drive

Existing Potential

Crash Contributing
- - lLack of
Characteristics: Lack of Crosswalks

Crosswalks

Speeding
(throughout)

|Lack: of
Crosswalks

p)
>
D
-S
=k
<
S
<2,

Full-access median breaks and
high speeds creating conflict
Full-access median breaks and . opportunities (throughout)
high speeds creating conflict

opportunities (throughout)

Full-access median breaks and
high speeds creating conflict
opportunities (throughout)

Full-access median breaks and
Righ speeds creating conflict
opportunities (throughout)

Location ~
#3y
9 !

Three Fatal Crashes and

Eight Crashes
IN the Last 10 Years.

Loring Mill i~ st -

Proposed Safety
countermeasures:

Access Management/
Median Break Closures

Positive left-
turn offset

Appropriate
Speed Limit
Setting and
Speed
Feedback
Signs

Pedestrian Facility
Upgrades (Crosswalks,
Sidewalk, Leading
Pedestrian Intervals,
Enhanced Mid-Block
Crossings)



Proposed Safety Countermeasures

9 Patriot Pkwy & N St Pauls Church Rd

Existing Potential

Crash Contributin 5l
C h ala Cte I i Sti CS. Permitted left-turns for all

movements opposing high speed
travel lane, without specific
signal heads for left-turn

MOVEMENLS

Lack of retroreflective
Packplates on signal heads

R

5 AN sl AL )T | One Fatal Crash and
' S Three Crashes
IN the Last 10 Years.

Proposed Safety
countermeasures:

Signhal Upgrades
(Protected left-turn
phasing, sighal heads
for left-turn movements,
retroreflective
backplates)

Enhanced Sighage

Install a single lane
Roundabout
(Potential Mid-to-
Long Term)



Proposed Safety Countermeasures

¥ Patriot Pkwy & Loring Mill Road Proposed Safety

Countermeasures:

Signhal Upgrades
(Protected left-turn
phasing, sighal heads
for left-turn movements,
retroreflective
backplates)

Existing Potential

Crash Contributing
Cha raCteriSti CS. Lack of crosswalks;

pedestrian signal heads,
despite presence of
sidewalk/paths intersecting

Lane drep reguiring intersection

merging departing
Intersection

Enhanced
Sighage

Permitted left-turns for all moevements
opposing high speed travel lane(s), without
specific signal heads for left-turn mMoevements

Pedestrian Facility
Upgrades

(High Visibility
Crosswalks, Pedestrian

Signhal Heads)

Lack: of retroreflective
Packplates on signal heads
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movement at
signal)

Lane Reduction
(to eliminate
Nneeds to merge)

Location

A

TwoO Crashes
IN the Last 10 Years.

Install a single lane
Roundabout
(Potential Mid-to-
Long Term)



Proposed Safety Countermeasures

9 US 378/Broad Street Proposed Satety

Countermeasures:
Carter Road to Green Swamp Creek

Signal Phasing
Upgrades (Protected
Only Phasing)

Lack of Lighting

EXiSti ng POtenti al leading to night-

crashes MiIssing| crosswalks

Crash Contributin andilack of high
T e 1 visibility crosswalks

Access Management/
Median Break Closures

Full-access median
preaks and high speeds
creating conflict
opportunities
(throughout)

Positive Left-

Lack of left-turn lanes at Turn Offset

median breaks
(throughout)

Full-access median breaks and high
speeds creating conflict oppoertunities
(throughout)

Permissive left-turn phases
aleng Broead St without

Permissive left-turn

positive offset (poor: sight . b e Spot
distance) at all signalized IASES \]/c\]il QUL POSY I\If]e INntersection
Intersections orrse! (po_or Slyri Liahti
distance) ignting
High Visibility

Crosswalks

HAKAKAHKAHKX

Six Fatal Crashes and
Nine Crashes
IN the Last 10 Years.

Location
#6 &3
8

Provision of
Left-Turn
Lanes




Proposed Safety Countermeasures

¥ us 521 & camden Highway Proposed Safety

Countermeasures:

Conversion to
Reduced Conflict
Intersection (RCI)

Existing Potential

Crash Contributing
Characteristics:

1
Q
0;%/)
“ly,

Yield condition
allowing for,
potential high
speed conflicts

Access Management/
Median Break Closures

Left-Turn from Camden
Highway Conflicts with High
Speed Traffic along|US 521

Positive left-
turn offset

Fulllaccess without :

formal left-turn Acceleration lane

lane along US 521 allowingjior
conflicts

Formalization
of Right-Turn
Lane at

INntersection

Location

. ©

¢

One Fatal Crash and

Four Crashes
IN the Last 10 Years.



Proposed Safety Countermeasures

: : Proposed Safety
9 Alice Drive & W Wesmark Boulevard Countermeasyres.

Existing Potential

Crash Contributing
Characteristics:

Signal Phasing
Upgrades
(Protected Only
Phasing,
Backplates)

Yellow Change
Intervals
Reevaluating yellow
change intervals to
reduce red-light
running.

Lack of High ~& I (LU Y € Permitted-Protected left-turn
Visibility, BN B DI N opposing two high speed travel
Crosswalks A FIE lanes

Appropriate
Speed Limit
Setting and
Speed
Feedback
Signs
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Additional
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One Crashes
IN the Last 10 Years.




Proposed Safety Countermeasures

: : : - Proposed Safety
9 Alice Drive & S WIise Drive Countermeasures:

Signal Phasing

EXIStIng Potential Upgrades
(Protected Only

Crash Contributing R Phasing,
Characteristics: el Backplates)

Through lane | '"; .. H_;-'f | Permitted-Protected left-turn Yellow Chanae
terminating after the o P oppesing two high speed travel __ 9
intersection leading to ST A S Intervals

merge/lane changes NP Reevaluating yellow
EAY L e - change intervals to

—1 0 N T R [N d S U S reduce red-light

l.%;EI- 'u i llll Sl \Semmltt. g N e T S YR A= running.
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Appropriate
Speed Limit
Setting and
Speed

i Feedback
Nighttime visibility s I Lack ol High Signs

challenges g PP Visibility
Crosswalks

Pedestrian Facility
Upgrades (Crosswalks,
No Right-Turn on Red,
Leading Pedestrian
Intervals, Enhanced
Mid-Block Crossings)

Access Management/
Raised Medians

Location

‘J“H ' ' . #9? =5

INntersection
Lighting
One Fatal Crash and

Two Crashes
IN the Last 10 Years.




Proposed Safety Countermeasures

9 US 76/Broad Street Proposed Safety

_ countermeasures:
US 521to Bultm an Drive

Signal Phasing
Upgrades
(Protected Only
Phasing)

Existing Potential permissive

Permissive left-turn left-turn

CraSh COﬂtri bUti A E_hases opposing phase_s | e P
Igh traffic velume opposing high %
-

Characteristics: and speed traffic volume

and speed

Lack of; llack of
Crosswalks Crosswalks
Lack of High) Visibility Crosswalks /:\/ICCGSS /
: Speeding anagement
(throughout) Raised
A Medians

E Wesmark Bvd

Positive Left-
Turn Offset

Unsignalized full- _ Midbleck 0
access points \/llelelle]e pedestrian

(throughout) ~pedestrian crossing demand

without fermal left-turn Cressing

Crossing .
phases Permissive left-turn

opposing high phases epposing high
traftic volume traffic volume and
and speed speed

Spot Lighting
Improvements

LocatiOn

_ .#103-?_%_

Pedestrian Facility
Upgrades (Crosswalks,
Sidewalk, Leading
Pedestrian Intervals,
Enhanced Mid-Block
Crossings)

Two Fatal Crashes and
Five Crashes
IN the Last 10 Years.

Appropriate
Speed Limit
Setting and
Speed
Feedback
XX



Proposed Safety Countermeasures

9 Bultman Drive/N Guignard Drive
Broad Street to Shot Pouch Greenway

Existing Potential Crash
Contributing Characteristics:

Lack: ofi high visibility crosswalks, lack of left-turn signal heads,
permissive left-turns acroess two lanes of high speed traffic, red
[Ight runnIing.

Unsignalized full-access points (throughout)

Lack: of high visibility cresswalks, lack of
left-turn signal heads, permissive left-turns
acroess two lanes of high speed traffic

Midblock
ol /. crosswalk withoeut
W enhancement

'+.

S L

Midblock
cresswalk
without
enhancement

Atypicallintersection geometry,
within herizentall curve, Increasing
Aumber of conflict points.

Unsignalized full-access points (throughout)

Location

¢

One Fatal Crash and

e,-
3%

Lack: of high visibility,
crosswalks, not-te-current-
standard! left-turn signal heads,
permissive left-turns acress two
lanes of high-speed traffic

Adams Ave

Proposed Safety
countermeasures:

Sighal Upgrades
(Protected left-turn
phasing, new signal
heads, retroreflective
backplates, clearance
Interval review)

Appropriate Speed
Limit Setting and
Speed Feedback

Signs

AcCcess
Management
(Raised Medians)

Spot Lighting
Improvements

Pedestrian Facility
Upgrades (Crosswalks,
Sidewalk, Leading

Pedestrian Intervals,

Three Crashes

IN the Last 10 Years.

Enhanced Mid-Block
Crossings)

Intersection
Reconfiguration




Proposed Safety Countermeasures

Proposed Safety
9 Broad S!:reet _ Countermeasures:
Bultm an Drive to Miller Road

Sighal Upgrades
(Protected left-turn
phasing, signal heads
for left-turn movements,
retroreflective
backplates)

Existing Potential
Crash Contributing iblook orosing

Cha A CteriSti CS: without enhancement

Lack: of high visibility. Lack: of high visibility.
crosswalks, lack ofleft- crosswalks, lack offleft-turn
turn signal heads signal heads; permitted left-
turns eppesing twoe hkigh speed

travel lanes

Appropriate
Speed Limit
Setting and
Speed
Feedback
Signs
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Proposed Safety Countermeasures

9 W Liberty Street & S Guignhard Drive Proposed Safety

countermeasures:

Existing Potential
C LES h CO ntri b Uti L] g AT Permissive left-turn
Characteristics: ol N phases opposing

high traffic velume
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(Protected Only
Phasing, New
Signal Heads,
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and speed
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phases eppesing T CGia. and speed
Midblock high traffic velume R, Spot Lighting
pedestrian and speed N Improvements
Crossing demand
withoeut fermal

Crossing
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Proposed Safety Countermeasures

9 US 15/Lafayette Drive Proposed Safety

_ _ countermeasures:
Poinsett Drive to Fulton Street

Signal Phasing
Upgrades
(Protected Only
Phasing)

Existing Potential
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Spot Lighting
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Appropriate
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Setting and
Speed
Feedback
Signs
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without fermal
Crossing
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sy Location

Pedestrian Facility
Upgrades (Crosswalks,
Sidewalk, Leading
Pedestrian Intervals,
Enhanced Mid-Block
Crossings)

Four Fatal Crashes and
Seventeen Crashes
IN the Last 10 Years.



Proposed Safety Countermeasures

9 Pinewood Rd/\W Liberty St & Wedgefield Rd Proposed satety

Countermeasures:
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Proposed Safety Countermeasures

- Proposed Safety
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Three Fatal Crashes and
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IN the Last 10 Years.
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Proposed Safety Countermeasures

- Proposed Safety
9 Pocalla Rd/S Lafeyette Dr & Manning Avenue Countermensyras

Sighal Upgrades
(Protected Only
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Heads, Backplates,
Nearside Sighal Head)
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geometny (AUmerous,

Crash Contributin skewed approaches)
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Nighttime visibility,
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Spot Lighting
Improvements

High Visibility
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Proposed Safety Countermeasures

¥ us 15/Pocalla Road & US 521/S Guignard Drive Proposed safety

Countermeasures:
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Proposed Safety Countermeasures

9 US 15 Proposed Safety

Countermeasures:
Nettles Road to Green Swam p/Cane Savannah Creek

Sighal Upgrades
(Protected Only
Phasing,
Backplates)

Existing Potential Crash

Contributing Characteristics: Permissive left-turns at signals

opposing twoe lanes of high speed

Permissive left-turns at signals Permissive left-turns at

without poesitive left-turn lane offset signals without positive
_ left-turn lane offset Access
Median breaks 2 Management
o) - -
without 5 : g (Raised Medians,
left-turn lanes ,
(throughout) y e Y | Removal of
_ \V , Full access on :
5 e A P L R ~ . Acceleration Lanes)
T i s NN R e W ST . M high-speed

Positive Left-

Turn Offset
Acceleration lane

allowing potential
Wide, full'access adjacent to sideswipe conflicts

cross-street full'access (with lack
of turn arrows in turn lane near Acceleration lane

roadway width transition) alcljowmg poter]l;ua:
sideswipe. conflicts

Horizontal Curve at High Speed 2

with Transition in Readway Width < Spot Lighting

Improvements

Roadway
Departure
Countermeasures
(Wider Edge Lines,
Chevron Signs In
Curves)

HXX

Loc-at-i-oh_ o
#199/
(7R High Visibility
Three Fatal Crashes and Crosswalks
Fifteen Crashes

IN the Last 10 Years.




Proposed Safety Countermeasures

9 McCrays Mills Road & S Guignhard Drive

EXiSting POtentiaI Channeli_zed right:.—turn add
Crash Contributing "™ ‘s s downstrean

C h ala Cte I i Sti CS: \ and alloewed permissive phasing

Horizontal Unsignalized
full-access

POINTES

Cloesely spaced signal, unsignalized
sidestreet approaches, and raillroad
crossing within herizental curve

curve

High speed

(45 mph) Lack of high visibility crosswalks and
- ® i 1. allowed permissive left-turns acroess high
speed roadway

Horizontal
curve

Nighttime visibility challenges

o
o
% (throughout)

Unsignalized
full-access

poInts

«Q

High speed

straightaway.
Pedestrian desire path
withoeut cressing
enhancements

Limited enhanced
pedestrian cressing
opportunities and gaps
In sidewalk:

Unsignalized full-
access points along
high-speed, four-lane
roadway

\’a\‘“e“o

Locatlon

#20 9

Four Fatal Crash and
Eight Crashes
IN the Last 10 Years.

merging conflicts AR Lack of backplates, left-turn signal heads,

Proposed Safety
countermeasures:

Sighal Upgrades
(Protected Only
Phasing, New Signal
Heads, Backplates)

Access
Management
(Raised Medians,
Removal of
Acceleration Lanes)

Spot Lighting
Improvements

Appropriate
Speed Limit
Setting and
Speed
Feedback
Signs

Roadway
Departure
Countermeasures
(Wider Edge Lines,
Chevron Signs In
Curves)

Pedestrian Facility
Upgrades (Crosswalks,
Leading Pedestrian
Intervals, Sidewalk,
Enhanced Mid-Block
Crossings)
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US 378/US 76/Broad St & SC 261/Kings Hwy e Sl e

3Benefit = Dollar Value of Crash Reduction for Location over next 20 Years based on Crash Reduction Potential
4Cost = Design + Construction (includes 20% Surveying/Engineering/Construction Admin + 30% Contingency)

(33.945432°, -80.524163°)

US 378 — Rural Principal Arterial

Classification SC 261 - Rural Major Collector/Minor Arterial
Cross-Section S8 —_24Lé?1r:eeuaiéii(\j/%ded

‘; - ‘ | \ Posted Speed Limit LSJS 3218 __465Omn'|1o|[})—,h
Estimated 2025 AADT SC 30 ES00ventioainy

Total Crashes Last 10 Years 189 (0.65% of County Total Crashes)
FSI' Crashes Last 10 Years 5 (0.68% of County Total FSI Crashes)

PROPOSED COUNTERMEASURES

Countermeasure
N Crashes with overlapping latitude/longitude buffered to
A ) visualize general location along corridor.
Convert the signalized, full-access intersection of US
378/US 76/Broad St & SC 261/Kings Hwy to an

CRASH HISTORY LEGEND NUMBER OF CRASHES (2015 - 2024) unsignalized RCUT with U-turn bulbs to the west and 20%

east of the intersection and positive offsets for the left

MANNER OF COLLISION SEVERITY VULNERABLE USER Fatal (K) Serious Minor Possible No Injury/Property turn lanes on US 76.
o Injury (A) Injury (B) Injury (C) Damage Only (O)
Angle 4 Fatal (K) Pedestrian k
Head On * Serious Injury (A) . 1 4 5 23 156
) ) Bicvclist Remove right-turn lane channelization for eastbound US
Rear End ° Minor Injury (B) Y O% o 0 o o o 76 and northbound SC 261. I
Sideswipe ™ Possible Injury (C) | ||
Non-Collision with Vehicle ¢ Property Damage Only (O) 0 2 3 16 106
1 2 > - Convert full access median opening at park-and-ride to
Other/Unknown e e 3/4 access with positive offset for the left turn lane on US 57%
76.
PROPOSED COUNTERMEASURES DIAGRAM
Reconfigure right turn lane ramp for southbound SC 261 60%
to improve sight distance. °
— - )
S ) [ us76 |
$10,990,000
PARK
and RIDE '
$3,000,000

3.7 v



- FSI = Fatal / Serious Injury Crash
Patrlct Pa rkway & N St PaUIs ChurCh Rd 2CRF = Crash Reduction Factor
3Benefit = Dollar Value of Crash Reduction for Location over next 20 Years based on Crash Reduction Potential

4Cost = Design + Construction (includes 20% Surveying/Engineering/Construction Admin + 30% Contingency)

(33.936428°, -80.453252°)

LOCATION CHARACTERISTICS

Patriot Pkwy — Urban Minor Arterial

Classification N St Pauls Church — Urban Major Collector
. Patriot Pkwy — 2 Lane Undivided
Cross:Section N St Pauls Church -2 Lane Undivided
P Patriot Pkwy — 45 mph
Posted Speed Limit N St Pauls Church — 55 mph

. Patriot Pkwy — 12,800 vehicles/day
Estimated 2025 AADT N St Pauls Church — 3,300 vehicles/day

Total Crashes Last 10 Years 63 (0.22% of County Total Crashes)
FSI' Crashes Last 10 Years 4 (0.54% of County Total FSI Crashes)

/ PROPOSED COUNTERMEASURES: SIGNAL ALTERNATIVE

Countermeasure CRF2

Crashes with overlapping latitude/longitude buffered to
.o: visualize general location along corridor. . .
@« Install retroreflective backplates on all signal heads 15%

CRASH HISTORY LEGEND NUMBER OF CRASHES (2015 - 2024)

MANNER OF COLLISION SEVERITY VULNERABLE USER Fatal (g SeTious Minor Possible  No Injury/Property Convert left turn phasigg onall app/roaches f(rjom | 14%
R o Injury (A) Injury (B) Injury (C) Damage Only (O) permissive to protected-permissive/protected-only
Angle Fatal (K) Pedestrian ﬂ
Head On * Serious Injury (A) . Vehicle 1 3 2 21 36 63
Bicycli Install signal ahead signs and flashers on all approaches 9
Rear End o Minor Injury (B) ieyelist O% Bike/Ped 0 o) 0 0 0 0 9 9 PP 19%
Sideswipe ™ Possible Injury (C) | | |
Non-Collision with Vehicle Day 1 1 2 15 24 43 TOTAL BENEFIT® NET PRESENT VALUE
Property Damage Only (O)
Other/Unknown @ Night 0 2 0 6 12 20 $6,260,000

TOTAL COST“ NET PRESENT VALUE
$250,000

PROPOSED COUNTERMEASURES DIAGRAM

BENEFIT/COST RATIO
.0

PROPOSED COUNTERMEASURES: ROUNDABOUT ALTERNATIVE

Countermeasure CRF?

Convert existing signalized intersection into a single lane
roundabout

TOTAL BENEFIT®> NET PRESENT VALUE
$8,570,000

22%

TOTAL COST“ NET PRESENT VALUE
$4,000,000

BENEFIT/COST RATIO
2.1




Patriot Parkway & Loring Mill Rd FRRF = e oo Factor

3Benefit = Dollar Value of Crash Reduction for Location over next 20 Years based on Crash Reduction Potential
4Cost = Design + Construction (includes 20% Surveying/Engineering/Construction Admin + 30% Contingency)

(33.937163°, -80.420311°)

Patriot Pkwy — Urban Minor Arterial

Classification Loring Mill Rd - Urban Major Collector/Minor
Arterial
. Patriot Pkwy — 2 Lane Undivided
Cross-Section Loring Mill Rd — 2 Undivided (with TWLTL)
P Patriot Pkwy — 45/35 mph
Posted Speed Limit Loring Mill Rd - 35 mph

. Patriot Pkwy — 13,100 vehicles/day
Estimated 2025 AADT Loring Mill Rd - 11,900 vehicles/day

Total Crashes Last 10 Years 114 (0.39% of County Total Crashes)
FSI' Crashes Last 10 Years 2 (0.27% of County Total FSI Crashes)

PROPOSED COUNTERMEASURES

Countermeasure

Crashes with overlapping latitude/longitude buffered to
visualize general location along corridor.

Install retroreflective backplates on all signal heads 15%
CRASH HISTORY LEGEND NUMBER OF CRASHES (2015 - 2024)
MANNER OF COLLISION SEVERITY VULNERABLE USER Serious Minor Possible No Injury/Property Remove right-turn lane channelization for eastbound
Fatal (K) Injury (A) Injury (B) Injury (C) Damage Only (O) Patriot Parkway and install right-turn lane. “7%
Angle 4 Fatal (K) Pedestrian k.

Head On * Serious Injury (A) .
Bicyclist &< Convert one westbound Patriot Parkway thru lane to a 9%
Rear End b Minor Injury (B) oo o o o 0 1 right turn only lane °

Sideswipe n Possible Injury (C) | ||
.. . . (0] 2 4 6 68 .

Non-Collision with Vehicle ¢ Property Damage Only (O) Convgrt‘left turn phasing on all approaches from 77%

Other/Unknown e 0 0 5 1 58 permissive to protected-only

Upgrade signal heads with new head per lane 7%

Channelize southbound right turn lane on Loring Mill

9
Road 38%
| o |
| = |
| £ |
| g |
= Install high visibility crosswalks on all approaches 40%

$4.140,000 >

$2,000,000 >

2.1 v



= / i i
US 378/Broad Street i e

3Benefit = Dollar Value of Crash Reduction for Location over next 20 Years based on Crash Reduction Potential

4C = Design + C [ includes 20% S ing/Engi ing/C jon Admin + 30% Conti
Carter Road (33.962003°, -80.423161°) to Green Swamp Crk (33.957710°, -80.394030°) o o7 « Constuction(includes 20% surveying/Engineerng/=ensiruction Admin » 30% Contingency)

=

ggggggéﬁggthl 1.9 Miles | Urban Principal Arterial
Cross-Section 4 Lane Divided

Posted Speed Limit 45 mph

Estimated 2025 AADT 31,700 vehicles/day

Total Crashes Last 10 Years 736 (2.53% of County Total Crashes)
FSI' Crashes Last 10 Years 15 (2.04% of County Total FSI Crashes)

PROPOSED COUNTERMEASURES

Countermeasure

Crashes with overlapping latitude/longitude buffered to

visualize general location along corridor. . . . .
g 9 Enhance intersection lighting at Carter Road, Mason

0,
Road, and Wilson Hall Road 32%
CRASH HISTORY LEGEND NUMBER OF CRASHES (2015 - 2024)
MANNER OF COLLISION SEVERITY VULNERABLE USER | (1 Serious Minor Possible No Injury/Property Convert left turn phasing from permissive/protected

Anal a o atal (K) Injury (A) Injury (B) Injury (C) Damage Only (O) to protected-only for US 378 approaches at Carter 24%
ngle Fatal (K) Pedestrian k Road, Stamey Livestock Road, Mason Road, and °

Head On * Serious Injury (A) Wilson Hall Road

Rear End ° Minor Injury (B) Bicyclist O% 2 0 1 0 0

Sideswipe ™ Possible Injury (C) | || Close all existing median Openings with some minor

. . . 1 7 17 n9 389 intersections and driveways converted into 3/4 23%
Non-Collision with vehicle ¢ Property Damage Only (O) access intersections

Other/Unknown e 5 2 15 43 138

Install high visibility crosswalks, upgraded curb
ramps, and pedestrian refuges at all approaches at 40%
Mason Road

X Close driveway on westbound approach of US 378

near Stamey Livestock Road N/A

$68,590,000 >

$7,500,000 >

9.1 >



- FSI = Fatal / Serious Injury Crash

us 521 & ca mden H Ig hway 2CRF = Crash Reduction Factor

7 3Benefit = Dollar Value of Crash Reduction for Location over next 20 Years based on Crash Reduction Potential
4Cost = Design + Construction (includes 20% Surveying/Engineering/Construction Admin + 30% Contingency)

(33.976139°, -80.399150°)

LOCATION CHARACTERISTICS

eoe e US 521- Urban Principal Arterial
Classification Camden Hwy — Urban Major Collector
US 521 -4 Lane Divided

Cross:Section Camden Hwy -2 Lane Undivided

. . US 521 - 45 mph
Posted Speed Limit Camden Hwy — 45 mph
US 521 - 21,900 vehicles/day

Estimated 2025 AADT Camden Hwy — 6,000 vehicles/day

Total Crashes Last 10 Years 136 (0.47% of County Total Crashes)
FSI' Crashes Last 10 Years 5 (0.68% of County Total FSI Crashes)

PROPOSED COUNTERMEASURES

Countermeasure

Crashes with overlapping latitude/longitude buffered to
visualize general location along corridor.

X Remove northbound right connection from US 521 to

Camden Highway and install westbound right-turn lane 47%
CRASH HISTORY LEGEND NUMBER OF CRASHES (2015 - 2024) at new connection.
MANNER OF COLLISION SEVERITY VULNERABLE USER Fatal (K) Serious Minor Possible No Injury/Property
Angle A Fatal (K) _ N Injury (A)  Injury (B) Injury (C) LR Gl )] Provide positive offset for left turn lane on southbound 0
Pedestrian k US 521 ; . : 34%
] at new Camden Highway intersection
Head On * Serious Injury (A) . Vehicle 1 4 3 25 103 136
RearEnd @ Minor Injury (B) ieyelist 5o Bike/Ped 0 0 0 0 0 0
SIdeSWIpe [ ] POSSlb/e lnjury (C) ............................................................................................................................... Reallgn Camden nghWay and InSta” a ﬂeW,
e . : Day 0 1 1 16 76 94 unsignalized left-in/left-out (LILO) intersection with 10%
Non-Collision with Vehicle ¢ Property Damage Only (O) positive offset for the merging lane
Other/Unknown [ Night 1 3 2 9 27 42
PROPOSED COUNTERMEASURES DIAGRAM Close median openings and install right-in/right-out 45%
a operations at corresponding driveways °

TOTAL BENEFIT®> NET PRESENT VALUE
$10,560,000

TOTAL COST“ NET PRESENT VALUE
$4,000,000

BENEFIT/COST RATIO
.6




= / i i
US 76/Broad Street i e

3Benefit = Dollar Value of Crash Reduction for Location over next 20 Years based on Crash Reduction Potential
4Cost = Design + Construction (includes 20% Surveying/Engineering/Construction Admin + 30% Contingency)

US 521 (33.955552°, -80.380179°) to Bultman Drive (33.944832°, -80.372391°)

> .

o Corridor Length | . - .
£ o Classification 0.9 Miles | Urban Principal Arterial
= g

B o

= § Cross-Section 4 Lane Undivided (with TWLTL)

Ll
— E

U%) Posted Speed Limit 35 mph
Estimated 2025 AADT 32,800 vehicles/day

Total Crashes Last 10 Years 1,353 (4.65% of County Total Crashes)
FSI' Crashes Last 10 Years 7 (0.95% of County Total FSI Crashes)

PROPOSED COUNTERMEASURES

Countermeasure

Crashes with overlapping latitude/longitude buffered to Convert TWLTL into a raised median with 3/4 access and U-
visualize general location along corridor. turn bulbs at select locations and full access to remain at 23%
existing signalized intersections. Adjust driveway openings °
where access is changed.
CRASH HISTORY LEGEND NUMBER OF CRASHES (2015 - 2024)
Provide two mid-block pedestrian crossings with pedestrian
MANNER OF COLLISION SEVERITY VULNERABLE USER Serious Minor Possible No Injury/Property refuge islands and pedestrian signals (either PHB or RRFB)

el Injury (A) Injury (B) Injury (C) Damage Only (O)

47%

A
Angle Fatal (K) Pedestrian k

Install retroreflective backplates on all protected-only signal

0,
heads at US 521 & Broad Street 15%

Head On * Serious Injury (A)

J
. . Bicyclist ﬂ“ Install sidewalk along the east side of US 521 and at spot
Rear End ° Minor Injury (B) oo 0 1 2 4 2 locations on Broad Street

Sideswipe ™ Possible Injury (C) | || ><
Non-Collision with Vehicle ¢

40%

Close select driveways along Broad Street to consolidate
access points

N/A
Property Damage Only (O)

Other/Unknown e 1 1 15 57 220

Add speed feedback signs in both directions on Broad Street
(just north of Market Street for SB traffic and just north of
Bultman Drive (with relocation of the existing speed limit
sign) for NB traffic.

5%

Implement protected-only left turn phasing on SB Broad
Street at Market Street, on SB and NB Broad Street at E
Wesmark Boulevard, on SB Broad Street at Sumter Mall
driveway, and on SB and NB Broad Street at Bultman Drive

34%

Remove acceleration lane from the western Sumter Mall 44%
driveway °
Add yield bars, RRFBs, and signs to the two channelized 69%
pedestrian crossings at Broad Street & Bultman Drive °
Enhance intersection lighting at Broad Street & E Wesmark 329
Boulevard and at Broad Street & Bultman Drive °
Install high visibility crosswalks at signalized intersections
and major driveway crossings

40%

$35,540,000 >

$6,500,000 >

5.5 >



(] _ 2 .
US 15/Lafayette Drive FeRE < Crash Rectuction Factor

3Benefit = Dollar Value of Crash Reduction for Location over next 20 Years based on Crash Reduction Potential
4Cost = Design + Construction (includes 20% Surveying/Engineering/Construction Admin + 30% Contingency)

Poinsett Drive (33.935540°, -80.338243°) to Fulton Street (33.908402°, -80.337344°)

gg;gggégggthl 1.9 Miles | Urban Principal Arterial
Cross-Section 4 Lane Undivided (with TWLTL)
Posted Speed Limit 40 mph

Estimated 2025 AADT 16,800 vehicles/day

Total Crashes Last 10 Years 703 (2.42% of County Total Crashes)

FSI' Crashes Last 10 Years 21 (2.85% of County Total FSI Crashes)

PROPOSED COUNTERMEASURES

Countermeasure

Convert TWLTL into a raised median with 3/4 access and U-turn bulbs
at select locations and full access to remain at existing signalized 23%
intersections. Adjust driveway openings where access is changed.

. . . . Provide two mid-block pedestrian crossings with pedestrian refuge
Crashes with overlapping latitude/longitude buffered to islands/and pedestrian spignals (either PHBgor RRFE) 9 47%

visualize general location along corridor.

Implement leading pedestrian intervals at the intersections of Highway
15 with Crosswell Drive, Loring Drive, E Calhoun Street, E Liberty Street, 19%
and Fulton Street.

CRASH HISTORY LEGEND NUMBER OF CRASHES (2015 - 2024)

Install sidewalk along the east side of Highway 15 between Crosswell 40%
MANNER OF COLLISION SEVERITY VULNERABLE USER Fatal (K) Serious Minor Possible No Injury/Property Drive and Sumter Police Department (being installed by others) &
o Injury (A) Injury (B) Injury (C) Damage Only (O) X
Angle A Fatal (K) Pedestrian k Close select driveways along Highway 15 to consolidate access points N/A
Head On * Serious Injury (A) . 3 15 47 166 454 Reduce speed limit on Highway 15 from 40 to 35 mph and add speed 59%
Rear End Bicyclist O% feedback signs (7 locations) ©
ear En L4 Minor Injury (B)
. . L 2 & e 2 Implement protected-only left turn phasing on Highway 15 approaches 34%
SIdeSWIpe [] Poss[ble lnjury (C) ............................................................................................................................... at E Calhoun Street, E Liberty Street, and Fulton Street (o]
. . . 3 n 31 140 339 . X . . . . )
Non-Collision with Vehicle ¢ At intersection with Loring Drive and Crosswell Drive, add left turn yield
Property Damage Only (O) h ! .
on green signs to both side street approaches and implement 40%
Other/Unknown [ 1 6 20 &5 7 protected-permissive phasing (with four-section flashing yellow arrow Y
(FYA) signal heads) on both mainline approaches
Reconstruct the southbound left turn lane on Highway 15 at E Liberty
PROPOSED COUNTERMEASURES DIAGRAM Street to provide positive offset 34%
Enhance street lighting on Highway 15 north of Loring Drive and at 22%
Highway 15 & Fulton Street ®
Install high visibility crosswalks where missing at signalized 40%
intersections and major driveway/side street crossings °
Remove traffic signal at Highway 15 & E Hampton Avenue, converting N/A
the intersection to 3/4 access
Convert the E Calhoun Street, E Hampton Avenue, and E Liberty Street 47%
approaches at Highway 15 from four to three lanes (with TWLTL) °
Convert Crosswell Drive & Bowman Drive from two-way to all-way stop 75%
Close median opening on E Charlotte Avenue at Bowman Drive 55%
Install chicanes with angled parking on Crosswell Drive between N/A

Yeadon Street and Bowman Drive

Install mini roundabouts at Crosswell Drive & Yeadon Street and at E 37%
Charlotte Avenue & Yeadon Street °

$438,130,000

$6,000,000 >

8.0 >




Pinewood Rd/W Liberty St & Wedgefield Rd FeRE < Crash Rectuction Factor

3Benefit = Dollar Value of Crash Reduction for Location over next 20 Years based on Crash Reduction Potential
4Cost = Design + Construction (includes 20% Surveying/Engineering/Construction Admin + 30% Contingency)

(33.914627°, -80.383723°)

Pinewood — Urban Principal Arterial

Classification Wedgefield — Urban Minor Arterial

Pinewood — 4 Lane Undivided (with TWLTL)

Cross-Section Wedgefield - 4 Lane Undivided (with/ TWLTL)

Posted Speed Limit ng‘g’gﬁgzﬁg g”nl?]gh

. Pinewood - 23,600 vehicles/day
Estimated 2025 AADT Wedgefield- 16,200 vehicles/day

Total Crashes Last 10 Years 398 (1.37% of County Total Crashes)
FSI' Crashes Last 10 Years 5 (0.68% of County Total FSI Crashes)

PROPOSED COUNTERMEASURES

Countermeasure

A Crashes with overlapping /thtude//ongftude buffered to On SC 120/Pinewood Road, convert TWLTL into a raised median with
visualize general location along corridor. J 3/4 access at select locations and full access to remain at existing 23%
signalized intersections

Provide a mid-block pedestrian crossing with pedestrian refuge island
and pedestrian signals (either PHB or RRFB) on SC 120/Pinewood Road 47%
at Millwood Road

CRASH HISTORY LEGEND NUMBER OF CRASHES (2015 - 2024)

MANNER OF COLLISION SEVERITY VULNERABLE USER Serious Minor Possible No Injury/Property
Fatal (K) Injury (A) Injury (B) Injury (C) Damage Only (O) Add flashers to signal ahead signs on SC 120/Pinewood Road upstream 19%

Angle A Fatal (K) Pedestrian k. of W Oakland Avenue
Head On * Serious Injury (A) Install high visibility crosswalks, and curb ramps where missing, at SC
i i e 120/Pinewood Road & W Oakland Avenue and SC 763/Wedgefield Road 40%
Rear End [ Minor Injury (B) Bicyclist O% & Loring Mill Road/Lynam Road
i i . . Implement protected-only left turn phasing on SC 120/Pinewood Road
u
Sideswipe Possible Injury (C) approaches at W Oakland Avenue and on SB SC 763 at SC 34%
_ ici i i 763/Wedgefield Road/Old W Liberty Street
Non-Collision with Vehicle ¢ Property Damage Only (O)

Implement protected-permissive left turn phasing (with FYA signal

0
Other/Unknown heads) on W Oakland Avenue approaches at SC 120/Pinewood Road 40%
Install retroreflective backplates on all signal heads (including new 15%
P signal heads) at SC 120/Pinewood Road & W Oakland Avenue °
Install pedestrian phase with countdown pedestrian signal heads and
push buttons on all approaches at SC 120/Pinewood Road & W Oakland 9%
Avenue
Enhance street lighting at SC 120/Pinewood Road & W Oakland Avenue 32%
Close median opening on SC 763 at Sumter Wine and Spirits driveway 71%
Remove split phasing at SC 763/Wedgefield Road/Old W Liberty Street N/A
& SC 120/Pinewood Road.

Convert the EB and WB channelized right turns at SC 763/Wedgefield
Road/Old W Liberty Street & SC 120/Pinewood Road from yield- to stop- N/A
controlled (add stop bars and stop signs)

Add nearside signal heads on both mainline approaches at SC 7%
763/Wedgefield Road/Old W Liberty Street & SC 120/Pinewood Road 0

Remove channelized SBR turn lane on SC 763 at SC 763/Wedgefield N/A
Road/Old W Liberty Street

Convert SC 763/Wedgefield Road from four to three lanes (with TWLTL)

- . 47%
and provide dual EBL turn lanes at SC 120/Pinewood Road.

$13,690,000 >

$5,000,000 >

2.7 >



FSI = Fatal / Serious Injury Crash

Pocalla Rdls Lafeyette Dr & Manning Aven ue 2CRF = Crash Reduction Factor

3Benefit = Dollar Value of Crash Reduction for Location over next 20 Years based on Crash Reduction Potential
4Cost = Design + Construction (includes 20% Surveying/Engineering/Construction Admin + 30% Contingency)

(33.895752°, -80.338631°)

. Pocalla Rd — Urban Principal Arterial
Classification Mannirlwg Ave - Urban Major Collector/Minor
Arteria

Pocalla Rd - 4 Lane Undivided (with TWLTL)

Cross-Section Manning Ave -2 Lane Undivided

Pocalla Rd- 40 mph

Posted Speed Limit Manning Ave — 35 mph
Estimated 2025 AADT Pocalla Rd - 13,400 vehicles/daf/
Manning Ave - 16,700 vehicles/day

Total Crashes Last 10 Years 165 (0.57% of County Total Crashes)
FSI' Crashes Last 10 Years 6 (0.81% of County Total FSI Crashes)

PROPOSED COUNTERMEASURES

Countermeasure
Crashes with ovgr/apping lcttitude//ongftude buﬁergd to
visualize general location along corridor. Reconstruct SB left turn lane on US 15/S Lafayette
Drive at E Red Bay Road and both left turn lanes on 34%
NUMBER OF CRASHES (2015 _ 2024) us 15/5 Lafayet;e Drlve_/PocaIIa Road at Mannmg
Avenue to provide positive offset
MANNER OF COLLISION SEVERITY VULNERABLE USER Fatal (K) S.erious ylinor P9ssible No Injury/Property Implement protected-only left turn phasing on the
Angle A Fatal (K) Pedestri 2 Injury (A) Injury (B) Injury (C) Damage Only (O) US 15/S Lafayette Drive/Pocalla Road approaches at 77%
Head On N edestrian %’ Manning Avenue and E Red Bay Road
Serious Injury (A) .
) ) Bicyclist Oﬂ‘o Install new signal head per lane with retroreflective
RearEnd  ® Minor Injury (B) 1 1 3 2 0 backplates at US 15/S Lafayette Drive & E Red Bay 15%
Sideswipe n Possible lnjury (C) ......................... -l ............... -l ................ 5 ............... 18 .................... 78 ............................ E/load andlAUS ]5/5 Lafayette DriVe/pOCa”a Road & (o]
Non-Collision with Vehicle ¢ Property Damage Only (O) anning Avenue
Other/Unknown e 1 3 3 20 35 Convert the EB E Red Bay Road approach at US 15/S 45%
Lafayette Drive to right-in right-out

Cul-de-sac E Red Bay Road west of US 15/S Lafayette
Drive, closing access to Manning Avenue

PROPOSED COUNTERMEASURES DIAGRAM

N/A

Close median openings on Manning Avenue at

Carolina Petro (just north of US 15/S Lafayette

Drive/Pocalla Road), on Manning Avenue at Brent 71%
Street, and on US 15/S Lafeyette Drive at Murphy

Street

Enhance intersection lighting at US 15/S Lafayette 22%
Drive/Pocalla Road & Manning Avenue °
Install high visibility crosswalks along all approaches
at the intersection of US 15/Pocalla Rd & Manning Ave
and along the east and south legs of the intersection
of US 15/Pocalla Rd/S Lafayette Dr & E Red Bay Rd.

40%

Sl |
$23,120,000 >

$3,000,000

oo |
7.7 v




US 15/Pocalla Road & US 521/S Guignard Drive D e e

3Benefit = Dollar Value of Crash Reduction for Location over next 20 Years based on Crash Reduction Potential
4Cost = Design + Construction (includes 20% Surveying/Engineering/Construction Admin + 30% Contingency)

(33.884103°, -80.348881°)

US 15 — Urban Principal Arterial

Classification US 521- Urban Principal Arterial
. US 15 - 4 Lane Undivided (with TWLTL)
Cross-Section US 521 - 4 Lane Undivided (with TWLTL)
.. US 15 - 45 mph
Posted Speed Limit US 521 - 35 mph
Estimated 2025 AADT US 15 - 15,500 vehicles/day

US 521 - 12,000 vehicles/day

Total Crashes Last 10 Years 391 (1.34% of County Total Crashes)
FSI' Crashes Last 10 Years 8 (1.09% of County Total FSI Crashes)

——— PROPOSED COUNTERMEASURES
[y 50 ]

Countermeasure

Crashes with overlapping latitude/longitude buffered to
visualize general location along corridor.

On US 15 and US 521/S Guignard Drive, convert TWLTL
into a raised median with 3/4 access and U-turns at

- . . - 23%
CRASH HISTORY LEGEND NUMBER OF CRASHES (2015 - 2024) e oy, Sccess toremain at existing
MANNER OF COLLISION SEVERITY VULNERABLE USER Fatal (K) Serious Minor Possible No Injury/Property Implement protected-only phasing and add three-
Angle A Fatal (K) _ . Injury (A)  Injury (B) Injury (C) Damage Only (O) section signal heads on US 521/S Guignard Drive
Pedestrian z* approaches at Kingsbury Drive, on Highway 15 N 77%
Head On * Serious Injury (A) . approaches at Kingsbury Drive, and on all approaches
Rear End ° Minor Injury (8) Bicyclist O% o . . : . at US 521/S Guignard Drive & Highway 15 N.
. ) Add left turn yield on green signs on Kingsbury Drive N/A
SIdeSWIpe [] Poss[ble lnjury (C) ............................................................................................................................... approaches at US 521/5 Guignard Drive
Non-Collision with Vehicle ¢ 2 6 20 84 180 . .
Property Damage Only (O) Install retroreflective backplates on all signal heads at
Other/Unknown @ 0 0 8 30 61 US 521/S Guignard Drive & Kingsbury Drive, US 521/S 15%

Guignard Drive & Highway 15 N, and Highway 15 N &
Kingsbury Drive

Remove SB slip lane from US 521/S Guignard Drive to S
y Guignard Drive and EB left turn slip lane from S
' Guignard Drive to US 521/Guignard Drive. Revise route N/A
Q‘ guidance assemblies on US 521/S Guignard Drive to
O&Q ~ reflect this change.
Remove SB slip lane from S Guignard Drive to

Highway 15 N. Install a new all-way stop-controlled N/A
intersection on S Guignard Drive with cross access to
Highway 15 N.

Add transverse rumble strips on EB Highway 15 N to

(o)
alert drivers of signal ahead at US 521/S Guignard Drive 34%

Add missing yield line on the SBR channelized turn
lane on US 521/S Guignard Drive at Highway 15 N and
missing lane arrow markings on the NB approach of
US 521/S Guignard Drive at Highway 15 N

N/A

$41,260,000 >

$3,000,000 >

13.8 >
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CONVERT TO 3/4 ACCESS AND PROVIDE
POSITIVE OFFSET FOR LEFT-TURN LANE

CLOSE EXISTING RAMP

CLOSE EXISTING
MEDIAN BREAK
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CLOSE E

XISTING RAMP

REMOVE EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL
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KRR

PROVIDE POSITIVE OFFSET
FOR LEFT-TURN LANE

CLOSE EXISTING RIGHT TURN LANE

SCALE IN FEET
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LEGEND
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PROPOSED RAISED MEDIAN

PROPOSED PAVEMENT REMOVAL
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INSTALL NEW SIGNAL AHEAD SIGN
WITH FLASHER ASSEMBLY

INSTALL NEW SIGNAL AHEAD SIGN /
WITH FLASHER ASSEMBLY D

IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-PERMISSIVE /
PROTECTED-ONLY LEFT TURN PHASING

ALONG EACH APPROACH INSTALL RETROREFLECTIVE BACKPLATES
: / TO ALL SIGNAL HEADS

< | INSTALL NEW SIGNAL AHEAD SIGN
WITH FLASHER ASSEMBLY

INSTALL NEW SIGNAL AHEAD SIGN /

WITH FLASHER ASSEMBLY

Q LEGEND
CONCERP TUAL SAFETY

- - EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL MPROVEMENTS

i PATRIOT PKWY & N ST.
PAULS CHURCH RD.

SCALE IN FEET (SUMTER, SC)
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LEGEND

CONCERP TUAL SAFETY

QA
BN PAVEMENT MPROVEMENTS
|| CENTRALISLAND PATRIOT PKWY & N ST.

PAULS CHURCH RD.

TRUCK APRON (SUMTER, SC)

SCALE IN FEET
e e ™— PROPOSED RAISED MEDIAN
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UPGRADE SIGNAL HEADS WITH NEW
HEAD PER LANE AND BACKPLATES.

CONVERT TO RIGHT TURN LANE

IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-ONLY
LEFT TURN PHASING ALONG EACH

APPROACH

CLOSE EXISTING RAMP

N
|
I

SCALE IN FEET

—;—

0 100 200

400

LEGEND

PAVEMENT

PROPOSED VEGETATION

PROPOSED RAISED MEDIAN

PROPOSED SIDEWALK

PROPOSED PAVEMENT REMOVAL

CONCEP TUAL SAFETY
IMPROVEMEN TS
PATRION PRKWY &
L ORING MILL RD.
(SUMTER, SC)




CLOSE DRIVEWAY

ENHANCE INTERSECTION LIGHTING P G — .
*‘\ e R
4 . ': \b\ . y
IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-ONLY LEFT
TURN PHASING ALONG MAIN APPROACH
IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-ONLY LEFT
. TURN PHASING ALONG MAIN APPROACH

ENHANCE INTERSECTION LIGHTING

IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-ONLY LEFT TURN
PHASING ALONG MAIN APPROACH

\ ENHANCE INTERSECTION LIGHTING |

IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-ONLY LEFT |
TURN PHASING ALONG MAIN APPROACH

$ LEGEND
BN PAVEMENT CONCEPTUAL SAFETY

I PROPOSED VEGETATION MPROVEMEN TS
S 378 (CARTER RD.
PROPOSED RAISED MEDIAN TO Wi SON HAI | RD.

SCALE IN FEET PROPOSED SIDEWALK (SUMTER, SC)
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CONVERT TO CUL-DE-SAC

REALIGN ROADWAY

CLOSE ACCESS
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LEGEND
PAVEMENT CONCEFP TUAL SAFE
PROPOSED VEGETATION IMPROVEMEN

J&Wi‘er US 521 AND CAMDEN HWY.

UMTER, SC

PROPOSED RAISED MEDIAN

SCALE IN FEET
e — PROPOSED PAVEMENT REMOVAL
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LANDSCAPED MEDIAN

CONVERT TO 3/4 ACCESS

CONCRETE MEDIAN
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INSTALL SIDEWALK

IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-ONLY LEFT TURN
PHASING FOR SB APPROACH

CLOSE DRIVEWAY

IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-ONLY LEFT
TURN PHASING ALONG MAIN APPROACH

SIGNAL HEADS

INSTALL BACKPLATES ON
PROTECTED ONLY

meooC

CONNECT SIDEWALK

ADD SPEED FEEDBACK SIGN

CLOSE DRIVEWAY AND —/rﬂ

ENHANCE INTERSECTION LIGHTING

LANDSCAPED MEDIAN

REMOVE ACCELARATION LANE

INSTALL MID-BLOCK

CROSSING WITH PHB OR RRFB

NARROW ACCESS

IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-ONLY LEFT
TURN PHASING ALONG MAIN APPROACH

RELOCATE SPEED LIMIT SIGN AND ADD
SPEED FEEDBACK SIGN

1N
™M

INSTALL MID-BLOCK CROSSING

WITH PHB OR RRFB

IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-ONLY LEFT TURN
PHASING FOR SB APPROACH

ADD YIELD BARS AND RRFB TO
CHANNELIZE PEDESTRIAN
CROSSING WITH SIGNS

ENHANCE INTERSECTION LIGHTING

/ 5=

S

ADD YIELD BARS AND RRFB TO
CHANNELIZE PEDESTRIAN
CROSSING WITH SIGNS

SCALE IN FEET
—;—
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REDUCE SPEED LIMIT TO!
35 MPH AND ADD SPEED
FEEDBACK SIGN

MINI ROUNDABOUT

CLOSE MEDIAN OPENING

INEW SIDEWALK BY OTHERS

ADD LEFT-TURN YIELD ON
GREEN SIGN ON BOTH
SIDESTREET APPROACHES

ADD FOUR-SECTION FYA
SIGNAL HEADS FOR BOTH
MAINLINE LEFT-TURNS

REDUCE SPEED LIMIT TO
35 MPH AND ADD SPEED

FEEDBACK SIGN

I ENHANCE STREET LIGHTING!

IMPLEMENT LEADING
PEDESTRIAN INTERVAL

INSTALL MID-BLOCK CROSSING WITH
PEDESTRIAN HYBRID BEACON OR RRFB

REDUCE SPEED LIMIT TO
35 MPH AND ADD SPEED
FEEDBACK SIGN

IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-ONLY LEFT TURN
PHASING ALONG MAIN APPROACH

CONVERSION FROM FOUR
LANES TO THREE LANES

(WITH TWO WAY LEFT TURN LANE)

INSTALL MID-BLOCK CROSSING WITH
PEDESTRIAN HYBRID BEACON OR RRFB

CONVERSION FROM FOUR
LANES TO THREE LANES

(WITH TWO WAY LEFT TURN LA

o

REDUCE SPEED LIMIT TO
35 MPH AND ADD SPEED
FEEDBACK SIGN

CONVERSION FROM FOUR
LANES TO THREE LANES

(WITH TWO WAY LEFT TURN LANE)

REDUCE SPEED LIMIT TO
35 MPH AND ADD SPEED
FEEDBACK SIGN

PROVIDE POSITIVE OFFSET|
FOR LEFT-TURN LANE

IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-ONLY
LEFT TURN PHASING
ALONG MAIN APPROACH

LANES TO THREE LANES

CONVERSION FROM FOUR
(WITH TWO WAY LEFT TURN LANE

CONVERSION FROM FOUR
LANES TO THREE LANES

(WITH TWO WAY LEFT TURN LANE)

IMPLEMENT LEADING
PEDESTRIAN INTERVAL|

CLOSE DRIVEWAY

FEEDBACK SIGN

LANES TO THREE LANES

CONVERSION FROM FOUR
(WITH TWO WAY LEFT TURN LANE,

REDUCE SPEED LIMIT TO
35 MPH AND ADD SPEED

CONVERT TO 3/4 ACCESS

IENHANCE STREET LIGHTING

REDUCE SPEED LIMIT TO
35 MPH AND ADD SPEED
FEEDBACK SIGN

IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-ONLY LEFT TURN
PHASING ALONG MAIN APPROACH

IMPLEMENT LEADING
PEDESTRIAN INTERVAL

SCALE IN FEET
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SCALE IN FEET
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PROVIDE POSITIVE OFFSET
FOR LEFT-TURN LANE

CONVERT TO CUL-DE-SAC

CONVERT TO RIGHT-IN
RIGHT-OUT

| East Red Bay Road |

INSTALL NEW SIGNAL HEAD PER LANE
WITH BACKPLATES

CLOSE ACCESS

IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-ONLY LEFT TURN
PHASING ALONG MAIN APPROACH

CLOSE MEDIAN BREAK / (O

INSTALL NEW SIGNAL HEAD PER LANE
WITH BACKPLATES

CLOSE MEDIAN BREAK

PROVIDE POSITIVE OFFSET
FOR LEFT-TURN LANE

ENHANCE INTERSECTION LIGHTING

IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-ONLY LEFT TURN
PHASING ALONG MAIN APPROACH

PROVIDE POSITIVE OFFSET
FOR LEFT-TURN LANE

CLOSE MEDIAN BREAK

N LEGEND

| CONCEPTUAL SAFETY
S PAVEMENT MPROVEMENTS
SOCALLA RD./S LAFAYETTE DR,
3 MANNING AVE.
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PROPOSED RAISED MEDIAN




ADD BACKPLATES

| ON SIGNAL HEADS

\ ADD LEFT TURN YIELD ON GREEN SIGNS FOR
SIDESTREETS

IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-ONLY LEFT TURN
PHASING ALONG MAIN APPROACH AND ADD

THREE-SECTION SIGNAL HEAD

REMOVE US 52
GUIDANCE ASSEMBLY

REVISE GUIDANCE SIGN ASSEMBLY
TO PLACE US 52 SOUTH SIGN ON
EXISTING US 521 S SIGN

CONVERT TO 3/4 ACCESS

KINGSBURRY DRIVE

NEW ALL WAY STOP CONTROLLED
INTERSECTION

IMPLEMENT PROTECTED-ONLY LEFT TURN
PHASING ALONG MAIN APPROACH AND ADD
THREE-SECTION SIGNAL HEAD

ADD BACKPLATES
ON SIGNAL HEADS

CONVERT TO 3/4 ACCESS

YIELD BAR AND SIGN

CLOSE EXISTING DRIVEWAY

PROTECT ALL LEFT TURNS AND ADD ADD BACKPLATES
THREE-SECTION SIGNAL HEADS FOR ALL ON SIGNAL HEADS

LEFT-TURN MOVEMENTS

ADD TRANSVERSE RUMBLE STRIPS
TO ALERT SIGNAL AHEAD

US-521/ S. GUIGNARD

LEGEND

CONCEP TUAL SAFETY

IMPROVEMEN TS

AHWY 1o N./ POCALLA RD. &

S o217 S GUIGNARD DR.
(SUMTER, SC)

PAVEMENT

PROPOSED VEGETATION

PROPOSED RAISED MEDIAN

SCALE IN FEET
e — PROPOSED PAVEMENT REMOVAL
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Location 1 - US 378/US 76/Broad St & SC 261/Kings Hwy

Severity K A B (© 0
FHWA Cost/Crash $15,988,000.00 $1,705,100.00 $384,000.00  $204,600.00  $18,100.00
Number of Total Applicable Crashes Per Year at Location 0.1 0.4 0.5 2.3 15.6
IMPROVEMENT CRF CRFID APPLICABLE CRASHES BY CRF NOTES

Convert the signalized, full-access intersection of US 378/US 76/Broad St & SC
261/Kings Hwy to an unsignalized, RCUT with U-turn bulbs to the west and east | 20.0% 10382 1 4 5 23 156 All crashes inlcuded.
of the intersection and positive offsets for the left turn lanes on US 76.

Remove right-turn lane channelization for eastbound US 76 and northbound SC Angle crashes along both

47.0% 10246 0 0 1 4 16

261. approaches included.
Convert full access median opening at park-and-ride to 3/4 access with positive 57 0% 5458 0 1 0 0 7 Qrashes near park-and-ride
offset for the left turn lane on US 76. included.
R_econﬂgure right turn lane ramp for southbound SC 261 to improve sight 60.3% 8431 0 0 0 1 1 AII crashes along SB approach
distance. included.
Weighted Average CRF 20% 27% 25% 25% 26%
Overall Location Annual Crash Reduction Potential (Crashes/Year) 0.020 0.110 0.123 0.582 4,051

NPV Annual Benefit  $319,760.00  $186,878.96  $47,040.00  $119,039.93  $73,328.89
2027 $310,145.49  $181,259.90  $45,625.61 $115,460.65  $71,124.05
2028 $300,820.07  $175,809.80  $44,253.74  $111,988.99 $68,985.50
2029 $291,775.04  $170,523.57 $42,923.12 $108,621.72 $66,911.25
2030 $283,001.98  $165396.28  $41,632.52 $105,355.69 $64,899.37
2031 $274,492.71  $160,423.17 $40,380.71 $102,187.87 $62,947.98
2032 $266,239.29  $155599.58  $39,166.55 $99,115.30 $61,055.27
2033 $258,234.03  $150,921.03  $37,988.89 $96,135.11 $59,219.46
2034 $250,469.48  $146,383.15  $36,846.65 $93,244.53 $57,438.86
2035 $242,938.39  $141,981.72 $35,738.75 $90,440.86 $55,711.79
2036 $235,633.74  $137,712.62 $34,664.16 $87,721.49 $54,036.66
2037 $228,548.73  $133571.90  $33,621.88 $85,083.89 $52,411.89
2038 $221,676.75  $129,555.67 $32,610.94 $82,525.60 $50,835.97
2039 $215,011.40  $125,660.20  $31,630.40 $80,044.23 $49,307.44
2040 $208,546.46  $121,381.87 $30,679.34 $77,637.47 $47,824.87
2041 $202,275.91  $118,217.13  $29,756.88 $75,303.07 $46,386.88
2042 $196,193.90  $114,662.59 $28,862.15 $73,038.87 $44,992.12
2043 $190,294.76  $111,214.93  $27,994.33 $70,842.74 $43,639.30
2044 $184,573.00  $107,870.93  $27,152.59 $68,712.65 $42,327.16
2045 $179,023.27  $104,627.48  $26,336.17 $66,646.61 $41,054.47
2046 $173,640.42  $101,481.55  $25,544.30 $64,642.68 $39,820.05

DISCOUNTED ANNUAL BENEFITS (3.1%)

$4,713,534.81 $2,754,755.08  $693,409.67  $1,754,750.03 $1,080,930.34
$10,990,000.00

TOTAL NPV BENEFIT OF IMPROVEMENTS

ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS (NPV) $3,000,000.00

BENEFIT/COST RATIO 3.7




Location 4 Signal Alternative - Patriot Parkway & N St Pauls Church Rd

K A B © (0]
$15,988,000.00 $1,705,100.00 $384,000.00  $204,600.00  $18,100.00
0.1 0.3 0.2 2.1 3.6
IMPROVEMENT CRF CRFID APPLICABLE CRASHES BY CRF NOTES
Install retroreflective backplates on all signal heads 15.0% 1410 1 3 2 21 36 All crashes included
Conv‘ertlleft turn phasing on all approaches from permissive to protected- 13.8% 4270 1 3 21 13 All angle crashes included here
permissive/protected-only
Install signal ahead signs and flashers on all approaches 18.6% 4198 1 3 2 21 36 All crashes included
Weighted Average CRF 16% 16% 17% 16% 16%
Overall Location Annual Crash Reduction Potential (Crashes/Year) 0.016 0.047 0.034 0.332 0.588
NPV Annual Benefit  $252,610.40  $80,821.74 $12,902.40 $67,886.28 $10,647.91
2027 $245,014.94  $78,391.60 $12,514.45 $65,845.08 $10,327.75
2028 $237,647.85 $76,034.53 $12,138.17 $63,865.26 $10,017.22
2029 $230,502.28  $73,748.33 $11,773.20 $61,944.97 $9,716.02
2030 $223571.56  $71,530.87 $11,419.20 $60,082.41 $9,423.88
2031 $216,849.24  $69,380.09 $11,075.85 $58,275.86 $9,140.52
2032 $210,329.04 $67,293.98 $10,742.83 $56,523.63 $8,865.69
2033 $204,004.89  $65,270.59 $10,419.81 $54,824.08 $8,599.11
2034 $197,870.89  $63,308.04 $10,106.51 $53,175.64 $8,340.56
2035 $191,921.33  $61,404.50 $9,802.63 $51,576.76 $8,089.77
2036 $186,150.66 $59,558.20 $9,507.88 $50,025.95 $7,846.53
DISCOUNTED ANNUAL BENEFITS (3.1%) 2037 $180,55350  $57,767.41 $9,222.00 $48,521.78 $7,610.60
2038 $175,124.64  $56,030.46 $8,944.72 $47,062.83 $7,381.77
2039 $169,859.01 $54,345.75 $8,675.77 $45,647.75 $7,159.81
2040 $164,751.70 $52,711.68 $8,414.90 $44,275.22 $6,944.53
2041 $159,797.97  $51,126.75 $8,161.89 $42,943.95 $6,735.73
2042 $154,993.18  $49,589.48 $7,916.48 $41,652.72 $6,533.20
2043 $150,332.86  $48,098.43 $7,678.44 $40,400.31 $6,336.76
2044 $145,812.67 $46,652.21 $7,447.57 $39,185.56 $6,146.22
2045 $141,428.39  $45,249.48 $7,223.64 $38,007.33 $5,961.42
2046 $137,175.93  $43,888.92 $7,006.44 $36,864.53 $5,782.17
TOTAL NPV BENEEIT OF IMPROVEMENTS $3,723,692.50 $1,191,381.30  $190,192.37  $1,000,701.60  $156,959.27
$6,260,000.00
ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS (NPV) $250,000.00

BENEFIT/COST RATIO

25.0




Location 4 Roundabout Alternative - Patriot Parkway & N St Pauls Church Rd

IMPROVEMENT CRF

K

0.1

A

$15,988,000.00 $1,705,100.00

0.3

B
$384,000.00
0.2

c
$204,600.00
2.1

APPLICABLE CRASHES BY CRF

0
$18,100.00
3.6

Convert existing signalized intersection into a single lane roundabout 2L.7% 4879 1 3 2 21 36 All crashes included
Weighted Average CRF 22% 22% 22% 22% 22%
Overall Location Annual Crash Reduction Potential (Crashes/Year) 0.022 0.065 0.043 0.456 0.781
NPV Annual Benefit  $346,939.60  $111,002.01  $16,665.60 $93,236.22 $14,139.72
2027 $336,507.86  $107,664.41 $16,164.50 $90,432.80 $13,714.57
2028 $326,389.77  $104,427.17 $15,678.47 $87,713.68 $13,302.20
2029 $316,575.92  $101,287.27 $15,207.05 $85,076.31 $12,902.23
2030 $307,057.15  $98,241.77 $14,749.81 $82,518.25 $12,514.29
2031 $297,824.59 $95,287.85 $14,306.31 $80,037.10 $12,138.01
2032 $288,869.63  $92,422.74 $13,876.15 $77,630.55 $11,773.05
2033 $280,183.93  $89,643.79 $13,458.92 $75,296.36 $11,419.05
2034 $271,759.39 $86,948.39 $13,054.24 $73,032.36 $11,075.71
2035 $263,588.15  $84,334.03 $12,661.73 $70,836.43 $10,742.68
0 2036 $255,662.61 $81,798.28 $12,281.02 $68,706.53 $10,419.67
DISCOUNTED ANNUAL BENEFITS (3.1%) 2037 $247,975.37 $79,338.78 $11,911.75 $66,640.67 $10,106.38
2038 $240,519.28  $76,953.23 $11,553.59 $64,636.92 $9,802.50
2039 $233,287.37 $74,639.41 $11,206.20 $62,693.43 $9,507.76
2040 $226,272.91 $72,395.16 $10,869.25 $60,808.37 $9,221.88
2041 $219,469.36  $70,218.39 $10,542.44 $58,979.99 $8,944.60
2042 $212,870.38  $68,107.07 $10,225.45 $57,206.58 $8,675.65
2043 $206,469.81 $66,059.23 $9,917.99 $55,486.50 $8,414.79
2044 $200,261.70  $64,072.97 $9,619.78 $53,818.14 $8,161.78
2045 $194,240.25  $62,146.43 $9,330.53 $52,199.94 $7,916.37
2046 $188,399.86  $60,277.82 $9,049.98 $50,630.40 $7,678.34
$5,114,185.27 $1,636,264.19  $245,665.14  $1,374,381.31  $208,431.52

TOTAL NPV BENEFIT OF IMPROVEMENTS

$8,570,000.00

ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS (NPV)

$4,000,000.00

BENEFIT/COST RATIO

2.1




Location 5 - Patriot Parkway & Loring Mill Rd

Severity K A B © 0
FHWA Cost/Crash $15,988,000.00 $1,705,100.00 $384,000.00  $204,600.00 $18,100.00
Number of Total Applicable Crashes Per Year at Location 0 0.2 0.9 0.7 9.6
IMPROVEMENT CRF CRFID APPLICABLE CRASHES BY CRF NOTES
Install retroreflective backplates on all signal heads 15.0% 1410 0 1 6 6 70 Rear-end and angle crashes.
Remove right-turn lane channelization for eastbound Patriot Parkway 47.0% 10246 0 1 1 1 7 égﬂsv;;ashes gendiet
Convert one westbound Patriot Parkway thru lane to a right turn only lane 9.0% 288 0 1 1 1 7 é;ﬂlﬁv;ﬁmes along Patriot
Convert left turn phasing on all approaches from permissive to protected-only 77.0% 4157 0 1 4 5 36 All angle crashes
Upgrade signal heads with new head per lane 7.0% 1430 0 2 8 6 89 All intersection related crashes.
Channelize southbound right turn lane on Loring Mill Road 38.4% 11152 0 1 3 4 40 Ql(l);:(rjashes genduii
Install high visibility crosswalks on all approaches 40.0% 4123 0 0 0 0 1 Ped/Pedacycle crashes.
Weighted Average CRF 29% 27% 32% 26%
Overall Location Annual Crash Reduction Potential (Crashes/Year) 0.057 0.245 0.221 2.463
NPV Annual Benefit $97,629.15 $93,943.10 $45,245.07 $44,572.92

2027 $0.00 $94,693.65 $91,118.42 $43,884.64 $43,232.70

2028 $0.00 $91,846.41 $88,378.69 $42,565.12 $41,932.79

2029 $0.00 $89,084.78 $85,721.32 $41,285.28 $40,671.95

2030 $0.00 $86,406.19 $83,143.86 $40,043.92 $39,449.03

2031 $0.00 $83,808.14 $80,643.90 $38,839.88 $38,262.89

2032 $0.00 $81,288.21 $78,219.11 $37,672.05 $37,112.40

2033 $0.00 $78,844.04 $75,867.23 $36,539.33 $35,996.51

2034 $0.00 $76,473.37 $73,586.06 $35,440.67 $34,914.17

2035 $0.00 $74,173.97 $71,373.48 $34,375.04 $33,864.37

2036 $0.00 $71,943.72 $69,227.43 $33,341.46 $32,846.14

DISCOUNTED ANNUAL BENEFITS (3.1%) 2037 $0.00 $69,780.52 $67,145.91 $32,338.95 $31,858.53

2038 $0.00 $67,682.37 $65,126.97 $31,366.59 $30,900.61

2039 $0.00 $65,647.30 $63,168.74 $30,423.46 $29,971.49

2040 $0.00 $63,673.43 $61,269.39 $29,508.69 $29,070.31

2041 $0.00 $61,758.90 $59,427.15 $28,621.42 $28,196.23

2042 $0.00 $59,901.94 $57,640.30 $27,760.84 $27,348.43

2043 $0.00 $58,100.81 $55,907.18 $26,926.13 $26,526.12

2044 $0.00 $56,353.84 $54,226.17 $26,116.52 $25,728.54

2045 $0.00 $54,659.40 $52,595.70 $25,331.25 $24,954.93

2046 $0.00 $53,015.91 $51,014.26 $24,569.59 $24,204.59

$0.00 $1,439,136.91 $1,384,801.26 $666,950.82  $657,042.74
TOTAL NPV BENEFIT OF IMPROVEMENTS
$4,140,000.00
ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS (NPV) $2,000,000.00
BENEFIT/COST RATIO 2.1




Location 6 - US 378/Broad Street

Severity K A B (0 0
FHWA Cost/Crash  $15,988,000.00 $1,705,100.00 $384,000.00 $204,600.00 $18,100.00
Number of Total Applicable Crashes Per Year at Location 0.6 0.9 3.1 14.8 38.2
IMPROVEMENT CRF CRFID APPLICABLE CRASHES BY CRF NOTES
Enhance intersection lighting at Carter Road, Mason Road, and 32.0% 7776 9 4 10 5 137 Intersection crashes.
Wilson Hall Road
Convert left turn phasing from permissive/protected to protected- Angle crashes at these
only for US 378 approache; at Carter Road, Stamey Livestock 34.0% 10748 2 3 14 46 98 e —
Road, Mason Road, and Wilson Hall Road
Close gll existing median openings with some minor intersections 23.0% 5453 3 5 6 56 147 Driveway related
and driveways converted into 3/4 access intersections crashes
Install high visibility crosswalks on all approaches at Mason Road 40.0% 4123 0 0 1 0 0 Ped/bike crashes
Qlose driveway on westbound approach of US 378 near Stamey 0.0% NIA 0 0 0 0 4 Driveway related
Livestock Road crashes
Weighted Average CRF 29% 29% 31% 29% 29%
Overall Location Annual Crash Reduction Potential (Crashes/Year) 0.172 0.259 0.974 4.324 10.982
NPV Annual Benefit  $2,754,504.00 $441,194.63 $374,016.00 $884,690.40 $198,774.29
2027 $2,671,681.86 $427,928.83 $362,770.13 $858,089.62 $192,797.57
2028 $2,591,350.01 $415,061.91 $351,862.39 $832,288.67 $187,000.55
2029 $2,513,433.57 $402,581.87 $341,282.63 $807,263.50 $181,377.84
2030 $2,437,859.91 $390,477.08 $331,020.98 $782,990.79 $175,924.19
2031 $2,364,558.60 $378,736.26 $321,067.88 $759,447.90 $170,634.52
2032 $2,293,461.30 $367,348.46 $311,414.04 $736,612.90 $165,503.90
2033 $2,224,501.74 $356,303.06 $302,050.48 $714,464.51 $160,527.54
2034 $2,157,615.66 $345,589.78 $292,968.45 $692,982.06 $155,700.82
2035 $2,092,740.70 $335,198.62 $284,159.51 $672,145.55 $151,019.22
DISCOUNTED ANNUAL BENEFITS (3.1%) 2036 $2,029,816.39 $325,119.91 $275,615.43 $651,935.55 $146,478.39
2037 $1,968,784.08 $315,344.23 $267,328.25 $632,333.22 $142,074.10
2038 $1,909,586.89 $305,862.50 $259,290.26 $613,320.29 $137,802.23
2039 $1,852,169.63 $296,665.86 $251,493.94 $594,879.04 $133,658.80
2040 $1,796,478.79 $287,745.74 $243,932.05 $576,992.28 $129,639.97
2041 $1,742,462.45 $279,093.83 $236,597.53 $559,643.33 $125,741.96
2042 $1,690,070.27 $270,702.06 $229,483.54 $542,816.04 $121,961.17
2043 $1,639,253.42 $262,562.62 $222,583.45 $526,494.70 $118,294.05
2044 $1,589,964.52 $254,667.92 $215,890.84 $510,664.11 $114,737.20
2045 $1,542,157.63 $247,010.59 $209,399.45 $495,309.52 $111,287.29
2046 $1,495,788.20 $239,583.50 $203,103.25 $480,416.60 $107,941.12
Total $40,603,735.61 $6,503,584.64 $5,513,314.48 $13,041,090.19 $2,930,102.43
$68,590,000.00
ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS (NPV) $7,500,000.00
BENEFIT/COST RATIO 9.1




Location 7 - US 521 & Camden Highway

BENEFIT/COST RATIO

2.6

Severity K A B (© 0
FHWA Cost/Crash $15,988,000.00 $1,705,100.00 $384,000.00  $204,600.00  $18,100.00
Number of Total Applicable Crashes Per Year at Location 0.1 0.4 0.3 2.5 10.3
IMPROVEMENT CRF CRFID APPLICABLE CRASHES BY CRF NOTES
Remove northbound right connection from US 521 to Camden Highway 47.0% 10246 0 0 0 7 23 Angle crashes near righ turn.
P.rowde p_osmve offset for left turn lane on southbound US 521 at new Camden 33.8% 6095 0 1 9 6 16 SB angle crashes along US 521.
Highway intersection
Reallgn Qamden nghway and install a new, unsignalized left-in/left-out (LILO) 10.1% 11063 1 4 3 25 103 All crashes.
Jintersection with positive offset for the merging lane
Clpse median openings and install right-in/right-out operations at corresponding 45.0% 9821 1 0 0 3 9 Driveway related crashes.
driveways
Weighted Average CRF 28% 15% 20% 22% 20%
Overall Location Annual Crash Reduction Potential (Crashes/Year) 0.028 0.059 0.059 0.561 2.092
NPV Annual Benefit $440,469.40  $101,214.74  $22,556.16  $114,688.28  $37,867.51
2027 $427,225.41  $98,171.42 $21,877.94  $111,239.85  $36,728.92
2028 $414,379.64  $95,219.61 $21,220.12  $107,895.10  $35,624.56
2029 $401,920.12  $92,356.56 $20,582.08  $104,650.92  $34,553.40
2030 $389,835.23  $89,579.59 $19,963.22  $101,504.29  $33,514.45
2031 $378,113.70 $86,886.12 $19,362.96 $98,452.27 $32,506.74
2032 $366,744.62  $84,273.64 $18,780.76 $95,492.01 $31,529.33
2033 $355,717.38  $81,739.71 $18,216.06 $92,620.77 $30,581.31
2034 $345,021.71  $79,281.97 $17,668.34 $89,835.86 $29,661.80
2035 $334,647.63 $76,898.13 $17,137.09 $87,134.68 $28,769.93
2036 $324,585.48  $74,585.96 $16,621.82 $84,514.73 $27,904.88
DISCOUNTED ANNUAL BENEFITS (3.1%) 2037 $314,825.88  $72,343.32 $16,122.03 $81,973.55 $27,065.84
2038 $305,359.73  $70,168.11 $15,637.28 $79,508.77 $26,252.02
2039 $296,178.20 $68,058.30 $15,167.10 $77,118.11 $25,462.68
2040 $287,272.75  $66,011.93 $14,711.06 $74,799.33 $24,697.07
2041 $278,635.06  $64,027.09 $14,268.73 $72,550.27 $23,954.48
2042 $270,257.09  $62,101.93 $13,839.70 $70,368.84 $23,234.22
2043 $262,131.03 $60,234.66 $13,423.56 $68,253.00 $22,535.62
2044 $254,249.30  $58,423.53 $13,019.95 $66,200.77 $21,858.02
2045 $246,604.56  $56,666.85 $12,628.46 $64,210.26 $21,200.80
2046 $239,189.68  $54,963.00 $12,248.75 $62,279.59 $20,563.33
$6,492,894.21 $1,491,991.44 $332,497.01 $1,690,602.96 $558,199.41
TOTAL NPV BENEFIT OF IMPROVEMENTS
$10,560,000.00
ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS (NPV) $4,000,000.00




Location 10 - US 76/Broad Street

Severity K A B © (0]
FHWA Cost/Crash $15,988,000.00 $1,705,100.00 $384,000.00  $204,600.00  $18,100.00
Number of Total Applicable Crashes Per Year at Location 0.2 0.5 4.8 24.1 105.7
IMPROVEMENT CRF CRFID APPLICABLE CRASHES BY CRF NOTES
Convert TWLTL into a raised median with 3/4 access and U-turn bulbs at select Non intersection related
locations and full access to remain at existing signalized intersections. Adjust 23.0% 2514 0 3 23 152 636 crashes
driveway openings where access is changed. )
Provide two mid-block pedestrian crossings with pedestrian refuge islands and .
pedestrian signals (either PHB or RRFB) i R g 1 2 . 2 FeUiE
Install retroreflective backplates on all protected-only signal heads at US 521 & 15.0% 1410 0 0 4 14 122 All crashes at US 521 & Broad
Broad Street Street.
Install sidewalk along the east side of US 521 and at spot locations on Broad 40.2% 11246 0 1 2 4 2 pedibike
Street
Close select driveways along Broad Street to consolidate access points N/A N/A 0 3 23 152 636 Non intersection refated crash
along Broad Street.
Add speed feedback signs in both directions on Broad Street (just north of Driving too Fast for
Market Street for SB traffic and just north of Bultman Drive (with relocation of the|  5.0% 6885 1 0 7 51 161 Conditions/Excessive Speed
existing speed limit sign) for NB traffic) crashes.
Implement protected-only left turn phasing on SB Broad Street at Market Street, Angle crashes along Broad
on SB and NB Broad Street at E Wesmark Boulevard, on SB Broad Street at 34.0% 10748 0 3 16 94 323 Street
Sumter Mall driveway, and on SB and NB Broad Street at Bultman Drive ’
Remove acceleration lane from the western Sumter Mall driveway 43.6% 8497 0 0 0 & 20 e Fo Yle,ld RO
respective driveway.
Add yield bars, RRFBs, and ;lgns to the two channelized pedestrian crossings 69.0% 11158 0 1 2 4 2 pedibike
at Broad Street & Bultman Drive
Enhance intersection I|ght|ng at Broad Street & E Wesmark Boulevard and at 32.0% 7776 1 0 10 50 172 AII crashgs at these
Broad Street & Bultman Drive intersections.
Instal! high visibility crosswalks at signalized intersections and major driveway 40.0% 4123 0 1 2 4 2 pedibike
crossings
Weighted Average CRF 19% 28% 21% 18% 15%
Overall Location Annual Crash Reduction Potential (Crashes/Year) 0.037 0.141 0.992 4.405 16.365
NPV Annual Benefit $591,556.00  $241,074.91  $381,036.03  $901,350.13  $296,212.12
2027 $573,769.16 ~ $233,826.29  $369,579.08  $874,248.43  $287,305.64
2028 $556,517.13  $226,795.63  $358,466.61  $847,961.62  $278,666.97
2029 $539,783.83  $219,976.36  $347,688.27  $822,465.20  $270,288.04
2030 $523,553.66 ~ $213,362.13  $337,234.02  $797,73540  $262,161.04
2031 $507,811.51  $206,946.78  $327,094.10  $773,749.17  $254,278.41
2032 $492,542.68  $200,724.33  $317,250.07  $750,484.16  $246,632.80
2033 $477,732.96  $194,688.97  $307,719.76  $727,918.69  $239,217.07
2034 $463,368.54  $188,835.08  $298,467.27  $706,031.70  $232,024.31
2035 $449,436.02  $183,157.21  $289,492.99  $684,802.81  $225,047.83
2036 $435922.42  $177,650.06  $280,788.55  $664,212.24  $218,281.12
DISCOUNTED ANNUAL BENEFITS (3.1%) 2037 $422,815.16 ~ $172,308.50  $272,345.82  $644,240.77  $211,717.86
2038 $410,101.99  $167,127.54  $264,156.96  $624,869.81  $205,351.95
2039 $397,771.09  $162,102.37  $256,214.32  $606,081.29  $199,177.45
2040 $385,810.95  $157,228.29  $248,510.49  $587,857.70  $193,188.60
2041 $374,210.43  $152,500.77  $241,038.30  $570,182.06  $187,379.83
2042 $362,958.71  $147,915.39  $233,790.79  $553,037.88  $181,745.71
2043 $352,045.30  $143,467.89  $226,761.19  $536,409.20  $176,281.00
2044 $341,460.04  $139,154.11  $219,942.96  $520,280.50  $170,980.60
2045 $331,193.06  $134,970.04  $213,329.74  $504,636.76  $165,839.58
2046 $321,234.78  $130,911.77  $206,915.36  $489,463.40  $160,853.13
$8,720,039.41 $3,553,649.52 $5,616,795.65 $13,286,668.77 $4,366,418.94
TOTAL NPV BENEFIT OF IMPROVEMENTS
$35,540,000.00
ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS (NPV) $6,500,000.00
BENEFIT/COST RATIO 55




Location 14 - Highway 15 (Poinsett Drive to Fulton Street)

Severity K A B C (]
FHWA Cost/Crash $15,988,000.00 $1,705,100.00 $384,000.00  $204,600.00 $18,100.00
Number of Total Applicable Crashes Per Year at Location 0.4 17 5.1 17.5 45.6
IMPROVEMENT CRF CRFID APPLICABLE CRASHES BY CRF NOTES
Convert TWLTL into a raised median with 3/4 access and U-turn bulbs at select
locations and full access to remain at existing signalized intersections. Adjust 23.0% 2514 4 10 30 90 209 midblock crashes
driveway openings where access is changed.
Provide two mid-block pedestrian crossings with pedestrian refuge islands and 0 ,
pedestrian signals (either PHB or RRFB) D S e 2 ? . 2 FEllE
Implement leading pedestrian intervals at the intersections of Highway 15 with " .
Crosswell Drive, Loring Drive, E Calhoun Street, and E Liberty Street 19.0% 9903 1 2 4 9 2 Ped/Bike
Install swdev_valk along the east side of Highway 15 between Crosswell Drive and 402% 11246 1 2 4 9 2 Ped/Bike
Sumter Police Department
Close select driveways along Highway 15 to consolidate access points N/A N/A 4 10 30 90 209 midblock crashes
Reduce spee_d limit on Highway 15 from 40 to 35 mph and add speed feedback 5.0% 6885 1 2 6 27 n Overspeeding crashes
signs (7 locations)
Implement protected-only left turn phasing on Highway 15 approaches at E " Angle crashes at these
Calhoun Street, E Liberty Street, and Fulton Street 34.0% 10748 1 8 2 K 135 intersections
At Highway 15 & Crosswell Drive, add left turn yield on green signs to both side
street approaches and implement protected-permissive phasing (with four- 40.2% 7684 0 0 3 8 5 Angle crashes at ion)
section flashing yellow arrow (FYA) signal heads) on both mainline approaches
Recqnslrum ?he southbound left turn lane on Highway 15 at E Liberty Street to 33.8% 6095 0 3 7 23 ) SB angle crashes
provide positive offset
Enhance street lighting on Highway 15 north of Loring Drive and at Highway 15 32.0% 7776 0 5 " 2% %0 night time grashes between
& Fulton Street these locations
Install h\gh wswbwl!ty crosswalks vyhere missing at signalized intersections and 400% 123 1 2 4 9 2 Ped/Bike
major driveway/side street crossings
Bemove_traﬁlc signal at Highway 15 & E Hampton Avenue, converting the NIA NA 0 5 9 52 114 Angle and rear-end
intersection to 3/4 access
Convert the E Calhoun Street, E Hampton Avenue, and E Liberty Street o
approaches at Highway 15 from four to three lanes (with TWLTL) 47.0% 2841 0 2 6 36 136 Crashes along these streels
Convert Crosswell Drive & Bowman Drive from two-way to all-way stop 75.0% 310 0 0 0 1 3 Crashes at this location
Close median opening on E Charlotte Avenue at Bowman Drive 55.0% 2220 0 0 2 3 10 Crashes at this location
Install chicanes wnh angled parking on Crosswell Drive between Yeadon Street NA NA 0 0 2 4 13 T
land Bowman Drive
Install mini roundabouts at Crosswell Drive & Yeadon Street and at E Charlotte 36.7% 11522 0 0 2 0 1 Crashes at this location
Avenue & Yeadon Street
Weighted Average CRF 20% 22% 22% 21% 21%
Overall Location Annual Crash Reduction Potential (Crashes/Year) 0.079 0.372 1.138 3.686 9.458
NPV Annual Benefit $1,268,076.80 $634,754.04  $437,025.50  $754,144.72  $171,182.20
2027 $1,229,948.40 $615,668.32  $423,885.07  $731,469.17  $166,035.11
2028  $1,192,966.44 $597,156.47  $411,139.73  $709,475.43  $161,042.78
2029  $1,157,096.45 $579,201.23  $398,777.63  $688,143.00  $156,200.57
2030  $1,122,305.00 $561,785.87  $386,787.22  $667,451.99  $151,503.94
2031  $1,088559.65 $544,894.15  $375,157.35  $647,383.11  $146,948.54
2032 $1,05582895 $528,510.33  $363,877.15  $627,917.67  $142,530.11
2033 $1,024,082.39 $512,619.14  $352,936.13  $609,037.50  $138,244.53
2034 $993,290.39  $497,205.76  $342,324.09  $590,725.03  $134,087.80
2035 $963,424.24  $482,255.83  $332,031.12  $572,963.17  $130,056.07
2036 $934,456.10  $467,755.41  $322,047.65  $555,735.37  $126,145.55
0
DISCOUNTED ANNUAL BENEFITS (3.1%) 2037 $906,358.97  $453,690.99  $312,364.35  $539,025.58  $122,352.62
2038 $879,106.67  $440,049.46  $302,972.21  $522,81821  $118,673.74
2039 $852,673.78  $426,818.10  $293,862.48  $507,098.17  $115,105.47
2040 $827,035.67  $413984.57  $285,026.65  $491,850.80  $111,644.49
2041 $802,168.45  $401536.93  $276,456.50  $477,061.88  $108,287.57
2042 $778,048.93  $389,463.56  $268,144.03  $462,717.63  $105,031.59
2043 $754,654.64  $377,753.21  $260,081.51  $448,804.69  $101,873.51
2044 $731,963.76  $366,394.97  $252,261.40  $435,310.07 $98,810.39
2045 $709,955.15  $355378.24  $244,676.43  $422,221.22 $95,839.37
2046 $688,608.30  $344,692.76  $237,319.53  $409,525.91  $92,957.68
$18,692,532.35 $9,356,815.29 $6,442,128.24 $11,116,735.61 $2,523,371.44
TOTAL NPV BENEFIT OF IMPROVEMENTS
$48,130,000.00
ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS (NPV) $6,000,000.00
BENEFIT/COST RATIO| 8.0




Location 15 - SC 120/Pinewood Road & SC 763/Wedgefield Road

Severity K A B C (0]
FHWA Cost/Crash  $15,988,000.00 $1,705,100.00 $384,000.00 $204,600.00 $18,100.00
Number of Total Applicable Crashes Per Year at Location 0.1 0.4 2.7 6.4 30.2
IMPROVEMEI CRF CRFID APPLICABLE CRASHES BY CRF TES
On SC 120/Pinewood Road, convert TWLTL into a raised median Mid-block crashes along
with 3/4 access at select locations and full access to remain at 23.0% 2514 1 0 5 12 81
- N Pinewood Road
existing signalized intersections
Provide a mid-block pedestrian crossing with pedestrian refuge
island and pedestrian signals (either PHB or RRFB) on SC 47.4% 9024 0 0 0 2 0 Ped/Blke
120/Pinewood Road at Millwood Road
Add flashers to signal ahead signs on SC 120/Pinewood Road 18.6% 4198 1 2 18 u 151 All crashes along Pinewood
upstream of W Oakland Avenue Road
Install high visibility crosswalks, and curb ramps where missing, at
SC 120/Pinewood Road & W Oakland Avenue and SC 40.0% 4123 0 1 1 2 1 Ped/Blke
763/Wedgefield Road & Loring Mill Road/Lynam Road
Implement protected-only left turn phasing on SC 120/Pinewood [Angle crashes at respective
Road approaches at W Oakland Avenue and on SB SC 763 at SC 34.0% 10748 0 0 2 4 9 approaches
763/Wedgefield Road/Old W Liberty Street
Implement protected-permissive left turn phasing (with FYA signal |Angle crashes at respective
heads) on W Oakland Avenue approaches at SC 120/Pinewood 40.2% 7684 0 0 1 0 3]
approach
Road
Install retroreflective backplates on all signal heads (including new All crashes at this
signal heads) at SC lzolpﬁnewood Roadg& i Oakla(nd Aven?]e 15.0% 1410 0 2 13 2 65 intersection
Install pedestrian phase with countdown pedestrian signal heads and |All crashes at this
push buttons on all approaches at SC 120/Pinewood Road & W 8.8% 8790 0 2 13 20 65 b "
Oakland Avenue
Enhance street lighting at SC 120/Pinewood Road & W Oakland 22.0% 7776 0 2 7 4 15 _Nighnimg crashes at this
Avenue intersection
dCr\‘(‘Jlset‘aN;nyed\an opening on SC 763 at Sumter Wine and Spirits 71.0% 219 0 0 1 1 18 Crashes at this driveway
Remove split phasing at SC 763/Wedgefield Road/Old W Liberty All crashes at this
Street & SC 120/Pinewood Road. NA 0 ! 4 ® 122 intersection
Convert the EB and WB channelized right turns at SC |Angle crashes at respective
763/Wedgefield Road/Old W Liberty Street & SC 120/Pinewood N/A 0 0 1 7 18 approaches
Road from yield- to stop-controlled (add stop bars and stop signs)
Add nearside signal heads on both mainline approaches at SC Mainline crashes at this
763/Wedgefield Road/Old W Liberty Street & SC 120/Pinewood 7.0% 1430 1 0 4 12 64 " "
Road intersection
Remove channelized SBR turn lane on SC 763 at SC NA 0 0 1 1 7 Angle crashes at respective
763/Wedgefield Road/Old W Liberty Street approach
g\(;vnlj/_;j SC 763/Wedgefield Road from four to three lanes (with 47.0% 2841 0 1 3 1 51 Mid- block crashes
Weighted Average CRF 16% 21% 19% 17% 21%
Overall Location Annual Crash Reduction Potential (Crashes/Year) 0.016 0.086 0.500 1.072 6.221
NPV Annual Benefit $259,005.60 $146,204.57 $192,144.26 $219,282.86 $112,597.74
2027 $251,217.85 $141,808.51 $186,366.89 $212,689.49 $109,212.16
2028 $243,664.25 $137,544.63 $180,763.23 $206,294.37 $105,928.38
2029 $236,337.78 $133,408.95 $175,328.06 $200,091.53 $102,743.34
2030 $229,231.60 $129,397.62 $170,056.31 $194,075.20 $99,654.06
2031 $222,339.09 $125,506.91 $164,943.08 $188,239.76 $96,657.67
2032 $215,653.82 $121,733.18 $159,983.58 $182,579.79 $93,751.38
2033 $209,169.57 $118,072.92 $155,173.21 $177,090.00 $90,932.47
2034 $202,880.28 $114,522.72 $150,507.48 $171,765.28 $88,198.32
2035 $196,780.10 $111,079.26 $145,982.04 $166,600.66 $85,546.39
o 2036 $190,863.33 $107,739.34 $141,592.67 $161,591.33 $82,974.19
DISCOUNTED ANNUAL BENEFITS (3.1%) 2037 $185,124.47 $104,499.84 $137,335.27 $156,732.61 $80,479.33
2038 $179,558.17 $101,357.75 $133,205.89 $152,019.99 $78,059.48
2039 $174,159.23 $98,310.14 $129,200.67 $147,449.07 $75,712.40
2040 $168,922.63 $95,354.16 $125,315.88 $143,015.59 $73,435.89
2041 $163,843.48 $92,487.06 $121,547.89 $138,715.41 $71,227.82
2042 $158,917.06 $89,706.17 $117,893.20 $134,544.53 $69,086.15
2043 $154,138.75 $87,008.89 $114,348.40 $130,499.06 $67,008.88
2044 $149,504.13 $84,392.72 $110,910.19 $126,575.23 $64,994.06
2045 $145,008.85 $81,855.21 $107,575.35 $122,769.38 $63,039.83
2046 $140,648.74 $79,394.00 $104,340.79 $119,077.96 $61,144.35
TOTAL NPV BENEFIT OF IMPROVEMENTS $3,817,963.20 $2,155,179.99 $2,832,370.08 $3,232,416.24 $1,659,786.54
$13,690,000.00
ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS (NPV) $5,000,000.00
BENEFIT/COST RATIO 2.7




Location 17 - US 15/S Lafayette Drive/Pocalla Road & Manning Avenue

Severity K A B C (0]
FHWA Cost/Crash  $15,988,000.00 $1,705,100.00 $384,000.00 $204,600.00 $18,100.00
Number of Total Applicable Crashes Per Year at Location 0.2 0.4 0.8 3.8 113
IMPROVEMEI CRF CRFID APPLICABLE CRASHES BY CRF TES
Reconstruct SB left turn lane on US 15/S Lafayette Drive at E Red
Bay Road and both left turn lanes on US 15/S Lafayette 33.8% 6095 0 2 3 20 50 Angle crashes
Drive/Pocalla Road at Manning Avenue to provide positive offset
Implement protected-only left turn phasing on the US 15/S Lafayette
Drive/Pocalla Road approaches at Manning Avenue and E Red Bay 77.0% 4157 0 2 3 20 50 Angle crashes
Road
Install new signal head per lane with retroreflective backplates at US
15/S Lafayette Drive & E Red Bay Road and US 15/S Lafayette 15.0% 1410 2 4 8 38 113 All crashes
Drive/Pocalla Road & Manning Avenue
anven the E.B E Red Bay Road approach at US 15/S Lafayette 45.0% 0821 0 0 2 4 15 e aTIcEES
Drive to right-in right-out
Cul-de-sac E Red Bay Road west of US 15/S Lafayette Drive, NA NA 0 2 0 2 8 Crashes near Lafayette
closing access to Manning Avenue Drive
Close median openings on Manning Avenue at Carolina Petro (just
north of US 15/S Lafayette Drive/Pocalla Road), on Manning Avenue 71.0% 2219 0 2 3 20 50 Angle crashes
at Brent Street, and on US 15/S Lafeyette Drive at Murphy Street
Enhance mter§ectwon lighting at US 15/S Lafayette Drive/Pocalla 32.0% 776 1 3 3 20 35 Night Crashes
Road & Manning Avenue
Install high visibility crosswalks at US 15/S Lafayette Drive/Pocalla
Road & Manning Avenue and US 15/S Lafayette Drive & E Red Bay 40.0% 4123 1 1 8 2 0 Ped/bike crashes
Road
Weighted Average CRF 26% 35% 39% 41% 39%
Overall Location Annual Crash Reduction Potential (Crashes/Year) 0.051 0.140 0.311 1.540 4.428
NPV Annual Benefit $815,388.00 $238,543.49 $119,365.63 $315,064.51 $80,155.37
2027 $790,871.00 $231,370.99 $115,776.56 $305,591.19 $77,745.27
2028 $767,091.17 $224,414.15 $112,295.40 $296,402.70 $75,407.63
2029 $744,026.36 $217,666.49 $108,918.91 $287,490.50 $73,140.28
2030 $721,655.05 $211,121.72 $105,643.95 $278,846.26 $70,941.11
2031 $699,956.40 $204,773.73 $102,467.46 $270,461.94 $68,808.06
2032 $678,910.18 $198,616.62 $99,386.48 $262,329.72 $66,739.14
2033 $658,496.78 $192,644.63 $96,398.14 $254,442.02 $64,732.44
2034 $638,697.17 $186,852.21 $93,499.65 $246,791.48 $62,786.07
2035 $619,492.89 $181,233.96 $90,688.31 $239,370.98 $60,898.23
o 2036 $600,866.05 $175,784.64 $87,961.50 $232,173.60 $59,067.14
DISCOUNTED ANNUAL BENEFITS (3.1%) 2037 $582,799.27 $170,499.16 $85,316.69 $225,192.63 $57,291.12
2038 $565,275.72 $165,372.61 $82,751.39 $218,421.56 $55,568.50
2039 $548,279.07 $160,400.21 $80,263.23 $211,854.09 $53,897.67
2040 $531,793.47 $155,577.31 $77,849.89 $205,484.08 $52,277.08
2041 $515,803.56 $150,899.43 $75,509.10 $199,305.60 $50,705.22
2042 $500,294.43 $146,362.20 $73,238.71 $193,312.90 $49,180.62
2043 $485,251.63 $141,961.40 $71,036.57 $187,500.39 $47,701.86
2044 $470,661.14 $137,692.91 $68,900.65 $181,862.65 $46,267.57
2045 $456,509.35 $133,552.78 $66,828.95 $176,394.42 $44,876.40
2046 $442,783.07 $129,537.13 $64,819.55 $171,090.61 $43,527.06
TOTAL NPV BENEFIT OF IMPROVEMENTS $12,019,513.77 $3,516,334.27 $1,759,551.11 $4,644,319.35 $1,181,558.45
$23,120,000.00
ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS (NPV) $3,000,000.00
BENEFIT/COST RATIO 7.7




Location 18 - Highway 15 N & US 521/S Guignard Drive

Severity K A B C (0]
FHWA Cost/Crash  $15,988,000.00 $1,705,100.00 $384,000.00 $204,600.00 $18,100.00
Number of Total Applicable Crashes Per Year at Location 0.2 0.6 2.8 114 24.1
IMPROVEMEI CRF CRFID APPLICABLE CRASHES BY CRF TES
On Highway 15 N and US 521/S Guignard Drive, convert TWLTL Crashes near these
into a raised median with 3/4 access and U-turns at select locations 23.0% 2514 0 0 4 1 28
N . A X : driveways.
(with full access to remain at existing signalized intersections)
Implement protected-only phasing and add three-section signal S
hegds on UpS 521/S Guigynzrd Dri?/e approaches at ngshugry Drive, Angle cr:_alshes clSIiEl
N ) - 77.0% 4157 1 5 14 71 92 intersections along
on Highway 15 N approaches at Kingsbury Drive, and on all respective approches
lapproaches at US 521/S Guignard Drive & Highway 15 N. i
Add left turn yield on green signs on Kingsbury Drive approaches at Angle crashes along
US 521/S Guignard Drive NiA NiA 0 0 0 2 4 Kingsbury Dr.
Install retroreflective backplates on all signal heads at US 521/S Angle crashes at signalized
Guignard Drive & Kingsbury Drive, US 521/S Guignard Drive & 15.0% 1410 1 5 14 71 92 intersections along
Highway 15 N, and Highway 15 N & Kingsbury Drive respective approches.
Remove SB slip lane from US 521/S Guignard Drive to S Guignard
Drive and EB left turn slip lane from S Guignard Drive to US f "
521/Guignard Drive. Revise route guidance assemblies on US 521/S NiA NiA 0 0 8 ! ! Crashes at the intersection.
Guignard Drive to reflect this change.
Remove SB slip lane from S Guignard Drive to Highway 15 N. Install
a new all-way stop-controlled intersection on S Guignard Drive with N/A N/A 1 1 4 15 45 Crashes at that location.
cross access to Highway 15 N.
Add transverse rumble strips on EB Highway 15 N to alert drivers of EB approach of this
signal ahead at US 521/S Guignard Drive 34.0% 138 0 2 5 » 2 imerspection.
Add missing yield line on the SBR channelized turn lane on US
521/S Guignard Drive at Highway 15 N and missing lane arrow NA NA 0 0 1 5 5 Angle crashes along SB
on the NB approach of US 521/S Guignard Drive at approach
Highway 15 N
Weighted Average CRF 31% 41% 34% 38% 34%
Overall Location Annual Crash Reduction Potential (Crashes/Year) 0.061 0.244 0.964 4.321 8.218
NPV Annual Benefit $980,597.33 $415,519.75 $370,346.67 $884,165.43 $148,749.07
2027 $951,112.84 $403,025.95 $359,211.12 $857,580.43 $144,276.50
2028 $922,514.87 $390,907.81 $348,410.40 $831,794.79 $139,938.41
2029 $894,776.79 $379,154.03 $337,934.43 $806,784.48 $135,730.75
2030 $867,872.74 $367,753.67 $327,773.46 $782,526.16 $131,649.62
2031 $841,777.63 $356,696.09 $317,918.00 $758,997.25 $127,691.19
2032 $816,467.15 $345,970.99 $308,358.87 $736,175.80 $123,851.78
2033 $791,917.70 $335,568.37 $299,087.17 $714,040.54 $120,127.82
2034 $768,106.40 $325,478.54 $290,094.25 $692,570.85 $116,515.83
2035 $745,011.06 $315,692.08 $281,371.72 $671,746.70 $113,012.44
o 2036 $722,610.15 $306,199.88 $272,911.47 $651,548.69 $109,614.40
DISCOUNTED ANNUAL BENEFITS (3.1%) 2037 $700,882.78 $296,993.10 $264,705.60 $631,957.99 $106,318.52
2038 $679,808.71 $288,063.14 $256,746.46 $612,956.35 $103,121.75
2039 $659,368.29 $279,401.69 $249,026.63 $594,526.04 $100,021.10
2040 $639,542.48 $271,000.67 $241,538.92 $576,649.89 $97,013.67
2041 $620,312.78 $262,852.25 $234,276.36 $559,311.24 $94,096.67
2042 $601,661.28 $254,948.83 $227,232.16 $542,493.93 $91,267.39
2043 $583,570.59 $247,283.06 $220,399.77 $526,182.28 $88,523.17
2044 $566,023.85 $239,847.78 $213,772.81 $510,361.09 $85,861.46
2045 $549,004.71 $232,636.06 $207,345.11 $495,015.60 $83,279.79
2046 $532,497.29 $225,641.18 $201,110.68 $480,131.53 $80,775.74
TOTAL NPV BENEFIT OF IMPROVEMENTS $14,454,840.10 $6,125,115.17 $5,459,225.38 $13,033,351.63 $2,192,688.00
$41,260,000.00
ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS (NPV) $3,000,000.00
BENEFIT/COST RATIO! 138
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