
Request for Proposals (RFP):  

Pedestrian Bridge to Orange Line Connection 

Organization Name: Upstate Greenways and Trails Alliance  

Contact Information:  

Sam Davis 
Associate Director  
sdavis@ugata.org 
(205)-873-3853  

Project Location: Northern City Limit of Greenville SC 

RFP Issue Date: September 21st, 2026 

Questions and Clarifications Deadline: October 12th, 2026 

Proposal Submission Deadline: October 23rd, 2026 

Project Start Date: November 2nd, 2026 

Project Completion Date: February 19th, 2017 

Add Alternate Completion Date: To be negotiated 

Introduction 
Upstate Greenways and Trails Alliance (UGATA) is seeking qualified engineering firms to submit 
proposals for a feasibility study of a Shared Use Path connection between the Green Line of the 
Swamp Rabbit Trail to the Orange Line of the Swamp Rabbit Trail. The selected firm will 
determine the feasibility, cost, process, permitting, and timeline of two possible trail routes to 
make this connection. 
 
Additionally, UGATA is seeking qualified engineers to submit proposals for the full design, 
engineering and permitting of one of the two routes explored in the feasibility study. Design, 
engineering, and permitting work are included as add alternates. UGATA will have the option but 
not the obligation to pursue full design based on the findings of the feasibility study.  
 
We invite experienced engineering firms to submit proposals outlining their expertise, approach, 
and understanding of the project's requirements. 
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Project Goals 
1.​ Gather necessary survey information and stakeholder restrictions to know project 

constraints 
2.​ Outline the safest and most comfortable trail infrastructure that is possible on both routes 

given project constraints 
3.​ Determine which permits and approvals that are likely to be required for both routes 
4.​ Create a timeline of design, permitting, and construction for both routes 
5.​ Create the best possible cost estimates for both routes given all available information 

 



Orange Line Connection Routes: 
The selected firm will create a feasibility study to determine which of two routes will provide the best user 
experience while balancing the permitting burden and cost of construction. A map of the two routes is 
provided below. 
 
Washington St Bridge Route: Shown in Yellow, this option will connect the Green and Orange Lines by 
taking advantage of the existing Washington St Bridge. The bridge has recently been expanded to 34 feet 
wide. This route is being explored to avoid the much narrower Washington St Bridge which is highlighted 
in Red. The Red bridge is 24 feet wide and does not have the space to include safe bike infrastructure. 
Particular interest will be paid to the level of safe infrastructure that SCDOT is likely to approve on the 34 
foot Washington Street Bridge. We are particularly interested in separated or protected bike lanes or cycle 
tracks.  
 
In addition to the Shared Use Path, UGATA would like to explore the feasibility of a plaza at the 
intersection of the Green and Orange lines. This plaza would serve as a meeting point for trail users as 
well as a traffic calming device in an area where there will likely be heavy trail traffic moving in many 
directions. 
 
New Bike/Ped Bridge Route: Shown in Pink, this option will connect the Green and Orange Lines by 
building a new bike and pedestrian bridge across the Reedy River. The span is roughly 60 feet and 
includes extensive floodplains. Particular interest will be paid to the permitting burden of building in the 
floodplain and the necessity of seeking a LOMR from the Army Corps of Engineers.  
 
In addition to the Shared Use Path, UGATA would like to explore the feasibility of a plaza at the 
intersection of the Green and Orange lines. This plaza would serve as a meeting point for trail users as 
well as a traffic calming device in an area where there will likely be  heavy trail traffic moving in many 
directions. 

 
 



Scope of Work: Feasibility Study  

 The selected engineering firm will complete the following tasks: 

1.​ Conduct a site assessment, topographical survey, wetlands survey, and any other required 
surveys of the project area. 

2.​ Coordinate with project stakeholders to understand their requirements:  
a.​ ReWa 
b.​ Duke Energy 
c.​ SCDOT 
d.​ City of Greenville 

3.​ Create a forecast for the Washington St Bridge Route (Yellow) that will include the following: 
a.​ Overview of the route feasibility and type of infrastructure that would likely be permitted 

on this site 
i.​ Width and material of separated trail connecting Green Line to Washington Street 
ii.​ Width and type of infrastructure that will be on Washington Street including the 

feasibility of protected bike lanes 
b.​ Forecast of the types of approvals and permits required to build this route which may or 

may not include: 
i.​ Disturbance Permit 
ii.​ ReWa Encroachment Permit 
iii.​ Duke Energy Encroachment Permit 
iv.​ SCDOT Encroachment Permit 
v.​ Army Corps Letter of Map Revision 
vi.​ Wetlands Disturbance Permit 
vii.​ Any others predicted  

c.​ Timeline of permitting and construction 
d.​ Cost of project  

i.​ Design cost 
ii.​ Permitting cost 
iii.​ Construction cost 

4.​ Create a forecast for the New Bike/Pedestrian Bridge Route (Pink) that will include the following: 
a.​ Overview of the route feasibility and type of infrastructure that would likely be permitted 

on this site 
i.​ Width, material, and construction type of the new trail and new bike/pedestrian 

bridge 
b.​ Forecast of approvals and permits required to build this route which may or may not 

include the following: 
i.​ Disturbance Permit 
ii.​ ReWa Encroachment Permit 
iii.​ Duke Energy Encroachment Permit 
iv.​ SCDOT Encroachment Permit 
v.​ Army Corps Letter of Map Revision 
vi.​ Wetlands Disturbance Permit 
vii.​ Any others predicted  

c.​ Timeline of permitting and construction 
d.​ Cost of project  

i.​ Design cost 
ii.​ Permitting cost 



iii.​ Construction cost 
5.​ A professional opinion of which of the two options will best meet the goals of the project 

 
Project Deliverables 

●​ Surveys of the project area 
●​ Feasibility findings for both routes including 

○​ Feasible infrastructure overview 
○​ Predicted permits required 
○​ Predicted timeline to for design and permitting 
○​ Predicted cost of project 

●​ A formal opinion of the preferred route 

 



Add Alternate #1:  

Design and permitting of Washington St Bridge Route 

 
Add Alternative goals: 

●​ Design and permit the best possible trail connection given project constraints 
●​ Create a high quality trail experience for users  
●​ Limit design and construction cost 

 

 

Route Overview:  

This route will connect the Green and Orange lines by taking advantage of the newly 
widened 34 ft. Washington Street Bridge. This route will cut across parcel 0140000300100. 
Routing across this parcel will allow the trail to avoid the narrow 24ft bridge closer to the Green 
Line. We are hopeful that this route will allow adequate safety infrastructure while avoiding the 
regulatory hurdles of a LOMR.  

City of Greenville:  

The City of Greenville will be the long term owner of this project and may be a major 
funder of the construction. Design of the project will need to take into account their design 
needs. Early coordination with Calin Owens (cowens@greenvillesc.gov) will be a major 
component of this project. 

Re Wa:   
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This path will cross a ReWa pipeline and associated easement. UGATA has introduced 
this plan to ReWa employees and they are committed to finding a way to collaborate. Attached 
to this RFP is the most recent plans of the pipeline by ReWa. Early coordination with Dillon 
Thompson (dillont@re-wa.org) will be a component of this project. 

Floodplain and floodway:  

This path might fully avoid the floodplain and floodway or might interact with it slightly. 
The extent of interaction and level of regulatory approval will depend on the surveys and 
deliverables of the feasibility study. The selected firm will be required to secure all needed 
permits to make this project shovel ready.  

To reflect the two possible outcomes of the feasibility study, firms are being asked to 
create two cost estimates and timelines for this add alternate. The first will assume that the 
design is able to meet the requirements of a No Rise (form attached). The second will assume 
that the design will require a LOMR for the Army Corps of Engineers. 

SCDOT: 

​ This project will involve substantial collaboration with SCDOT to create safe and 
comfortable Bike/Ped infrastructure inside their ROW. The goal of UGATA is to be able to permit 
the most robust bike and pedestrian infrastructure that would be allowed by an SCDOT 
encroachment permit. We are particularly interested in separated or protected bike lines or cycle 
tracks if they will be permitted by SCDOT. UGATA has spoken to staff at SCDOT about this plan 
but has received no definitive response. 
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Scope of Work: 

●​ Develop a comprehensive, ADA approved, trail design that meets or exceeds AASHTO 
standards and incorporates industry best practices. 

●​ Prepare detailed construction plans, specifications, and cost estimates. 
●​ Address environmental considerations and ensure compliance with relevant regulations. 
●​ Secure required permits for all portions of the projects. 

○​ Including Army Corps Map Revision if needed 
●​ Collaborate with UGATA, and relevant stakeholders (Duke Energy, City of Greenville, 

ReWa, Greenville County) throughout the project lifecycle to understand relevant 
limitations on trail design while maintaining a quality product. 

●​ Provide professional services related to bidding of project 

 

Deliverables: 

●​ Three (3) total submittals: 30%, 90%, and Final (100%) 
●​ Cost estimates at each submittal 
●​ Each submittal in PDF format with 11x17 paper format as requested 
●​ Copy of all permits submitted for application and copies of all permits received  
●​ A No Rise Certification, LOMR, or equivalent 
●​ Two (2) signed and sealed copies of final plans 
●​ Digital Construction drawings to be used for bidding 

 

 



Add Alternate #2:  

Design and permitting of New Bike/Ped Bridge Route 
 
Add Alternative goals: 

●​ Design and permit the best possible trail connection given project constraints 
●​ Create a high quality trail experience for users  
●​ Limit design and construction cost 

 

Route Overview: 

This route will cut across parcel 0140000300100. This route will allow for minimal 
interaction between trail users and Washington Street traffic. If possible, UGATA would like to 
design this route to meet No Rise standards and avoid a LOMR. 

City of Greenville: 

​ The City of Greenville will be the long term owner of this project and will be a major 
funder of the construction. Design of the project will need to take into account their design 
needs. Early coordination with Calin Owens (cowens@greenvillesc.gov) will be a major 
component of this project. 

Re Wa: 

This path will cross a ReWa pipeline and associated easement. UGATA has introduced 
this plan to ReWa employees and they are committed to finding a way to collaborate. Attached 
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to this RFP is the most recent plans of the pipeline by ReWa. Early coordination with Dillon 
Thompson (dillont@re-wa.org) will be a component of this project. 

Floodplain and floodway: 

​ This path will interact with both the floodplain and the floodway. The level of regulatory 
approval will depend on the surveys and deliverables of the feasibility study as well as the 
design choices of the selected firm. The selected firm will be required to secure all needed 
permits to make this project shovel ready.  

To reflect the two possible outcomes of the feasibility study, firms are being asked to 
create two cost estimates and timelines for this add alternate. The first will assume that the 
design is able to meet the requirements of a No Rise (form attached). The second will assume 
that the design will require a LOMR for the Army Corps of Engineers. 

SCDOT: 

​ This project will include the design of an at grade crossing at Washington Street and will 
need collaboration with SCDOT to secure an encroachment permit. Greenville County has 
created a matrix to help guide designers on how to create Swamp Rabbit Trail road crossings. 
That matrix has been attached. 

Duke Energy: 

This project will likely interact with a Duke transmission line and associated easement. 
UGATA has introduced this plan to Duke employees and there is commitment to collaborate 
within the confines of Duke regulations. The selected firm will either need to work closely with 
Duke engineers to ensure the design meets their regulations for building within a transmission 
easement or design the project to avoid the Duke easement. Duke has provided their standard 
rules and regulations for multiuse trails in their easements which have been attached as 
exhibits. 
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Scope of Work: 

●​ Develop a comprehensive, ADA approved, trail design that meets or exceeds AASHTO 
standards and incorporates industry best practices. 

●​ Prepare detailed construction plans, specifications, and cost estimates. 
●​ Address environmental considerations and ensure compliance with relevant regulations. 
●​ Secure required permits for all portions of the projects. 

○​ Including Army Corps Map Revision if needed. 
●​ Collaborate with UGATA, and relevant stakeholders (Duke Energy, City of Greenville, 

ReWa, Greenville County) throughout the project lifecycle to understand relevant 
limitations on trail design while maintaining a quality product. 

●​ Provide professional services related to bidding of project​  

Deliverables: 

●​ Three (3) total submittals:  30%, 90%, and Final (100%) 
●​ Cost estimates at each submittal 
●​ Each submittal in PDF format with 11x17 paper format as requested 
●​ Copy of all permits submitted for application and copies of all permits received  
●​ A No Rise Certification, LOMR, or equivalent 
●​ Two (2) signed and sealed copies of final plans 
●​ Digital Construction drawings to be used for bidding 

 



Submission Instructions 

Submission Deadline: All proposals must be received by October 23rd, 2026 4pm Eastern 
Time. Late submissions may not be considered. 

Submission Method: Proposals must be submitted in PDF format electronically to 
sdavis@ugata.org or in hard copy to the following address. Electronic submissions are 
preferred. 

701 Easley Bridge Rd 
Ste 6070 
Bldg 6000 
Greenville SC 
29611 

Cover Page: Include a cover page with the following information: 

●​ Project Name 
●​ Company Name 
●​ Contact Information (Name, Title, Phone Number, Email Address) 
●​ Date of Submission 

Table of Contents: Include a table of contents to help reviewers navigate through your 
proposal. 

Executive Summary: Provide a one page summary of your proposal, highlighting key points 
and benefits. 

Technical Proposal: Clearly outline your approach to the project, including: 

●​ Understanding of the project requirements 
●​ Project timeline and milestones 
●​ Key personnel and their qualifications 
●​ Subcontractors and their roles 
●​ Any assumptions or constraints 

Past Experience: Detail relevant projects your company has completed, showcasing your 
expertise and success in similar projects. Particular interest will be paid to previous experience 
that includes maintenance work inside the floodplain and floodway and experience obtaining a 
Letter of Map Revision from the Army Corps of Engineers. 

Qualifications: Provide information about your company's technical qualifications, relevant 
certifications, and memberships in professional organizations. 

References: Include two (2) references from previous clients who can speak to your company's 
performance and capabilities. 

  

 



Cost Proposal: FIll out the attached table of high level total costs for the feasibility study and 
four potential add alternates.  

 

Feasibility Study $ 

Add Alternate #1A (No rise or equivalent feasible) $ 

Add Alternate #1B (LOMR needed) $ 

Add Alternate #2A (No rise or equivalent feasible) $ 

Add Alternate #2B (LOMR needed) $ 

Additionally, provide a detailed breakdown of costs associated with the design engineering phase. This 
should include: 

Design and Engineering Services: Provide a detailed breakdown of costs associated with the 
design and engineering phase. This should include: 

●​ Personnel Costs: Specify the hourly rates for engineers, designers, and other relevant 
staff involved in the design process. 

●​ Subcontractor Fees: If any specialized design tasks are subcontracted, detail the 
associated costs. 

Permitting Services: Detail the costs related to obtaining the necessary permits for the project. 
This should include: 

●​ Permit Application Fees: List the expected fees for each required permit. 
●​ Consultation Fees: List any third-party consultations required for permit approvals, 

provide the associated costs. 
●​ Administrative Costs: Include any administrative expenses associated with permit 

application and processing. 

Bid Services: Detail the cost related to overseeing the bidding process with the relevant local 
government body. This should include: 

●​ Pre-Bid meeting: List the hourly rate and expected number of hours to attend a pre-bid 
meeting 

●​ Responses to Contractor Inquiries: List the hourly rate and expected number of hours 
to respond to contractor inquiries 

●​ Construction Bid Opening: Include any expenses associated with reviewing bid 
responses. 

Miscellaneous Costs: Account for any other costs that may arise during the design engineering 
and permitting phases. This may include but is not limited to printing, document delivery, and 
communication expenses. 

Hourly Rate: For services outside of the scope of this project that may be necessary, please 
provide an hourly rate for labor. 

 



Payment Schedule: Propose a payment schedule that corresponds to project milestones and 
deliverables.  

Schedule: Provide a detailed project schedule with milestones and anticipated completion 
dates. 

Questions and Clarifications: If you have any questions or need clarifications regarding the 
RFP, submit them via email to Sam Davis (sdavis@ugata.org) by TIME 

Conflict of Interest: Declare any potential conflicts of interest that may arise during the project. 

 

Important Dates 

RFP Issue Date: DATE 

Questions and Clarifications Deadline: DATE 

Proposal Submission Deadline: DATE 

Project Start Date: DATE 

Project Completion Date: DATE 

 
 
 

Evaluation Criteria 

Proposals will be evaluated based on the following criteria: 

1.​ 20% Experience and Qualifications of the Firm and Key Personnel. 
2.​ 15% Understanding of the Project Goals and Community Needs. 
3.​ 25% Technical Approach and Methodology. 
4.​ 15% Quality and Completeness of the Proposal. 
5.​ 25% Cost Effectiveness and Value for Money. 
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Feasibility Study $ 

Add Alternate #1A (No rise or equivalent feasible) $ 

Add Alternate #1B (LOMR needed) $ 

Add Alternate #2A (No rise or equivalent feasible) $ 

Add Alternate #2B (LOMR needed) $ 

 

 

 





Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Region IV 

3003 Chamblee-Tucker Road 

Atlanta, GA  30341 

 

 
GUIDANCE FOR "NO-RISE / NO-IMPACT" CERTIFICATION 

FOR PROPOSED DEVELOPMENTS IN REGULATORY FLOODWAYS 
 
 

The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) floodplain management criterion that is 
adopted by all participating communities in their local ordinances, as described in Title 
44 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Section 60.3(d)(3), states:  
 

“A community shall prohibit encroachments, including fill, new construction, 
substantial improvements, and other development within the adopted regulatory 
floodway unless it has been demonstrated through hydrologic and hydraulic 
analyses performed in accordance with standard engineering practice that the 
proposed encroachment would not result in any increase in flood levels within the 
community during the occurrence of the base flood discharge." 

 
Prior to issuing any development permits involving activities in a regulatory floodway, 
the community must obtain a certification stating the proposed development will not 
impact the pre-project base flood elevations, regulatory floodway elevations, or 
regulatory floodway widths.  The certification should be obtained from the permittee and 
be signed and sealed by a professional engineer in accordance with State Licensing Board 
specifications. 
 
The engineering or “No-Rise / No-Impact” certification must be supported by technical 
data.  The supporting technical data should be based upon the standard step-backwater 
hydraulic model utilized to develop the regulatory floodway shown on the community’s 
effective Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) or Flood Boundary and Floodway Map 
(FBFM) and the results tabulated in the community’s Flood Insurance Study (FIS). 
 
Communities are required to review and approve or disapprove the 
“No-Rise/No-Impact” submittals; however, they may request technical assistance 
and review from the FEMA regional office.  If this alternative is chosen, the 
submittal will be treated as a Conditional Letter of Map Revision by the National 
Service Provider, and will be subject to the same fees as such. 
 
To support a “No-Rise / No-Impact” certification for proposed developments encroaching 
onto the regulatory floodway, a community will require that the following procedures be 
followed:​
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1.​ Currently Effective Model 
 

Furnish a written request for the step-backwater hydraulic model for the specified 
stream and community, identifying the limits of the requested data.  A fee will be 
assessed for providing the data.  Send data requests to: 

 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
http://www.fema.gov.fhm/st_order.shtm 
 

​ ​ ​ ​ or to: 
 
​ ​ ​ MOD RMC Region 4  
​ ​ ​ Faxed to (678) 459-1030 to the attention of: 
​ ​ ​ “Back-up Technical Data Request” 
 

2.​ Duplicate Effective Model 
 

Upon receipt of the step-backwater hydraulic model, the engineer should run the 
effective hydraulic model to duplicate the data in the effective FIS. 

 
3.​ Existing Conditions Model 

 
Revise the duplicate effective model to reflect site-specific existing conditions by 
adding new cross-sections (two or more) in the area of the proposed development, 
without the proposed development in place. Regulatory floodway limits should be 
manually set at the new cross-section locations by measuring from the effective 
FIRM or FBFM. The cumulative reach lengths of the waterway should remain 
unchanged.  The results of these analyses will indicate the base flood elevations and 
the regulatory floodway elevations for the effective hydraulic model revised to 
incorporate existing conditions at the proposed project site. 

 
4.​ Proposed Conditions Model 

 
Modify the existing conditions models to reflect the proposed development using the 
new cross-sections, while retaining the currently adopted regulatory floodway widths. 
The overbank roughness parameters should remain the same unless a valid 
explanation of how the proposed development will impact the roughness parameters 
is included with the supporting data.  The results of this floodway hydraulic model 
will indicate the regulatory floodway elevations for proposed conditions at the project 
site.  These results must indicate NO impact on the base flood elevations, regulatory 
floodway elevations, or regulatory floodway widths shown in the duplicate Effective 
Model or in the Existing Conditions Model (items 2 and 3 above, respectively). 
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The "no-impact" analysis along with supporting data and the original engineering 
certification must be reviewed by the appropriate community official prior to issuing a 
development permit.  The original effective FIS model, the duplicate effective FIS model, 
the Existing Conditions Model, and the Proposed Conditions Model should be reviewed 
for any changes in the base flood elevations, regulatory floodway elevations and 
floodway widths. 
 
The “No-Rise / No-Impact” supporting data should include, but may not be limited to: 
 

(1)​ Copy of the currently effective FIS hydraulic models (legible hard copy 
and a disc (if available)) 

 
(2)​ Duplicate effective FIS hydraulic models (hard copy and a disc). 

 
(3)​ Existing conditions hydraulic models (hard copy and a disc). 

 
(4)​ Proposed conditions hydraulics models (hard copy and a disc) 

 
(5)​ Annotated effective FIRM or FBFM and topographic map, showing 

regulatory floodplain and floodway boundaries, the additional 
cross-sections, and the site location along with the proposed topographic 
modifications.   

 
(6)​ Documentation clearly stating analysis procedures. All modifications 

made to the duplicate effective hydraulic models to correctly represent 
existing conditions, as well as those made to the existing conditions 
models to represent proposed conditions should be well documented and 
submitted with all supporting data. 

 
(7)​ Annotated effective Floodway Data Table (from the FIS report). 

 
(8)​ Statement defining source of additional cross-sections, topographic data, 

and other supporting information. 
 

(9)​ Cross-section plots of the additional cross sections for existing and 
proposed conditions hydraulic models. 

 
(10)​ Certified planimetric (boundary survey) information indicating the 

location of structures on the property. 
 

(11)​ Hard copy of all output files. 
 

(12)​ Clear explanation of how roughness parameters were obtained (if different 
from those used in the effective hydraulic models). 

 
(13)​ Engineering certification (sample attached). 
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The engineering “No-Rise / No-Impact” certification and supporting technical data must 
stipulate NO impact or NO changes to the base flood elevations, regulatory floodway 
elevations, or regulatory floodway widths at the new cross-sections and at all existing 
cross-sections anywhere in the model.  Therefore, the revised computer model should be 
run for a sufficient distance upstream and downstream of the development site to insure 
proper “No-Rise / No-Impact” certifications. 
 
Attached is a SAMPLE “No-Rise / No-Impact” certification form that can be completed 
by a registered professional engineer and supplied to the community along with the 
supporting technical data when applying for a development permit.  This form does not 
have to be utilized to submit for a “No-Rise / No-Impact” certification.  It is provided as a 
guide, if needed. 
 
 
Note:  Definitions of terms base flood, development, and regulatory floodway are same as 
those included in Title 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Section 59.1.   Additional 
regulations pertaining to this certification are described in Title 44 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, Section 65.3. 
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​ SAMPLE FORM 

FLOODWAY "NO-RISE / NO-IMPACT" CERTIFICATION 
 

This document is to certify that I am duly qualified engineer licensed to practice in the State of  
       

It is to further certify that the attached technical data supports 
(State)   

the fact that proposed       will not impact the base flood 

 (Name of Development)   
elevations, floodway elevations, and floodway widths on       at published 

  (Name of Stream)  
cross sections in the Flood Insurance Study for,       , dated       
 (Name of community)  (Date) 

and will not impact the base flood elevations, floodway elevations, and floodway widths at the 
unpublished cross-sections in the area of the proposed development. 

 

 

        

 Name 

       

 Title 

       

      

SEAL, SIGNATURE AND DATE  Address 

 
 
 
 

FOR COMMUNITY USE ONLY:     
Community Approval     
 ☐ Approved ☐ Disapproved  

               

Community Official’s Name  Community Official’s Signature  Title 

FEMA, MT 
DTD.09/2004 

​  



Crossing Treatments for the Upstate
Case Study:  Prisma Health ‐ Swamp Rabbit Trail 

Segments North of Greenville, SC
8/17/2022 Version

Prepared by: Christy Staudt, PE



Review of FHWA 
Guide



FHWA Tables 

Countermeasure Factors 
‐ Traffic Volume Per Day
‐ Speed Limit
‐ Number of Travel Lanes / 

Crossing Distance



CATEGORY 1:  High Visibility Crossing
Roadway: Set of X‐Walk Signs, and Ladder Crosswalk / Trail: Yield Signs, and Yield Tracks

CATEGORY 2:  High Visibility Crossing +
Roadway: High Visibility with Advanced Signage / Trail: Stop Signs and Stop Bar

CATEGORY 3: RRFB, or Similar 
Roadway: High Visibility Plus+ with RRFB, Yield Tracks, and Yield Here to Ped Sign / Trail: High Visibility Plus+ with Push Button and Signage

CATEGORY 4:  Signal, PHB, etc.
Roadway: High Visibility Plus+ with Signal, Stop Bar, and Signal Ahead Signs / Trail: High Visibility Plus+ with Push Button and Ped Heads, or RYG Signal

CATEGORY 5:  Grade Separated
Roadway: Site Specific Bridge, Culvert, etc. design will be required/ Trail: Typically free flow, no stop condition



Examples



CATEGORY 1
High Visibility Crossing 

Volume:  < 1000 vehicles per day 
Speed:   < 35 mph
Width:  1‐2 lanes

Example: 
Old Buncombe Road

Other Category 1
‐Church Street 
‐Hampton Avenue 

1



Example
Old Buncombe Road 
(Travelers Rest)

CATEGORY 1
High Visibility Crossing 1



CATEGORY 2
High Visibility Crossing w/ Advanced 
Signage/Markings
(+ Supplemental Left Side Signs) 

Volume:   1000 ‐ 9000 vehicles per day 
Speed:   < 35 mph
Width:  1‐2 lanes

Example: 
Old Buncombe Road (2500 vpd, Posted 35 
mph)
Note:  Treatments for this location should be 
verified by collecting traffic data and sight lines.  

1



350 FT

Example: 
Old Buncombe Road 
(S. of Travelers Rest) 

CATEGORY 2
High Visibility Crossing w/ Advanced 
Signage/Markings
(+ Supplemental Left Side Signs) 

1



CATEGORY 3
RRFB
High Visibility Crossing Including Advanced 
Signage/Markings
(+ Supplemental Left Side Signs) 

Volume:   1000 ‐ 9000 vehicles per day 
Speed:   > 35 mph 
Width:   1‐2 Lanes

Example: 
Roe Ford Road
(Posted 45 mph, 3300 vpd) 

1

7



350 FT

Example:  
Roe Ford Road

CATEGORY 3
RRFB
High Visibility Crossing Including Advanced 
Signage/Markings
(+ Supplemental Left Side Signs)

1

7



CATEGORY 4:  
Full Signal (or Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon)

Signal (Installed)
High Visibility Crossing Including Advanced 
Signage/Markings
(+ Supplemental Left Side Signs) 

Volume:   9000 – 15,000 vehicles per day 
Speed:   > 35 mph 
Width:   > 2 Lanes

9

1

Example: 
Sulphur Springs Road 
(Posted 40 mph, 10,600 vpd, 4 lanes)



Example:
Sulphur Springs Road

CATEGORY 4:  
Full Signal (or PHB)

Signal (Installed)
High Visibility Crossing Including Advanced 
Signage/Markings
(+ Supplemental Left Side Signs) 

9

1



CATEGORY 4: 
Standard Signal Ahead Signage
Advanced Flashing Warning Device 
(Activated by Signal Detection)



CATEGORY 5:  
Grade Separated   

Volume:   > 15,000 vehicles per day 
Speed:   > 40 mph 
Lanes:  > 4 Lanes

Example: US 25 ‐W. Duncan Road 
(Travelers Rest)
(45/50 mph, 17,400 vpd, 7 lanes)



CATEGORY 5:  
Grade Separated    

Volume:   > 15,000 vehicles per day 
Speed:   > 40 mph 
Lanes:  > 4 Lanes

Examples:  US 25, S. Main Street and River Street

US 25 ‐W. Duncan Road 
(Travelers Rest)

River Street 
(Greenville)

S. Main Street 
(Greenville)



Trail Approach 
Treatments



CATEGORY 1 Trail Approach:  
Yield Signs and Yield Tracks

Example:  Low Volume Driveway in TR



CATEGORY 1 Trail Approach:  
Yield Signs and Yield Tracks

Example:  Low Volume Driveway in TR

Advanced Marking/Signing 
Optional



CATEGORY 2 Trail Approach:  
Stop Signs and Stop Bars

Example: Old Buncombe Road



CATEGORY 2 Trail Approach:  
Stop Signs and Stop Bars

Example: Old Buncombe Road

Old Buncombe 
Road

Advanced Marking/Signing 
Optional



CATEGORY 3 Trail Approach:  
Stop Signs and Stop Bar

Example:  Roe Ford Road (with RRFB)



Roe Ford Road

Advanced 
Marking/Signing 

Optional

CATEGORY 3 Trail Approach:  
Stop Signs and Stop Bars

Example:  Roe Ford Road (w RRFB)



CATEGORY 4 Trail Approach:  
Signal, PHB, etc.



“SIGNAL HEAD” 
Advanced Marking/Signing Option

CATEGORY 4 Trail Approach:  
Signal, PHB, etc.

*Add Audible Pedestrian 
Signal 

Messages to Include:
“Wait”

& 
“Walk Sign is on to cross 

Sulphur Springs”

Pedestrian and Bicycle Signals 
and Detection



References & Contact
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2009 Guidance and 
Supplemental Information

FHWA Guide for Improving Pedestrian Safety at Uncontrolled 
intersections (2018)

Christy Staudt, PE
cstaudt@trafficpd.com
828‐575‐0133
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USE CAUTION IN AREA
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229.8 LF OF 60" DIP @ 0.06%

1

S-03

2

C-07

EXISTING GROUNDLINE

FEMA 100-YR FLOOD (EST.)

REEDY RIVER

TOP OF BANK TOP OF BANK

MANHOLE VENT

MH_6
STA. 22+44.43
CONSTRUCT 96" DIA. CONC. MH
RIM 931.97'
INV. 924.24' 60" DIP (IN)
INV. 924.23' 60" DIP (OUT)

MH_7
STA. 23+95.50, TRUNK =
STA. 300+00.00, LINE 'C'
CONSTRUCT 120" DIA. CONC. MH
RIM 931.67'
INV. 927.12' EX. 16" DIP (IN)
INV. 926.44' 16" DIP (IN), LINE 'C'
INV. 924.33' 60" DIP (IN)
INV. 924.32' 60" DIP (OUT)

MH_8
STA. 25+63.33
CONSTRUCT 96" DIA. CONC. MH
RIM 931.73'
INV. 924.43' 60" DIP (IN)
INV. 924.42' 60" DIP (OUT)

AERIAL PIPE STREAM
CROSSING NO. 1

LINE 'C'
EXISTING 16" DIP
TO REMAIN IN SERVICE

OHWM 923.9'

RESTRAINED JOINT PIPING SHALL BE
PROVIDED AT AERIAL CROSSING
OVER REEDY RIVER

NOTE:
PRECAST PIPE SUPPORTS/ANCHORS
SHOWN IN PLAN ONLY.
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TMS 140-000-300-101
REPUBLIC RAIL LEASING INC.

1861 W. WASHINGTON ST.
DEED BOOK 2366 PAGE 2678
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3" POPLAR
8" POPLAR

REEDY RIVER

PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE
ASPHALT TRAIL

RIPRAP
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DEED BOOK 0867 PAGE 253
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26+00
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S-03

1

S-08

2

C-07

FEMA 100-YR FLOOD

FEMA FLOODWAY

PROPOSED TRUNK
SEWER ALIGNMENT

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER
TO BE REMOVED

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER
TO BE ABANDONED

FEMA FLOODWAY

FEMA FLOODWAY

TO REMAIN IN
SERVICE

STA. 22+44.43
MH_6

TRANSMISSION LINE

TO REMAIN IN
SERVICE

STA. 23+95.50, LINE 'A'=
STA. 300+00.00, LINE 'C'
MH_7

STA. 25+63.33
MH_8

TO BE REMOVED.

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER
TO BE REMOVED

LAYDOWN AREA.
SEE DRAWING C-12.

PROPOSED TEMPORARY
CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT
(TYP.)

PIPE JOINT (TYP.)

ABOVE GROUND PRECAST
PIPE SUPPORT (TYP.)

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER
TO BE ABANDONED

LINE 'C'

STA. 300+36.46
SMHS 400C - 373

STA. 300+20.92
MH_16

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER
TO BE ABANDONED

PROPOSED SEWER
EASEMENT (TYP.)

AERIAL PIPE STREAM
CROSSING NO. 1

EXCAVATION TO BE LIMITED AND
PROTECTED IN ACCORDANCE
WITH DUKE ENERGY GRILLAGE
FOUNDATION PROCEDURES AND
DUKE DETAIL 1E436 STR 149.

"NO DIG" LIMITS FOR EXISTING
TOWER (27.33' RADIUS)

LIMITS OF TOWER FOOTPRINT
(17.60' RADIUS)

FLOATING TURBIDITY
BARRIER

1
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26+00 26+40 26+80 27+20 27+60 28+00 28+40 28+80 29+20 29+60 30+00 30+40 30+80 31+20 31+40

26+69.4 OVERHEAD ELEC.
USE CAUTION IN AREA

SS-51

D-18

SS-12

D-07

FEMA 100-YR FLOOD (EST.)

EXISTING GROUNDLINE

OPEN CUT. INSTALL
±60 LF OF 84" DIA.
STEEL PIPE CASING.

MH_9
STA. 27+42.51
CONSTRUCT 120" DIA. CONC. MH
RIM 933.41'
INV. 924.54" 60" DIP (IN)
INV. 924.53' 60" DIP (OUT)

MH_10
STA. 28+42.51
CONSTRUCT 120" DIA. CONC. MH
RIM 932.79'
INV. 924.60' 60" DIP (IN)
INV. 924.59' 60" DIP (OUT)

MH_11
STA. 29+95.75
CONSTRUCT 96" DIA. CONC. MH
RIM 939.00'
INV. 924.69' 60" DIP (IN)
INV. 924.68' 60" DIP (OUT)

MH_12
STA. 30+54.60
CONSTRUCT 96" DIA. CONC. MH
RIM 940.00'
INV. 924.73' 60" DIP (IN)
INV. 924.72' 60" DIP (OUT)

NOTE:
PRECAST PIPE SUPPORTS/ANCHORS
SHOWN IN PLAN ONLY.

TYPICAL CASING
FOR BORE

MANHOLE
VENT

RESTRAINED JOINT PIPING
SHALL BE PROVIDED AT
ROADWAY CROSSINGS
(TYP.)

FLOWABLE FILL SHALL BE USED AS BACKFILL MATERIAL
UPON OPEN CUTTING WITHIN SCDOT ROW. REFER TO
SPECIFICATION SECTION 31 23 24 FOR FLOWABLE FILL
REQUIREMENTS AND REWA DETAIL SS-39 FOR REPAIR
FOLLOWING EXCAVATION UNDER STATE ROAD.

ANNULAR SPACE BETWEEN CASING
PIPE AND CARRIER PIPE TO BE FILLED
WITH GROUT. REFER TO SPECIFICATION
SECTION 03 60 00 AND REWA DETAIL
SS-51 FOR REQUIREMENTS.

179.2 LF OF 60" DIP @ 0.06% 100.0 LF OF 60" DIP @ 0.06% 153.2 LF OF 60" DIP @ 0.06% 58.9 LF OF 60" DIP @ 0.06%
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Rev. 01.08.25 - Submit Requests to PGO – Transmission Asset Protection  

  
 
 

 
Duke Energy reviews Site Plans for proposed improvements within its transmission power line easements for your benefit. 
 

To help avoid creating encroachments or interferences, please provide engineering plans to obtain prior written approval 
from Duke Energy “Transmission Asset Protection” before commencing any construction in the transmission easements. 
Approvals from Duke Energy Distribution and/or other Duke Energy organizations shall not be accepted for transmission 
easements. This will help to avoid the subsequent need to have obstructions removed by the landowner. 
 
Note 1: Duke Energy will review conceptual drawings and preliminary site plans and provide feedback, however, to receive a formal, 
written Letter of No Objection from Duke Energy, your drawings must be stamped and signed by a Licensed Professional Engineer, 
Landscape Architect or Surveyor:  
 
Note 2: Initial Plan Reviews typically take 6 weeks, and any subsequent iteration of revisions also typically takes 6 weeks.  The entire plan 
review process timeline is dependent on the requestor making the required revisions based upon Asset Protection feedback since each 
plan review iteration typically takes 6 weeks. 
 
Note 3: All underground facilities, such as, but not limited to, utility pipes or cables, and ground facilities such as, but not limited to, streets, 
parking lots and sidewalks, must be capable of a heavy equipment load bearing weight of 80,000 lbs. Duke Energy will not be responsible 
for damages to these approved installed facilities. 
 
Note 4:  It is important to specifically note underground metallic crossings or parallel sections of facilities, as there could be associated AC 
Mitigation study requirements associated with these types of encroachment proposals. 
 
We review the following applicable PLAN SHEETS insofar as our easement rights are concerned: 

 

�  OVERALL SITE PLAN (including street / road crossings) [PDF FORMAT] 

�  GRADING PLAN (3D, Geo-referenced DWG File with existing & proposed grading as polylines with elevations (not TIN) [CAD FORMAT] 

�  GRADING PLAN (proposed grade elevations and existing elevations) [PDF FORMAT] 

�  UTILITY PLAN [PDF FORMAT] 

�  STORM WATER DRAINAGE PLAN [PDF FORMAT] 

�  LANDSCAPE PLAN [PDF FORMAT]  

�  LIGHTING PLAN [PDF FORMAT] 

�  IRRIGATION PLAN [PDF FORMAT] 
 

Plans should include the following: 
 

�  Locations of all Duke Energy structures (poles, towers, guy wires, guy anchors, etc.) 

�  Borders of Duke Energy easement area 

�  Outermost conductors (wires) of the transmission power line 

�  Crossing angles of encroachments (i.e., streets, water lines, sewer lines, natural gas lines, storm water pipes, etc.) 

�  Illustrated 25’ radial buffers around each transmission structure.  

�  Clearly dimensioned distances from all proposed encroachments to the DE transmission structures. 
 
Additional Requirements:  
 

�  Grading Plan – label proposed and existing elevations clearly. 

�  Irrigation Plan – clearly label and illustrate location of low-pressure drip systems. 

�  Lighting Plan – clearly label proposed light height and perpendicular distance to outermost conductor (wire) 
 
Proposed Vegetation Plantings: 
 

�  Any vegetation within or outside of the transmission easement that will pose a grow-in, fall-in, or blowing together threat (typical 
maximum mature height greater than 15’ within the transmission easement depending up voltage), limit or block access, limit the 
safe and reliable operation, emergency restoration, or maintenance of the transmission facilities, or limit the full use of the 
easement for its intended purposes, is incompatible with the high voltage transmission power lines and therefore could be subject 
to removal by Duke Energy.    
 



 

 

Electric Transmission Right of Way Requirements for Shared-Use Paths/Trails 
 
This list of Duke Energy’s  transmission right of way requirements for the co-location of shared-use paths/trails has been 
developed as a guideline to answer the most frequently asked questions. This should not be considered a comprehensive list of 
all requirements or factors that may need to be addressed. You should contact the Asset Protection Right of Way Specialist if 
you have additional questions or concerns. This list of requirements and guidelines is subject to change at any time and without 
notice. Duke Energy reserves all rights conveyed to it by the right of way agreement applicable to the subject property. An 
engineering drawing, including topographic grade changes, location of Duke Energy structures and paths/trails must be approved 
by an Asset Protection Specialist. 

 
Compliance with these Duke Energy Shared-Use Path/Trails requirements,  or approval of any such plans by Duke Energy, does 
not guarantee that other applicable requirements imposed by any local, county, state, federal or other applicable regulatory 
agency have been satisfied. 

 
Definition: For purposes of this document the term “trail(s)” shall be used to refer to Multi-Use Paths or Shared-Use Paths as 
defined by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO). 

 
1.   The trails must not exceed a total of 12 feet  in width, regardless of the surface construction material. 

 

2.   A minimum separation of 25 feet is required between the trail and its associated easement, to any Duke Energy electrical 
facility. This includes, but is not limited to, poles, towers, guy anchor(s), equipment, etc. If the owner of the trail is not the 
current owner of the fee simple title to the lands underlying Duke Energy’s easement, the trail owner shall obtain a legally 
sufficient easement from the current fee simple title owner and produce said easement to Duke Energy prior to commencing 
activities within the Duke Energy easement. In the event a private easement is not required, no portion of the trail or shoulder, 
or associated grading, shall be located within 25 feet of any electrical facility. 

3.   The owner of the trail shall be responsible for safety and liability associated with its construction or use thereof. 
 

4.   Bollards shall be installed per Duke Energy specifications, with Duke Energy locks, where the trailheads connect with roads/ 
streets as to prevent vehicular traffic. Duke Energy may require reinforcement of the trail at specified access points along the 
corridor for Duke Energy heavy equipment  crossings. These trail reinforcement areas shall consist of a 20-foot-long, 12-foot- 
wide paved area capable of supporting 80,000 pounds with pavement markings indicating “heavy equipment crossing.” 

5.   Culverts shall be installed where the trails cross creeks, ditches, etc. These culverts shall be capable of supporting 80,000 
pounds, and shall be a minimum of 20 feet wide. Signage must indicate the maximum load of the crossing at culvert 
approach. 

6.   No structures including, but not limited to, lights, signs, benches, exercise equipment, and irrigation systems shall be located 
within the Duke Energy easement. 

7.   Planting of vegetation shall adhere to the Right of Way (RW) Restrictions Guidelines for the specific Duke Energy territory. A 
copy of the RW Restrictions/Guidelines can be obtained from your Asset Protection Specialist. 

 

8.   Duke Energy reserves the right to close, without notice, all or a portion of the trail located within the transmission line 
easement, for any length of time, for construction, maintenance or emergency line operations. 

9.   Duke Energy will not be held responsible for any damages to the trails due to its operations or any liability based on the use 
of the trail. Prior to the installation of a shared-use trail, a “Trail Encroachment Agreement”, which includes “hold harmless” 
language, shall be executed with Duke Energy. In addition, deed information of all property owners that the trail affects must 
be supplied to Duke Energy. Proof that the property owners have signed an easement agreement with the owner of the trail 
will be required, as applicable. 

10. All other Duke Energy electric transmission right of way restrictions/guidelines shall apply to the installation of trails. 
 
We hope this is useful information. If you have additional questions or plan any activity not mentioned above, please contact: 

 
 
 

Duke Energy Representative                                                                                                                   Phone Number 
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