
S-23-310 {Crestwood Drive) Bridge Replacement over

Langston Tributary
Project ID: P041162 

Project Description: 

South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCOOT) proposes to replace the S-23-310 
(Crestwood Drive) Bridge over Langston Tributary in Greenville County (See Figures 1 and 2). 

The purpose of this project is to correct the load restriction placed on the bridge and restore all 

components to good condition. The existing bridge is posted for load restrictions and has one or 

more components in poor condition. The bridge was built in 1965. According to the SCOOT 

Structure Inventory and Appraisal Report from August 2022, the bridge has a sufficiency rating of 

22.7. An off-site detour may be utilized during construction. The bridge is currently open to 

traffic. 

Field studies revealed no significant impacts or effects to resources within the project study area. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCE FIELD REPORT 
SCDOT ENVIRONMENTAL SECTION 

 

TITLE: Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of Proposed Improvements to the S-23-310 Bridge over Langston 
Tributary 

DATE OF RESEARCH: 7/28/23 ARCHAEOLOGIST: Lauren Christian, MA, RPA 

ARCHITECTURAL HISTORIAN: Sean Stucker, MHP 

COUNTY:  Greenville PROJECT: Closed and Load Restricted Bridge Replacements  Package 19 

F.  A.  No.: File No. PIN:  P041162 

DESCRIPTION:  

The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) proposes to replace various closed or load-restricted 
bridges including the S-23-310 (Crestwood Drive) bridge over Langston Tributary in Greenville County, South 
Carolina. The project area is defined as that area within 75 feet of either side of the proposed roadway centerline and 
extending 1,700 feet along S-23-310 and 500 feet along S-32-752. The archaeological survey covered the entire project 
area, while the architectural survey recorded all above-ground resources with sightlines to the bridge. This cultural 
resource survey was performed under contract with HNTB. 

LOCATION: 

The project is located within the city limits of Greenville in southern Greenville County, South Carolina (Figure 1). 

USGS QUADRANGLE:  Paris Mountain, SC DATE:   2014 SCALE:  1:24,000 

UTM:  NAD83 ZONE:    17N EASTING: 372069  NORTHING: 3862533 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

The project area is situated in the Piedmont physiographic region, which is characterized by rolling hills formed from 
extensive weathering of ancient mountain ranges. The topography in the project area ranges from 1,050 feet above 
mean sea level (amsl) at the southern and northern terminus to 1,010 feet amsl in the vicinity of Langston Tributary. 
The surrounding landscape is predominantly wooded private property and residential, with commercial buildings and 
new construction present at the southern end of the project area. Vegetation along the tributary consists of mixed pines 
and hardwoods with a moderately dense understory. 

NEAREST RIVER/STREAM AND DISTANCE: 

Langston Tributary bisects the project area and joins Langston Creek approximately 1.5 miles west of the project area. 
Langston Creek is a tributary of the Reedy River (Hydrological unit code [HUC] 0305010904), which eventually 
flows into Lake Greenwood and the Saluda River (HUC 03050109) approximately 4 miles west of the town of 
Waterloo, South Carolina, approximately 40 miles south-southeast of the project area (South Carolina Department of 
Health and Environmental Control 2023).  
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SOIL TYPE:  

Soils in the project area were formed from alluvium or residuum weathered from granite, gneiss, and/or diorite. Most  
of the soils are well drained (89.4%), with 10.7 percent identified as somewhat poorly drained (Table 1; Figure 2). 

Table 1. Soils Mapped in the Project Area 

Map Unit Map Name Drainage Class Notes 
Acres in 

Project Area 
Percent of 

Project Area 
Cb Cartecay and Toccoa soils Somewhat Poorly Drained  0.8 10.7% 

CeC Cecil sandy loam Well Drained 6 10% slopes 0.8 10.6% 

PcE Pacolet sandy loam Well Drained 15 25% slopes 6.0 78.8% 

Total 7.6 100% 

REFERENCE FOR SOILS INFORMATION: 

USDA-NCRS Soil Survey Division, Custom Soil Resource Report (websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov). 

GROUND SURFACE VISIBILITY: 0% ___ 1-25%   X   26-50% ___ 51-75% ___ 76-100% ___ 

CURRENT VEGETATION: 

The vegetation in the project area primarily consists of mixed pines and hardwoods with a moderately dense 
understory. This understory becomes very dense on either side of the bridge. While the eastern and northern sides of 
the project area along Crestwood Drive (State Road [SR] S-23-310) are forested, the southwestern portion is newly 
leveled for construction. The north side of Garden Terrace (SR S-23-752) consists of overgrown pasture, while the 
southern side contains more forested and manicured areas (Figures 3 5).  

INVESTIGATION:

BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

Prior to fieldwork, New South Associates, Inc. (NSA) conducted background research using the ArchSite GIS 
database maintained by the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology (SCIAA) and the South 
Carolina Department of Archives and History (SCDAH). The background research identified one previous cultural 
resources survey and two historic structures within the 0.5-mile search radius (Figure 6). None of these resources is 
in the project area itself.

The survey was conducted in 1998 by the SCDOT (Roberts 1998) and consisted of an intensive archaeological survey 
of the US 276/25 Business SC 253/2 interchange. No archaeological sites were identified during this survey; however, 
historic structures 0972 and 0973 were recorded along State Park Road. SHPO Site Number 0972 was identified as 
the Sidney P. Stover House, while SHPO Site Number 0973 was identified as the William L. Stover House. Both were 
recommended not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and although a field revisit 
was not required or conducted for these properties, historical satellite and Google Streetview imagery indicates that 
SHPO Site Number 0973 is not extant and that SHPO Site Number 0972 was heavily modified around 2021 (SCIAA 
and SCDAH 2023). 
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Table 2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources 

SHPO Site No. Address Style/Type Build Date NRHP Recommendation 

0972 William L. Stover House 
300 State Park Road 

Unknown Circa 1950 Not Eligible 

0973 Sidney P. Stover House 
210 State Park Road 

Unknown Unknown/Not Extant Not Eligible 

SURVEY RESULTS 

The cultural resources survey identified no archaeological sites or isolated finds within the project area. The 
architectural survey recorded one new resource, SHPO Site Number 6397. The results of the cultural resources survey 
are presented below. 

ARCHAEOLOGY 

The Phase I Archaeology Survey was conducted on July 28, 2023. Lauren Christian, MA, RPA, served as Field 
Director and was assisted in the field by Archaeological Technician John Tomko. The archaeological investigation 
included a pedestrian walkover of the entire project area and the excavation of shovel tests at 30-meter (100-ft.) 
intervals within the project area. Shovel tests were placed along single transects parallel to either side of Crestwood 
Drive (SR S-23-310) and Garden Terrace (SR S-23-752). Soil profiles were recorded for all excavated shovel tests, 
and location data was recorded for all investigated shovel tests using handheld GPS instruments.  

Forty-five shovel test locations were plotted at 30-meter intervals across the project area. However, shovel tests that 
occurred in developed/modified areas, on steep side slopes, or in wetlands were not excavated. All other areas were 
documented by shovel test excavation or by examining exposed subsoil. As a result, 11 shovel tests were either 
excavated or were documented based on surface visibility (Figure 7). Nearly 80 percent of the project area has soils 
classified as steeply sloping, which is evident along both sides of Crestwood Drive. In addition, on the west side of 
Crestwood Drive south of Crestwood Forest Drive, the land has been cleared and bulldozed for upcoming construction 
(see Figure 4). Adjacent to the creek, the soils are somewhat poorly drained, and shovel tests in these locations were 
not excavated, except for ST 11, which is located in a relatively level area adjacent to the creek. The terrain is not as 
severe along Garden Terrace, where ST 27 through ST 36 were excavated, although conditions at ST 35 were wet. 

One general soil profile was noted, consisting of approximately 15 centimeters of brown (7.5YR 4/3) sandy loam Ap 
horizon overlying a reddish brown (5YR 5/4) sandy clay subsoil containing 50 75 percent pebbles (Figure 8). No 
archaeological sites or isolated finds were identified in the project area.  

ARCHITECTURAL SURVEY 

On August 25, 2023, Architectural Historian Sean Stucker, MHP, conducted the architectural survey of the APE, 
which was defined as all above-ground resources 50 years of age or older with sightlines to the bridge. Such resources 
were documented with South Carolina State Survey forms and photography and assessed for NRHP eligibility in 
accordance with the South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) Survey Manual: South Carolina 
Statewide Survey of Historic Places. One architectural resource was recorded, but the bridge itself, constructed in 
1965 -1945 Bridges Program Comment (U.S. Department of Transportation, 
Federal Highway Administration 2012). This bridge (ID 04543) is of a common type and has prestressed concrete 
channel beams and wood piers that are embedded into the creek banks and that appear to rest on stone footings. A 
modern wooden retaining wall, which is on the earth side of the piers, was likely installed to prevent erosion (Figure 
9). The newly recorded resource, discussed below, is identified in Table 3 and mapped in Figure 10. 
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Table 3. Newly Recorded Architectural Resources 

Site No. Address Style/Type Build Date 
NRHP 

Recommendation 
6397 House 

28 Garden Terrace (State Rd S-23-752) 
Contemporary house Circa 1964 Not Eligible 

SHPO Site Number 6397  28 Garden Terrace (State Rd S-23-752) 

SHPO Site Number 6397 is a circa-1964 contemporary two-story laterally gabled frame house with a three-bay façade 
and one-story wings extending from both gable-end elevations (Figure 11). Greenville County tax records do not list 
a construction date, and the house is present in 1965 aerial imagery but not in 1955 aerial imagery. The Real Property 
Card on file with the tax assessor shows deed transfers in 1959 and 1964, so the house is assumed to have been built 
circa 1964 (University of South Carolina 2023). 

Located at 28 Garden Terrace, the house faces east, and the core has a symmetrically fenestrated façade with a central 
entrance flanked by sets of triple windows on the first floor; a single window is centered above the door with paired 
windows in the outer bays. All windows are six-over-six sash with storm windows and faux shutters on the ground 
floor, and the upper-level windows are shorter than those below. Exterior cladding is brick veneer on the first floor 
and pressboard siding on the upper level and in the gable ends of the wings. All four gable-end elevations have 
rectangular gable vents, and all three roof structures have slightly overhanging boxed eaves and are clad with 
composition shingles. The foundation is not visible, but two brick chimneys are: one is centered in the ridgeline just 
off-center to the right of the entrance, and the other is an exterior chimney appended to the rear of the ridgeline on the 
south elevation. The entrance bay is slightly recessed, with the overhanging second level providing minimal shelter 
for the door and its flanking sidelights, which have glazing in the upper half and decorative wooden panels in the 
bottom. The raised brick entry stoop extends out several feet from the façade and has decorative wrought-iron stair 
and perimeter railings. Both single and paired windows are visible on the side elevations, but the rear elevation is not 
visible from the public right-of-way. The northern wing is a single auto garage, while the south-side wing is a 
combination screen porch and interior space. The porch has a set of brick steps ascending to the entrance on the façade 
elevation, and the screen-porch wall wraps around to the south elevation for several feet. Satellite imagery shows an 
outbuilding at the rear of the lot that was inaccessible and not visible from the public right of way. 

SHPO Site Number 6397 is a circa-1964 contemporary house that is a common example of the type of two-story frame 
houses built in South Carolina at that time. It is not a distinctive or noteworthy example of this house type. It was not 
found to embody the distinctive characteristics of a style, period, or method of construction, and it does not possess 
significance for its engineering or materials. It is not known to be associated with events or persons significant in the 
past. Therefore, the resource is recommended as not individually eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A, B, 
or C. 

REMARKS AND RECOMMENDATIONS: 

While the survey did not identify any new or previously recorded archaeological sites or isolated finds, the 
architectural survey recorded one new resource, but it is not recommended eligible for the NRHP. The proposed 
project, as currently defined, would have no effects on historic properties. 

SIGNATURE: DATE: April 18, 2024 
 Natalie Adams Pope, Principal Investigator 
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Figure 1. Project Location Map 
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Figure 2. Soils Mapped in the Project Area 
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Figure 3. Forested Portion of Project Area, Looking South 
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Figure 4. New Construction on West Side of Crestwood Drive, Looking South 
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Figure 5. Pasture on North Side of Garden Terrace, Looking East 
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Figure 6. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources Map 
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Figure 7. Shovel Tests Results Map 
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Figure 8. Soil Profile of STP 11, Looking North 
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Figure 9. S-23-310 Bridge over Langston Tributary, Built 1965 and Not Assessed 
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Figure 10. Newly Recorded Cultural Resources Map 
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Figure 11. SHPO Site Number 6397  28 Garden Terrace 

 
a. Southeast Oblique, Looking Northwest 

 
b. Northeast Oblique, Looking Southwest 

 
c. Façade Detail, Looking Southwest 
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COUNTY: DATE:

ROAD #: STREAM CROSSING:

Purpose & Need for the Project:

I. FEMA Acknowledgement

Is this project located in a regulated FEMA Floodway? Yes No

Panel Number: Effective Date: (See Attached)

II. FEMA Floodmap Investigation

FEMA Flood Profile Sheet Number  illustrates the existing 100 year flood:
Passes under the existing low chord elevation.
Is in contact with the existing low chord elevation.
Overtops the existing bridge finished grade elevation.

III. No Rise/CLOMR Preliminary Determination

Preliminary assessment indicates this project may be constructed to meet the 
"No-Rise" requirements. A detailed hydraulic analysis will be performed to verify 
this assessment.

Justification:

Preliminary assessmnet indicates this project may require a CLOMR/LOMR. 
Impacts will be determined by a detailed hydraulic analysis.

Justification:
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IV. Preliminary Bridge Assessment

A. Locate Existing Plans
a. Bridge Plans Yes File No. Sheet No. (See Attached)

No

b. Road Plans Yes File No. Sheet No. (See Attached)
No

B. Historical Highwater Data
a. USGS Gage Yes Gage No. Results:

No

b. SCDOT/USGS Documented Highwater Elevations
Yes Results:
No

c. Existing Plans Yes See Above
No

V. Field Review

A. Existing Bridge
Length: ft. Width: ft. Max. span Length: ft.

Alignment: Tangent Curved

Bridge Skewed: Yes No Angle:

End Abutment Type:

Riprap on End Fills: Yes No Condition:

Superstructure Type:
Substructure Type:

Utilities Present: Yes No
Describe:

Debris Accumulation on Bridge: Percent Blocked Horizontally: %
Percent Blocked Vertically: %

Hydraulic Problems: Yes No
Describe:
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V. Field Review (cont.)

B. Hydraulic Features
a. Scour Present: Yes No Location:

b. Distance from F.G. to Normal Water Elevation: ft.
c. Distance from Low Steel to Normal Water Elev.: ft.
d. Distance from F.G. to High Water Elevation: ft.
e. Distance from Low Steel to High Water Elev.: ft.

f. Channel Banks Stable: Yes No
Describe:

g. Soil Type:

h. Exposed Rock: Yes No Location:

i. Give Description and Location of any structures or other property that could be 
damaged due to additional backwater.

C. Existing Roadway Geometry

a. Can the existing roadway be closed for an On-Alignment Bridge Replacement
Yes No

Describe:

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

If "No", will the proposed bridge be:
Staged Constructed
Replaced on New Alignment
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VI. Field Review (cont.)

A. Proposed Bridge Recommendation:

Length: ft. Width: ft. Elevation: ft.

Span Arangement:

Notes:

Performed By:

BRIDGE SITE DIAGRAM: (Show North Arrow and Direction of Flow)
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South Carolina Department of Transportation
Location and Hydraulic Design of Encroachments on Floodplains Checklist

23 CFR 650, this regulation shall apply to all encroachments and to all actions which affect base 
floodplains, except for repairs made with emergency funds.  Note:  These studies shall be 
summarized in the environmental review documents prepared pursuant to 23 CFR 771.

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. Narrative Describing Purpose and Need for Project
a. Relevant Project History:
b. General Project Description and Nature of Work (attach Location and Project

Map):
c. Major Issues and Concerns:

B. Are there any floodplain(s) regulated by FEMA located in the project area?
Yes No

C. Will the placing of fill occur within a 100-year floodplain?
Yes No

D. Will the existing profile grade be raised within the floodplain?

The purpose of the project is to correct the load restriction placed on the bridge and 
restore all components to good condition. The existing bridge is posted for load 
restrictions and has one or more components in poor condition.

Roadway improvements are limited to those associated with accommodating the new 
structure. 
The project crosses Langston Tributary which is shown on the Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM) Panel 45045C0319E.  Langston Tributary is within a designated Special Flood 
Hazard Area Zone AE with a regulatory floodway in the vicinity of the Project.  The 
project is not expected to be a significant or longitudinal encroachment as defined under 
23 CFR 650A, nor is it expected to have an appreciable environmental impact on the 
base flood elevation.  In addition, the project would be developed to comply with all 

 
appropriate floodplain regulations and guidelines. 

The roadway grade will be raised to accommodate the larger bridge structure.
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E. If applicable, please discuss the practicability of alternatives to any longitudinal 
encroachments.

 
 
F. Please include a discussion of the following: commensurate with the significance of the 

risk or environmental impact for all alternatives containing encroachments and those 
actions which  would support base floodplain development: 

a. What are the risks associated with implementation of the action? 

b. What are the impacts on the natural and beneficial floodplain values? 

c. What measures were used to minimize floodplain impacts associated with the 
action? 

 

 
d. Were any measures used to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial 

floodplain values impacted by the action?

Minor longitudinal encroachments are expected based on the revised roadway profile
The bridge will be constructed on existing alignment to reduce longitudinal impacts. 

Risks are minimal; the project will replace the existing bridge with larger 
bridge opening. The increased opening will have a minimal impact on the 
BFE’s along the floodplain. 

The project is not expected to impact the floodplain values, as the hydraulics will
be retained/improved.

A similar bridge size will be used and constructed on the existing alignment.

Not Applicable 
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G. Please discuss the practicability of alternatives to any significant encroachments or any 
support of incompatible floodplain development.

H. Were local, state, and federal water resources and floodplain management agencies 
consulted to determine if the proposed highway action is consistent with existing 
watershed and floodplain management programs and to obtain current information on 
development and proposed actions in the affected?  Please include agency 
documentation.

__________________________                      ____21 June 2023______ 

SCDOT Hydraulic Engineer                                             Date    

The impacts are not considered significant encroachments and would not support 
incompatible floodplain development. The proposed project will have no significant 
impact to base flood elevations along the stream and will not impact the potential 
for development within the floodplain

All analysis for the project was performed in accordance with SCDOT, FEMA, and local
regulations.
As the project progresses to final construction plans, the hydraulic modeling will be
updated based on the final bridge layout





Full Name City Comment Response 
Bill Harmon Greenville S-310 Tributary to Richland Creek:  The new bridge needs to be 

angled relative to the water so that it is straight and aligned in the 
direction of the road. Currently it is straight relative to the water 
and angled relative to the road. The current direction is dangerous 
as a vehicle is heading for the guardrails then must turn to the 
direction of the bridge then turn again to return to the angle of the 
road. I am assuming that such change in the angle of the bridge 
was included in the FIRST iteration of the plans, but if it is not, the 
planning for it needs to be done NOW. It is UNACCEPTABLE to just 
rebuild the bridge in the same direction it is currently.  
 
Secondly, for the safety of walkers and bikers, a more substantial 
and higher rail needs to be placed on both sides of the bridge.  
 
Thirdly, a wider bridge with a walkway on one side is needed.  
 
Walkers and bikers use this road and the low guardrails and lack of 
bike/walking lane are DANGEROUS--an accident waiting to happen. 

Bill Harmon, 
 
Thank you for your comment on the 
proposed replacement of the S-23-310 
bridge on Crestwood Drive in Greenville 
County, South Carolina. SCDOT is currently 
evaluating safety and environmental 
concerns while developing designs for the 
new S-23-310 bridge, your feedback will be 
considered during this process. The roadway 
and bridge are anticipated to be realigned to 
meet current road, bridge, and hydraulic 
design criteria. Your feedback on the 
proposed project and safety concerns has 
been reviewed and logged in the project 
record. We appreciate your interest and 
feedback on the proposed project.  

Carmen T 
Durham 

Greenville Regarding bridge on Crestwood Drive over the tributary to Langston 
Creek:   Hooray, this bridge is in great need of replacement. I dread 
the closure, however, because it is how I go to and from work 
everyday.   
 
FYI- during heavy rains, there is severe overflow from a blocked 
culvert that is uphill from this bridge in the direction of State Park 
Road. I can explain better by sending a map of the location (I work 
in GIS at the City of Greenville). Debris and water always flow onto 
the bridge area and will continue to do so unless the drainage issue 
is addressed.   
 
Will you be realigning the roadway and bridge to make the curve a 
little easier? Or just replacing the bridge. 
 

Carmen Durham, 
 
Thank you for your comment on the 
proposed replacement of the S-23-310 
bridge on Crestwood Drive in Greenville 
County, South Carolina. SCDOT is currently 
evaluating safety and environmental 
concerns while developing designs for the 
new S-23-310 bridge and identifying detours 
during construction, your feedback will be 
considered during this process.  The 
roadway is anticipated to be realigned to 
meet current design criteria for the speed, 
traffic volume, road classification, etc.. Your 
feedback on the proposed project, potential 



Also, the suggested detour works okay for people coming from 
Poinsett Hwy and onto Crestwood Dr (like to get to Buxton). 
However, to exit FROM Crestwood and turning left onto Poinsett is 
a nightmare and really shouldn't be suggested.  Consider having 
people exit the area using the light at Mulligan to turn left  

detours, and safety concerns has been 
reviewed and logged in the project record. 
We appreciate your interest and feedback 
on the proposed project.  

CFROBB32  Greenville  Having lived in the area of Bridge Projectu s - 23- 310 the tributary 
over Richland Creek the bridge needs to be made wider and higher 
and the area around it needs to be cleaned out so that the water 
from the gullies which are full can run into the creek instead of 
down the road the area should be cleaned out into the creek also 
so that the creek can flow part of the creek should also be cleaned 
out so that the water can flow better and cleaner into the next area 
the area has a lot of accidents and the debris from the gullies get 
on the road along with the water and makes it impassable 
sometime thank you 

CFROBB32, 
 
Thank you for your comment on the 
proposed replacement of the S-23-310 
bridge on Crestwood Drive in Greenville 
County, South Carolina. SCDOT is currently 
evaluating safety and environmental 
concerns while developing designs for the 
new S-23-310 bridge, your feedback will be 
considered during this process. The roadway 
and bridge are anticipated to be realigned to 
meet current road, bridge, and hydraulic 
design criteria. Your feedback on the 
proposed project and safety concerns has 
been reviewed and logged in the project 
record. We appreciate your interest and 
feedback on the proposed project.  

Nick Moody  Hi Michael,  
I wanted to offer some insights / comments on this project. I am 
certain most of this is redundant and are items you are already 
familiar with. However, I cross this bridge 3-4 times daily over the 
past 12 years of living here, so maybe I have seen something that 
wasn't noted in your surveys. 
1. There is a tremendous amount of foot traffic from the crestwood 
apartments along the section indicated in red. It is rare that I don't 
pass a pedestrian, wheelchair bound individual, or cyclist here. If a 
large portion of this road is going to be worked on leading up to the 
bridge to bring it up to code it would be the perfect time to include 
sidewalk space or even a bike lane that could be used by 

Michael Responded 7/11/24: Good 
Afternoon Nick – 
Thank you for the email and your concerns 
regarding the bridge replacement over 
Richland Creek. We really appreciate all 
feedback we receive and do our best to 
review and accommodate the asks where 
possible. As of now in the project studies, 
we are not adding any additional sidewalks 
or multi-use paths as a part of the scope of 
this bridge replacement package. We 
reviewed the regions long range plan and 



pedestrians. 
2. The water run off along the green section is huge and typically 
runs onto the current bridge rather than being diverted to the 
creek. 
3. This entire area (due to its proximity to Altamont) is heavily 
traveled by cyclists. Usually no problem but with the blind curves, 
the bridge, and the T intersection directly next to the bridge, it can 
prove dangerous at times, a wider bridge and/or a bike lane leading 
up to the bridge would allow not only separation but also 
additional width for the turns from Garden Terrace. 

there are no proposed bike or pedestrian 
planned routes through this area. We are 
however providing adequate shoulders to 
the width of the bridge but nothing that will 
be signed. The roadway improvements will 
only go as far as needed to tie in the new 
bridge structure. For the run off, our 
hydraulic design will encompass the 
surrounding area ditches, streams, etc. and 
should account for what you’ve noticed. 
I hope this information is helpful! Please let 
me know if you would like to discuss further! 

 



External Email: Use caution when clicking on links, replying, or opening attachments.

From: Pitts, Michael E.
To: bharmon@bjupress.com
Cc: Nicole Weirich; McGoldrick, Will
Subject: SCDOT Bridge Package 19 - Public Comment Response
Date: Friday, August 30, 2024 9:03:25 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Bill Harmon,

Thank you for your comment on the proposed replacement of the S-23-310 bridge on Crestwood Drive in Greenville County, South Carolina. SCDOT is currently evaluating
safety and environmental concerns while developing designs for the new S-23-310 bridge, your feedback will be considered during this process. The roadway and bridge are
anticipated to be realigned to meet current road, bridge, and hydraulic design criteria. Your feedback on the proposed project and safety concerns has been reviewed and
logged in the project record. We appreciate your interest and feedback on the proposed project.
 
Thank you,
 

Michael E. Pitts, P.E., Assoc. DBIA
Alternative Delivery Program Manager

O 803.737.2566     M 803.413.9316 E pittsme@scdot.org  

955 Park Street, P.O. Box 191, Columbia, SC 29202-0191
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From: Pitts, Michael E.
To: Cfrobbb32@gmail.com
Cc: Nicole Weirich; McGoldrick, Will
Subject: SCDOT Bridge Package 19 - Public Comment Response
Date: Friday, August 30, 2024 9:11:10 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Good Morning,

Thank you for your comment on the proposed replacement of the S-23-310 bridge on Crestwood Drive in Greenville County, South Carolina. SCDOT is currently evaluating
safety and environmental concerns while developing designs for the new S-23-310 bridge, your feedback will be considered during this process. The roadway and bridge are
anticipated to be realigned to meet current road, bridge, and hydraulic design criteria. Your feedback on the proposed project and safety concerns has been reviewed and
logged in the project record. We appreciate your interest and feedback on the proposed project.
 
Thanks,
 

Michael E. Pitts, P.E., Assoc. DBIA
Alternative Delivery Program Manager

O 803.737.2566     M 803.413.9316 E pittsme@scdot.org  

955 Park Street, P.O. Box 191, Columbia, SC 29202-0191
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External Email: Use caution when clicking on links, replying, or opening attachments.

From: Pitts, Michael E.
To: carmen_durham@charter.net
Cc: Nicole Weirich; McGoldrick, Will
Subject: SCDOT Bridge Package 19 - Public Comment Response
Date: Friday, August 30, 2024 9:03:52 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Carmen Durham,

Thank you for your comment on the proposed replacement of the S-23-310 bridge on Crestwood Drive in Greenville County, South Carolina. SCDOT is currently evaluating
safety and environmental concerns while developing designs for the new S-23-310 bridge and identifying detours during construction, your feedback will be considered during
this process.  The roadway is anticipated to be realigned to meet current design criteria for the speed, traffic volume, road classification, etc.. Your feedback on the proposed
project, potential detours, and safety concerns has been reviewed and logged in the project record. We appreciate your interest and feedback on the proposed project.
 
Thank you,
 

Michael E. Pitts, P.E., Assoc. DBIA
Alternative Delivery Program Manager

O 803.737.2566     M 803.413.9316 E pittsme@scdot.org  

955 Park Street, P.O. Box 191, Columbia, SC 29202-0191
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From: Nick Moody
To: Pitts, Michael E.
Subject: Re: S-310 Richland Creek Bridge
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 3:55:06 PM
Attachments: image003.png

image004.png

*** This is an EXTERNAL email. Please do not click on a link or open any attachments unless you are confident it is from a trusted source. *** 

Thanks for the explanation. Appreciate the response.
-N

Nick Moody
NewWave Consulting Inc
864.335.8658 o
864.363.6425 c

On Thu, Jul 11, 2024 at 1:41 PM Pitts, Michael E. <PittsME@scdot.org> wrote:

Good Afternoon Nick –

Thank you for the email and your concerns regarding the bridge replacement over Richland Creek. We really appreciate all feedback we receive and do our best to review and
accommodate the asks where possible. As of now in the project studies, we are not adding any additional sidewalks or multi-use paths as a part of the scope of this bridge
replacement package. We reviewed the regions long range plan and there are no proposed bike or pedestrian planned routes through this area. We are however providing
adequate shoulders to the width of the bridge but nothing that will be signed. The roadway improvements will only go as far as needed to tie in the new bridge structure. For
the run off, our hydraulic design will encompass the surrounding area ditches, streams, etc. and should account for what you’ve noticed.

I hope this information is helpful! Please let me know if you would like to discuss further!

Thanks,

LEAD 2024 LOGO-small Michael E. Pitts, P.E., Assoc. DBIA
Alternative Delivery Program Manager

O 803.737.2566 M 803.413.9316 E pittsme@scdot.org

955 Park Street, P.O. Box 191, Columbia, SC 29202-0191

From: Nick Moody <nick@newwaveconsulting.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 1:37 PM
To: Pitts, Michael E. <PittsME@scdot.org>
Subject: S-310 Richland Creek Bridge

*** This is an EXTERNAL email. Please do not click on a link or open any attachments unless you are confident it is from a trusted source. *** 

Hi Michael,

I wanted to offer some insights / comments on this project. I am certain most of this is redundant and are items you are already familiar with. However, I cross this
bridge 3-4 times daily over the past 12 years of living here, so maybe I have seen something that wasn't noted in your surveys.

1. There is a tremendous amount of foot traffic from the crestwood apartments along the section indicated in red. It is rare that I don't pass a pedestrian,
wheelchair bound individual, or cyclist here. If a large portion of this road is going to be worked on leading up to the bridge to bring it up to code it would be
the perfect time to include sidewalk space or even a bike lane that could be used by pedestrians.

2. The water run off along the green section is huge and typically runs onto the current bridge rather than being diverted to the creek.
3. This entire area (due to its proximity to Altamont) is heavily traveled by cyclists. Usually no problem but with the blind curves, the bridge, and the T

intersection directly next to the bridge, it can prove dangerous at times, a wider bridge and/or a bike lane leading up to the bridge would allow not only
separation but also additional width for the turns from Garden Terrace.
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I hope this helps in some way. Feel free to reach out with any questions.

Thanks

-Nick

Nick Moody

NewWave Consulting Inc

864.335.8658 o

864.363.6425 c




