
S-23-40 (Pace Bridge Road) Bridge Replacement over

South Saluda River

Project ID: P041160 

Project Description: 

S-23-40 (Pace Bridge Road) Bridge Replacement over South Saluda River.

South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) proposes to replace the S-23-40 (Pace 

Bridge Road) Bridge over South Saluda River in Greenville County. 

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 1957. According to the SCDOT 

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

23.5. An off-site detour may be utilized during construction. The bridge is currently closed 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-23-40 Bridge over South Saluda 
River 
 
DATE OF RESEARCH: 7/27/23    ARCHAEOLOGIST: Lauren Christian, MA, RPA 

 
ARCHITECTURAL HISTORIAN: Sean Stucker, MHP 

 
COUNTY:  Greenville and Pickens          PROJECT: Closed and Load Restricted Bridge Replacements- Package 19 
 
F.  A.  No.:                                              File No.                                       PIN: P041160 
 
DESCRIPTION:  
 
The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) proposes to replace various closed or load-restricted 
bridges including the S-23-40 (Pace Bridge Road) bridge over the South Saluda River in Greenville County, South 
Carolina. The river forms the boundary between Greenville and Pickens Counties. While there are three bridges along 
this stretch, it is the bridge over the river that is being replaced. The project area is defined as that area within 75 feet 
of either side of the proposed roadway centerline and extending 1,500 feet from the bridge. The archaeological survey 
covered the entire project area, while the architectural survey examined the Area of Potential Effects (APE), which 
was defined as all above-ground resources with sightlines to the bridge. This cultural resource survey was performed 
under contract with HNTB. 
 
LOCATION:   
 
The project area is located approximately 3.9 miles east of Slater-Marietta in northeastern Greenville County, South 
Carolina (Figure 1). 
 
 
USGS QUADRANGLE:  Cleveland, SC                                     DATE:   2014      SCALE:  1:24000 
 
UTM:  NAD83      ZONE:    17N                  EASTING: 356656  NORTHING: 3875643 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:  
 
The project area is situated in the Blue Ridge physiographic region, which includes and extends above the Blue Ridge 
Escarpment and is characterized by metagranite mountains. The topography in the project area ranges from 940 feet 
above mean sea level (amsl) at the south terminus to 910 feet amsl in the vicinity of the South Saluda River. The 
surrounding landscape is undeveloped forest land north of the bridge and rural residential development south of the 
bridge. Vegetation in the northern portion consists of mixed pines and hardwoods with a moderately dense understory, 
while the southern portion consists of manicured lawns.  
  
NEAREST RIVER/STREAM AND DISTANCE:   
 
The project area is bisected by the South Saluda River (HUC 0305010902), which is a tributary of the Saluda River 
(HUC 03050109). These rivers confluence to the west of Travelers Rest, South Carolina, approximately 5 miles south 
of the project area. 
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SOIL TYPE:

Soils in the project area were formed from alluvium or residuum weathered from granite, gneiss, and/or diorite. The 
majority of the soils are somewhat poorly to poorly drained (59.4 percent), with 33.4 percent identified as well drained
and 5.9 percent moderately well drained. By the early twentieth century, continuous row cropping destroyed soil 
nutrients, and large tracts of farmland were rendered unsuitable for cultivation. The Natural Resource Conservation 
Service (NCRS) maps two soil types in the project area (17 percent) as eroded (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
Co Chewacla soils Somewhat Poorly Drained Frequently flooded 3.0 19.6
Cw Congaree fine sandy loam Well Drained 1.8 11.8
HlD2 Hiwassee clay loam Well Drained 6 15% slopes, eroded 0.1 0.7
HwE2 Hiwassee sandy loam Well Drained 10 25% slopes, eroded 2.5 16.3
PaF Pacolet fine sandy loam Well Drained 25 40% slopes 0.1 0.7
SrB Starr loam Well Drained 0 6% slopes 0.6 3.9
To Toccoa soils Moderately Well Drained 0.9 5.9
W Water 0.2 1.3
Wd Wehadkee soils Poorly Drained 6.1 39.8

Total 15.3 100

REFERENCE FOR SOILS INFORMATION:

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

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

CURRENT VEGETATION:

The vegetation in the northern portion of the project area primarily consists of mixed pines and hardwoods with a 
moderately dense understory. This understory is very dense on either side of the bridge and along the transmission 
line that runs parallel to the road. Vegetation in the southern portion consists of manicured landscapes (Figures 3 5).  

INVESTIGATION:
BACKGROUND RESEARCH

New South Associates, Inc. (NSA) conducted background research prior to fieldwork 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 two previous cultural resources 
surveys, two historic structures, and one archaeological site within the 0.5-mile search radius (Table 2, Figure 6). 
None of these resources are in the project area itself.

The first survey was conducted by Legacy Research Associates (Joy et al. 2005). This intensive survey covered almost 
the entirety of the project area, except for the northernmost 400 feet. As a result, no cultural resources were identified. 

Brockington and Associates conducted the second survey in 2013. This survey was a county-wide recordation of 
historic architectural resources within Greenville County. Among the resources identified during this survey were 
Gray Gables (SHPO Site Number 3291) and Allison School (SHPO Site Number 3293), both of which are located on
the south side of Pumpkintown Road, outside of the project area to the northwest. Both resources date to the early 
twentieth century, and neither was recommended as eligible for listing in the NRHP (Owens et al. 2013). 

Archaeological site 38GR0097 was recorded in 1982 to the northwest of the current project area during a survey for 
a proposed bridge replacement. The assemblage consists of a dense concentration of diagnostic bifaces and ceramic 
sherds that date the site to the Late Archaic period, as well as non-diagnostic tool fragments and lithic debitage. Based 
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on the type and concentrations of artifacts recovered, site 38GR0097 was interpreted as a habitation site. This site 
consisted of surface finds only, and no shovel testing or subsurface investigation was conducted when it was recorded.
Site 38GR0097 was recommended as not eligible for the NRHP (Thomas 1982).

Table 2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources

Site or SHPO
Site No.

Type or Name/Address
Temporal Affiliation

/Build Date
NRHP 

Recommendation
Reference

38GR0097 Diagnostic bifaces and ceramic sherds Late Archaic period Not Eligible Thomas 1982
3291 Gray Gables/641 Pumpkintown Rd. 1908-1912 Not Eligible Owens et al. 2013
3293 Allison School/641 Pumpkintown Rd. Early 20th Century Not Eligible Owens et al. 2013

SURVEY RESULTS

Although surveyed almost in its entirety in 2005, the project area was revisited, primarily to determine if any 
architectural resources had reached 50 years of age since that time. The only area archaeologically surveyed was the 
northernmost 400 feet of the project area, while the previously surveyed portion was subjected to a walkthrough 
survey. No new cultural resources were identified, and the results of the fieldwork are discussed below.

ARCHAEOLOGY

The Phase I Archaeology Survey was conducted on July 27, 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-foot) 
intervals at the northern end of the project area. Shovel tests were placed along a single transect parallel to either side 
of Pace Bridge Road. Soil profiles were recorded for all excavated shovel tests, and location data was recorded for all 
investigated shovel tests using handheld GPS instruments. 

Eight shovel test locations were investigated across the northern 400 feet of the project area. Those on the west side 
of S-23-40 were located within a powerline corridor where exposed red clay subsoil could be seen. Along the east side 
of the road, red clay subsoil could be seen beneath the leaf litter, with the exception of ST 2 (Figure 7). The soil profile 
consisted of approximately 20 centimeters of dark brown (10YR 3/3) sandy loam Ap horizon overlying a dark reddish 
brown (5YR 3/3) sandy clay subsoil (Figure 8). No new or previously recorded archaeological sites were identified in 
the project area.

ARCHITECTURAL SURVEY

The architectural survey was conducted on August 30, 2023, by Architectural Historian Sean Stucker, MHP. No newly 
recorded or previously surveyed architectural historic resources were identified within the APE. The bridge carrying 
S-23-40 over the South Saluda River, constructed in 1957, was not evaluated per the exemptions associated with the

-1945 Bridges Program Comment (U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration
2012). This bridge (FHWA Structure No. 02540) is of a common type, with a substructure comprised of prestressed
concrete channel beams and wood piers that are set into the riverbed, a precast-concrete deck structure, and a
bituminous decking surface (Svirsky 2024; Figure 9). Approximately 375 feet to the north is an overflow channel over
which an associated bridge (FHWA Structure No. 02541) carries S-23-40 (Svirsky 2024). This bridge, also built in
1957, is of a similar type but with a slab structure in place of the channel beams (Figure 10a). It was also not assessed
per the exemptions associated with the program comment. Finally, about 350 feet to the south is an overflow channel
over which a third bridge (FHWA Structure No. 05605) carries S-23-40 (Svirsky 2024). Although this bridge was not
built until 1969, it is of identical construction to its northern overflow counterpart, if one span shorter (Figure 10b). It
too is exempt from assessment per the program comment.
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REMARKS AND RECOMMENDATIONS:
The survey identified no archaeological sites or isolated finds, nor did it record any new or revisit any previously 
recorded architectural resources. The proposed project, as currently defined, would have no effects on historic 
properties.

SIGNATURE: Principal Investigator DATE: April 19, 2024
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Figure 1: Project Location Map 
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Figure 2: Soils in the Project Area
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Figure 3: Forested Portion of Project Area (Looking South)

Figure 4: Dense Understory along Transmission Line in Project Area (Looking South)

Figure 5: Manicured Lawn in Southern Portion of Project Area (Looking North)
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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 2 (Looking South)
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Figure 9: S-23-40 Bridge over South Saluda River, Built in 1957 and Not Assessed

a. Bridge Structure, Looking Northeast

b. Bridge Structure Detail, Looking Northeast
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Figure 10: S-23-40 Bridges over South Saluda River Overflow Channels, Not Assessed

a. Northern Overflow Bridge (Built 1957), Looking Southeast

b. Southern Overflow Bridge (Built 1969), Looking Southwest
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Introduction
The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) proposes to replace three (3) bridges on Pace 
Bridge Road (S-40/S-26) and improve the roadway approaches to the bridges.  The bridges include the S-
40 bridges over the South Saluda River (SSR) and the SSR Overflow, and the S-26 bridge over a tributary to 
the SSR.  The project is approximately 7.75 miles northwest of the City of Travelers Rest in Greenville 
County and Pickens counties, South Carolina. Furthermore, the project is located in the Saluda River 
Watershed (03050109 8-digit Hydrologic Unit Code) and the 45a Southern Inner Piedmont Level IV 
Ecoregion. Please see Attachment A, Figure 1 for a Site Location Map. 

A Project Study Area (PSA) has been established, based on preliminary design, to encompass all potential 
impacts of the project. The PSA encompasses an area approximately 15.30 acres in size and 
approximately 3,000 feet (0.57 mile) in total length, generally centered on South Saluda River in either 
direction. Furthermore, the PSA is 225 feet in total width, generally centered on the centerline of Pace 
Bridge Road. 

Robbins & DeWitt conducted a desktop analysis, scientific literature review, and field surveys for natural 
resources associated with the proposed bridge replacement . This technical memorandum provides a 
summary of methods and findings related to natural resources and potential project related impacts. 
Attached to this memorandum are supporting figures, a SCDOT Permit Determination Form, South 
Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) Watershed and Water Quality 
Information Report, and a biological evaluation for federally protected species. 

Desktop Analysis Methods 
A desktop analysis was completed as part of an initial evaluation of the PSA to identify key environmental 
resources to be considered for permitting and/or avoidance and minimization by the design team. The 
potential resources identified in the desktop evaluation were field verified by Robbins & DeWitt to ensure 
that critical regulatory items would not be adversely impacted by the project. The following resources 
were consulted during the desktop analysis: 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Map Service Center (https://msc.fema.gov/portal)
SCDHEC Watershed Atlas (https://gis.dhec.sc.gov/watersheds)
South Carolina Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR) and South Carolina Natural Heritage
Program (SCNHP) (https://schtportal.dnr.sc.gov/portal/apps/sites/#/natural-heritage-program)
SCDNR Digital Elevation Mapping (DEM) and Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR)
(https://www.dnr.sc.gov/GIS/lidar.html)
SCDNR Open Source Geospatial Data (https://data-scdnr.opendata.arcgis.com/)
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil
Survey (https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/)
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services (USFWS) Environmental Conservation Online System (ECOS)
(https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/)
USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) (https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/)
USFWS National Wetland Inventory (NWI) (http://www.fws.gov/wetlands)
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) (http://nhd.usgs.gov/)
USGS Topographic Quadrangle Maps (1:24,000-scale) � Cleveland, SC Quadrangle
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Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. 
After completing the desktop analysis, Robbins & DeWitt performed field reviews to determine the 
boundaries of jurisdictional waters of the U.S., including wetlands, in the PSA. Field reviews were 
conducted on July 13 and December 27, 2023. A summary of jurisdictional features identified in the PSA is 
provided in Tables 1 through 3. 

Table 1 - Summary of Delineated Wetlands in the Project Study Area 

Table 2 - Summary of Delineated Streams in the Project Study Area 

Table 3 - Summary of Non-Wetland Waters in the Project Study Area 

Permitting Considerations 
Based on the conceptual bridge design, impacts to jurisdictional waters may occur during construction 
but are expected to remain below the SCDOT U.S. Army Corps of Engineers General Permit impact 
thresholds.  

Wetland Latitude Longitude Area (acre) 

Wetland A 35.009521 -82.569326 0.02 

Wetland B 35.009806 -82.569708 0.03 

Wetland CC 35.013955 -82.571147 3.79 

Wetland DD 35.011807 -82.570604 0.36 

Wetland EE 35.010393 -82.570005 0.22 

Total 4.42 acres 

Non-Wetland 
Feature

Latitude Longitude 
Centerline

Length
(feet) 

Area (acre) 

Stream A 35.009475 -82.569305 71 0.01 

Stream B 35.01229 -82.570452 270 0.46 

Stream C 35.011351 -82.570051 230 0.06 

Total 571 feet 0.53 acres

Wetland Latitude Longitude Area (acre) 

Pond A 35.009569 -82.569486 0.08 

Total 0.08 acre 
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The USACE Charleston District has identified the South Saluda River as part of the USACE Section 408 
program. Coordination with the USACE Section 408 office will be required for the project. It is anticipated 
that the project will be designed to avoid alterations to the channel that would impair or reduce 
conveyance or functionality. The Contractor shall provide a bridge plan and profile depicting the final 
bridge design to the Section 408 USACE Charleston District office for review and concurrence prior to 
construction.  

A completed SCDOT Permit Determination Form and SCDHEC Watershed and Water Quality Information 
Report are provided in Attachment B. 

Federally Protected Species 
Environmental scientists performed literature and field reviews to determine the likelihood of protected 
species within the PSA and the potential for project-related impacts.  Field reviews were conducted on 
July 13 and December 27, 2023, and February 20, 2024. The SCDNR South Carolina Natural Heritage 
Species Viewer was also reviewed to determine the presence of known populations of protected species 
within the vicinity of the project. Based on the literature and field reviews it is determined that the 
proposed project will have a biological conclusion of �no effect� on federally protected species. A 
Biological Evaluation is provided in Attachment C.  

Migratory Birds 
Certain bird species are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918. The USFWS IPaC online 
database was reviewed for information pertaining to migratory bird species. Migratory birds were not 
observed nesting on the existing South Saluda River (SSR) bridge, but migratory bird nests were observed 
on the SSR Overflow bridge and the Trib to SSR bridge. 

Vegetation
Land use in the PSA includes silviculture/managed woodlands, natural forested floodplains, and 
residential housing. The only natural community observed within the PSA consists of bottomland 
hardwoods. Refer to the Biotic Communities section in Attachment C for a detailed description of 
vegetation observed in the PSA. 

Soils
According to the (USDA-NRCS) Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO) data, eight Soil Map Units (SMU) and 
water (W) are mapped within the PSA. Each SMU IS included in Table 3 below. 

Table 4 - Soil Map Units (SMU) in the Project Study Area 

SMU SMU Name 
Area

(acres) 
Percentage 

of PSA 

Cw Congaree fine sandy loam 1.8 11.7% 

HlD2 Hiwassee clay loam, 6 to 15 percent slopes, eroded 0.1 0.4% 

Wd Wehadkee soils 6.1 39.8% 

Co Chewacla soils, frequently flooded 3.0 19.3% 
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HwE2 Hiwassee sandy loam, 10 to 25 percent slopes, eroded 2.5 16.5% 

PaF Pacolet fine sandy loam, 25 to 40 percent slopes 0.1 0.5% 

SrB Starr loam, 0 to 6 percent slopes 0.6 4.2% 

To Toccoa soils 0.9 6.0% 

W Water 0.2 0.16% 

If you have any questions, or if Robbins & DeWitt can be of additional assistance, please feel free to 
contact Matt DeWitt at (864) 201-8446 or matt.dewitt@robbins-dewitt.com.  

Respectfully Submitted 
 
 
 
 
Matt DeWitt, AICP 
Robbins & DeWitt, LLC 
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Figures 
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Biological Evaluation � Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 1 

The proposed project consists of replacing three (3) bridges on Pace Bridge Road (S-40/S-26) and 
improvements to the roadway approaches to the bridges.  The bridges include the S-40 bridges over the 
South Saluda River (SSR) and the SSR Overflow, and the S-26 bridge over a tributary to the SSR.  The 
project corridor is located in Greenville and Pickens counties, South Carolina.  

Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), a field survey was conducted within the 
Project Study Area (PSA) for the project. A Resource List was obtained from the USFWS Information for 
Planning and Consultation (IPaC) in January 2024 and updated in April 2024, to detail protected species 
under USFWS jurisdiction that are known or expected to be in or near the project area. Table 1 below 
includes the species that appear on the IPaC resource list.   

Species with the federal classification of Endangered (E) or Threatened (T) or Threatened due to Similarity 
of Appearance (T [S/A]) are protected under the ESA of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).  
Although Section 7 of the ESA does not provide protections for Candidate species, they are listed in Table 
1 in the event of a status changes prior to completion of the project. Additionally, species that are proposed 
for listing are not subject to Section 7 compliance until the time they are formally listed. The bald eagle is 
protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) and is included in this evaluation. 

Table 1:  Threatened and Endangered Species 

Category Common Name Scientific Name Protection Status 

Bird Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus BGEPA

Mammal Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis Endangered 

Mammal Tricolored Bat Perimyotis sublavus Proposed Endangered 

Reptile Bog Turtle Glyptemys muhlenbergii Similar in Appearance to 
Threatened 

Insects Monarch Butterfly Danaus Plexippus Candidate 

Flowering Plant Bunched Arrowhead Sagittaria fasciculata Endangered 

Flowering Plant Dwarf-flowered Heartleaf Hexastylis naniflora Threatened 

Flowering Plant 
Mountain Sweet Pitcher-
plant 

Sarracenia rubra ssp. 
Jonesii 

Endangered 

Flowering Plant Small Whorled Pogonia Isotria medeloides Threatened 

Flowering Plant Smooth Coneflower Echinacea laevigata Threatened 

Flowering Plant Swamp Pink Helonias bullata Threatened 

Flowering Plant White Fringeless Orchid Platanthera integrilabia Threatened 

Lichen Rock Gnome Lichen Gymnoderma lineare Endangered 
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Biological Evaluation � Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 2 

Environmental scientists performed literature and field reviews to determine the likelihood of protected 
species within the PSA and the potential for project-related impacts. Field reviews were conducted on 
July 13 and December 27, 2023, and February 20, 2024. The SCDNR South Carolina Natural Heritage 
Species Viewer was also reviewed to determine the presence of known populations of protected species 
within the vicinity of the project.  

Land use in the PSA includes silviculture/managed woodlands, natural forested floodplains, and 
residential housing. The only natural community observed within the PSA consists of bottomland 
hardwoods.  

Bottomland hardwoods of the Piedmont are quite variable from one site to another. Most bottomland 
hardwoods have been logged to some degree and have moist soils associated with major river 
floodplains. Characteristic tree species observed in the PSA include Liquidambar styraciflua (sweetgum), 
Pinus taeda (loblolly pine), Quercus nigra (water oak), Carpinus caroliniana (American hornbeam), and 
Betula nigra (river birch). Groundcover species observed include Arundinaria gigantea (river cane), Rubus 
(blackberry), Aureolaria ssp. (false foxglove), Sherardia arvensis (blue fieldmadder), Chaerophyllum ssp. 
(chervil), Geranium carolinianum (Carolina geranium), and various species of Poa (grasses) along the 
roadway fill slopes. 

The SCDNR South Carolina Natural Heritage Species Viewer does not identify any protected species within 
the PSA or within a one-mile radius of the PSA. 

Field reviews of the PSA found no suitable habitat for bald eagle, bog turtle, bunched arrowhead, dwarf-
flowered heartleaf, mountain sweet pitcherplant, small whorled pagonia, smooth coneflower, swamp pink, 
white fringeless orchid, or rock gnome lichen. 

According to the IPaC Resource List, the northern long-eared bat only needs to be considered if the project 
includes wind turbine operations.  As the project is limited to roadway and bridge construction, an effect 
determination is not included.   

Suitable habitat for tricolored bat exists in the PSA. Roosting habitat exists under the existing S-40 and 
S-26 bridges and in cavities and crevices of trees within the PSA. A structure survey of the existing 
bridges found no evidence of bat roosting. Additionally, a visual inspection and borescope review of 
cavities and crevices in trees within the PSA did not indicate the presence of any bat species. A Structures 
Survey Data Sheet and Habitat Assessment Data Sheet are included in Attachment D.   

Based on the literature and field reviews, it is determined that the proposed project will have a biological 
conclusion of �no effect� on federally protected species. 

If there is a change in listing for the tricolored bat, coordination with USFWS will be required to assess 
potential project impacts.   



S-40 Bridge Replacements over South Saluda River (SSR) and SSR Overflow, and S-26 Bridge Replacement over Trib to SSR 

Biological Evaluation � Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 3 

If you have any questions, or if Robbins & DeWitt can be of additional assistance, please feel free to contact 
Matt DeWitt at (864) 201-8446 or matt.dewitt@robbins-dewitt.com.  

Respectfully Submitted 

Matt DeWitt, AICP 
Robbins & DeWitt, LLC 
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Structures Survey Data Sheet 1 

Investigator Names(s): A.CHANDLER, R.CHANDLER 
Date: 2023-07-13, 2024-02-20 County: GREENVILLE, PICKENS 
Lat Long/w3w: 35.01247, -82.5707 [S-40 OVER S SALUDA RIVER] 
Project Name: S-40 (PACE BRIDGE RD) OVER S SALUDA RIVER AND OVERFLOW,  
S-26 OVER TRIB TO S SALUDA RIVER 
SCDOT Structure ID: 02540, 02541, 05605 SCDOT Project No.: P041160 

Structure Type: Underdeck Material: 
 Parallel Box Beam   Steel I-Beam  Concrete 
 Pre-Stressed Girder  Flat Slab / Box  Corrugated Steel 
 Cast in Place 

 
 Trapezoidal Box  Other:  
 Other: CHANNEL BEAM 

Bridge Note: 02540 (S-40 OVER S SALUDA RIVER) 
 Culvert - Box 
Culvert - Pipe/Round  

Culvert Note: 

Structure Type: Underdeck Material: 
 Parallel Box Beam   Steel I-Beam  Concrete 
 Pre-Stressed Girder  Flat Slab / Box  Corrugated Steel 
 Cast in Place 

 
 Trapezoidal Box  Other:  
 Other: 

Bridge Note: 02541 (S-40 OVER SALUDA OVERFLOW) 
 Culvert - Box 
Culvert - Pipe/Round  

Culvert Note: 

Structure Type: Underdeck Material: 
 Parallel Box Beam   Steel I-Beam  Concrete 
 Pre-Stressed Girder  Flat Slab / Box  Corrugated Steel 
 Cast in Place 

 
 Trapezoidal Box  Other:  
 Other: 

Bridge Note: 05605 (S-26 OVER TRIB TO SALUDA RIVER) 
 Culvert - Box 
Culvert - Pipe/Round  

Culvert Note: 



Structures Survey Data Sheet 2 

Road Type: 
 Interstate  US Highway  State Road  County Road 

  S-40 / S-26  

Surrounding Habitat (check all that apply):
 Residential  Agricultural  Commercial  Pine Forest  Grassland 
 Riparian  Wetland  Mixed Forest  Bottomland Hardwood 
 Other: 

Conditions Under Bridge (check all that apply): 
 Bare 

Ground/Sediment 
 Concrete  Rip Rap  Flowing Water 

 Standing Water  Open Vegetation  
(not obstructing flight path)

 Closed Vegetation 
(may obstruct flight path)

 Two Lanes 

 Four (+) Lanes  Unpaved Road  Railroad  Other: 

Bats Present: 
 YES  NO 

Bat Indicators (check all that apply): 
 Visual  Smell  Sound  Staining  Guano 

Species Present: 
 Big brown (Eptesicus fuscus)  Northern long-eared (Myotis septentrionalis) 
 Brazilian free-tailed (Tadarida brasiliensis)  Northern yellow (Lasiurus intermedius) 
 Eastern red (Lasiurus borealis)  Rafinesque�s big-eared (Corynorhinus rafinesquii) 
 Eastern small-footed (Myotis leibii)  Silver-haired (Lasionycteris noctivagans) 
 Evening (Nycticeius humeralis)  Southeastern (Myotis austroriparius) 
 Gray (Myotis grisescens)  Seminole (Lasiurus seminolus) 
 Hoary (Lasiurus cinereus)  Tri-colored (Perimyotis subflavus) 
 Little brown (Myotis lucifugus)  UNKNOWN 

 

Roost Description (if known, check all that apply): 
 Day Roost  Nursery Roost  Night Roost  UNKNOWN 

Number of Roosts:  

Roost Design (check all that apply): 
 Crack/Crevice/Expansion Joint: Under Bridge  Crack/Crevice/Expansion Joint: Top of Bridge 

 Plugged Drain 
 Under/Along Main 

Bridge Structure 
 Rail  Other: 



Structures Survey Data Sheet 3 

Human Disturbance or Traffic Under Bridge or at Structure? 
 High  Low  None

Areas Inspected (check all that apply): 
 Vertical Surfaces on I-Beams  Vertical Surfaces between Concrete End Walls and Bridge Deck 
 Expansion Joints  Rough Surfaces  Guardrails  Cervices 
 Other: 

Areas NOT Inspected because of Safety or Inaccessibility: 

Evidence of Migratory Birds Using the Structure? 
 YES (02541, 05605)  NO 

Additional Information: 
Road is currently closed.  



Structures Survey Data Sheet 4 

 

Photograph 1 

Date: 2023-07-13 

Taken by: A. Chandler 

S-40 over S Saluda River 

 

Photograph 2 

Date: 2023-07-13 

Taken by: A. Chandler 

Underneath S-40 over S 
Saluda River 





Structures Survey Data Sheet 5 

 

Photograph 3 

Date: 2023-07-13 

Taken by: A. Chandler 

Underneath S-40 over S 
Saluda River 

 

Photograph 4 

Date: 2024-02-20 

Taken by: A. Chandler 

S-40 over Saluda 
Overflow  



Structures Survey Data Sheet 6 

 

Photograph 5 

Date: 2024-02-20 

Taken by: A. Chandler 

Underneath S-40 over 
Saluda Overflow 

 

Photograph 6 

Date: 2024-02-20 

Taken by: A. Chandler 

Underneath S-26 over 
Trib to Saluda River 















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:

BRIDGE SCOPE AND RISK ASSESSMENT FORM

Page 1 of 4



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:

BRIDGE SCOPE AND RISK ASSESSMENT FORM

Page 2 of 4



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

BRIDGE SCOPE AND RISK ASSESSMENT FORM
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VI. Field Review (cont.)

A. Proposed Bridge Recommendation:

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

Span Arangement:

Notes:

Performed By:

BRIDGE SCOPE AND RISK ASSESSMENT FORM

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

Page 4 of 4





1

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?

       
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:



2

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?

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.

__________________________                      _______________________
SCDOT Hydraulic Engineer                                             Date  







Full Name City Comment Response 
John Shaluly Greenville   Yes. Thank you for updaƟng the 

infrastructure! Fix them all! 
*does not wish to receive response* 

Amy Brissey Pickens  I believe before closing other roads, the 
bridges that are not complete in Pickens 
County need to be completed. Hester Store 
Rd has been closed for about 2 years. This 
makes travel to Greenville lengthened 
consuming more Ɵme and fuel. Also, if these 
bridges can't be completed in a Ɵmely 
manner then maybe someone can organize 
the work being done ahead of the project to 
reduce the Ɵme they will be out.  

Amy Brissey, 
 
Thank you for your comment on the 
proposed bridge projects in Package 19 in 
Greenville and Pickens counƟes. While 
the bridge on Hester Store Road, the 
Doddies Creek Bridge, is not included in 
Package 19 it has been idenƟfied for 
replacement by SCDOT. SCDOT is working 
to address closed and load restricted 
bridges across the state to restore all 
bridge components to good condiƟon. 
While we understand this can be an 
inconvenience during closures, 
construcƟon, and detours this is done to 
increase safety. For more informaƟon on 
that project please reach call SCDOT at 1-
855-GO-SCDOT.  

Jackson Hurst Kennesaw, GA I approve and support SCDOT's Closed and 
Load Restricted Bridge Package 19 Project. 
The aspect that I love about SCDOT's Closed 
and Load Restricted Bridge Package 19 
Project is that the 8 bridges will be replaced. 

Jackson Hurst, 
 
Thank you for your comment on the 
proposed bridge projects in Package 19 in 
Greenville and Pickens counƟes. Your 
feedback on the proposed project has 
been reviewed and logged in the project 
record. We appreciate your interest and 
feedback on the proposed project.  

 



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

From: Pitts, Michael E.
To: Amybrissey@gmail.com
Cc: McGoldrick, Will; Nicole Weirich
Subject: SCDOT Bridge Package 19 - Public Comment Response
Date: Friday, August 30, 2024 7:40:56 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Amy Brissey,

Thank you for your comment on the proposed bridge projects in Package 19 in Greenville and Pickens counties. While the bridge on Hester Store Road, the Doddies Creek
Bridge, is not included in Package 19 it has been identified for replacement by SCDOT. SCDOT is working to address closed and load restricted bridges across the state to restore
all bridge components to good condition. While we understand this can be an inconvenience during closures, construction and detours this is done to increase safety. For more
information on that project please reach call SCDOT at 1-855-GO-SCDOT.
 
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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External Email: Use caution when clicking on links, replying, or opening attachments.

From: Pitts, Michael E.
To: ghostlightmater@yahoo.com
Cc: McGoldrick, Will; Nicole Weirich
Subject: SCDOT Bridge Package 19 - Public Comment Response
Date: Friday, August 30, 2024 7:43:14 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Jackson Hurst,

Thank you for your comment on the proposed bridge projects in Package 19 in Greenville and Pickens counties. Your feedback on the proposed project 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

 
 

mailto:PittsME@scdot.org
mailto:ghostlightmater@yahoo.com
mailto:McGoldriWR@scdot.org
mailto:nweirich@HNTB.com
mailto:pittsme@scdot.org


