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

and Summerville.

The fifteen month study began in October 2014. The study included a Comprehensive Operational
Analysis of the Charleston Area Regional Transportation Authority (CARTA) transit system and a
fixed guideway transit Alternatives Analysis of the [-26 Corridor. An extensive public involvement

campaignwasc ompl et ed with public meetings, community events and focused
incorporated guidelines and

solicit input throughout the process. The study process

methodologies from the Federal Transit Administration 6 §FTA) Capital Investment Grant
Program to identify a recommended alternative to move forward into the pr ogr amés Proj ect

Development phase.

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

following the links provided in the listing below.

Alternatives Analysis

Chapter 1: Existing Conditions

Chapter 2: Pre-Screen Analysis

Chapter 3: Screen OneAlternatives Analysis
Chapter 4: Screen TwoAlternatives

Chapter 5: ScreenTwo Financial Analysis
Chapter 6: Screen TwoAlternatives Analysis
Chapter 7: Public Involvement

Chapter 8: Recommendation & Next Steps
Appendices

CARTA Comp rehensive Operational Analysis

Chapter 1: Existing Conditions

Chapter 2: System Evaluation and Route Profiles
Chapter 3: Latent Demand Analysis

Chapter 4: Service Plan Goals and Objectives

Chapter 5: Short Range Service Plan Recommendations
Chapter 6: Mid-Range Service Plan Recommendations
Appendices
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Alternatives Analysis of-RP6 Corridor
ThreeTiered Fixed Guideway Tranginalysis for 426 Coridor

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Coordination

Following Guidelines for Fixed Guideway Capital Investment Grant Progri

Public Involvement
Surveys, Public MeetingJransit Talks, Community MeetingBroject
Website, NewsletterMindmixer, Facebook & Twitter


http://www.i-26alt.org/

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

Purpose & Goals

The purpose of the I-26 Alternatives Analysis is to improve transit service and enhance
regional mobility along the 22-mile 1-26 Corridor connecting Summerville, North Charleston,
and Charleston

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

3. Support local land use objectives;

4. Plan for projected growth in an environmentally sustainable manner;

5. Respond to community needs and support; and

6. Support a diverse regional economy.

Existing Conditions
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CARTA Operational Analysis

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

The CARTA transit system carries approximately five million p assengers per yearRidership has

stabilized over the past few years and with growing traffic congestion throughout the service

area, CARTA has experienced a decline in on-time performance and reliability on many of its

most heavily traveled routes. CARTAG6s f |l eet i s approxi,onedftheojdest 3 years ol d

in the naton f or a system CARTAG6s si ze, which further reduces reliability. Add
needs to modernize with fare payment systems, passenger amenities and other technologies to

improve the performance of the system and the quality of service for passengers.

CARTA has a diverse ridership base of commuters, tourists, students and other customers using

the system. Approximately 70 per cent of CARTAOGs customers are fAtransit dependent o
meaning riders have no other mode available to make work, medical, shopping or other trips. As

such, CARTAmust work within its means to ensure that safe and reliable service will continue to

be provided to its customers. CARTA is currently funded in large part by Charleston County sales

tax, which makes up approximately 40 percent of its revenues. Federal funding, local funding

partners, and fares make up the remaining revenue sources. Most of the funds currently go

toward operations and maintenance of the existing system, with little reserves set aside for

investment in future capital, such as vehicles, shelters and technology needs.

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

reserves. The Short Range Plan recommendationsare intended to: $17.007.375 8 Other $282,518  (2%)
1) Provide reliable and consistent service by realigning serviceto improve B Federal Assistance $5.017.351  (30%)
on-time performance, remove inefficiencie s, and respond to current travel
patterns; $11,707,506 ] 777 State Funds $525580  (3%)
2) Reinvest in the system for capital improvements such as new buses, better ®'"!#%2¢
fareboxes, more shelters, etc.;
3) Getready for the future by building transit corridors for future premium B Local Funds $7.366,160  (43%)
services.
The Mid-Range Plan identifies service enhancements that pivot around high g g5566 4 el oo
capacity corridors and a premium transit line along the [-26 Corridor. Although no B Fares $3815766  (22%)

funding source has been identified, the Mid-Range Plan presentsa needsbased
assessment to grow the systenover the next five to 10 years
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CARTA Operational Analysis
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The 1-26 Fixed Guideway Alternatives Analysis includes a three-tiered screening process to
identify the best transit mode and alignment for a fixed guideway transit alternative that meets
the project purpose and goals.

Pre-Screeni Fatal Flaw Analysis
Screen Onei Initial Screening
Screen Twoi Detailed Screening

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

Pre -Screen Alignments

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

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

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

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

The Screen Two'i Detailed Screening of BRT and LRT alternatives
wer e asses s ed projestijustdicatiGhTchAtéria based on
ridership forecasts devel oped W |
planning level capital and operating costs.

i-26ALT Fixed Guideway
— A 26

@ B: Dorchester Rd
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— 1 CSX & UST8
10e F2: CSX & UST76
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Alternatives Analysis
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