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Preservation Society of Charleston  
 

•
Founded in 1920, the oldest com

m
unity-based 

historic preservation organization in Am
erica.  

 
•

Instrum
ental in the form

ation of 1931 ordinance 
that established the Charleston "O

ld and Historic 
District,” precursor to the Charleston Historic 
District.  
 

•
O

w
ns num

erous properties and easem
ents in 

Charleston Historic District, including properties 
on East Bay Street. 

 





South Carolina Coastal Conservation League 
 

•
Founded in 1989 to conserve and preserve the hum

an 
environm

ent in and around Charleston.  
 

•
Headquartered at 328 East Bay Street w

ith 16 staff 
m

em
bers. 

 
•

League has 5,000 m
em

bers in Charleston County. 



Context: 
Pres. Society  Chas. and CCL v. Charleston Corps, (D.S.C. Sept. 18, 2013)  

 

•
Vacated finding that term

inal had “no potential to cause effects to historic 
properties in or outside of the ‘perm

it area’” 
 •

N
oted CHD as one of the largest and best preserved Revolutionary- and 

Colonial-era districts in the U
nited States; term

inal adjacent to historically 
im

portant neighborhoods w
ith thirty-three N

ational Historic Landm
arks 

nearby 
 •

Directed Corps to “consider both the direct and indirect effects on historic 
properties” of activity “both w

ithin and outside the perm
it area,” including 

“‘introduction of visual, atm
ospheric or audible elem

ents that dim
inish 

the integrity of the property's significant historic features’“ 
 

•
Rem

anded to Corps to determ
ine w

hether the term
inal has “potential to 

cause effects on historic properties’” 



Context: 
Area of Potential Effects Requirem

ents 
  •

APE occurs w
here undertaking m

ay “directly or indirectly 
cause alterations in the character or use of historic 
properties” 36 CFR § 800.16(d)  

 •
District Court: Corps “m

ust consider both the direct and 
indirect effects on historic properties” of activity “both w

ithin 
and outside the perm

it area,” including “‘introduction of 
visual, atm

ospheric or audible elem
ents that dim

inish the 
integrity of the property's significant historic features’“ 
quoting  36 C.F.R. § 800.5(a)(2)(v) 
 

•
Appeals Court: Corps’ regulations “m

andat[e] consideration of 
‘the effects of undertakings on any know

n historic properties 
that m

ay occur outside the perm
it area’” P

y
e

 v
. C

h
a

r
le

s
t
o

n
 

D
is

t
r
ic

t, (4th Cir. 2001) (citing 33 C.F.R. § 325, App. C, 5(f)) 
 



Context: 
Charleston Historic District 

 •
“The great concentration of 18

th and 19
th century buildings” give “the 

district the flavor of an earlier Am
erica” and present “a kaleidoscope of 

tw
o centuries of Am

erica’s architectural history.”  1970 nom
ination, p. 2, 3 

 •
“Today m

uch of nation’s social and architectural history can be visibly 
appreciated because of the great concentration of period buildings that 
still  line the city’s streets,” w

ith m
ore than 650 “18th and 19th century 

buildings valuable to architectural historians” 1970 nom
ination, p. 3 

 
•

Significance  period for district: 1700-1899  
 

•
Significance fields: Architecture, Art, Education, Landscape Architecture, 
Literature, Politics/Governm

ent, Religion.  (“Transportation” – not 
checked.) 
 



Context: 
Charleston Historic District  

 
 •

District extended to 1941 :  
 

-m
ovie theaters (Riviera, etc. 1917-1938) 

 
-autom

obile filling stations (Tradd St., etc. 1918-1928)  
 

-tourism
 and hospitality (Frances M

arion 1922, Ft Sum
ter 1924)  

 
-utilitarian w

arehouses (Bainbridge Southern Bldg, 1921)  
 

-com
m

ercial buildings (Peoples, etc. 1910-1928) 
 •

Show
s “city slow

ly regained econom
ic viability during the tw

entieth century and 
evolved into an urban center w

hich retains a strong sense of its past” SHPO
 1988 

add., p. 2 
 •

“[I]nflux of tourists aw
akened in Charlestonians an appreciations for the city’s 

picturesque and historic built environm
ent,” leading to District protection. SHPO

 
1988 add., p. 3 
 



Brockington Report 
 

(1) Adm
its Project Causes Effects on CHD 

•
Adm

its upgrades needed for cruise operations to 
continue, p.1 , and that term

inal w
ould base larger 

vessels, p.29 
•

Adm
its increased traffic and visual intrusion into 

CHD, pp. 29, 33 
 

(2) Yet Claim
s N

o Effects O
utside Project Site 

•
Lim

its APE to SPA site 
•

States that cruise operations “w
ill not affect” CHD, 

 p. iii  

 



Effects N
oted in Brockington Report 

  •
P. 29: “[V]isual intrusions on the District from

 the cruise vessels 
them

selves” 
 •

P. 30: Cruise vessels “rise above the buildings on the w
harf and are visible 

from
 portions of the District” 

 
•

P. 33: Thousands of cruise passengers increase “the num
ber of personal 

vehicles that enter and pass through the District” 
 

•
P. 34: “[E]m

barking/disem
barking cruise passengers represent 25 to 40 

percent of HD visitors during the period exam
ined” 

 
•

P. 33: “Personal vehicles  [and] the num
ber of people w

ithin the District or 
a specific portion of the District at the sam

e tim
e can alter or degrade the 

District’s feeling” 
 

•
P. 31: N

otes “reports of sooting and particulates from
 vessel exhausts in 

residential areas near U
nion Pier Term

inal” 
 

 



Report: Actual Effects,  
Yet “N

o Potential Effects” 
•

Despite noting m
ultiple actual effects, Report 

lim
its APE to SPA site and indicates “no potential 

effects” on the CHD, p.1 
 

•
Rationales given:  

 
1) distance  

 
2) other non-historic buildings 

 
3) cruise ships as “historic” 

 
4) traffic already getting w

orse 



1. Too Distant from
 Cruise O

perations?  
 •

CHD is “adjacent” to project, p.iii 
 •

Report says cruise vessels “rise above the 
buildings on the w

harf and are visible from
 

portions of the District,” p.30 
 

•
Report says thousands of cruise passengers 
increase “the num

ber of personal vehicles that 
enter and pass through the District,” p. 33 
 

•
Significant traffic im

pacts (up to 40%
) in HD, p.34 



 2. O
ther N

on-Historic Buildings? 
 •

CHD listing: 18
th and 19

th C. buildings give “flavor of an 
earlier Am

erica” and allow
 “nation’s social and 

architectural history” to be “visibly appreciated because of 
the great concentration of period buildings that still line the 
city’s streets” 
 

•
Character still overw

helm
ingly intact; new

er buildings in 
and near HD typically of the sam

e scale (3 stories) and 
sim

ilar utilitarian design as historic com
m

ercial 
 

•
Introduction of a very large 150-foot high un-historic form

 
not negated by existing buildings; at m

inim
um

, a 
cum

ulative im
pact 

  



3. Leisure Cruise = Historic Transportation? 
 •

N
RHP period of significance 1700-1941, p.22, but 

no leisure cruise before 1967, and no cruise 
hom

e-basing before 1973 
 

•
Report acknow

ledges that leisure cruise is not 
“transportation,” p. 30 
 

•
15-story leisure cruise blocks view

s of harbor and 
harbor activity: tall ships, Ft. Sum

ter ferry, w
ater 

taxi, cargo, tugs, barges, sailboats 
  

 



4. Cruise Traffic N
egated by O

ther Traffic? 
 •

“Personal vehicles  [and] the num
ber of people w

ithin the District or a 
specific portion of the District at the sam

e tim
e can alter or degrade the 

District’s feeling,” p. 33 
 

•
Cruise traffic “increases the num

ber of personal vehicles that enter and 
pass through the district,” p. 34 
 

•
Cruise traffic w

ould m
ake up to 43%

 of CHD visitor traffic over 2017-2020 
period, p. 40 

 In fact, Report U
n

d
e

r
e

s
t
im

a
t
e

s
 Traffic Im

pacts: 
>O

m
its cruise taxis, buses, trucks, and hundreds of related trips 

>O
m

its residents or w
orkers traveling in HD 

>Assum
es every cruise car w

ill contain 4.1 passengers, p. 43 
>Relies on “voluntary” notice provision to lim

it num
ber/size of cruise, p. 33 

 



Memorandum 
To:  Southern Environmental Law Center 
From: Norman Marshall, President 
Subject: Review of Brockington Report on Union Pier Cruise Ship Terminal 
Date: November 3, 2015 

In August 2015, I reviewed documents related to the traffic impacts of the proposed relocation of a 
cruise ship terminal at Union Pier, Charleston and other Master Plan development including: 

• Traffic Impact Analysis for the Cruise Ship Terminal and Union Pier Master Plan –  Charleston , 

South Carolina prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates Inc., March 2010 

• Concept Plan for Union Pier Waterfront prepared by Cooper, Robertson & Partners, September 
2010 

• Union Pier Cruise Terminal Simulation Model Presentation. CH2MHill completed for South 
Carolina Ports, October 12, 2011 and revised July 9, 2012. 

Now, I have also reviewed a September 2015 that includes some traffic information on the proposed 
cruise ship terminal: 

• Historical Assessment of Proposed Renovations to Union Pier Terminal. Brockington Cultural 
Resources Consulting, September 2015. 

My conclusions from the August memo are unchanged. I have identified deficiencies in the general 
approach used to analyze traffic impacts: 

1) The cruise ship trip generation estimates are not based on real data. Data collection is needed to 
support proper estimates. 

2) Traffic impacts are only analyzed for the weekday midday and afternoon peak periods. The 
greatest combined cruise ship/Master Plan traffic generation will be in the morning peak hour 
and this period also should be analyzed. In addition, the midday analysis is deficient because it 
excludes impacts of the Master Plan development. 

3) The morning peak period is especially important because disembarking will be compressed into 
a shorter time period than embarking. 

4) Only a portion of the non-cruise ship Master Plan traffic is shown on the traffic flow maps, and 
included in the level-of-service analyses. All traffic should be shown, and consideration should 
be given to expanding the number of intersections analyzed.  

This memo is a supplement to the August memo that addresses the Brockington report in regards to 
conclusions 1 and 2.  
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1) Cruise ship traffic generation data needed 

As discussed in my August memo, the earlier reports cited above use estimates of cruise ship traffic, and 
these estimates are not completely consistent from one report to another. The Brockington report uses 
yet another set of estimates.  

Table 4.2 of the Brockington report (p. 35) tabulates the annual number of cruise passengers from 2010 
to 2014. These are likely exact numbers based on ticketed passengers. In Table 4.3 (p. 43), these 
passenger counts are converted to annual personal vehicles using averages of 4.0, 4.1 and 4.2 
passengers per vehicle. No data source is given for these numbers, and they are considerably higher 
than numbers in other cruise ship reports. As is discussed in my August memo, the 2012 Simulation 
Model Presentations gives numbers of 3.5 for private vehicles and 3.0 for taxis. However, the same 
report gives an average party size of 3.2 Given that the great majority of passengers arrive by private 
vehicle, the 3.5 average for private vehicles is too high if the average party size is 3.2. In any case, an 
average of 4.0 or higher is implausible. 

The Brockington report also fails to consider shuttles and buses. While these vehicles often carry more 
passengers per vehicle than private cars and taxis, each vehicle has a larger traffic impact. 

The 4.0 – 4.2 averages in the Brockington report cannot be accepted as accurate given: 1) there is no 
documentation provided, 2) they are higher than the numbers presented in the previous reports. More 
accurate traffic data is needed for traffic analysis. 

2) Traffic impact analysis of peak periods is deficient 

The Brockington report compares annual cruise ship traffic to annual traffic visiting the Charleston 
Historic District. This framework was clearly chosen to minimize the apparent impact of the cruise ship 
terminal. Historical District traffic is widely dispersed by time of day, day of week and week of year. In 
contrast, cruise ship traffic is concentrated on certain days and time periods. Traffic impacts are never 
analyzed on an annual basis, but instead for peak hours where traffic problems may reoccur. Most 
often, these peak hours are the peak hours of adjacent street traffic, but can be the peak hours of traffic 
generators when the traffic generators are large. Even if the annual traffic estimates given in the 
Brockington report were accurate, they would be useless for evaluating traffic impacts. For evaluating 
traffic impacts, hourly traffic counts are needed for the periods when passengers are entering and 
exiting the cruise ship terminal area. 
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