










 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Section 2: 
Tabular Data 



 
 
 Q1. Are public transportation services, such as buses and shuttles, currently available in the 
community where you live? 
 
 Q1 Are services available in community Number Percent 
 1=Yes 685 33.0 % 
 2=No 1116 53.8 % 
 9=Don't know 273 13.2 % 
 Total 2074 100.0 % 
 

 
 
Q2. Have you ever used public transportation services in South Carolina? 
 
 Q2 Ever used services in South Carolina Number Percent 
 1=Yes 433 20.9 % 
 2=No 1610 77.6 % 
 9=Don't know 31 1.5 % 
 Total 2074 100.0 % 
 
  
Q3. Overall, how would you rate the availability of public transportation in South Carolina? 
 
 Q3 Availability in South Carolina Number Percent 
 1=Excellent 40 1.9 % 
 2=Good 162 7.8 % 
 3=Average 338 16.3 % 
 4=Poor 647 31.2 % 
 9=Don't know 887 42.8 % 
 Total 2074 100.0 % 
 
Q3. Overall, how would you rate the availability of public transportation in South Carolina? 
excluding don’t knows 
  
Q3 Availability in South Carolina Number Percent 
 1=Excellent 40 3.4 % 
 2=Good 162 13.6 % 
 3=Average 338 28.5 % 
 4=Poor 647 54.5 % 
 Total 1187 100.0 % 
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Q4. Overall, how would you rate the availability of public transportation in the community where 
you live? 
 
 Q4 Availability in community Number Percent 
 1=Excellent 42 2.0 % 
 2=Good 147 7.1 % 
 3=Average 225 10.8 % 
 4=Poor 941 45.4 % 
 9=Don't know 719 34.7 % 
 Total 2074 100.0 % 
 
 
Q4. Overall, how would you rate the availability of public transportation in the community where 
you live? 
excluding don’t knows 
  
Q4 Availability in community Number Percent 
 1=Excellent 42 3.1 % 
 2=Good 147 10.8 % 
 3=Average 225 16.6 % 
 4=Poor 941 69.4 % 
 Total 1355 100.0 % 
 
Q5. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where '5' is 'Strongly AGREE" and '1' is "Strongly DISAGREE," 
please rate your agreement with the following statements about public transportation in South 
Carolina. 
(N=2074) 
 
 Strongly  Neutral/  Strongly 
 disagree Disagree not sure Agree agree 
 1 2 3 4 5  
 
Q5a Familiar with services that are available 21.0% 13.9% 29.7% 23.1% 12.3% 
 
Q5b Public transportation is safe to use 2.7% 4.8% 31.5% 39.7% 21.2% 
 
Q5c Designed to serve people like me 20.9% 24.6% 27.1% 17.0% 10.4% 
 
Q5d Affordable alternative to driving a car 6.1% 7.5% 32.4% 33.7% 20.3% 

 
Q5e Easy to use 10.8% 15.9% 44.2% 18.0% 11.1% 
 
Q5f Clean 5.4% 8.5% 58.4% 19.2% 8.5% 
 
Q5g Reliable 4.9% 7.4% 54.9% 23.3% 9.5% 
 
Q5h Days & times available are adequate 12.6% 13.5% 58.5% 10.2% 5.2% 
 
Q5i Locations served are adequate 17.4% 18.6% 51.4% 7.9% 4.8% 
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Q6. Which TWO of the following groups do you think public transportation in South Carolina 
should be designed to serve most? 
 
 Q6 Should be designed to serve most Number Percent 
 1 = Commuters 891 43.0 % 
 2 = Students 247 11.9 % 
 3 = Seniors 735 35.4 % 
 4 = Low income/persons without cars 1272 61.3 % 
 5 = Tourists 82 4.0 % 
 6 = Persons with disabilities 635 30.6 % 
 7 = Other 32 1.5 % 
 9 = Don't know 79 3.8 % 
 Total 3973 
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Q6. Other: 
 
 Q6 Other Number Percent 
 ALL= 1 3.1 % 
 ALL CITIZENS= 1 3.1 % 
 ALL PEOPLE= 1 3.1 % 
 ALL PEOPLE GOING ANYWHERE= 1 3.1 % 
 ALL PEOPLES= 1 3.1 % 
 ANYONE= 2 6.3 % 
 ANYONE IN NEED= 1 3.1 % 
 ANYONE THAT NEEDS IT= 1 3.1 % 
 ANYONE WHO NEEDS IT= 1 3.1 % 
 ANYONE WHO WANTS TO DO SO= 1 3.1 % 
 DESIGNED FOR ALL= 1 3.1 % 
 EVERYBODY= 1 3.1 % 
 EVERYONE= 5 15.6 % 
 EVERYONE WHO DESIRE= 1 3.1 % 
 IN AND AROUND CITIES= 1 3.1 % 
 MILITARY= 1 3.1 % 
 MUST SERVE ALL EQUALLY= 1 3.1 % 
 NO ONE ELSE= 1 3.1 % 
 NOT NEEDED IN MY COUNTY= 1 3.1 % 
 PEOPLE LEAVING WORK= 1 3.1 % 
 PEOPLE W/NO TRANSP= 1 3.1 % 
 PEOPLE WHO ARE TOURIST= 1 3.1 % 
 SCHOOL CHILDREN= 1 3.1 % 
 SHOPS, DAYTIME & GROCERY= 1 3.1 % 
 TO ALL IN NEED= 1 3.1 % 
 TO SERVE EVERYONE= 1 3.1 % 
 TOTALLY INSUFFICIENT= 1 3.1 % 
 Total 32 100.0 % 
 
  
 
Q7. Overall, how important do you think it is for SCDOT to encourage the development of 
alternative forms of transportation to the single-passenger car, such as bus service, ridesharing 
programs, vanpooling, or commuter/light rail? 
 
 Q7 Important to encourage other forms Number Percent 
 1=Very important 1048 50.5 % 
 2=Somewhat 570 27.5 % 
 3=Not sure 332 16.0 % 
 4=Not important 124 6.0 % 
 Total 2074 100.0 % 
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Q8. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where '5' is 'Very LIKELY" and '1' is "Very UNLIKELY," please 
indicate how likely you or other members of your household would be to use the following types of 
transportation. 
(N=2074) 
 
 Not likely     
 at all Not likely Not sure Likely Very likely 
 1 2 3 4 5  
 
Q8a High speed rapid bus or trolley service 19.4% 18.6% 22.3% 21.9% 17.8% 
 
Q8b Door-to-door shuttle service 20.2% 14.0% 18.5% 23.3% 24.1% 
 
Q8c Park-and-ride services 18.2% 18.6% 21.1% 25.0% 17.1% 
 
Q8d Bus service that operates on fixed 
        routes 17.2% 20.2% 24.1% 23.6% 15.0% 
 
Q8e Van pool service 24.9% 21.5% 22.2% 18.7% 12.7% 
 
Q8f Intercity bus service 18.8% 18.4% 23.2% 23.6% 16.1% 
 
Q8g Commuter rail service 17.0% 15.0% 21.2% 25.9% 20.9% 

 
 

Q9. Using a five-point scale where '5' means "Very IMPORTANT" AND '1' means "NOT 
IMPORTANT," please indicate how important you think each of the following transportation 
priorities should be in South Carolina over the next 5 years. 
(N=2074) 
 
 Not     
 important Not   Very 
 at all important Not sure Important important 
 1 2 3 4 5  
 
Q9a Building new roads/highways 4.1% 8.3% 16.0% 27.3% 44.3% 
 
Q9b Improving general public transportation 3.3% 4.4% 19.5% 33.9% 38.8% 
 
Q9c Improving transportation services 1.5% 2.2% 12.9% 35.0% 48.5% 
 
Q9d Adding capacity to existing roads  
        & highways 2.7% 4.7% 14.7% 33.0% 45.0% 
 
Q9e Maintaining existing roads & highways 0.6% 0.7% 4.3% 20.3% 74.1% 
 
Q9f Expanding bicycle trails & pedestrian 
       walkway 6.0% 13.1% 19.2% 30.9% 30.8% 
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Q10. Which TWO transportation priorities from the list above do you think are MOST 
important? 
 
 Q10 1st choice Number Percent 
 A=Building new roads/highways 397 19.1 % 
 B=Improving general public transportation 271 13.1 % 
 C=Improving for elderly & disabled 366 17.6 % 
 D=Adding capacity to roads 258 12.4 % 
 E=Maintaining existing roads 608 29.3 % 
 F=Expanding bicycle trails 83 4.0 % 
 Z=None chosen 91 4.4 % 
 Total 2074 100.0 % 
 
  
 
Q10. Which TWO transportation priorities from the list above do you think are MOST 
important? 
 
 Q10 2nd choice Number Percent 
 A=Building new roads/highways 175 8.4 % 
 B=Improving general public transportation 212 10.2 % 
 C=Improving for elderly & disabled 337 16.2 % 
 D=Adding capacity to roads 429 20.7 % 
 E=Maintaining existing roads 583 28.1 % 
 F=Expanding bicycle trails 183 8.8 % 
 Z=None chosen 155 7.5 % 
 Total 2074 100.0 % 
 
  
 
Q10. Which TWO transportation priorities from the list above do you think are MOST 
important? (both selections) 
 
 Q10 both choices Number Percent 
 A = Building new roads/highways 572 27.6 % 
 B = Improving general public transportation 483 23.3 % 
 C = Improving for elderly & disabled 703 33.9 % 
 D = Adding capacity to roads 687 33.1 % 
 E = Maintaining existing roads 1191 57.4 % 
 F = Expanding bicycle trails 266 12.8 % 
 Z = None chosen 91 4.4 % 
 Total 3993 
 
   
  

ETC Institute (April 2007) 16



 
Q11. How do you think the current level of funding for public transportation (e.g., bus, rail) in 
South Carolina should change over the next five years? 
 
 Q11 Level of funding should Number Percent 
 1=Be reduced 103 5.0 % 
 2=Stay the same 411 19.8 % 
 3=Be somewhat greater 868 41.9 % 
 4=Be much greater 564 27.2 % 
 9=Don't know 128 6.2 % 
 Total 2074 100.0 % 
 
Q12. Using a five-point scale where '5' is "Very SUPPORTIVE" and '1' is "NOT SUPPORTIVE 
at All," please indicate how supportive you would be of using the following types of funding to 
support expanded public transportation services in South Carolina. 
(N=2074) 
 
 Not     
 supportive Not   Very 
 at all supportive Not sure Supportive supportive 
 1 2 3 4 5  
Q12a Local government funding from cities 9.2% 8.9% 27.4% 33.9% 20.6% 
Q12b State government funding 5.8% 5.2% 22.6% 35.4% 31.1% 
Q12c User fees 8.5% 7.2% 26.7% 29.7% 27.9% 

 
 
Q13. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where '5' is 'Very LIKELY" and '1' is "Very UNLIKELY," please 
rate how likely each factor would be to encourage you to begin using public transportation in 
South Carolina. 
(N=2074) 
 
 Not likely     
 at all Not likely Not sure Likely Very likely 
 1 2 3 4 5  
Q13a Cost of parking increases                              24.1% 21.6% 26.3% 17.6% 10.4% 
 
Q13b Time it takes to get to work by car increase 19.4% 17.6% 22.8% 24.2% 16.1% 
 
Q13c Transit stops located closer to home             16.1% 14.3% 19.4% 29.7% 20.4% 
 
Q13d Buses are scheduled to arrive more freq.      16.2% 15.5% 24.4% 26.2% 17.6% 
 
Q13e Better informed on how to use the system    17.2% 16.9% 24.6% 24.7% 16.6% 
 
Q13f Your employer provided incentives              23.2% 14.3% 25.1% 21.1% 16.3% 
 
Q13g Rail service were available                           18.7% 14.1% 25.7% 23.2% 18.2% 
 
Q13h Coach-style buses were available                 18.0% 15.4% 28.6% 22.5% 15.5% 
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Q14. Are any persons in your household, ages 16 and older, dependent on public transportation or 
rides from friends or relatives because they do not have a car or do not drive? 
 
 Q14 Persons dependent on public transportation Number Percent 
 1=Yes 224 10.8 % 
 2=No 1806 87.1 % 
 9=Don't know 44 2.1 % 
 Total 2074 100.0 % 
 
Q15. How many persons in your household (counting yourself), are? 
 

 Mean Total Sum 
Q15 Under age 10 0.22 2058 448 
Q15 10-17 years 0.20 2058 417 
Q15 18-29 years 0.25 2058 508 
Q15 30-39 years 0.21 2058 425 
Q15 40-49 years 0.34 2058 701 
Q15 50-59 years 0.40 2058 815 
Q15 60-69 years 0.42 2058 857 
Q15 70+ years 0.36 2058 736 

 
Q16. Your gender: 
 
 Q16 Gender Number Percent 
 1=Male 1068 51.5 % 
 2=Female 1006 48.5 % 
 Total 2074 100.0 % 

 
Q17. Would you say your total annual household income is: 
 
 Q17 Total annual household income Number Percent 
 1=Under $30,000 486 23.4 % 
 2=$30,000 to $59,999 601 29.0 % 
 3=$60,000 to $99,999 454 21.9 % 
 4=$100,000 plus 307 14.8 % 
 9=Not provided 226 10.9 % 
 Total 2074 100.0 % 
 
REGION Number Percent 
 1=Appalachian 210 10.1 % 
 2=Upper Savannah 201 9.7 % 
 3=Catawba 212 10.2 % 
 4=Central Midlands 200 9.7 % 
 5=Lower Savannah 203 9.8 % 
 6=Santee-Lynches 206 10.0 % 
 7=Pee-Dee 205 9.9 % 
 8=BCD 203 9.8 % 
 9=Low 201 9.7 % 
 10=Waccawmaw 228 11.0 % 
 Total 2069 100.0 % 
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Section 3: 
Cross-Tabular Data by Region 



 
 
  
 
Q1. Are public transportation services, such as buses and shuttles, currently available in the community where you live? 
 
N=2074  REGION  Total 

   
Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah 

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee-
Lynches

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    

    
Q1 Are services available in community 
    
1=Yes  38.1% 8.5% 12.3% 37.0% 30.0% 46.6% 44.4% 51.7% 27.4% 34.2% 33.0%
    
2=No  53.3% 86.6% 73.1% 47.5% 55.2% 37.9% 40.0% 38.4% 57.2% 49.1% 53.8%
    
9=Don't know  8.6% 5.0% 14.6% 15.5% 14.8% 15.5% 15.6% 9.9% 15.4% 16.7% 13.2%
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Q2. Have you ever used public transportation services in South Carolina? 
 
N=2074  REGION  Total 

   
Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee-
Lynches 

 
 

Pee-Dee 

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    

     
Q2 Ever used services in South Carolina 
     
1=Yes  31.4% 18.9% 12.3% 34.0% 19.7% 17.0% 19.0% 30.0% 9.5% 16.7% 20.9% 
     
2=No  67.1% 80.1% 84.4% 64.5% 79.3% 81.1% 80.0% 69.0% 89.6% 81.6% 77.6% 
     
9=Don't know  1.4% 1.0% 3.3% 1.5% 1.0% 1.9% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.8% 1.5% 
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Q3. Overall, how would you rate the availability of public transportation in South Carolina? 
 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee-
Lynches 

 
 

Pee-Dee 

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
     
Q3 Availability in South Carolina 
     
1=Excellent  1.9% 0.5% 2.4% 1.0% 2.0% 3.9% 2.4% 3.4% 0.0% 1.8% 1.9% 
     
2=Good  10.0% 5.5% 3.8% 9.5% 5.9% 8.7% 13.2% 11.3% 3.5% 7.0% 7.8% 
     
3=Average  19.5% 14.4% 6.1% 22.0% 9.9% 20.4% 19.5% 23.2% 10.9% 16.7% 16.3% 
     
4=Poor  32.4% 27.4% 34.0% 29.0% 40.9% 18.9% 26.3% 30.0% 38.8% 33.3% 31.2% 
     
9=Don't know  36.2% 52.2% 53.8% 38.5% 41.4% 48.1% 38.5% 32.0% 46.8% 41.2% 42.8% 
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Q4. Overall, how would you rate the availability of public transportation in the community where you live? 
 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee-
Lynches

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
     
Q4 Availability in community 
     
1=Excellent  3.3% 0.0% 1.4% 1.0% 1.5% 3.9% 2.9% 4.9% 0.5% 0.9% 2.0% 
     
2=Good  10.5% 6.0% 3.3% 8.5% 7.4% 7.8% 12.7% 8.4% 2.0% 4.8% 7.1% 
     
3=Average  12.4% 5.0% 4.2% 15.0% 8.9% 10.2% 12.7% 21.7% 9.0% 9.6% 10.8% 
     
4=Poor  46.2% 51.2% 46.7% 38.5% 51.7% 34.5% 39.5% 40.9% 50.7% 52.2% 45.4% 
     
9=Don't know  27.6% 37.8% 44.3% 37.0% 30.5% 43.7% 32.2% 24.1% 37.8% 32.5% 34.7% 
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Q5. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where '5' is 'Strongly AGREE" and '1' is "Strongly DISAGREE," please rate your agreement with the following 
statements about public transportation in South Carolina. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee- 
Lynches 

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
Q5a Familiar with services that are available 
    
5=Strongly agree  17.1% 12.4% 8.5% 9.0% 14.3% 15.0% 14.1% 14.8% 6.5% 11.0% 12.3%
    
4=Agree  29.0% 22.9% 15.1% 29.5% 17.7% 22.3% 21.0% 30.0% 20.4% 22.4% 23.1%
    
3=Neutral/not sure  23.3% 25.4% 32.5% 29.0% 28.1% 30.1% 32.7% 31.5% 32.8% 32.0% 29.7%
    
2=Disagree  11.4% 18.4% 16.5% 14.0% 11.8% 13.6% 12.2% 10.8% 15.9% 14.5% 13.9%
    
1=Strongly disagree  19.0% 20.9% 27.4% 18.5% 28.1% 18.9% 20.0% 12.8% 24.4% 20.2% 21.0%

Q5b Public transportation is safe to use 
5=Strongly agree  26.2% 19.9% 18.9% 19.5% 26.6% 23.8% 23.4% 22.2% 14.9% 17.5% 21.2%
    
4=Agree  40.5% 37.3% 41.0% 42.5% 38.9% 34.5% 42.4% 40.9% 38.3% 39.9% 39.7%
    
3=Neutral/not sure  28.6% 32.3% 32.1% 28.5% 28.1% 33.5% 28.3% 26.1% 41.3% 36.4% 31.5%
    
2=Disagree  2.9% 7.0% 5.7% 6.0% 2.0% 6.3% 2.4% 9.9% 3.5% 2.6% 4.8%
    
1=Strongly disagree  1.9% 3.5% 2.4% 3.5% 4.4% 1.9% 3.4% 1.0% 2.0% 3.5% 2.7%
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Q5. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where '5' is 'Strongly AGREE" and '1' is "Strongly DISAGREE," please rate your agreement with the following 
statements about public transportation in South Carolina. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee- 
Lynches 

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
Q5c Designed to serve people like me 
     
5=Strongly agree  14.8% 13.4% 10.4% 4.5% 11.8% 11.7% 14.1% 8.9% 6.0% 8.3% 10.4% 
     
4=Agree  16.2% 17.9% 16.0% 14.5% 20.2% 18.0% 26.3% 12.8% 9.5% 18.0% 17.0% 
     
3=Neutral/not sure  25.7% 21.9% 26.9% 31.5% 24.1% 29.6% 25.9% 28.6% 28.9% 28.9% 27.1% 
     
2=Disagree  24.3% 25.9% 26.4% 21.0% 21.2% 18.4% 17.1% 32.5% 31.3% 27.6% 24.6% 
     
1=Strongly disagree  19.0% 20.9% 20.3% 28.5% 22.7% 22.3% 16.6% 17.2% 24.4% 17.1% 20.9% 

Q5d Affordable alternative to driving a car 
5=Strongly agree  25.2% 22.9% 19.8% 17.5% 22.2% 24.3% 17.1% 21.2% 15.9% 18.0% 20.3% 
     
4=Agree  38.1% 32.8% 38.7% 36.5% 29.6% 27.7% 31.7% 37.4% 32.8% 31.1% 33.7% 
     
3=Neutral/not sure  27.1% 28.4% 33.0% 32.5% 30.0% 35.4% 38.0% 27.6% 32.8% 38.2% 32.4% 
     
2=Disagree  5.7% 7.0% 3.3% 8.5% 8.9% 6.8% 5.4% 8.9% 12.4% 8.3% 7.5% 
     
1=Strongly disagree  3.8% 9.0% 5.2% 5.0% 9.4% 5.8% 7.8% 4.9% 6.0% 4.4% 6.1% 
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Q5. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where '5' is 'Strongly AGREE" and '1' is "Strongly DISAGREE," please rate your agreement with the following 
statements about public transportation in South Carolina. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee- 
Lynches 

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
Q5e Easy to use 
5=Strongly agree  14.3% 12.4% 10.8% 9.5% 14.3% 11.2% 14.1% 9.9% 5.5% 9.6% 11.1%
    
4=Agree  23.3% 19.4% 19.8% 16.0% 17.2% 18.0% 20.0% 17.2% 14.9% 14.5% 18.0%
    
3=Neutral/not sure  41.4% 41.3% 45.3% 47.0% 41.4% 47.1% 45.4% 41.4% 46.3% 45.2% 44.2%
    
2=Disagree  12.4% 15.4% 15.6% 16.5% 16.7% 14.6% 12.7% 22.2% 16.9% 15.8% 15.9%
    
1=Strongly disagree  8.6% 11.4% 8.5% 11.0% 10.3% 9.2% 7.8% 9.4% 16.4% 14.9% 10.8%

Q5f Clean 
5=Strongly agree  12.9% 9.0% 9.0% 4.5% 10.8% 11.7% 9.8% 5.9% 2.5% 9.2% 8.5%
    
4=Agree  24.3% 16.4% 18.4% 19.5% 19.7% 18.4% 18.0% 23.6% 17.4% 15.8% 19.2%
    
3=Neutral/not sure  54.8% 54.2% 59.0% 60.5% 53.2% 57.8% 64.9% 57.6% 60.7% 61.8% 58.4%
    
2=Disagree  6.2% 12.4% 6.6% 11.5% 8.4% 8.3% 4.4% 8.9% 12.4% 6.1% 8.5%
    
1=Strongly disagree  1.9% 8.0% 7.1% 4.0% 7.9% 3.9% 2.9% 3.9% 7.0% 7.0% 5.4%
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Q5. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where '5' is 'Strongly AGREE" and '1' is "Strongly DISAGREE," please rate your agreement with the following 
statements about public transportation in South Carolina. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee- 
Lynches 

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
Q5g Reliable 
5=Strongly agree  13.3% 9.0% 10.4% 6.0% 13.3% 12.1% 11.7% 7.9% 3.5% 7.5% 9.5% 
     
4=Agree  28.6% 23.9% 27.8% 21.5% 23.6% 21.4% 22.0% 24.6% 21.4% 18.9% 23.3% 
     
3=Neutral/not sure  50.0% 51.2% 53.3% 61.5% 50.7% 56.3% 57.6% 52.7% 61.2% 55.3% 54.9% 
     
2=Disagree  5.7% 9.5% 4.7% 6.5% 6.4% 6.3% 3.9% 10.8% 8.5% 10.5% 7.4% 
     
1=Strongly disagree  2.4% 6.5% 3.8% 4.5% 5.9% 3.9% 4.9% 3.9% 5.5% 7.9% 4.9% 

Q5h Days & times available are adequate 
5=Strongly agree  4.8% 7.0% 4.7% 2.5% 5.9% 6.3% 7.8% 6.9% 1.5% 4.8% 5.2% 
     
4=Agree  13.8% 9.0% 9.9% 9.5% 9.4% 13.6% 11.7% 12.3% 5.0% 7.5% 10.2% 
     
3=Neutral/not sure  53.8% 56.7% 61.3% 61.5% 52.7% 55.8% 64.4% 55.7% 60.2% 63.6% 58.5% 
     
2=Disagree  16.2% 13.4% 9.4% 15.0% 15.8% 13.1% 9.3% 14.8% 16.9% 11.0% 13.5% 
     
1=Strongly disagree  11.4% 13.9% 14.6% 11.5% 16.3% 11.2% 6.8% 10.3% 16.4% 13.2% 12.6% 
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Q5. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where '5' is 'Strongly AGREE" and '1' is "Strongly DISAGREE," please rate your agreement with the following 
statements about public transportation in South Carolina. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee- 
Lynches 

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
Q5i Locations served are adequate 
5=Strongly agree  5.7% 6.0% 3.8% 2.5% 4.9% 5.8% 6.8% 6.4% 1.0% 5.3% 4.8% 
     
4=Agree  10.0% 8.0% 6.1% 9.5% 7.4% 12.6% 7.3% 9.9% 3.0% 5.3% 7.9% 
     
3=Neutral/not sure  46.7% 49.3% 53.3% 52.5% 48.3% 50.0% 62.0% 45.3% 55.7% 50.9% 51.4% 
     
2=Disagree  23.8% 17.9% 16.5% 20.5% 16.7% 15.5% 12.2% 26.1% 16.9% 19.3% 18.6% 
     
1=Strongly disagree  13.8% 18.9% 20.3% 15.0% 22.7% 16.0% 11.7% 12.3% 23.4% 19.3% 17.4% 
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Q6. Which TWO of the following groups do you think public transportation in South Carolina should be designed to serve most? 
 
N=2074  REGION Total 
   

Appal-
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah 

 
Santee-
Lynches

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

 
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10   
   
Q6 Should be designed to serve most 
   
1=Commuters  44.8% 34.3% 47.6% 51.5% 38.9% 34.5% 30.7% 57.1% 50.7% 39.5% 43.0% 
   
2=Students  18.1% 17.4% 12.3% 5.0% 13.8% 10.7% 12.2% 7.4% 12.4% 10.1% 11.9% 
   
3=Seniors  34.8% 44.3% 37.7% 28.0% 36.9% 37.4% 42.0% 25.6% 32.8% 35.5% 35.4% 
   
4=Low income/persons 
without cars 

 
69.5% 51.7% 55.2% 72.0% 65.5% 58.3% 55.6% 66.5% 59.7% 58.8%

 
61.3% 

   
5=Tourists  1.4% 2.5% 4.2% 2.5% 3.4% 2.9% 2.9% 5.9% 2.5% 10.5% 4.0% 
   
6=Persons with disabilities  24.3% 36.8% 29.7% 29.0% 28.6% 38.8% 42.0% 21.7% 25.9% 29.8% 30.6% 
   
7=Other  0.5% 1.0% 0.9% 1.5% 2.0% 1.9% 0.0% 3.4% 2.0% 2.2% 1.5% 
   
9=Don't know  2.9% 3.5% 4.2% 2.0% 3.0% 4.9% 5.4% 4.4% 4.0% 3.9% 3.8% 
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Q7. Overall, how important do you think it is for SCDOT to encourage the development of alternative forms of transportation to the single-
passenger car, such as bus service, ridesharing programs, vanpooling, or commuter/light rail? 
 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee- 
Lynches 

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
     
Q7 Important to encourage other forms 
     
1=Very important  54.8% 41.3% 46.2% 51.0% 52.7% 48.1% 45.9% 60.6% 49.3% 54.8% 50.5% 

     
2=Somewhat  27.6% 30.3% 27.4% 29.0% 24.6% 27.7% 24.9% 23.6% 31.8% 28.1% 27.5% 
     
3=Not sure  16.2% 21.9% 18.9% 13.0% 13.8% 18.0% 23.9% 10.8% 11.4% 12.7% 16.0% 
     
4=Not important  1.4% 6.5% 7.5% 7.0% 8.9% 6.3% 5.4% 4.9% 7.5% 4.4% 6.0% 
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Q8. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where '5' is 'Very LIKELY" and '1' is "Very UNLIKELY," please indicate how likely you or other members of 
your household would be to use the following types of transportation. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee- 
Lynches 

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
Q8a High speed rapid bus or trolley service 
5=Very likely  19.5% 13.4% 19.8% 19.0% 18.2% 17.5% 21.5% 19.7% 14.4% 14.5% 17.8% 
     
4=Likely  25.7% 14.4% 23.6% 20.5% 18.7% 22.3% 19.5% 29.6% 21.9% 22.4% 21.9% 
     
3=Not sure  22.4% 23.4% 16.0% 23.5% 23.2% 22.3% 22.4% 23.6% 23.4% 23.7% 22.3% 
     
2=Not likely  17.6% 22.4% 20.3% 17.5% 14.8% 16.0% 20.0% 14.3% 22.4% 21.1% 18.6% 
     
1=Not likely at all  14.8% 26.4% 20.3% 19.5% 25.1% 21.8% 16.6% 12.8% 17.9% 18.4% 19.4% 

Q8b Door-to-door shuttle service 
    
5=Very likely  26.2% 25.9% 21.7% 20.0% 26.1% 27.7% 28.8% 23.2% 14.4% 26.8% 24.1%
    
4=Likely  26.2% 22.9% 19.8% 20.0% 24.1% 21.4% 24.4% 23.6% 25.4% 25.0% 23.3%
    
3=Not sure  16.7% 14.4% 17.5% 21.5% 16.7% 15.5% 21.0% 21.2% 21.9% 18.9% 18.5%
    
2=Not likely  14.3% 16.4% 14.2% 15.0% 10.8% 15.0% 11.2% 12.8% 17.4% 13.2% 14.0%
    
1=Not likely at all  16.7% 20.4% 26.9% 23.5% 22.2% 20.4% 14.6% 19.2% 20.9% 16.2% 20.2%
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Q8. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where '5' is 'Very LIKELY" and '1' is "Very UNLIKELY," please indicate how likely you or other members of 
your household would be to use the following types of transportation. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee-
Lynches

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
Q8c Park-and-ride services 
5=Very likely  23.8% 16.9% 15.6% 12.5% 16.7% 18.0% 19.0% 20.7% 14.9% 13.2% 17.1%
    
4=Likely  25.7% 24.4% 25.0% 24.5% 26.1% 21.8% 26.3% 30.0% 25.9% 20.6% 25.0%
    
3=Not sure  18.6% 19.4% 20.8% 22.0% 21.7% 20.9% 21.5% 21.2% 20.9% 24.6% 21.1%
    
2=Not likely  18.6% 18.9% 18.4% 22.5% 11.8% 18.9% 18.5% 14.8% 20.4% 22.8% 18.6%
    
1=Not likely at all  13.3% 20.4% 20.3% 18.5% 23.6% 20.4% 14.6% 13.3% 17.9% 18.9% 18.2%

Q8d Bus service that operates on fixed routes 
    
5=Very likely  19.0% 13.9% 12.3% 10.5% 16.7% 17.5% 17.6% 11.8% 12.4% 17.5% 15.0%
    
4=Likely  27.6% 21.9% 22.6% 24.5% 24.6% 21.8% 24.4% 25.6% 21.9% 21.1% 23.6%
    
3=Not sure  24.8% 20.4% 19.3% 22.5% 23.6% 21.4% 26.3% 26.1% 28.9% 27.2% 24.1%
    
2=Not likely  15.2% 22.4% 25.0% 24.5% 15.8% 19.4% 18.0% 21.2% 19.9% 21.1% 20.2%
    
1=Not likely at all  13.3% 21.4% 20.8% 18.0% 19.2% 19.9% 13.7% 15.3% 16.9% 13.2% 17.2%
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Q8. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where '5' is 'Very LIKELY" and '1' is "Very UNLIKELY," please indicate how likely you or other members of 
your household would be to use the following types of transportation. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee-
Lynches 

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
Q8e Van pool service 
5=Very likely  17.6% 9.5% 11.3% 11.0% 10.8% 17.0% 18.5% 14.3% 7.0% 9.6% 12.7%
    
4=Likely  23.8% 20.4% 21.7% 13.5% 27.1% 16.0% 19.5% 15.3% 16.4% 13.6% 18.7%
    
3=Not sure  19.5% 22.9% 18.9% 22.0% 20.2% 22.3% 24.9% 26.6% 16.4% 28.1% 22.2%
    
2=Not likely  19.5% 22.4% 21.7% 29.0% 15.3% 20.4% 15.1% 19.2% 29.9% 23.2% 21.5%
    
1=Not likely at all  19.5% 24.9% 26.4% 24.5% 26.6% 24.3% 22.0% 24.6% 30.3% 25.4% 24.9%

Q8f Intercity bus service 
    
5=Very likely  21.4% 16.4% 13.2% 11.0% 19.7% 19.4% 22.4% 10.3% 10.9% 15.4% 16.1%
    
4=Likely  29.5% 27.9% 25.5% 18.0% 24.1% 22.8% 25.4% 22.7% 21.4% 19.3% 23.6%
    
3=Not sure  18.6% 23.9% 20.3% 25.5% 24.6% 19.4% 22.4% 30.0% 19.4% 27.6% 23.2%
    
2=Not likely  16.7% 13.4% 19.3% 25.0% 11.8% 17.0% 15.1% 21.2% 25.4% 19.3% 18.4%
    
1=Not likely at all  13.8% 18.4% 21.7% 20.5% 19.7% 21.4% 14.6% 15.8% 22.9% 18.4% 18.8%
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Q8. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where '5' is 'Very LIKELY" and '1' is "Very UNLIKELY," please indicate how likely you or other members of 
your household would be to use the following types of transportation. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee-
Lynches

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
Q8g Commuter rail service 
5=Very likely  27.1% 21.4% 18.9% 16.5% 25.1% 23.3% 24.9% 21.7% 12.9% 16.2% 20.9%
   
4=Likely  31.9% 24.4% 28.3% 24.0% 27.6% 22.8% 22.0% 29.6% 24.4% 24.6% 25.9%
   
3=Not sure  15.2% 22.4% 17.0% 24.5% 20.7% 23.8% 24.9% 22.2% 17.4% 24.6% 21.2%
   
2=Not likely  13.8% 14.4% 16.0% 17.0% 8.9% 11.2% 16.6% 12.8% 22.4% 17.1% 15.0%
   
1=Not likely at all  11.9% 17.4% 19.8% 18.0% 17.7% 18.9% 11.7% 13.8% 22.9% 17.5% 17.0%
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Q9. Using a five-point scale where '5' means "Very IMPORTANT" AND '1' means "NOT IMPORTANT," please indicate how important 
you think each of the following transportation priorities should be in South Carolina over the next 5 years. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower

Savannah

 
Santee- 
Lynches 

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc-
awmaw

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
Q9a Building new roads/highways 
5=Very important  38.6% 47.8% 41.5% 31.5% 39.9% 42.2% 44.9% 44.8% 45.3% 64.0% 44.3%
    
4=Important  30.0% 21.9% 32.5% 31.0% 31.5% 25.7% 27.3% 30.0% 23.9% 20.2% 27.3%
    
3=Not sure  17.1% 16.9% 15.1% 19.5% 14.8% 20.9% 14.6% 13.3% 18.4% 9.2% 16.0%
    
2=Not important  11.4% 9.5% 7.1% 11.5% 9.4% 8.3% 5.9% 8.9% 8.5% 3.5% 8.3%
    
1=Not important at all  2.9% 4.0% 3.8% 6.5% 4.4% 2.9% 7.3% 3.0% 4.0% 3.1% 4.1%

Q9b Improving general public transportation 
    
5=Very important  39.0% 42.3% 32.1% 35.0% 42.9% 37.9% 42.9% 38.4% 34.8% 42.5% 38.8%
    
4=Important  41.0% 26.9% 32.5% 32.5% 29.1% 31.6% 31.2% 39.4% 37.3% 36.8% 33.9%
    
3=Not sure  16.2% 20.9% 25.5% 21.5% 15.8% 20.4% 20.5% 15.3% 23.9% 15.8% 19.5%
    
2=Not important  2.9% 5.5% 3.3% 9.0% 6.9% 5.8% 2.9% 3.9% 2.0% 2.6% 4.4%
    
1=Not important at all  1.0% 4.5% 6.6% 2.0% 5.4% 4.4% 2.4% 3.0% 2.0% 2.2% 3.3%
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Q9. Using a five-point scale where '5' means "Very IMPORTANT" AND '1' means "NOT IMPORTANT," please indicate how important 
you think each of the following transportation priorities should be in South Carolina over the next 5 years. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower

Savannah

 
Santee- 
Lynches 

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc-
awmaw

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
Q9c Improving transportation services 
5=Very important  49.5% 56.2% 42.0% 41.0% 50.7% 58.7% 53.7% 44.8% 38.8% 49.6% 48.5%
    
4=Important  35.2% 28.4% 34.9% 38.0% 30.5% 27.2% 31.2% 38.4% 46.3% 38.6% 35.0%
    
3=Not sure  12.9% 11.9% 17.9% 18.5% 12.3% 9.7% 10.7% 13.8% 12.4% 9.2% 12.9%
    
2=Not important  1.4% 2.0% 1.9% 2.5% 3.0% 2.9% 2.9% 2.0% 2.0% 1.3% 2.2%
    
1=Not important at all  1.0% 1.5% 3.3% 0.0% 3.4% 1.5% 1.5% 1.0% 0.5% 1.3% 1.5%

Q9d Adding capacity to existing roads & hwys 
     
5=Very important  41.9% 46.3% 42.0% 39.0% 39.9% 42.7% 45.9% 51.2% 48.8% 51.8% 45.0% 
     
4=Important  33.3% 25.9% 37.7% 39.5% 33.5% 28.6% 30.2% 33.5% 33.3% 33.3% 33.0% 
     
3=Not sure  18.1% 18.4% 14.6% 15.0% 20.7% 18.9% 10.2% 9.9% 12.4% 9.6% 14.7% 
     
2=Not important  5.2% 5.0% 2.4% 5.5% 3.0% 6.3% 8.8% 3.9% 4.5% 2.6% 4.7% 
     
1=Not important at all  1.4% 4.5% 3.3% 1.0% 3.0% 3.4% 4.9% 1.5% 1.0% 2.6% 2.7% 
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Q9. Using a five-point scale where '5' means "Very IMPORTANT" AND '1' means "NOT IMPORTANT," please indicate how important 
you think each of the following transportation priorities should be in South Carolina over the next 5 years. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower

Savannah

 
Santee- 
Lynches 

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
Q9e Maintaining existing roads & highways 
5=Very important  74.8% 79.1% 72.2% 67.0% 70.9% 77.7% 74.1% 78.3% 72.6% 74.1% 74.1% 
     
4=Important  17.6% 13.4% 23.1% 30.0% 22.2% 15.0% 20.0% 17.7% 24.4% 19.7% 20.3% 
     
3=Not sure  6.2% 5.0% 3.8% 3.0% 6.4% 5.3% 3.9% 2.5% 3.0% 4.4% 4.3% 
     
2=Not important  1.4% 1.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 1.5% 0.5% 1.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.7% 
     
1=Not important at all  0.0% 1.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 1.5% 0.5% 0.0% 1.3% 0.6% 

 
Q9f Expanding bicycle trails & pedestrian walkway 
    
5=Very important  34.8% 31.8% 32.1% 22.5% 27.6% 29.1% 36.1% 35.5% 27.4% 31.6% 30.8%
    
4=Important  30.0% 30.8% 30.2% 35.0% 34.0% 32.0% 30.7% 26.1% 28.9% 29.8% 30.9%
    
3=Not sure  18.6% 17.9% 17.9% 20.5% 21.7% 20.9% 19.0% 17.7% 18.4% 20.2% 19.2%
    
2=Not important  12.9% 12.9% 11.8% 16.5% 9.4% 9.2% 10.2% 16.7% 19.4% 12.3% 13.1%
    
1=Not important at all  3.8% 6.5% 8.0% 5.5% 7.4% 8.7% 3.9% 3.9% 6.0% 6.1% 6.0%
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Q10. Which TWO transportation priorities from the list above do you think are MOST important? 
 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal-
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee-
Lynches

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc-
awmaw

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
  
Q10 Most important 
   
A=Building new roads/ 
highways 

 
13.3% 15.4% 17.0% 17.5% 18.7%

 
13.1% 17.1% 18.2% 19.9% 39.5% 19.1%

   
B=Improving general public 
transportation 

 
14.8% 13.4% 10.4% 15.0% 18.2%

 
10.7% 14.6% 10.8% 12.9% 10.1% 13.1%

   
C=Improving for elderly & 
disabled 

 
19.5% 21.4% 18.4% 14.5% 19.2%

 
24.3% 21.5% 12.8% 13.4% 11.8% 17.6%

   
D=Adding capacity to roads  11.9% 8.5% 12.7% 14.5% 10.3% 9.7% 8.8% 22.7% 15.4% 10.1% 12.4%
   
E=Maintaining existing roads  31.4% 32.3% 30.2% 33.5% 24.6% 33.5% 29.8% 26.1% 32.3% 20.2% 29.3%
   
F=Expanding bicycle trails  4.8% 3.5% 7.1% 3.5% 3.9% 2.4% 3.4% 6.4% 3.0% 2.2% 4.0%
 
Z=None chosen  4.3% 5.5% 4.2% 1.5% 4.9% 6.3% 4.9% 3.0% 3.0% 6.1% 4.4%
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Q10. Which TWO transportation priorities from the list above do you think are MOST important? 
 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal-
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee- 
Lynches

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc-
awmaw

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
  
Q10 2nd 
   
A=Building new roads/ 
highways 

 
10.0% 9.5% 7.5% 8.0% 5.4%

 
5.3% 4.9% 12.3% 11.9% 9.2% 8.4%

   
B=Improving general public 
transportation 

 
10.0% 7.5% 8.5% 12.5% 12.8%

 
9.2% 6.8% 13.3% 11.9% 10.1% 10.2%

   
C=Improving for elderly & 
disabled 

 
16.2% 19.4% 16.0% 12.5% 20.2%

 
14.6% 18.5% 15.3% 13.9% 16.2% 16.2%

   
D=Adding capacity to roads  19.5% 17.4% 17.5% 26.5% 12.3% 23.3% 20.5% 17.7% 26.9% 25.0% 20.7%
   
E=Maintaining existing roads  27.1% 26.9% 30.7% 30.0% 34.0% 28.2% 29.3% 26.1% 25.4% 23.7% 28.1%
   
F=Expanding bicycle trails  11.9% 8.5% 12.3% 5.5% 8.9% 6.8% 11.7% 9.9% 6.0% 6.6% 8.8%
 
Z=None chosen  5.2% 10.9% 7.5% 5.0% 6.4% 12.6% 8.3% 5.4% 4.0% 9.2% 7.5%
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Q10. Which TWO transportation priorities from the list above do you think are MOST important? (both selections) 
 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal-
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee-
Lynches

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc-
awmaw

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
  
Q10 Most important 
  
A=Building new roads/ 
highways 

 
23.3% 24.9% 24.5% 25.5% 24.1% 18.4% 22.0% 30.5% 31.8% 48.7% 27.6%

  
B=Improving general public 
transportation 

 
24.8% 20.9% 18.9% 27.5% 31.0% 19.9% 21.5% 24.1% 24.9% 20.2% 23.3%

  
C=Improving for elderly & 
disabled 

 
35.7% 40.8% 34.4% 27.0% 39.4% 38.8% 40.0% 28.1% 27.4% 28.1% 33.9%

  
D=Adding capacity to roads  31.4% 25.9% 30.2% 41.0% 22.7% 33.0% 29.3% 40.4% 42.3% 35.1% 33.1%
  
E=Maintaining existing roads  58.6% 59.2% 60.8% 63.5% 58.6% 61.7% 59.0% 52.2% 57.7% 43.9% 57.4%
  
F=Expanding bicycle trails  16.7% 11.9% 19.3% 9.0% 12.8% 9.2% 15.1% 16.3% 9.0% 8.8% 12.8%
 
Z=None chosen  4.3% 5.5% 4.2% 1.5% 4.9% 6.3% 4.9% 3.0% 3.0% 6.1% 4.4%
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Q11. How do you think the current level of funding for public transportation (e.g., bus, rail) in South Carolina should change over the next 
five years? 
 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 
Sav. 

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower
Sav. 

 
Santee- 
Lynches 

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc-
awmaw

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
    
Q11 Level of funding should 
    
1=Be reduced  3.8% 4.5% 6.6% 7.5% 6.9% 5.3% 3.9% 4.4% 1.5% 5.3% 5.0%
    
2=Stay the same  14.8% 29.4% 20.3% 26.0% 14.8% 21.8% 23.4% 15.8% 16.9% 15.4% 19.8%
    
3=Be somewhat greater  43.8% 34.3% 44.8% 41.5% 42.9% 39.8% 37.1% 39.9% 47.8% 46.5% 41.9%
    
4=Be much greater  32.4% 23.9% 21.2% 20.5% 28.6% 28.2% 25.4% 36.0% 26.9% 28.5% 27.2%
    
9=Don't know  5.2% 8.0% 7.1% 4.5% 6.9% 4.9% 10.2% 3.9% 7.0% 4.4% 6.2%
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Q12. Using a five-point scale where '5' is "Very SUPPORTIVE" and '1' is "NOT SUPPORTIVE at All," please indicate how supportive you 
would be of using the following types of funding to support expanded public transportation services in South Carolina. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 
Sav. 

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower
Sav. 

 
Santee- 
Lynches 

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc-
awmaw

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
    
Q12a Local government funding from cities 
    
5=Very supportive  21.4% 20.4% 20.8% 17.0% 19.2% 19.9% 21.5% 23.2% 12.9% 28.9% 20.6%
    
4=Supportive  35.2% 32.3% 32.1% 37.0% 39.9% 31.6% 27.8% 36.5% 38.8% 28.5% 33.9%
    
3=Not sure  28.1% 25.9% 28.8% 21.5% 24.6% 27.7% 34.6% 24.1% 28.9% 29.4% 27.4%
    
2=Not supportive  9.0% 10.0% 9.0% 13.0% 6.9% 13.1% 5.9% 9.4% 8.0% 5.3% 8.9%
    
1=Not supportive at all  6.2% 11.4% 9.4% 11.5% 9.4% 7.8% 10.2% 6.9% 11.4% 7.9% 9.2%

 
Q12b State government funding 
    
5=Very supportive  33.8% 33.8% 27.4% 25.5% 31.5% 33.5% 29.3% 31.5% 28.9% 35.5% 31.1%
    
4=Supportive  40.0% 27.9% 36.8% 38.0% 32.0% 35.4% 29.3% 43.3% 37.8% 32.5% 35.4%
    
3=Not sure  20.5% 26.9% 23.1% 20.5% 20.7% 19.4% 32.2% 16.3% 21.4% 24.6% 22.6%
    
2=Not supportive  1.9% 4.5% 6.1% 9.5% 5.9% 7.3% 3.9% 3.9% 5.5% 3.5% 5.2%
    
1=Not supportive at all  3.8% 7.0% 6.6% 6.5% 9.9% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% 6.5% 3.9% 5.8%

ETC Institute (April 2007) 41



 
Q12. Using a five-point scale where '5' is "Very SUPPORTIVE" and '1' is "NOT SUPPORTIVE at All," please indicate how supportive you 
would be of using the following types of funding to support expanded public transportation services in South Carolina. 
 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 
Sav. 

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower
Sav. 

 
Santee- 
Lynches 

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc-
awmaw

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
    
Q12c User fees 
    
5=Very supportive  25.7% 24.9% 27.4% 24.5% 34.0% 29.6% 21.5% 32.5% 31.8% 27.6% 27.9%
    
4=Supportive  32.4% 23.9% 30.7% 34.0% 24.1% 24.3% 29.8% 28.6% 35.3% 32.9% 29.7%
    
3=Not sure  27.6% 29.9% 25.9% 26.0% 24.1% 31.1% 34.6% 20.2% 20.9% 26.3% 26.7%
    
2=Not supportive  8.1% 10.0% 4.7% 10.5% 7.4% 6.3% 4.4% 8.4% 7.0% 5.7% 7.2%
    
1=Not supportive at all  6.2% 11.4% 11.3% 5.0% 10.3% 8.7% 9.8% 10.3% 5.0% 7.5% 8.5%
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Q13. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where '5' is 'Very LIKELY" and '1' is "Very UNLIKELY," please rate how likely each factor would be to 
encourage you to begin using public transportation in South Carolina. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower

Savannah

 
Santee-
Lynches

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
   
Q13a Cost of parking increases 
   
5=Very likely  11.4% 10.9% 9.0% 10.0% 10.8% 12.1% 14.1% 9.4% 5.0% 11.0% 10.4%
   
4=Likely  20.5% 17.4% 18.9% 16.5% 12.3% 18.4% 17.6% 23.6% 15.9% 14.0% 17.6%
   
3=Not sure  21.0% 21.9% 25.0% 30.0% 31.5% 22.8% 23.9% 30.0% 28.4% 28.9% 26.3%
   
2=Not likely  27.1% 22.9% 21.2% 22.5% 15.3% 19.4% 23.4% 20.2% 22.4% 22.4% 21.6%
   
1=Not likely at all  20.0% 26.9% 25.9% 21.0% 30.0% 27.2% 21.0% 16.7% 28.4% 23.7% 24.1%

Q13b Time it takes to get to work by car increases 
    
5=Very likely  18.1% 13.4% 18.4% 14.5% 12.8% 13.6% 21.5% 22.2% 10.0% 15.8% 16.1%
    
4=Likely  28.1% 21.4% 21.7% 26.0% 30.5% 20.9% 19.5% 26.6% 25.9% 21.5% 24.2%
    
3=Not sure  22.9% 22.9% 20.3% 20.5% 23.2% 26.2% 21.5% 20.7% 23.4% 25.9% 22.8%
    
2=Not likely  15.7% 20.9% 17.5% 19.0% 12.8% 15.5% 21.0% 17.7% 15.4% 20.2% 17.6%
    
1=Not likely at all  15.2% 21.4% 22.2% 20.0% 20.7% 23.8% 16.6% 12.8% 25.4% 16.7% 19.4%
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Q13. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where '5' is 'Very LIKELY" and '1' is "Very UNLIKELY," please rate how likely each factor would be to 
encourage you to begin using public transportation in South Carolina. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee-
Lynches

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
Q13c Transit stops located closer to home 
   
5=Very likely  20.5% 18.4% 19.8% 17.0% 18.7% 20.4% 27.3% 25.1% 15.4% 21.5% 20.4%
   
4=Likely  39.0% 22.9% 30.2% 27.0% 31.5% 24.3% 27.3% 35.0% 31.8% 28.1% 29.7%
   
3=Not sure  13.8% 23.9% 18.4% 19.5% 19.2% 21.4% 17.6% 17.2% 20.4% 22.8% 19.4%
   
2=Not likely  13.3% 14.9% 14.6% 18.0% 10.8% 12.6% 16.1% 12.8% 16.4% 13.6% 14.3%
   
1=Not likely at all  13.3% 19.9% 17.0% 18.5% 19.7% 21.4% 11.7% 9.9% 15.9% 14.0% 16.1%

Q13d Buses are scheduled to arrive more frequently 
   
5=Very likely  19.5% 17.9% 14.6% 12.0% 17.7% 16.5% 22.0% 20.7% 14.9% 20.2% 17.6%
   
4=Likely  34.8% 24.4% 25.5% 25.5% 24.1% 22.3% 26.8% 29.1% 27.9% 22.4% 26.2%
   
3=Not sure  16.2% 23.9% 23.6% 25.0% 27.1% 27.2% 23.4% 23.2% 25.9% 28.5% 24.4%
   
2=Not likely  16.7% 11.9% 17.9% 19.0% 11.8% 14.1% 17.6% 16.3% 14.4% 14.9% 15.5%
   
1=Not likely at all  12.9% 21.9% 18.4% 18.5% 19.2% 19.9% 10.2% 10.8% 16.9% 14.0% 16.2%
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Q13. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where '5' is 'Very LIKELY" and '1' is "Very UNLIKELY," please rate how likely each factor would be to 
encourage you to begin using public transportation in South Carolina. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower

Savannah

 
Santee-
Lynches

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
Q13e Better informed on how to use the system 
   
5=Very likely  15.7% 12.9% 16.5% 11.5% 20.2% 17.0% 18.0% 20.7% 12.9% 20.2% 16.6%
   
4=Likely  30.0% 23.9% 20.8% 24.0% 21.2% 21.4% 29.3% 24.6% 27.9% 24.1% 24.7%
   
3=Not sure  21.0% 28.9% 28.3% 22.5% 21.7% 29.1% 22.0% 23.6% 22.9% 25.4% 24.6%
   
2=Not likely  18.1% 14.4% 17.0% 22.0% 13.3% 14.6% 19.0% 18.7% 15.4% 16.7% 16.9%
   
1=Not likely at all  15.2% 19.9% 17.5% 20.0% 23.6% 18.0% 11.7% 12.3% 20.9% 13.6% 17.2%

Q13f Your employer provided incentives 
   
5=Very likely  18.6% 15.9% 17.5% 14.5% 15.8% 15.0% 18.5% 19.7% 13.4% 14.0% 16.3%
   
4=Likely  23.8% 19.4% 21.7% 19.0% 25.6% 18.9% 21.5% 25.6% 16.4% 18.9% 21.1%
   
3=Not sure  21.0% 23.9% 24.1% 28.5% 22.7% 27.2% 22.9% 25.1% 26.4% 29.8% 25.1%
   
2=Not likely  15.2% 17.4% 13.2% 15.5% 9.4% 13.6% 17.6% 13.3% 13.4% 14.0% 14.3%
   
1=Not likely at all  21.4% 23.4% 23.6% 22.5% 26.6% 25.2% 19.5% 16.3% 30.3% 23.2% 23.2%
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Q13. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where '5' is 'Very LIKELY" and '1' is "Very UNLIKELY," please rate how likely each factor would be to 
encourage you to begin using public transportation in South Carolina. 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower

Savannah

 
Santee-
Lynches

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
   
Q13g Rail service were available 
5=Very likely  23.3% 19.9% 15.6% 14.0% 14.3% 18.0% 21.0% 25.1% 17.4% 14.5% 18.2%
   
4=Likely  26.7% 18.9% 21.7% 26.0% 25.1% 23.8% 20.0% 25.1% 20.9% 22.8% 23.2%
   
3=Not sure  21.0% 23.9% 25.5% 26.0% 30.0% 24.3% 24.4% 28.6% 22.9% 31.1% 25.7%
   
2=Not likely  11.4% 15.4% 15.6% 16.0% 10.3% 11.7% 16.6% 12.8% 13.9% 17.1% 14.1%
   
1=Not likely at all  17.6% 21.9% 21.7% 18.0% 20.2% 22.3% 18.0% 8.4% 24.9% 14.5% 18.7%

Q13h Coach-style buses were available 
   
5=Very likely  17.6% 18.9% 14.2% 10.5% 14.3% 16.5% 23.4% 11.8% 13.9% 14.0% 15.5%
   
4=Likely  27.6% 19.4% 22.6% 21.5% 18.2% 24.8% 23.9% 24.1% 20.9% 20.6% 22.5%
   
3=Not sure  25.2% 25.4% 27.8% 33.5% 32.0% 23.3% 22.9% 34.5% 28.9% 32.9% 28.6%
   
2=Not likely  13.8% 15.4% 17.0% 15.5% 14.3% 13.6% 15.6% 18.7% 13.4% 16.7% 15.4%
   
1=Not likely at all  15.7% 20.9% 18.4% 19.0% 21.2% 21.8% 14.1% 10.8% 22.9% 15.8% 18.0%
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Q14. Are any persons in your household, ages 16 and older, dependent on public transportation or rides from friends or relatives because 
they do not have a car or do not drive? 
 
N=2074  REGION  Total 
   

Appal- 
achian 

 
Upper 

Savannah 

 
 

Catawba

 
Central

Midlands

 
Lower 

Savannah

 
Santee-
Lynches

 
 

Pee-Dee

 
 

BCD 

 
 

Low 

 
Wacc- 
awmaw 

  
 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    
    
Q14 Persons dependent on public transportation 
    
1=Yes  13.3% 8.5% 8.0% 9.0% 13.8% 8.7% 15.1% 10.8% 6.5% 13.6% 10.8%
    
2=No  83.3% 89.1% 90.6% 89.0% 83.3% 89.8% 82.0% 87.7% 92.0% 84.6% 87.1%
    
9=Don't know  3.3% 2.5% 1.4% 2.0% 3.0% 1.5% 2.9% 1.5% 1.5% 1.8% 2.1%
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Section 4: 
Survey Instrument 



 
Statewide Public Transportation Survey 

 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this important survey.  SCDOT will use your input to 
help improve public transit services in South Carolina.  When you are finished, please return 
your survey in the enclosed postage-paid envelope.  If you have questions, please call Doug 
Frate, Chief Transit Planner with SCDOT, at 803-737-1436. 
 

 

CURRENT USAGE AND PERCEPTIONS OF PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
 

1. Are public transportation services, such as buses and shuttles, currently available in the 
community where you live? 

 ___(1) Yes  ___(2) No ___(9) Don’t know   
  
2. Have you ever used public transportation services in South Carolina? 
 ___(1) Yes  ___(2) No  ___(9) Don’t Know 
 

2a. If NO to #2, why not? _____________________________________________________  
 
3. Overall, how would you rate the availability of public transportation in South Carolina? 
  ___(1) Excellent 
 ___(2) Good 

 ___(3) Average 
 ___(4) Poor 

 ___(9) Don’t know 

 
4. Overall, how would you rate the availability of public transportation in the community 

where you live? 
 ___(1) Excellent 
 ___(2) Good 

 ___(3) Average 
 ___(4) Poor 

 ___(9) Don’t know 

 
5. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where ‘5’ is ‘Strongly AGREE” and ‘1’ is “Strongly DISAGREE,” please 

rate your agreement with the following statements about public transportation in South Carolina. 
 
Statement 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral/ 

Not sure Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

A. I am familiar with public transportation services 
that are available 5 4 3 2 1 

B. I think public transportation is safe to use 5 4 3 2 1 

C. I think public transportation is designed to serve 
people like me 5 4 3 2 1 

D. I think public transportation is an affordable 
alternative to driving a car 5 4 3 2 1 

E. I think public transportation is easy to use 5 4 3 2 1 
F. I think public transportation is clean 5 4 3 2 1 
G. I think public transportation is reliable 5 4 3 2 1 

H. I think the days and times that public 
transportation services are available are adequate 5 4 3 2 1 

I. I think the locations served by public 
transportation in South Carolina are adequate. 5 4 3 2 1 

 
6. Which TWO of the following groups do you think public transportation in South Carolina  
 should be designed to serve most?  

___(1) Commuters (people going to work) 
___(2) Students 
___(3) Seniors 
___(4) Low income/persons without cars 

___(5) Tourists 
___(6) Persons with disabilities 
___(7) Other:_____________ 
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7.  Overall, how important do you think it is for SCDOT to encourage the development of 

alternative forms of transportation to the single-passenger car, such as bus service, 
ridesharing programs, vanpooling, or commuter/light rail? 
___(1) Very important 
___(2) Somewhat important 

___(3) Not sure 
___(4) Not important 

 
ALTERNATIVE MODES OF TRANSPORTATION 
8.  Using a scale of 1 to 5, where ‘5’ is ‘Very LIKELY” and ‘1’ is “Very UNLIKELY,” please 

indicate how likely you or other members of your household would be to use the following types 
of transportation. 

 
How Likely Would You Be to Use the Following:  

Very 
Likely Likely Not Sure Not 

Likely 
Not Likely 

At All 

A. High speed, rapid bus or trolley service that has     
separate lanes and priority at traffic lights  5 4 3 2 1 

B. Door-to-door shuttle service for seniors or persons 
with disabilities   5 4 3 2 1 

C. 
Park-and-ride services where you park your car and
then take an express bus (with limited stops) 
to your destination  

5 4 3 2 1 

D. Bus service that operates on fixed routes in the 
area where you live  5 4 3 2 1 

E. 
Van pool service, which would involve having  
people who work in the same area share a  
van provided by their employer  or a third party 

5 4 3 2 1 

F. Intercity bus service that links cities and towns 
in South Carolina  5 4 3 2 1 

G. Commuter rail service that links cities, towns and 
employment centers in South Carolina 5 4 3 2 1 

 
TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES 
 

9. Using a five-point scale where ‘5’ means “Very IMPORTANT” AND ‘1’ means “NOT 
IMPORTANT,” please indicate how important you think each of the following transportation 
priorities should be in South Carolina over the next 5 years. 

How Important Are The Following Transportation 
Priorities: 

Very 
Important Important Not 

Sure 
Not 

Important 

Not 
Important 

At All 
A. Building NEW roads/highways 5 4 3 2 1 
B. Improving general public transportation 5 4 3 2 1 

C. Improving transportation services for the elderly 
and persons with disabilities 5 4 3 2 1 

D. Adding capacity to existing roads and highways 
(e.g., adding more lanes) 5 4 3 2 1 

E. Maintaining existing roads and highways 5 4 3 2 1 
F. Expanding bicycle trails &  pedestrian walkways 5 4 3 2 1 

 
10. Which TWO transportation priorities from the list above do you think are MOST  
 important? [Write the letters for your top 2 choices using the list in Q #9] 
 
                                    1st:  ______________      2nd:  _______________ 
 
11. How do you think the current level of funding for public transportation (e.g., bus, rail) in  
 South Carolina should change over the next five years?  

___(1) Should be reduced  
 ___(2) Should stay the same 

___(3) Should be somewhat greater than it is now 
___(4) Should be much greater than it is now 
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12.  Using a five-point scale where ‘5’ is “Very SUPPORTIVE” and ‘1’ is “NOT SUPPORTIVE at All,” 
please indicate how supportive you would be of using the following types  of funding to support 
expanded public transportation services in South Carolina. 

How Supportive Would You Be Of Using  
The Following Funding Sources: 

Very 
Supportive 

Suppor-
tive 

Not 
Sure 

Not 
Supportive 

Not 
Supportive 

At All 
A. Local government funding from cities & counties 5 4 3 2 1 
B. State government funding 5 4 3 2 1 
C. User fees 5 4 3 2 1 
 

WAYS TO ENCOURAGE PEOPLE TO BEGIN USING TRANSIT 
13. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where ‘5’ is ‘Very LIKELY” and ‘1’ is “Very UNLIKELY,” please rate how 

likely  each factor would be to encourage you to begin using public transportation in South Carolina. 
 
How Likely Would You Be To Begin Using 
Public Transportation If: 

Very 
Likely Likely Not 

Sure 
Not 

Likely 
Not Likely 

At All 

A. The cost of parking increases at the place you 
work or at places you visit frequently 5 4 3 2 1 

B. The time it takes to get to work by car increases 
due to traffic congestion  5 4 3 2 1 

C. Transit stops are located closer to your home or 
destination  5 4 3 2 1 

D. Buses are scheduled to arrive at stops more 
frequently 5 4 3 2 1 

E. You are better informed about how to use the 
bus system 5 4 3 2 1 

F. Your employer provided incentives to use public 
transportation services 5 4 3 2 1 

G. Rail service were available instead of bus 5 4 3 2 1 

H. Coach-style buses were available for commuter 
service. 5 4 3 2 1 

 
14. Are any persons in your household, ages 16 and older, dependent on public transportation 

 or rides from friends or relatives because they do not have a car or do not drive? 
 ___(1) Yes  ___(2) No 
 

15. How many persons in your household (counting yourself), are? 
Under age 10 _____  30-39 years _____  60-69 years _____ 
10 - 17 years _____  40-49 years _____ 70+ years _____ 
18 - 29 years _____  50-59 years _____ 

 
16.  Your gender: ___(1) Male ___(2) Female 

 
17. Would you say your total annual household income is: 

 ____(1) Under $30,000 
 ____(2) $30,000 to $59,999 

____(3) $60,000 to $99,999 
____(4) $100,000 plus 

 
We Thank You for Your Time. This Concludes the Survey. 

Please Return Your Completed Survey in the Enclosed Postage-Paid Envelope Addressed to: 
ETC Institute, 725 W. Frontier Circle, Olathe, KS 66061. 

 
Your responses will remain Completely Confidential. The address  
information printed to the right will ONLY be used to help identify needs 
of residents in different parts of South Carolina.  Thank you. 
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Appendix C: State Appropriations since Fiscal Year 1999 

 
 

STATEWIDE TRANSIT PLAN C-1 
 

May 2008 

Appendix C:  State Appropriations since Fiscal Year 1999 
 
 

  1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
5303 Metropolitan Transportation Planning $298,025 $337,161 $355,069 $378,053 $441,650 $449,050 $443,005 $565,616 $601,892
5304 Statewide Transportation Planning               $147,695 $157,578
5307 Urbanized Area Formula Program $9,246,953 $9,882,798 $10,200,311 $11,579,444 $13,853,175 $13,663,715 $14,298,650 $14,954,487 $15,679,463
5309 Bus and Bus Facilities Program $4,535,725 $8,604,204 $6,610,351 $9,900,290 $12,418,943 $10,755,745 $7,774,226 $4,078,800 $2,618,000
5309 New Starts $2,183,615 $2,452,697           $392,040   
5310 Elderly and Disabled Individuals $929,939 $1,008,050 $1,069,122 $1,167,523 $1,375,958 $1,378,880 $1,441,426 $1,678,639 $1,773,741
5311 Non-urbanized Area Formula Program $3,976,885 $4,309,170 $4,594,674 $5,062,540 $5,700,044 $5,689,227 $5,954,820 $9,193,654 $9,718,038
5311(b) Rural Transit Assistance Program $110,767 $97,314 $110,823 $107,836 $109,413 $109,467 $109,202 $141,068 $159,949
5313 State Planning and Research Grant Program $78,592 $88,081 $92,868 $99,319 $115,478 $121,102 $115,627     
5316 Job Access and Reverse Commute Program               $1,820,269 $1,918,532
5317 New Freedom Program               $1,049,777 $1,167,553
5317 University Transportation Centers           $982,300       
5339 Alternatives Analysis                 $300,000
                    
TOTAL $21,360,501 $26,779,475 $23,033,218 $28,295,005 $34,014,661 $33,149,486 $30,136,956 $34,022,045 $34,094,746
Present Value (constant 2007 dollars)          
          
FY99-FY07 data from Federal Transit Administration          
Estimated by FTA based on SAFETEA-LU legislation          
Projected future funding using assumptions below          
          
 Assumptions for 2010-2030        
5303 Metropolitan Transportation Planning Assume annual growth rate of 6%, based on comparing actual to actual (06-07) and projected to projected (08-09)   
5304 Statewide Transportation Planning Assume annual growth rate of 6%, based on comparing actual to actual (06-07) and projected to projected (08-09)   

5307 Urbanized Area Formula Program Assume annual growth rate of 5%, based on historical growth rate and projections for 08-09 (* 08 and 09 projections may include some SC funding from the 
Charlotte and Augusta areas, but 07 and prior years data do not include these funds)  

5309 Bus and Bus Facilities Program Discretionary program; future appropriations are unknown (although some amount is typically received every year).  Assume 2007 appropriation increased by 
5% each future year  

5309 New Starts Discretionary program; future appropriations are unknown.  Assume no committed funds     
5310 Elderly and Disabled Individuals Assume annual growth rate of 5%, based on 08-09 projections      
5311 Non-urbanized Area Formula Program Assume annual growth rate of 6%, based on recent growth rate and projections for 08-09     
5311(b) Rural Transit Assistance Program Assume annual growth rate of 7%, based on 08-09 projections      
5313 State Planning and Research Grant Program Funding program no longer available       
5316 Job Access and Reverse Commute Program Assume annual growth rate of 5%, based on comparing actual to actual (06-07) and projected to projected (08-09)   
5317 New Freedom Program Assume annual growth rate of 5%, based on comparing actual to actual (06-07) and projected to projected (08-09)   
5317 University Transportation Centers Discretionary program; future appropriations are unknown.  Assume no committed funds     
5339 Alternatives Analysis Discretionary program; future appropriations are unknown.  Assume no committed funds     
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Appendix D:  Funding Program Projections by Year 
 
Assumed discount rate for present value analysis = 3%                       
                          
  2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
5303 Metropolitan Transportation Planning $643,497 $682,588 $723,543 $766,956 $812,973 $861,752 $913,457 $968,264 $1,026,360 $1,087,942 $1,153,218 $1,222,411
5304 Statewide Transportation Planning $168,031 $178,239 $188,933 $200,269 $212,286 $225,023 $238,524 $252,835 $268,006 $284,086 $301,131 $319,199
5307 Urbanized Area Formula Program $18,304,372 $19,469,081 $20,442,535 $21,464,662 $22,537,895 $23,664,790 $24,848,029 $26,090,431 $27,394,952 $28,764,700 $30,202,935 $31,713,081
5309 Bus and Bus Facilities Program $2,748,900 $2,886,345 $3,030,662 $3,182,195 $3,341,305 $3,508,370 $3,683,789 $3,867,978 $4,061,377 $4,264,446 $4,477,668 $4,701,552
5310 Elderly and Disabled Individuals $1,919,464 $2,016,570 $2,117,399 $2,223,268 $2,334,432 $2,451,153 $2,573,711 $2,702,397 $2,837,516 $2,979,392 $3,128,362 $3,284,780
5311 Non-urbanized Area Formula Program $10,407,563 $11,001,536 $11,661,628 $12,361,326 $13,103,005 $13,889,186 $14,722,537 $15,605,889 $16,542,242 $17,534,777 $18,586,864 $19,702,075
5311(b) Rural Transit Assistance Program $162,944 $173,907 $186,080 $199,106 $213,044 $227,957 $243,914 $260,988 $279,257 $298,805 $319,721 $342,101
5316 Job Access and Reverse Commute Program $2,137,901 $2,254,389 $2,367,108 $2,485,464 $2,609,737 $2,740,224 $2,877,235 $3,021,097 $3,172,152 $3,330,759 $3,497,297 $3,672,162
5317 New Freedom Program $1,297,474 $1,371,615 $1,440,196 $1,512,206 $1,587,816 $1,667,207 $1,750,567 $1,838,095 $1,930,000 $2,026,500 $2,127,825 $2,234,216
                          
TOTAL (future year dollars) $37,790,146 $40,034,270 $42,158,085 $44,395,452 $46,752,492 $49,235,661 $51,851,762 $54,607,974 $57,511,862 $60,571,407 $63,795,021 $67,191,579
Present Value (constant 2007 dollars) $36,689,462 $37,736,139 $38,580,620 $39,444,784 $40,329,111 $41,234,091 $42,160,228 $43,108,039 $44,078,054 $45,070,815 $46,086,881 $47,126,821
                          
    2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 
5303 Metropolitan Transportation Planning   $1,295,756 $1,373,501 $1,455,911 $1,543,266 $1,635,862 $1,734,014 $1,838,054 $1,948,338 $2,065,238 $2,189,152 $2,320,501
5304 Statewide Transportation Planning   $338,351 $358,652 $380,171 $402,981 $427,160 $452,790 $479,957 $508,755 $539,280 $571,637 $605,935
5307 Urbanized Area Formula Program   $33,298,736 $34,963,672 $36,711,856 $38,547,449 $40,474,821 $42,498,562 $44,623,490 $46,854,665 $49,197,398 $51,657,268 $54,240,131
5309 Bus and Bus Facilities Program   $4,936,629 $5,183,461 $5,442,634 $5,714,766 $6,000,504 $6,300,529 $6,615,556 $6,946,333 $7,293,650 $7,658,333 $8,041,249
5310 Elderly and Disabled Individuals   $3,449,019 $3,621,470 $3,802,543 $3,992,671 $4,192,304 $4,401,919 $4,622,015 $4,853,116 $5,095,772 $5,350,561 $5,618,089
5311 Non-urbanized Area Formula Program   $20,884,200 $22,137,252 $23,465,487 $24,873,416 $26,365,821 $27,947,771 $29,624,637 $31,402,115 $33,286,242 $35,283,416 $37,400,421
5311(b) Rural Transit Assistance Program   $366,048 $391,672 $419,089 $448,425 $479,815 $513,402 $549,340 $587,794 $628,939 $672,965 $720,073
5316 Job Access and Reverse Commute Program   $3,855,770 $4,048,559 $4,250,987 $4,463,536 $4,686,713 $4,921,048 $5,167,101 $5,425,456 $5,696,729 $5,981,565 $6,280,643
5317 New Freedom Program   $2,345,927 $2,463,223 $2,586,385 $2,715,704 $2,851,489 $2,994,064 $3,143,767 $3,300,955 $3,466,003 $3,639,303 $3,821,268
                          
TOTAL   $70,770,436 $74,541,462 $78,515,063 $82,702,213 $87,114,489 $91,764,098 $96,663,917 $101,827,526 $107,269,251 $113,004,200 $119,048,311
Present Value (constant 2007 dollars)   $48,191,224 $49,280,688 $50,395,831 $51,537,285 $52,705,699 $53,901,737 $55,126,081 $56,379,432 $57,662,508 $58,976,044 $60,320,797
             
             

Present value of future funding             
2008 - 2010 $113,006,221            
2011 - 2020 $388,638,823            
2021 - 2030 $546,286,103            

TOTAL $1,047,931,146            
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Appendix E:  Statewide Corridors - Potential Transit 
Opportunities 

 
As part of the development of the Statewide Multimodal Plan, SCDOT has identified ten 
primary corridors across the State that form a comprehensive network. Many segments 
of these corridors exhibited characteristics in terms of traffic congestion, physical 
constraints and other factors that suggest some potential for transit investment. The 
following table summarizes which segments exhibit these characteristics and what type 
of transit investment would either be warranted or should be considered as a part of the 
transportation improvements targeting these corridors. More information about these 
concepts is included in the Statewide Corridor Plan as well as the individual Regional 
Transit Plans. 
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SC Region Corridor Project ID/Sub-Corridor   Route Segment 
Length (miles) Potential Transit Option(s) 

Appalachian Trans-Carolina TC2-1   SC 9 (Boiling Springs Boulevard) 0.20 
Express Bus, Local Bus, 
Enhanced Bus/ITS 

Appalachian Upstate U2-1  US 76 (Bypass 123) 2.48 
Express Bus, Local Bus, 
Enhanced Bus/ITS 

Appalachian Upstate U5-1   
US 123 (Calhoun Memorial 
Highway) 2.20 Local Bus, Express Bus, BRT 

Appalachian Upstate U6-1   
US 123 (Calhoun Memorial 
Highway) 3.55 Local Bus, Express Bus, BRT 

Appalachian Upstate U11-1  
US 29 (Wade Hampton 
Boulevard) 1.73 Commuter Rail, Local Bus, BRT 

Appalachian Upstate U11-2  
US 29 (Wade Hampton 
Boulevard) 3.88 Commuter Rail, Local Bus, BRT 

Appalachian Upstate U11-3  
US 29 (Wade Hampton 
Boulevard) 2.05 Commuter Rail, Local Bus, BRT 

Appalachian Upstate U11-4  
US 29 (Wade Hampton 
Boulevard) 3.68 Commuter Rail, Local Bus, BRT 

Appalachian Upstate U12-1  
US 29 (East Wade Hampton 
Boulevard) 0.43 Commuter Rail, Local Bus, BRT 

Appalachian Upstate U12-2  
US 29 (Warren H. Abernathy 
Highway) 2.19 Commuter Rail, Local Bus, BRT 

Appalachian Upstate U13-1  US 29 (Wo Ezell Boulevard) 3.20 Commuter Rail, Local Bus, BRT 
Appalachian Mountains to the Sea MS6 to MS13 Anderson-Greenwood-Saluda US 178/US 76/US 25 113.68 Local Bus 
Appalachian Upstate U3 to U13 Clemson-Greenville-Spartanburg US 29/US 123 68.53 BRT, Commuter Rail 
Appalachian Trans Carolina TC3 to TC10 Chester-Spartanburg SC 9 37.89 Local Bus 
Berkeley-Charleston-
Dorchester Atlantic Coast AC9-1  US 17 (Savannah Highway) 6.00 

Local Bus, Express Bus, 
Enhanced Bus/ITS 

Berkeley-Charleston-
Dorchester Atlantic Coast AC9-5   US 17 (Savannah Highway) 1.17 

Local Bus, Express Bus, 
Enhanced Bus/ITS 

Berkeley-Charleston-
Dorchester Atlantic Coast AC11-1  US 17 (North Highway 17) 2.17 Local Bus 
Berkeley-Charleston-
Dorchester Atlantic Coast AC11-2  US 17 (North Highway 17) 7.40 Local Bus 
Berkeley-Charleston-
Dorchester Best Friend of Charleston BF10-1   US 78 2.68 

Commuter Rail, BRT, Local Bus, 
Express Bus 

Berkeley-Charleston-
Dorchester Best Friend of Charleston BF10-2   US 78 (West 5th North St.) 1.92 

Commuter Rail, BRT, Local Bus, 
Express Bus 

Berkeley-Charleston-
Dorchester Best Friend of Charleston BF10-3   US 78 (Highway 78 East) 1.13 

Commuter Rail, BRT, Local Bus, 
Express Bus 

Berkeley-Charleston-
Dorchester Best Friend of Charleston BF10-4   US 78 (Highway 78 East) 3.00 

Commuter Rail, BRT, Local Bus, 
Express Bus 

Berkeley-Charleston-
Dorchester Best Friend of Charleston BF10-5   US 78 (Highway 78 East) 2.30 

Commuter Rail, BRT, Local Bus, 
Express Bus 

Berkeley-Charleston-
Dorchester Best Friend of Charleston BF10-6   US 78 (Highway 78 East) 2.20 

Commuter Rail, BRT, Local Bus, 
Express Bus 

Berkeley-Charleston-
Dorchester Pee Dee PD1 to PD6 Florence-Kingstree-Charleston US 52 86.25 Local Bus, BRT, Commuter Rail 
Berkeley-Charleston-
Dorchester Atlantic Coast AC1 to AC9 Charleston-Beaufort-Savannah US 17/US 21/SC 170 104.35 Local Bus, BRT 

Catawba Sandhills-Santee Cooper S18 Lancaster-Indian Land-Charlotte US 521 13.97 Local Bus, BRT 
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SC Region Corridor Project ID/Sub-Corridor   Route Segment 
Length (miles) Potential Transit Option(s) 

Catawba Trans Carolina TC3 to TC10 Chester-Spartanburg SC 9 37.89 Local Bus 
Catawba Olde English-Old 96 O10 to O13 Chester-Rock Hill US 21/SC 72/SC 121 20.98 Local Bus 
Central Midlands Low Country-York Y15-1   US 21 (Wilson Boulevard) 3.46 Local Bus, Express Bus 

Central Midlands Mid-Carolina M6-1  US 378 (Columbia Avenue) 0.67 
Commuter Rail, BRT, Local Bus, 
Express Bus 

Central Midlands Mid-Carolina M6-2  US 378 (North Lake Drive) 0.24 
Commuter Rail, BRT, Local Bus, 
Express Bus 

Central Midlands Mid-Carolina M6-3  US 378 (Sunset Boulevard) 0.80 
Commuter Rail, BRT, Local Bus, 
Express Bus 

Central Midlands Mid-Carolina M6-4  US 378 (Sunset Boulevard) 1.15 
Commuter Rail, BRT, Local Bus, 
Express Bus 

Central Midlands Mid-Carolina M6-5  US 378 (Sunset Boulevard) 3.22 
Commuter Rail, BRT, Local Bus, 
Express Bus 

Central Midlands Mid-Carolina M7-1  US 378 (Sunset Boulevard) 1.39 
Commuter Rail, BRT, Local Bus, 
Express Bus 

Central Midlands Mid-Carolina M7-2  US 378 (Sunset Boulevard) 3.84 
Commuter Rail, BRT, Local Bus, 
Express Bus 

Central Midlands Mid-Carolina M7-3  US 378 (Sunset Boulevard) 0.85 
Commuter Rail, BRT, Local Bus, 
Express Bus 

Central Midlands Mid-Carolina M8-1   US 1 (Devine Street) 1.38 BRT, Local Bus, Commuter Rail 
Central Midlands Mid-Carolina M8-2   US 1 (Garners Ferry Road) 1.36 BRT, Local Bus, Commuter Rail 
Central Midlands Mid-Carolina M9-1   US 1 (Garners Ferry Road) 0.40 BRT, Local Bus, Commuter Rail 

Central Midlands Mid-Carolina M4 to M7 Batesburg/Leesville-Columbia US 378 27.12 
Local Bus, Express Bus, BRT, 
Commuter Rail 

Central Midlands Mid-Carolina M8 to M10 Sumter-Columbia US 378 66.45 
Local Bus, Express Bus, BRT, 
Commuter Rail 

Central Midlands 
Low Country-York; Mid-
Carolina MS18 to MS21; Y11 to Y13 Orangeburg-North-Columbia US 178/US 321 49.67 Local Bus 

Low Country Atlantic Coast AC1 to AC9 Charleston-Beaufort-Savannah US 17/US 21/SC 170 104.35 Local Bus, BRT 

Low Country Atlantic Coast (Connector) AC C-1 Hardeeville-Hilton Head Island US 278 18.55 
Local Bus, Express Bus, 
Enhanced Bus/ITS 

Lower Savannah Mountains to the Sea MS20-1   
US 178 (Broughton Street/North 
Road) 1.19 

Local Bus, Express Bus, 
Enhanced Bus/ITS 

Lower Savannah 
Low Country-York; Mid-
Carolina MS18 to MS21; Y11 to Y13 Orangeburg-North-Columbia US 178/US 321 49.67 Local Bus 

Lower Savannah Best Friend of Charleston BF1 Aiken-Augusta US 1 15.89 
Local Bus, Express Bus, 
Enhanced Bus/ITS 

Pee Dee Trans-Carolina TC19-1  SC 9 (MacGregor Street) 1.63 Local Bus 

Pee Dee Mid-Carolina M16 to M20 Florence-Conway US 378 57.03 
Local Bus, Express Bus, 
Enhanced Bus/ITS 

Pee Dee Trans Carolina TC30 to TC31 Marion-Conway US 501 49.84 Local Bus, Express Bus, BRT 
Pee Dee Pee Dee PD1 to PD6 Florence-Kingstree-Charleston US 52 86.25 Local Bus, BRT, Commuter Rail 

Santee-Lynches Mid-Carolina M8 to M10 Sumter-Columbia US 378 66.45 
Local Bus, Express Bus, BRT, 
Commuter Rail 

Santee-Lynches Sandhills-Santee Cooper S7 to S10 Manning-Sumter US 521 22.91 Local Bus 
Upper Savannah Mountains to the Sea MS6 to MS13 Anderson-Greenwood-Saluda US 178/US 76/US 25 113.68 Local Bus 
Waccamaw Atlantic Coast AC14-1   US 17 (Ocean Highway) 1.67 Local Bus 
Waccamaw Atlantic Coast AC14-2   US 17 (Ocean Highway) 2.84 Local Bus 
Waccamaw Atlantic Coast AC14-3   US 17 (Ocean Highway) 3.11 Local Bus 
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SC Region Corridor Project ID/Sub-Corridor   Route Segment 
Length (miles) Potential Transit Option(s) 

Waccamaw Atlantic Coast AC14-5  US 17 (Ocean Highway) 4.06 Express Bus, Local Bus 

Waccamaw Atlantic Coast AC15-1   
US 17 (Highway 17 Bypass 
South) 2.69 

BRT, Local Bus, Express Bus, 
Commuter Rail 

Waccamaw Atlantic Coast AC15-2   
US 17 (Highway 17 Bypass 
South) 3.16 

BRT, Local Bus, Express Bus, 
Commuter Rail 

Waccamaw Atlantic Coast AC16-1(A)   US 17 (Highway 17 North) 3.59 
BRT, Local Bus, Express Bus, 
Commuter Rail 

Waccamaw Atlantic Coast AC16-2   US 17 (Highway 17 North) 1.69 
BRT, Local Bus, Express Bus, 
Commuter Rail 

Waccamaw Atlantic Coast AC16-3   US 17 (Highway 17 North) 2.64 
BRT, Local Bus, Express Bus, 
Commuter Rail 

Waccamaw Atlantic Coast AC16-4  US 17 (Highway 17 North) 1.05 Express Bus, Local Bus, BRT 
Waccamaw Atlantic Coast AC16-5  US 17 (Highway 17 North) 0.85 Express Bus, Local Bus, BRT 
Waccamaw Atlantic Coast AC16-6  US 17 (Highway 17 North) 1.77 Express Bus, Local Bus, BRT 
Waccamaw Trans-Carolina TC32-1   US 501 (Highway 501 East) 1.49 Local Bus, Express Bus, BRT 
Waccamaw Trans-Carolina TC32-2   US 501 (Highway 501 East) 1.49 Local Bus, Express Bus, BRT 
Waccamaw Trans-Carolina TC32-3   US 501 (Highway 501 East) 6.00 Local Bus, Express Bus, BRT 

Waccamaw Mid-Carolina M16 to M20 Florence-Conway US 378 57.03 
Local Bus, Express Bus, 
Enhanced Bus/ITS 

Waccamaw Trans Carolina TC30 to TC31 Marion-Conway US 501 49.84 Local Bus, Express Bus, BRT 
Waccamaw Pee Dee PD1 to PD6 Florence-Kingstree-Charleston US 52 86.25 Local Bus, BRT, Commuter Rail 
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Date Submitted Source Comment Response Date Responded Revisions to Statewide Multimodal Plan
3/10/2008 Email - Citizen South Carolina should develop a rail system that connects all major cities and eventually smaller cities, with each 

city contributing a portion of funding for construction.  Environmental benefits would be realized.
Because of the complexities involved,  one of the recommendations of the Statewide Transportation Plan 
is the conduct of a comprehensive statewide freight and passenger rail plan that will look to address, 
among others, the various concerns identified. 

3/17/2008 None required

Relating to Santee-Wateree Regional Transit Plan

Llist counties in the region alphabetically. This is a valid suggestion. Editorial changes made as suggested.

Page 9, delete “When measured in terms of operating … “it is stated twice. This is a valid suggestion. Editorial changes made as suggested.

Page 31, paragraph 5.4.2 Transit Net Operating Costs:  Recommend linkage to Statewide Vision on page 19.  
Should spend time linking the statewide vision with the region or vise versa. 

The linkage to the Statewide Public Transit Vision is a valid suggestion.  Two things regarding funding 
allocations/ cost sharing:  The Plan isn’t prescribing specific funding allocations, and cannot dictate 
regional goals/visions of this type through this effort.

Linkages to the Statewide Public Transit Vision made as appropriate.  

Page 35, Table 20: Vehicle Needs & Cost over 25 years … Recommend the chart mention as a footnote or 
however is appropriate that there is approximately $2 million (+ / -) received in possible resale of assets over this 
25-year period.  (Should remind the public that transit agencies are good stewards of public funds)

No, because surplus assets may be transferred rather than sold. None

Page 35, paragraph 5.4.3.2 Facility Needs.  This section should be specific to SWRTA and the region.  Currently, 
this section is too general.    For example, if at any way possible, recommend the section outline the costs needed 
to maintain the new SWRTA facility.  This effort by SWRTA could be a benchmark for the state on how intermodal 
facilities should and could be used and maintained. 

This would require much more localized, detailed analysis than this overall planning scope allows for.  
Analysis should be addressed separately.

None

Page 36, paragraph 5.4.4 Total Capital and Operating Costs: Recommend the sentence “Santee-Lynches Council 
of Governments is projected to have costs of up to 318.7 million dollars over the next 25 years.” be rewritten.  The 
reason -- it is not a Santee-Lynches COG cost to cover, it is a regional cost that must be evaluated by local and 
county municipalities with the COG as the facilitator of the process between local governments and SWRTA.

This is a valid suggestion. Reference revised to Santee-Lynches region. 

Page 37, paragraph 5.5 Intercity / Interregional Transit Needs, page 38:  ”The State of South Carolina currently 
provides no subsidies for intercity bus service, but these needs should be considered in the future, especially if 
additional service cuts are made to current operations.”  First question that comes to mind is why isn’t the state 
providing subsidy … and at what level will the state consider subsidy … could that question be addressed versus 
saying they should consider.

That question is proposed to be addressed separately and in more detail as a result of this plan. None

Page 42, paragraph 5.6.4 Other Potential Transit Corridors:  Two are listed … Sumter – Columbia and Manning – 
Sumter.  Question -- what about the following potential transit corridors that are in operation now and could impact 
the economic development of our region? (Identified below)
     Myrtle Beach corridor – (used by SWRTA – PDRTA – Williamsburg County Transit)  (Hwy 378)
     Camden – Columbia (SMARTRIDE) (Hwy 1)

     Sumter – Camden (Hwy 527)

     Bishopville – Sumter (Hwy 15)

     Bishopville – Camden (Hwy 34 / Interstate 20) 

Page 49, paragraph 7.1: The last sentence in this section states “The pressure on closing the gap between 
available services and potential demand will fall squarely on the ability of agencies like SWRTA to obtain a 
sustainable funding stream whether through a tax or just more support from local governments.”  The pressure on 
closing the gap between available services and potential demand that are projected to increase due to our aging 
population, higher gas costs, congestion etc does not fall squarely on the ability of agencies like SWRTA but on 
the citizens of the region.  The demand for services must be determined by the public in the region – this goes 
right back to the focus group priority of needs.  The methods to cover those are thereby elaborated in the plan. 

The point is valid, but the statement and corresponding discussion already say something similar in a 
different but perhaps more controlled way.  

None

Page 51, top of page: The sentence that reads “Each of the four counties in the Santee-Lynches Region and the 
central City of Sumter seem to be many years away from considering a local funding mechanism dedicated to 
transit.”   I recommend it be reworded.  For example:  Regionally, with the economic challenges being faced within 
the four counties in the Santee-Lynches Region and the central City of Sumter, transportation will remain a prime 
catalyst for economic development, and over time, both the general public and elected officials will deem it 
essential  to dedicate a set funding stream for transit.  

This is a valid suggestion, but with change noted (change highlight to "need"). Editorial change made, with minor revision.

Page 51, paragraph 7.2 Increase Coordination among Providers:  In this area, and else where in the report, I have 
not noticed what the impact of brokerage of transportation services have or could detract from public transit 
revenue… and under this heading it seems it should be discussed.  For example, Medicaid Non-Emeregency 
Transportation is brokered by DHHS and now TANF is brokered by DSS.  If each of our state agencies start 
brokering their share of transportation services without looking at the public transit piece -- how will this impact 
public transportation?

This is a valid point and suggestion. Added in the Statewide Transit Plan a need for the various state agencies that are engaged in intra-
agency coordination /brokerage initiatives to better integrate their efforts to draw in all reasonable partners, 
including public providers.

Paragraph 7.3.3 Increase in Commuter Based Services:  A very positive, persuasive discussion on the benefits of 
employers taking part in the Federal authorized tax deduction – currently at $115 a month for employees who use 
public transit or vanpools to commute (vanpooling could be sponsored or done by transit agencies).  We are 
missing a funding stream by not putting something like this in the plan for others to see or consider.  

This is a valid point and suggestion. Federal transit-related tax benefits included in Statewide Transit Plan.

A final comment – Recommend a Conclusion paragraph(s) / section:  Section should summarize findings and tie 
the entire report together:

$16 million annual SWRTA operating costs with a $318.7 million deficit over 25 years … If the status quo is 
maintained, this gap will not disappear; the report provides the best analysis of what the future holds for regional 
public transportation.  The challenges will seem insurmountable; however, the plan lays out actions items that 
could be tailored to meet some of the demands that will be placed on SWRTA.  These demands must be mutually 
weighed with the acceptable level(s) of service needed to maintain the quality of life that is mandated by the 
region.  Share the focus group needs and funding mechanisms and how it relates to offsetting financial shortfalls 
and if the shortfalls are allowed to continue unabated, the region will have to come to terms with accepting a 
substandard level of public transportation that meets only limited demand.  

3/11/2008 Email - SLCOG

This discussion is specifically tied to the Strategic Corridor element and stated as such.  Inter-regional 
issues of this type are also addressed separately in the Plan when discussing inter-regional transit needs.

None

Concluding summary paragraph(s) included in Regional Transit Plans, after all comments received.

Matrix Of Written Comments With Responses And Revisions Where Appropriate
South Carolina Statewide Comprehensive Multimodal Transportation Plan 

This is a valid suggestion, but after all comments received in case something materially changes.

3/14/2008
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Date Submitted Source Comment Response Date Responded Revisions to Statewide Multimodal Plan
3/12/2008 Email - LSCOG Given the fact that the mobility center should have a great impact on regional issues, should be more integrated 

into this region’s plan.
This is a valid suggestion. 3/13/2008 Mobility Management activities for the region properly recognized and included in the Regional Transit 

Plan.

3/19/2008 Email - Upstate Forever Not seeing the appendix that lists the stakeholders or committee members. Attached the Multimodal Transportation Plan Resource Committee member listing with subcommittee 
assignments.  Noted that while the attached listing represents the core committee members, depending 
upon the Plan element and appropriate input desired the stakeholder list was expanded to other 
organizations and individuals to insure a good cross-representation of feedback and ideas.    

3/21/2008 None required.

3/20/2008 Email - Citizen Starting a Container-on barge intermodal service on The Savannah River from Charleston and Savannah to 
Augusta. Sent hard copies of plans.

SCDOT appreciates the interest in the Statewide Comprehensive Multimodal Transportation Plan, and the 
specific interest in opening and maintaining the Savannah River for container-on-barge freight traffic.  
SCDOT is aware of inland-waterborne freight operations in neighboring states and elsewhere, and while 
the Plan does not address waterborne freight traffic in South Carolina, the issues outlined are noted.      

4/18/2008 None required.

BRT is often used in case where the only competing option is LRT.  If BRT is the selected one should implement it 
in a manner that most duplicates LRT.  Exclusive busways are a must.  Any mixed traffic use simply makes BRT 
glorified bus service, not a unique form of public transit.  One should have the specialized stations that allow for 
minimal docking times and pre-purchase of tickets.  When the busway does cross any other highways then a 
transit signal priority system should be utilized.  The bus has a transponder that communicates with the 
appropriate signals and turns them green, for the bus, prior to its arrival.  That maintains the Rapid part of BRT 
and simulates the controlled crossing gate system utilized with LRT.  The vehicle should announce the stops 
automatically, like a LRT vehicle.  And that should be the highest capacity vehicles possible, articulated to simulate 
the capacity of an LRT train. When one is planning to institute a BRT service, spend some marketing dollars 
demonstrating to the target audience how BRT is more like LRT and not bus service.  

Regarding ideas on BRT, they are certainly valid and appropriate depending upon both the nature of an 
affected corridor and capital resources.  The intent of BRT is to simulate LRT-like transit service on a 
dedicated guideway, but at a combination of less cost and ridership.  Should actual passenger ridership 
dictate and resources be made available, then the dedicated BRT guideway could easily be transformed 
into LRT.  Where BRT is chosen over LRT, and where BRT may operate in mixed-use traffic for specific 
segments of the corridor, the reasons are typically either cost or engineering or construction related.  In 
some cases modified BRT may be appropriate.  TDM strategies mentioned could also be utilized in a 
defined fixed-route bus corridor, along with queue-jumping for transit vehicles, in congested corridors 
where a dedicated guideway such as BRT or LRT may not be appropriate.  With respect to our Plan, any 
perceived suggestions of transit mode choice would not be finalized until detailed corridor analyses have 
been completed.  Our Plan speaks more generally.  

Out of curiousity when you use the term Commuter Rail on this webpage I am unsure of what you mean.  On the 
CATS webpage Commuter Rail is a train that is Diesel powered.  They distinguish that from the LYNX, which is 
LRT, and electrically powered by an overhead wire. 

Commuter rail uses vehicles with steel wheels on steel rails using tracks that are part of a general rail 
network.  Service typically operates between a central city terminal and outlying suburbs and trains can be 
diesel or electric-powered. Commuter rail services may share track with railroad freight trains, or have 
separate tracks. Many commuter lines are primarily used for peak hour work trips while others have 
extended off-peak and weekend services. Some systems use locomotives for power and others have self-
propelled cars (DMUs or Diesel Multiple Unit).  Stations are typically 2-5 miles apart, with service at 20-30 
minute frequencies (but varying).  Costs are typically in a range of $3 million to $25 million per mile.  Thus, 
while CATS may be looking to use DMUs to power commuter rail in their region, diesel power is but one 
source. 

By comparison, light rail operates with an overhead power supply and has the flexibility to operate in mixed 
traffic.  Services are urban and/or regional and their alignments are in the center of streets, on the side of 
streets, or in separate right-of-ways.  Stations are spaced approximately one mile apart, and station types 
vary from simple sidewalk signs to more elaborate station platforms.  Light rail alignments typically range 
from 5-15 miles (CATS Lynx Blue Line is currently 9.6 miles), and service frequencies range from 5-30 
minutes with speeds of between 20-60 mph.  Cities with light rail are mainly large metropolitan areas with 
continued population and employment growth in defined corridors.

3/24/2008 Email - Citizen The 2 rail lines I see most prominently mentioned (Columbia-Newberry & Summerville-Charleston): are those 
going to be diesel trains or electric trains, like the Charlotte LYNX, with an overhead wire?

Regarding the mentioned Columbia area and Summerville-Charleston rail studies, these are proposed 
commuter rail corridors, which are entirely different than Charlotte's Lynx system which is light rail.  Thus, 
the power source would be entirely different, as detailed above, and if actually developed would share 
existing trackage with freight rail service.  Again, though, any decisions on the extent to which these 
corridors move forward would require much greater and more detailed analyses. 

What is the purpose of the meetings? Seven public information meetings have been scheduled throughout the state to provided additional 
opportunities for the public to review and comment on the draft plan.  Although the draft plan is available 
on the SCDOT webpage, not everyone has access to the internet and the meetings provide additional 
outreach.   

None required.

What process of public notices was carried out? The draft plan was advertised through news releases provided to TV and print media throughout the 
state.  To reach traditionally underserved populations, releases were sent to minority media, including a 
Spanish version of the release to Hispanic media outlets.

None required.

In what ways was the general public involved in developing the materials to be presented in these meetings? The process, estimated timeline, and overview of the scope of work for updating the plan has been posted 
on the SCDOT website shortly after the inception of the project, which to date would be over 18 months.

None required.

What groups, organizations and individuals were involved in developing the materials to be presented in these 
meetings?  

A Resource Committee has been involved with the update since the project started.  Attachment provided. None required.

Are printed copies available, and if so, in what ways, of the materials developed to date?  To date, summary documents of the plan are available to down load from the SCDOT website.  All printed 
copies of the draft plan have been produced in-house.  Once the plan is adopted, an executive summary 
and brochure will be available for public distribution.

None required.

What will be the process by which public response at the meetings is processed and provided to the participants? The general public can provide comments on the draft Plan through the SCDOT webpage.  In addition, the 
public has the opportunity to provide written comments at each of the seven public information meetings.  
All substantive comments will be reviewed and considered in relation to goals, recommendations and 
overall content of the Plan.  A summary of those comments will be made available to our Commission 
before the plan is adopted. If requested, the actual comment letters will be made available for each 
Commissioner to review. 

None required.

Will there be a written-comments process and, if so, what is the time-frame for that? As appropriate, SCDOT will provide written responses to comments received during the 30-day public 
involvement that ends April 11th.    

None required.

If written-comments are accepted, relative to question # 6, how will those be provided to participants?  A cumulative summary of all written comments and SCDOT responses will be included as an addendum 
to the Plan.  

A cumulative summary of all written comments and SCDOT responses was included as an addendum to 
the Plan.  

What will be the review process, in time, actions and participants, for comments at these meetings and in written-
comments?  

SCDOT will consider all substantive comments relating to the Plan.   None required.

Will such review, relative to question # 9, be open to public involvement? A cumulative summary of all written comments and SCDOT responses will be included as an addendum 
to the Plan.  

A cumulative summary of all written comments and SCDOT responses was included as an addendum to 
the Plan.  

What is the intended conclusion date for the SC-DOT Multimodal Transportation Plan? Following the public period, the draft plan will be finalized and we anticipate adoption of the Plan in May. None required.

In what ways will the finalized materials of the SC-DOT Multimodal Transportation Plan be presented? Summaries of the final Plan will available on the SCDOT webpage. None required.

Request both the current and previous budgets for SC-DOT, overall and for this specific project, in printed forms. The federal program administered by SCDOT is currently $632 million dollars including the required state 
match.  Current state funding is approximately $440 million annually.  As stated in the Plan’s Executive 
Summary, $48 billion dollars in transportation needs have been identified for the next 20 years.  Based on 
current revenues, this translates to a projected $30 billion dollar shortfall.  Based on available funding and 
priority, projects are included in the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) for engineering, 
right-of-way acquisition, and construction. The 2007 and 2008 federal STIP budgets are located on our 
website. Click on the header “Inside SCDOT”, then under publications click STIP report. Please note that 
the federal apportionment to SC changes each year based on the yearly federal Appropriations Bill signed 
by the President. This usually happens in November/December, and if necessary, our budget is adjusted 
up or down based on our percentage of that years USDOT appropriation.                

None required.

None required.Email - Citizen3/18/2008
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Date Submitted Source Comment Response Date Responded Revisions to Statewide Multimodal Plan
3/26/2008 Email - Environmentalists, Inc. Suggest having all the materials loaded onto a CD or DVD. Make that available to organizations with permission 

for them to duplicate without modification. That will solve several concerns.  Specifically requested such a copy for 
Environmentalists, Inc. 

CD with all requested materials provided as requested.  Capabilities to satisfy similar requests from others 
already establised.

3/27/2008 None required.

3/31/2008 Letter - Citizens Letter with attached petition requesting paving of Dairy Street in Ware Shoals. The request has been forwarded to the appropriate person(s); the request is not related to this Plan. 4/18/2008 None required.

4/2/2008 Email - Citizen Map 2 of the proposed SCDOT Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan shows the significant corridors.  This 
plan is very similar to the original SHIMS plan except that it shows no North/South Corridor from the Upstate to the 
Aiken/ North Augusta area.  Some of the counties along the Savannah River are among the poorest in the state.  
Would it not be wise to reconsider the importance of a North/South Corridor from the Upstate to the Aiken/North 
Augusta area?  

Based on data, US 178 emerged as a corridor, not just in the Upper Savannah region, but also in the 
Appalachian, Lower Savannah, and Berkely-Charleston-Dorchester regions.  Every county, including those 
along the Savannah River, are traversed by at least one of the corridors.  As the Plan is updated and 
travel conditions change, additional corridors such as US 25 will be considered for the statewide network.  

4/14/2008 None required.

When (Mo/Yr) did the process officially begin? The formal kick-off meeting for the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan was held on July 6, 2006.  None required.

What was the original target date (Mo/Yr) for completion of the plan? The original target completion date for receipt of final documents prior to initiation of the public 
involvement process was September 2007.

None required.

What is the total budget for consultant services? The total consultant contract budget for this project is $2,048,690.59. None required.

Does SCDOT have a single contract with the consultant team? If so, which firm is the lead contractor? If not, how 
many separate contracts are here and with which firms? 

SCDOT has a single contract with a consultant team led by TranSystems. None required.

4/2/2008 Email - RFATS MPO Asked that the bus rapid transit LPA for US 21 be reflected in the regional transit plan along with the related feeder 
services from York and Chester counties.  Also have the commuter bus service between downtown Rock Hill and 
uptown Charlotte and the local demand response service for most of York County. The US 21 LPA  may need to 
be reflected in the Rock Hill urban area on the Lowcountry to York strategic corridor action plan also.  Cost 
projections for transit need to reflect the US 21 BRT, which is estimated to cost approximately 515 million dollars 
over the next 20 years.

The US21 project is reflected in the overall Statewide Transit Plan, with the cost projections you mention 
already included.  In the overall Multimodal Plan Executive Summary (provided in response, provided on 
our website, available at public meetings and for distribution), note the specific discussion of the   As 
regarding better reflecting the US21 service and associated feeder service in the regional transit plan, as 
well as other issues noted, those will be more clearly addressed.  

4/3/2008 Regional and statewide transit plans reviewed and revised (where appropriate) to sufficiently address 
localized public transportation initiatives in the respective regional transit plans.  This includes narrative to 
address, but not limited to, the following:

Appalachian:  BRT corridors (N-S, E-W) as identified in unfunded, illustrative portion of GPATS LRTP;        
commuter rail feasibility analysis from Anderson-Clemson            
BCD:  Regional commuter rail feasibility analyses
Catawba:  US21 BRT project
Central Midlands:  Regional commuter rail feasibility analyses
Lowcountry:  US278 corridor
Lower Savannah:  Mobility management / coordination efforts
Santee-Lynches:  SmartRide / coordination efforts

4/3/2008 Email - Citizen Are any of our local interstates, and higher volume secondary roads, being considered for expansion with an HOV 
lane?  My previous, limited observations in the Charlotte area, DC area and others with HOV lanes is they seem to 
operate better than just a large number of general travel lanes.  It seems that the carpoolers tend to stay in the 
HOV lane and not weave back and forth through traffic.  Thus I tend to believe, and I am curious if research bears 
this out, that HOV lanes seem to better conduct traffic on busy roads than just adding a standard lanes that traffic 
just utilizes for additional high speed weaving.  I am unsure if I have been clear I am not sure how else to word it.  
Also, I think it goes without saying saying that the fuel benefits, and reduced exhaust benefits to the enviroment 
are obvious.  

There is interest and have been discussions related to introducing managed lane concepts (inclusive of 
HOV facilities) in the state.  However, no corridors have been specifically endorsed for such purposes.  
Our agency is also a partner in the current Charlotte Region Fast Lanes [managed lanes] Study, which 
identified a portion of I-77 in South Carolina as a promising corridor requiring detailed analysis in that 
study's upcoming Phase 2.   

In short, all viable and reasonable alternatives are being explored when addressing the needs of our 
state's transportation infrastructure, and in greater detail once a project is identified for possible inclusion 
in our Statewide Transportation Improvement Program and subjected to advanced analysis.

4/3/2008 None required.

In the Interstate Plan, I-385 widening to 6 lanes in Greenville probably should be described as "north of US 276", it 
is already 6 lanes north of S-272 to US 276.

Comment noted. Revision made as appropriate.

Three of the "unconstrained" I-385 interchange capacity needs you list were just improved, at SC 291, at Roper 
Mountain Road, and at Haywood Road (your report misspells it as Heywood).  

The Interactive Interchange Management System (IIMS) used to rank interchanges considers passenger 
and truck delay, travel costs, truck detour distance, and accident data.  In some cases, recently improved 
interchanges still rank relatively high because of significant volume.  In terms of project selection, those 
interchanges would not be candidates for reconstruction.

Spelling correction made.

I'm also confused about the reference to substandard conditions on the westbound I-385 mainline overpass at US 
276.  The only location where "westbound" lanes overpass US 276 is just before the freeway ends at downtown 
Greenville, this overpass also has just been reconstructed in the last 4 years.  

It is our understanding that the description for the US 276 crossing is near Simpsonville.  The bridge 
section is in the process of verifying the description and any necessary changes will be made to the Plan.   

Revision made as appropriate.

It would be worthwhile to note that I-85 through the Greenville area is also being considered as a possible High 
Speed Rail alignment, in the current study by Volpe Center. 

Comment noted. None required.  The Statewide Transit Plan has a full subsection/discussion focused on Intercity High 
Speed and Passenger Rail that addresses in detail the upstate portion of the high-speed rail corridor, and 
the projected costs of the upstate portion are included in the Plan's overall needs figures.

4/8/2008 Email - Citizen

4/2/2008 Email - Sierra Club

4/16/2008
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Date Submitted Source Comment Response Date Responded Revisions to Statewide Multimodal Plan
We were first notified of the opportunity to comment on the Plan through an email received from another 
conservation organization on March 14th.  We were never officially notified by the Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations:  Spartanburg Area Transportation Study, Greenville Area Transportation Study, or Anderson Area 
Transportation Study.   Neither did the Appalachian Council of Governments send us notice of the the Plan and 
opportunity to comment.  We did not also see any public notice of the meetings in local upstate newspapers.  Had 
it not been for the email from a colleague in the conservation community we would not have been aware of The 
Plan, the public meetings, or the opportunity to comment.

One of the biggest challenges for a planning process that covers an entire state is public awareness and 
participation.  For the Upstate region, we provided news releases to the following media outlets 
announcing that the draft was available for public comment through the SCDOT website, as well as the 
public information meeting in Greenville:

 

Oconee - Journal Tribune, Keowee Courier, The Westminster News, WGOG-AM

Pickens - Clemson Messenger, Easley Progress, Liberty Monitor, WCCP-AM, The Sentinel

Anderson - The Greenville News, Powdersville Post, The Journal, WAIM-AM, WRIX-AM-FM,

WSPA-TV, WYFF-TV

Greenville - The Golden Strip Times, Greenville News, Greer Citizens, GSA Business, Herald Journal, 
Metro Network, Tribune Time, WDAB-AM, WESC-FM/AM, WFIS-AM, WGGS-TV, WHNS-TV, WLFJ-FM, 
WLOS-TV, WMUU TV, WMYI FM, WROQ-FM, WSAP-TV, WSSL-FM/AM, WFFF-TV

Express Lane Traffic

Spartanburg - Chesnee Tribune, Cowpens Packet, Greenville News, INMAN Times, Landrum News, 
Leader, The Spartanburg Heralds-Journal, WASA-AM, WORD-AM/WSPA FM, WSPA-TV,

WYFF-TV

Cherokee - Cherokee Chronicle, The Gaffney Ledger, The Tribune, WAGI-FM, WFGN-AM

 

The news releases were also sent out in Spanish in an effort to reach a traditionally underserved population

None required.

Although there is a realization that vehicle miles traveled are outpacing population growth, that substantial time is 
being lost to traffic congestion, and that many transportation needs cannot be solved by highway expansion, there 
does not follow specific implementation strategies that align with this reality.  

The ongoing trend of VMT growth is consistent throughout the country.  The Plan attempts to quantify the 
overall needs based on this trend.  Within the cost constrained elements of the Plan, additional road 
capacity and improved mass transit services are identified.  

None required.

Typo on page 6: last sentence should say "17,000 lane miles" instead of "lanes" miles.  Actually there are many 
typos throughout the documents. 

Noted. Correction(s) made as appropriate.

The Plan lacks clear outlined implementation strategies for any of the challenges stated.   Primary and secondary 
highway needs are addressed, interstate highway needs are addressed, highway maintenance needs are 
addressed, transit needs are addressed, and on and on but there are no clear strategies defined to address any of 
the needs listed.   Any statements that point out problems should be followed by a strategy to remedy this problem 
with a definitive time frame for implementation.   Otherwise we have another document on a shelf in Columbia that 
evaluates a broken system in need of repair without any proposal for change.   For instance, one of the transit 
goals is "to increase statewide public transit ridership on average by 5% annually through 2030."  How will this be 
tracked and accomplished?  

Statewide transit ridership and statistics have been and continue to be tracked on an annual basis.  Thus, 
we will be able to measure any increases in overall ridership along with other performance characteristics 
each year.  To address the transit challenges facing the state, the Executive Summary presents 15 key 
action items from the Statewide Transit Plan, and as stated in the Executive Summary, specific 
implementation details are identified in the Statewide Transit Plan as an element of the full Statewide 
Comprehensive Multimodal Transportation Plan.  The ten separate Regional Transit Plans go into more 
localized detail as well.   

None required.

States that "where requested by local governments and where feasible, 4-ft wide paved shoulders have been 
included in highway improvement projects" (which it notes can be used for bike lanes).  Why should this request 
fall onto the local government?  The state has a "Complete Streets" resolution that should be initiated from the top 
down. 

The provision of bike and pedestrian accommodations is a consideration in the preliminary development of 
a project, but in some cases, the impacts or cost associated with the improvement may require that 
projects design or scope be modified. 

None required.

This section mentions the SC Transportation Infrastructure Bank (SCTIB), but does not explain what it is and how 
it plays into the Plan.  How is this Bank funded and administered?  Should a goal of The Plan include getting the 
Bank more funding? 

The SCTIB is funded through truck registration fees, a portion of vehicle license fees, a portion of the state 
gas tax, a portion of the federal-aid allocation from SCDOT, and external sources, such as local hospitality 
and sales taxes.  Any significant increase in dedicated funding for the SCTIB would likely come through 
the South Carolina General Assembly.  The SCTIB is a separate entity from SCDOT. 

None required.

States that "Expanded mass transit services and improved facilities for pedestrians and bicycles offer alternatives 
to expanded highway construction, and should play an important role in SCDOT's long-range strategy to maintain 
mobility and accessibility."  Since this Plan is from SCDOT, such statements should say "shall" and thus show the 
true commitment of the Department to making transit and bike/ped access a priority. 

The commitment of the Department to addressing alternative transportation needs should not be in 
question.  However, when addressing these needs the Department must take into consideration not only 
source funding programmatic limitations, but certainly funding availability limitations for the state’s 
transportation infrastructure in its entirety.   

None required.

A very positive statement discusses System Management and states that SCDOT will "work with local 
governments to manage driveway access to principal arterial routes and develop collector street plans to help 
keep local trips off of regional principal arterial routes."  However, how will this be done, especially when SCDOT 
doesn't have authority over local land use decisions? How aggressively will SCDOT initiate collector street plans 
with local governments?  Some strategies that would be helpful for SCDOT to use for implementation include:

Limiting curb cuts allowed on state roads, which would reduce strip-style development along these roads (e.g. the 
Boiling Springs section of Highway 9 in Spartanburg)

Not only helping develop but help fund the implementation of collector street plans to bring greater connectivity to 
areas and keep congestion off of arterial routes (e.g. funding acquisition of right of way).

4/16/2008

None required.SCDOT recently updated the access management standards and coordinates with local governments 
during the encroachment permit process.  Local governments also have the ability to adopt more 
restrictive access standards.  Your reference to “collector streets” or what would generally be considered 
local access roads can be incorporated into the MPO and COG long-range planning process; however, to 
be eligible for federal funds a road must be “functionally” classified as a collector in urban areas and a 
major collector in rural areas.  A typical access road may not meet the federal functional classification of a 
collector.  At present, there are no state funds available to construct new roads.  

4/11/2008 Email - Upstate Forever
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Date Submitted Source Comment Response Date Responded Revisions to Statewide Multimodal Plan
States that the full membership of the Resource Group is found in the Appendix.  However, the appendix is not 
available online. 

Now available online.  Resource Committee Roster added as appendix.

The Rail [ROW Element] briefly discusses potential transit use along four different transit routes.   The route 
description for the connection from Clemson to Greenville and Spartanburg (p. 3 of this section), is inaccurate and 
rather a duplicate of the route description for   Chester to Rock Hill.  This section should be reviewed and clarified 
to ensure it contains accurate information.  

Comment noted and correction made. The route description for the connection from Clemson to Greenville and Spartanburg has been revised.

The Plan states that "During the design phase, all interstate mainline widening projects will be evaluated in terms 
of mass transit alternatives. Mass transit, in the form of high-occupancy lanes or rail service will be considered in 
addition to or in place of adding additional travel lanes on the interstate system." Yet, the one page Potential 
Interstate Financial Plan chart shows that many road widenings are scheduled to be engineered in the very near 
future per the State Transportation Improvement Plan (e.g. I-85 in 2009). What is the timeline for each of these 
road widenings, especially in terms of when they will hit the design phase (where transit would be evaluated)? 

Transit alternatives would be evaluated as part of the Preliminary Engineering phase, and thus would 
follow the timeline identified for initiating that phase of each project.  The financial chart for the Interstate 
Plan provides a schedule for all planned capacity upgrades over the next twenty years.  In the case of 
widening I-85, the anticipated cost for the widening is beyond the financial capacity of the interstate 
program; however, design funds are in the Plan to develop preliminary engineering plans and a better 
defined cost estimate.  With design and cost information for I-85, I-526, and I-26/I-20, these “significant” 
projects could be considered by the General Assembly or the SIB for extraordinary funding.   

None required.

There doesn't seem to be mention of a statewide commuter line that connects the Upstate to Columbia to the 
Coast.  Each of these hubs is integral for business and tourism, and seems like clear origination and destination 
points for statewide travel.  

The potential alignments noted were derived from recent planning and/or feasibility studies.  No study has 
been completed that addresses an Upstate-to-Coast corridor alignment.  While there may not be a 
specific mention of a statewide commuter (perhaps you more appropriately intended to say high-speed) 
rail line connecting the Upstate to the Coast, the Plan recommends placing a greater focus on and 
increasing commuter-based services, as well upgrading passenger rail service.  However, the Plan also 
recommends an incremental approach, such as first improving intercity bus service as a first step.  This, 
combined with the recommended development of a comprehensive statewide rail plan addressing intercity 
and interregional passenger and freight rail needs, would help determine the areas of greatest need and 
focus.   

None required.

It's good that the Plan states "Recognizing that transit, like all other modes of transportation, does not pay for itself, 
public transportation in SC is funded through a combination of sources."  The Plan should continually recognize 
that highways are almost always a money-losing endeavor, and this factor should play heavily into decisions about 
whether or not to expand highways or pursue alternative transportation strategies (e.g. Bus Rapid Transit or rail 
service).  Transit and rail should not be easily dismissed as money-losing strategies when highways do the same.  
SCDOT should stand by other statements in the Plan to truly advocate for transit, especially when simple cost-
benefit analyses point against transit.  Such statements include:

Despite the limited service and funding, Amtrak ridership in South Carolina increased significantly between 
FY2005 and FY 2006 by 20%, and many transportation needs cannot be solved by highway expansion.

Along those same lines, the Plan mentions that "transit propensity" will be used to determine "more detailed transit-
based alternatives analysis would be warranted."  It's important that SCDOT clearly defines "transit propensity" and 
ensures that any propensity measures can not easily dismiss transit based on factors such as rural populations or 
cost.  As mentioned before, the fact that Amtrak ridership jumped 20% in one year despite limited funding and 
service shows the potential for "if you build it, they will come." 

Transit propensity has been developed and defined separate from this Plan, with the process for 
determining articulated to MPOs, COGs, and SCDOT ourselves as potential project sponsors.  However, 
this process can be further summarized in the Plan.    

The transit propensity determination process has been explained in greater detail.

The Plan notes that "State funding for transit in SC is restricted to ¼ of one cent from the motor fuel users fee.  
This level of funding generates approximately $6 million per year for public transit in the state, not enough to 
sufficiently match federal transit funding."  The Plan also notes this funding for transit is much lower than in other 
states, such as North Carolina.  Does this statement mean that South Carolina misses out on federal funding 
sources because we do not generate enough money?  If so, the Plan needs to determine a strategy to increase 
this funding.  This is also a place where it needs to be re-emphasized that highways and roads are also money-
losing endeavors, and that it's simply not reasonable or defensible that so much of the motor fuel tax goes to 
roads.  

There is no documentation that South Carolina has had to return or lapse Federal funding specifically 
because of a lack of local match.  However, the state’s transit providers have not been able to draw down 
all available federal funding in a timely manner on some occasions because of match issues.  South 
Carolina does miss out to some degree of federal funding because of ridership numbers, which in some 
cases is due to funding concerns.  As stated in a previous response, the Statewide Transit Plan presents 
15 key action items with specific implementation details, which specifically address funding strategies.   

None required.

The Plan states in reference to local funding: "A concerted effort among transit providers and SCDOT, perhaps in 
conjunction with TASC, should be undertaken to research these barriers and approach the State Legislature about 
changes in the restrictions place on local funding mechanisms.  TASC annually prepares a legislative agenda for 
law makers regarding transit and relaxing these restrictions could be included with the agenda."  This statement is 
another example of the need for SCDOT to use the word "shall" in the Plan, since it's SCDOT's plan.  A timetable 
should be included at the end of the Plan that implements these statements, such as putting this legislative 
agenda on the 2009 session.  

The word “shall” in place of “should” is not justified in this case because of the potential involvement of 
other parties and their commitments and priorities for which SCDOT has no control.  While it may be 
desirable to have a specific timetable, because certain implementation steps are outside of this Plan’s 
control, that is not possible.  However, specific Action Items have been developed to assist in this and 
other efforts. 

None required.

The Plan shows the very positive results from the focus group surveys of community leaders and residents that 
indicate a high willingness to have local taxes used for public transportation.  SCDOT should be confident to go 
forward with these numbers and their Plan and get local funding options expanded to implement The Plan.  

Point noted. None required.

Once again we would like to reiterate the fact that there was not ample notice to the conservation community and 
the public as a whole in regards to the opportunity to review, comment and attend meetings on the South Carolina 
Statewide Comprehensive Multimodal Transportation Plan.   It would be our suggestion that the comment period 
be extended to allow for widespread publicity of The Plan and the scheduling of additional public meetings.   
However, we would also suggest that the meetings be held in a lecture style allowing the audience to hear a 
detailed description of each of the seven primary elements of the plan followed by a question and answer period.   

At this point there are no plans to extend the public comment period. None required.

4/16/2008

None required.Point noted.

4/11/2008 Email - Upstate Forever
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