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Transportation Acronyms
3-C – Continuing, Cooperative and Comprehensive
AADTT – Average Annual Daily Truck Traffic
AADT – Average Annual Daily Traffic
AASHTO – American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials
ACOG – Appalachian Council of Governments
ADA – Americans with Disabilities Act
ADT – Average Daily Traffic
AVL – Automatic Vehicle Locator
B/C – Benefit/Cost Analysis
BMW – Bavarian Motor Works
BRT – Bus Rapid Transit
CAA – Clean Air Act
CFR – Code of Federal Regulations
CIP – Capital Improvement Plan
CMAQ – Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
CMP – Congestion Management Process
COG – Council of Government
CTC – County Transportation Committee (C-fund Committee)
DBE – Disadvantaged Business Enterprise
DOD – Department of Defense
DOT – Department of Transportation
DPS – Department of Public Safety
EAC – Early Action Compact (Air Quality)
EIS – Environmental Impact Study
EJ – Environmental Justice
EO – Executive Order
EOP – Emergency Operations Plan
EPA – Environmental Protection Agency
ESF – Emergency Support Function
FAA – Federal Aviation Administration
FAST Act – Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act
FHWA – Federal Highway Administration
FLMA – Federal Lands Management Agency
FTA – Federal Transit Administration
GM – General Manager
GSP – Greenville-Spartanburg International Airport
HSIP – Highway Safety Improvement Program
HOV – High Occupancy Vehicle
IIJA – Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act
ISTEA – Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
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ITS – Intelligent Transportation System
JARC – Job Access Reverse Commute
LEP – Limited English Proficiency
LOS – Level of Service
LRTP – Long Range Transportation Plan
MAP-21 - Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century
MDC – Mobile Data Consoles
MOA – Memorandum of Agreement
MPA – Metropolitan Planning Area boundary
MPO – Metropolitan Planning Organization (Transportation Planning)
NEPA – National Environmental Protection Agency
NHTSA – National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
OHS – Office of Highway Safety
PBPP – Performance Based Planning and Programming
PEAs – Planning Emphasis Areas
PEL – Planning and Environmental Linkages
PDO – Property Damage Only
RMP – Regional Mobility Program
SAFETEA-LU – Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act – A
Legacy for Users
SCDHEC – South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control
SCDOT – South Carolina Department of Transportation
SCP – Safety Conscious Planning
SCTA – South Carolina Trucking Association
SEHSR – Southeast High Speed Rail
SHSP – Strategic Highway Safety Plans
SMS – Safety Management Systems
SOV – Single Occupancy Vehicle
SPARTA – Spartanburg Area Regional Transit Authority
SPATS – Spartanburg Area Transportation Study
SRHS – Spartanburg Regional Healthcare System
STBG – Surface Transportation Block Grant Program (formerly Surface Transportation
Program)
STIP – Statewide Transportation Improvement Program
STRAHNET – Strategic Highway Network
TAP – Transportation Alternatives Program
TEA-21 – Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century
TIP – Transportation Improvement Program
TMA – Transportation Management Area
TMT – Truck Miles Traveled
TPM – Transportation Performance Management
TSA – Transportation Security Administration
TSB – Spartanburg County Transportation Service Board
TTR – Travel Time Reliability
UPWP – Unified Planning Work Program
USC – United States Code
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USPS – United States Postal Service
UZA – Urbanized Area
VMT – Vehicle Miles Traveled
VPD – Vehicles per Day
VPI – Virtual Public Involvement
VTE – Virtual Transit Enterprise
V/C – Volume to Capacity Ratio
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Over the last few months Spartanburg Area Transportation Study (SPATS) has been working on the Interim Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). As a part of the plan, SPATS staff conducted the SPATS LRTP
2022 Survey. The survey period ran from the end of February until the end of May 2022. In the two-month period, there were 604 submissions from citizens in the SPATS boundary and Spartanburg County.
As part of the public outreach process, SPATS participated in several festivals and events, such as the
Carolina Panthers training camp events, at which the survey was distributed in both paper and digital formats. We requested citizens
share their input on transportation improvements they would like to see on any roads in the county, including future operational/
functional, access management, and safety changes at intersections and along corridors. SPATS staff also received feedback on
freight/air/rail, transit and bike/pedestrian concerns. Additionally, SPATS staff partnered with Mary Ann Solesbee, a local children’s
book author, and her original characters, Sal and Amanda, to offer transportation education for children. These activities created
SPATS project awareness/ encouraged public participation in the transportation planning process, and instilled within the youth a
better un-derstanding of transportation safety.
SPATS staff met with several municipalities and community groups. These groups included but were not limited to Hispanic Alliance, Hub City Farmer’s Market, Food Share Spartanburg, Boiling Springs Business Association, Una Master Plan leadership, community centers, schools, libraries, Spartanburg County Citizen’s Academy, Commercial Real Estate Women's Group, and the American
Society of Civil Engineers,
Social media was utilized for digital distribution of the survey. It was posted to both the SPATS and Spartanburg County Facebook accounts as well as the South Carolina Department of Transportation Twitter account. Additionally, Fliers were distributed to
county and municipal buildings and library branches.
To complement the SPATS LRTP 2022 Survey, supplementary surveys were developed to allow the public to give feedback on
the SPARTA Comprehensive Operational Analysis, the Regional Freight Plan, Comprehensive Plans, and Top 7 Corridors for Crashes.
Part of our Transportation Performance Planning program has included the development of performance data dashboards
for crashes, volume, turning movements including freight, and traffic counts for our Top 7 corridors. They are used to confirm the proposed LRTP projects and to prioritize projects for the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) programming in coordination with (County
Transportation Committee) CTC, SCDOT, and the Study Team. Crash data analysis provided by SPATS has also used been by the
County Engineering staff to assist in prioritization of county transportation projects. Previous analyses paired with the findings from this
SPATS LRTP 2022 Survey will allow SPATS staff and stakeholders perspective on the ranking of projects in the SPATS boundary and Spartanburg County.
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The SPATS LRTP 2022 Survey was modeled after SPATS previous LRTP surveys as well as the South Carolina Multimodal Transportation Plan
2040 survey. Its purpose is to gain an understanding of what is important to citizens when it comes to deciding projects, areas, and funding sources
for new projects within the SPATS boundary for the next 20 year horizon. The results from this survey will help guide SPATS and stakeholders in the development of the Interim Long Range Transportation Plan. The survey was guided by the Public Participation Plan (PPP). SPATS staff maintained the
Interim LRTP survey page, offering the survey in both English and Spanish. A software tool was used to extract and organize survey submissions for
accurate analysis.
The SPATS LRTP 2022 survey consisted of 32 questions that were broken up into 4 sections. Each section is listed below:
1. Demographic Information
In this section of the SPATS LRTP 2022 Survey, participants were asked specific demographic questions. These questions were designed from
Census bureau data collection and analysis process. Participants were asked their race, ethnicity, zip code, age range annual household income,
commute to work, predominant transportation, household size and level of education. This data will inform SPATS staff and stakeholders of the demographics represented in survey participation as well as those that are either underrepresented or missing.
2. Transportation Rating
In this section, participants were asked to provide a quality rating, raging from poor to very good, for eight topics: condition of roads, traffic
congestion, attractiveness of roads, sidewalks, bike lanes/paths, greenways, signal system and public transit. This section allows for SPATS staff to
see how participants in the community see the area on specific topics as well as a whole. Additionally, participants were asked how they feel how
the traffic is going in the SPATS area. A final open ended question, asked participants to list five items they would like to see addressed. These additional questions, again, will help SPATS staff further understand the viewpoint of the fellow participants. The answers received by the participants will
help SPATS staff develop a list of future projects and supplement the interim LRTP.
3. Investment Rating
In this section, participants were given several couplets of investment options and asked to prioritize the item in each set they would rather
we invest. There was also an option to remain neutral. This section of the survey is important as it show SPATS staff what the participants of the survey would rather invest in when given a choice. This, and all, data will inform policy committee of the public will and interest.
4. Priority Investment Ranking

Participants were given a list of issues and asked to rank their importance on a scale from 1 to 8, with 1 being the highest priority and each
number ranking to be assigned only once.
The 8 topics were pavement repairs and preservation, bridge repairs and preservation, new highway lanes, safety and security, passenger
rail, bi- cycle and pedestrian, transit/bus services and autonomous vehicles.
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Demographic Data
Participants were asked 9 questions regarding demographics. The data collected from these questions plays a significant role in planning for future
surveys and their effectiveness at capturing an equal representation of the insights of all the residents of Spartanburg County.

Race

Table 1.1

The U.S. Office of Management and Budget recognizes the following five minimum
categories for race:

Race

# of Participants

White – A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, the Middle
East, or North Africa.

American Indian or Alaska Native

2

Asian

2

Black or African American

48

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

2

White

550

Black or African American – A person having origins in any of the Black racial
groups of Africa.
American Indian or Alaska Native – A person having origins in any of the original
peoples of North and South America (including Central America) and who maintains tribal affiliation or community attachment.
Asian – A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia, China,
India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand, and Vietnam.
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander – A person having origins in any of the
original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands.
91% (550) of participants identified as White
8% (48) of participants identified as Black or African American
1% (2) of participants identified as Asian

*0% (2) of participants identified as American Indian or Alaska Native
*0% (2) of participants identified as Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
*Notes less than one percentage of participants answered for that question.

Figure 1.1
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Figure 1.2

Ethnicity
Participants were asked if they identified as either
“Hispanic or Latino” or ”Not Hispanic or Latino.” 23 out of
the 604 survey participants chose not to respond.
2% ( 15) of participants identified as Hispanic or Latino

94% (566) of participants identified as not Hispanic or Latino
4% (24) of participants did not answer this question.

Table 1.3

Table 1.2

Ethnicity

# of Participants

Hispanic or Latino

15

Not Hispanic or Latino

566

No Response

24
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Figure 1.4

Zip Codes
The purpose of asking about the participants current zip code is to see what area of the county/ SPATS boundary they are located. It is important to
note here that that were 28 different zip codes that were reported. There was also several zip codes that were identify that were outside of the
SPATS or county of Spartanburg and were left out of this report as they do not pertain to the study area.
It is important to note that there were several participants that Zip Codes were outside of the Spartanburg County Boundary but are important to the
results of this survey as they travel on the roads in Spartanburg County.
The Top 5 zip code areas were as followed
1. Boiling Springs—29316
2. Spartanburg—29302
3. Inman—29349
4. Spartanburg –29307
5. Spartanburg—29301
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Table 1.3
Community

# of Participants

29372

Pacolet

4

Spartanburg

55

29374

Glenn Springs/ Pauline

9

Spartanburg

90

29375

Reidville

1

Spartanburg

16

29376

Roebuck

6

Spartanburg

1

29385

Wellford

8

Spartanburg

1

29388

Woodruff

11

Spartanburg

30

29651

Greer

8

Spartanburg

61

Greer

Boiling Springs

29650

1

95

29652

Greer*

2

Campobello

10

29609

Greenville*

2

Chesnee

30

Converse

29617

Greenville*

1

1

Cowpens

29353

Union*

1

4

Drayton

29640

Pickens*

1

4

Duncan

12

28722

Columbus*

1

Enoree

4

28302

Fayetteville*

1

Inman

74

29202

Unknown Zip Code #1**

1

Landrum

9

29392

Unknown Zip Code #2**

1

Lyman

11

29315

Unknown Zip Code #3**

1

Mayo

1

20316

Unknown Zip Code #4**

2

Moore

32

29361

Unknown Zip Code #5**

1

* Indicates a Zip Code outside of the County of Spartanburg. However are still important to this report as these Zip Codes are close to
Spartanburg County and the participants from this area most likely travel on roads in Spartanburg County.
** indicates that it is a Zip Code that does not exist inside the United States. SPATS Staff believes that these were simply typos after further examination of the answers that were given by those particular participants.

SPATS LRTP 2022 SURVEY RESULTS DRAFT

Figure 1.5

7
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Figure 1.6

Table 1.4
Commute # of ParTo Work ticipants
Less
than
12
1mile

Table 1.5

Figure 1.7

Predominant
# of
Transportation Participants
Bike

5

Moped

0

Scooter

0

1 to 5

80

5 to 10

172

Motorcycle

2

192

Vehicle (Car,
Van, SUV,
Truck)

590

Other

7

More
than 10
miles
Not applicable

148

Commute To Work
Data from this question provides an understanding of how
many citizens are commuting to work as well as their distance
of travel. Of the 604 participants, 456 commute to work and
148 answered not applicable. The majority of participants
travel further than 10 miles for work.

Predominant Transportation
Participants were asked to select their primary mode of transportation.
The results from the survey are listed below:

The results from the survey are listed below:

98% (590) of participants answered that there predominant transportation choice is a Vehicle. This includes cars, trucks, cans, and
SUV’s.

32% (192) of participants answered that there commute to
work is over 10 miles.

1% (7) of participants answered other. This is up to interpretation
for what specifies as other.

28% (172) of participants answered that there commute to
work is 5 to 10 miles.

1% (5) of participants answered that there predominant transportation choice is a bike.

25% (148) of participants answered that this question was not
applicable .

*0% (2) of participants answered that there predominant transportation choice is a motorcycle.

13% (80) of participants answered that there commute to
work is 1 to 5 miles.

Moped and Scooter were not selected at all as participants predominant transportation choice

1% (12) of participants answered that there commute to
work is less than 1 mile.

*Notes less than one percentage of participants answered for
that question.
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Figure 1.8

Table 1.6

Table 1.7

Age Range

# of Participants

18 to 34

69

35 to 49

186

50 to 64

220

65 and over

118

I prefer not
to answer

12

Age Range
Age ranges of participants are as follows:

36% (220) of participants were apart of the 50 to 64
age range.
31% (186) of the participants being apart of the 35 to
49 age range.
20% (118) of participants being apart of the 65 and
over age range.

Annual Household
Income
Less than $20,00
$20,000 to $39,999

# of Participants
6
57

$40,000 to $64,999

81

$65,000 to $89,999

82

More than $90,000
Retired
Student
I prefer not to answer

222
56
3

Figure 1.9

97

Annual Household Income
The average household income of the participants is as follows:
37% (222) of participants answered that there annual household
income is more than $90,000.

16% (97) of participants answered that they prefer to not answer
about there annual household income.
14% (82) of participants answered that there annual household
income is $65,000 to $89,000.
13% (81) of participants answered that there annual household
income is $40,000 to $64,999.

11% (69) of participants being apart of the 18 to 34
age range.

9% (57) of participants answered that there annual household
income is $20,000 to $39,999.

2% (12) participants that preferred not to answer.

9% (56) of participants answered that they are retired.

This question allows for SPATS staff to have a better understanding of who are taking the survey and how it
relates to the overall population of the county of Spartanburg.

1% (6) of participants answered that there annual household income is less than $20,000.
1% (3) of participants answered that they were currently students,
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Figure 1.10

Table 1.8

Figure 1.11

Household
Size

# of Participants

1 Person

83

2 Persons

240

3 Persons

100

4 Persons

125

5 Persons

37

6 + Persons

19

Household Size
Household size refers to the number of people living in one’s household.
A higher number of occupants correlates to a higher trip generation
number.
The results from the survey are listed below:
40% (240) of participants answered that there household size consisted
of 2 persons.
21% (125) of participants answered that there household size consisted
of 4 persons.
16% (100) of participants answered that there household size consisted
of 3 persons.
14% (83) of participants answered that there household size consisted
of 1 person.
6% (37) of participants answered that there household size consisted of
5 persons.
3% (19) of participants answered that there household size consisted of
more than 6 persons.

Table 1.9
Education
Less than a High School diploma
High School diploma, no college
Some College
Associate's Degree
Bachelor's Degree
Masters or Professional Degree
I prefer not to answer

# of Participants
5
39
110
52
196
182
20

Education
Participant level of education data is listed below:
32% (196) of participants have a bachelor's degree
30% (182) of participants have a Masters or Professional degree

18% (110) of participants have some college.
9% (52) of participants have an associates degree.
7% (39) of participants have a high school diploma but no
college.
3% (20) of participants preferred not to answer.
1% (5) of participants have less than a high school diploma.
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Transportation Ratings
Data collected from this section of the survey allows for a better understanding of how participants perceive the current conditions
of the roads, greenways, and trails/sidewalks both within the SPATS boundary and the remainder Spartanburg County. Most of the
participants answered that conditions are either fair or poor for all topics except for public transit for which most participants selected unsure.
Figure 2.1

Figure 2.2

Table 2.1
Condition of Roads
The results from the survey are listed below:

50 % (303) of participants ranked the condition of
roads as poor.
44% (268) of participants ranked the condition of
roads as fair.

Table 2.2

Condition # of Parof Roads ticipants
Poor

303

Fair

268

Unsure

9

Traffic
Congestion

Traffic Congestion
# of Participants The results from the survey are listed below:

Poor

239

Fair

278

Unsure

14

46% (278) of participants ranked traffic congestion as fair.
40% (239) of participants ranked traffic congestion as poor.

4% (24) of participants ranked the condition of
roads as good.

Good

24

Good

68

11% (68) of participants ranked traffic congestion as good.

2% (9) of participants were unsure of the current

Very
Good

0

Very Good

5

2%(14) of participants ranked traffic congestion as good.
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Figure 2.3

Attractiveness of Roads
The results from the survey are listed below:
51% (310) of participants rated the attractiveness of roads as poor.
39% (233) of participants rated attractiveness
of roads as fair.

Figure 2.4

Table 2.3
Traffic
# of
Conges- Particition
pants
Poor

239

Table 2.4

Sidewalks

Side- # of Par- This question was asking participants to rate the
walks ticipants current condition of the sidewalks in the SPATS

Poor

288

boundary as well as the amount of sidewalks
that are available to citizens.
The results from the survey are listed below:

6 % (38) of participants rated attractiveness of
roads as good.

Fair

4% (21) of participants rated was unsure of attractiveness of roads.

Unsure

278

Fair

180

48% of participants rated sidewalks as poor.
30% of participants rated sidewalks as fair.

14

Unsure

82

13% of participants rated as unsure.
8% of participants rated sidewalks as good

*0% (2) participants rated attractiveness of
roads

Good

68

Good

50

* The percentage is less than 1% and therefore
shows up as 0% on the pie graph.

Very
Good

5

Very
Good

4

1% of participants rated them as very good.
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Figure 2.5

Figure 2.6

Bike Lanes/ Paths
The results from the survey are listed below:
48% rated bike lanes conditions as poor.
19% rated bike lanes as fair
25% rated bike lane conditions as unsure.
7% rated bike lane conditions as good.
1% rated bike lane conditions as very
good.

Greenways
Table 2.5

Table 2.6

Bike
Lanes/
Paths

# of Participants

Poor

292

Fair

112

Unsure

152

Good

41

Very Good

7

Green- # of Parways ticipants

Poor

185

Fair

173

Unsure

137

Good

96

Very
Good

13

A greenway is defined as a shared use
path.
The results from the survey are listed below:
30% of the participants rated the conditions of greenways as poor.
29% rated greenways as fair.
23% rated greenways as unsure.
16% rated greenways as good
2% rated greenways as very good.
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Figure 2.7

Signal System
Signal system refers to traffic light presence, timing,
etc.
The results from the survey are listed below:
24% of v rated signal system conditions as poor.
44% rated signal system conditions as fair.

4% rated unsure.
27% of the participants rated signal systems as
good.
1% rated signal System conditions as very good.

Figure 2.8

Table 2.7

Table 2.8

Signal
# of ParSysticipants
tem

Public # of
Trans Particiit
pants

Poor

145

Poor

179

Fair

267

Fair

60

Unsure

23

Unsure

329

Good

161

Good

28

Very
Good

8

Very
Good

8

Public Transit
Public transit refers to services such as the SPARTA city
bus system and the Spartanburg Regional Transport.
The results from the survey are listed below:
30% rated public transit conditions as poor.
10% of participants rated public conditions as fair.

54% of participants rated unsure.
5% rated public transit as good.
1% rated public transit as very good.
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Figure 2.9

SPATS Area
This question refers to the degree of traffic congestion currently experienced within the SPATS boundary area The SPATS boundary covers the urbanized portion of the county. The non- urbanized portion
of the county falls into the jurisdiction of the Appalachian Council of
Governments (ACOG).
The results from the survey are listed below:
87% (524) of participants rated the SPATS area as worsening.
1% (5) of participants rated the SPATS area as getting better.
9% of participants rated the SPATS area as staying the same.
3% of participants were not sure.

Table 2.9

Do you feel the traffic in SPATS area is...

# of Participants

Getting Worse

524

Getting Better

5

Staying About The Same

58

Not Sure

17
List Five Items

This portion of the survey asked participants to list up to five items that they seem to be necessary to fix in the SPATS area as well as Spartanburg
county. SPATS staff categorized the list of five items from each participant into 5 separate tables. Each table represents what number on the list it
was prioritized by the submitter.
These items were separated into 16 categories. The categories are as followed. Interstates, U.S. Highways, North East, North East, South East, South
West , Traffic Lights/ Intersections, Repair/ Maintenance, Widenings/Additions, Sidewalks/ Bike Lanes, Infrastructure , Litter Clean-Up, Future Development, Traffic Enforcement, Transit, and Other.

The data from this is attached in appendix A.
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Investment Rating
The results from this section of the survey are important in deciding the future of infrastructure, safe and secure travel, improve mobility and passenger transit. The topic of infrastructure 61% of participants choose to upgrade/improve quality of existing infrastructure. The topic of safe and secure
travel 53% of participants choose to invest in more safer roads. The topic of improve mobility 56% of participants choose to increase capacity by
adding lanes and/or other infrastructure. The topic of passenger transit 45% of the participants choose neutral. 33% of participants choose increase
transit and other passenger services to new areas.
Figure 3.1

Figure 3.2

Table 3.1

Table 3.2

Infrastructure

# of Participants

Widen/Add Capacity
Neutral
Upgrade/Improve Quality of Existing Infrastructure

206
32
366

Infrastructure
Participants were asked to choose whether investment should
be made to “Widen / Add Capacity” or “Upgrade/ Improve
quality of existing infrastructure.”
The results from the survey are listed below:
61% (366) of participants choice to Upgrade/Improve Quality of
Existing Infrastructure
34% (206) of Participants choice to Widen/Add Capacity
5% (32) of participants were neutral in the decision.

Safe and Secure Travel

# of Participants

Invest more in safer roads
Neutral

321
57

Invest more in intersection safety improve-

226

Safe and Secure Travel
Participants were asked to choose whether investment should be made
for “Safer Roads” or “Intersection Safety Improvement”
The results from the survey are listed below:
53% (321) of participants choice to invest in more safer roads.
37% (226) of participants choice to invest more in intersection safety and
improvements.
10% (57) of participants were neutral in the decision.
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Figure 3.3

Figure 3.4

Table 3.4

Table 3.3
Improve Mobility

# of Participants

Increase capacity by adding lanes and/or other infra-

341

Neutral

60

Manage demand with technology and other travel

203

Improve Mobility

Passenger Transit

# of Participants

Increase Transit and other passenger services on
popular routes
Neutral
Increase Transit and other passenger services to
new areas

133
273
198

Passenger Transit

Participants were asked to choose whether investment should be made
to “Increase capacity by adding lanes and/or infrastructure” or “ Manage demand with technology and other travel mode alternatives.”

Participants were asked to choose whether investment should be
made to “Increase transit and other passenger services to new areas” or “Increase transit and other passenger services on popular
routes”

The results from the survey are listed below:

The results from the survey are listed below:

56% (341) of participants choice to increase capacity by adding lanes
and/or other infrastructure.

45% (273) of participants were neutral on this decision.

34% (203) of participants choice to manage demand with technology
and other travel mode alternatives.
10% (60) participants were neutral in the decision

33% (198) of participants choice to increase transit and other passenger services to new areas.
22% (133) of participants choice to increase transit and other passenger services on popular routes.
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Table 3.5

Transportation Improvement Funding
The data gathered from this question will provide an understanding of where the public would like transportation improvement funding to be applied in the future. Participants
were allowed to select as many options as desired.

1.Impact fees on developers was voted for the most, receiving 433 votes.
2. Increased gas tax received 170 votes.
3.Transportation bonds (Borrowing) received 137 votes
4.I do not support any additional funding for improvements received 133 votes
5.Increased sales tax received 127 votes
6.Increased property tax received 69 votes
7.Tolls on roads. Received 55 votes.
It is important to point out that the first ranking was for
Impact fees on developers. 433 participants choices this
as option for future transportation improvement funding. More than have of the participants voted for this
choice.

Table 3.5
Transportation Improvement Funding

# of Participants

Increased gas tax

170

Increased sales tax

127

Increased property tax

69

Tolls on roads

55

Impact fees on developers

433

Transportation bonds (borrowing)

137

I do not support any additional funding for improvements

133
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Table 4.1
RAN
K

Pavement Repairs and
Preservation

New Highway
Lanes

Bridge Repairs and Safety and SecuriPassenger Rail
Preservation
ty

Bicycle and
Pedestrian

Transit/Bus
Service

Autonomous
Vehicles

1

138

19

20

52

6

7

5

1

2

59

41

82

46

3

11

4

2

3

28

40

78

67

9

18

4

4

4

10

56

46

52

22

36

18

8

5

8

16

12

18

53

76

54

12

6

1

25

7

10

56

59

77

13

7

4

30

1

2

70

32

77

32

8

0

21

2

1

30

9

9

176

Figure 4.2

Priority Investment Ranking
357 of 604 total survey responses were omitted
from analysis due to an error with the software
used to provide the survey which allowed participants to assign a ranking to more than one
field (i.e. prioritizing multiple items with a "1").
Instructions were provided explaining how to
prioritize correctly. Results based on the analysis of 248 survey submissions are as follows:
Results based on the analysis of 248 survey submissions
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Figure 4.2

Figure 4.3

Table 4.2

Pavement Re- # of
pairs and
ParticPreservation ipants
1
138

Pavement Repairs # of Parand Preservation ticipants
1
138
2

59

3

28

4

10

5

8

6

1

7

4

8

0

Pavement Repairs and Preservation

Table 4.3

2

59

3

28

4

10

5

8

6

1

7

4

8

0

New Highway Lanes

Participants were asked to rank each topic from 1 and 8 without duplicating a response. 138 of the 248 total correctly submitted responses
ranked “pavement repairs and preservation” first in priority.

Participants were asked to rank each topic from 1 and 8 without
duplicating a response. 19 of 248 total correctly submitted responses
ranked “new highway lanes” as first in priority.

Listed below is the amount of participants ranked pavement repairs
and preservation on the 1 to 8 scale:

The topic of new highway lanes was ranked 4th in the first priority
section of this question. 19 participants out of 248 total responses
ranked this issue as number one.

56% (138) of participants ranked pavement repairs and preservation #1
24% (59) of participants ranked pavement repairs and preservation #2
11% (28) of participants ranked pavement repairs and preservation #3
4% (10) of participants ranked pavement repairs and preservation #4
3% (8) of participants ranked pavement repairs and preservation #5
*0% (1) of participants ranked pavement repairs and preservation #6
2% (4) of participants ranked pavement repairs and preservation #7
0% (0) of participants ranked pavement repairs and preservation #8
*Notes less than one percentage of participants answered for that
question.

Listed below is the amount of participants ranked pavement repairs
and preservation on the 1 to 8 scale:
8% (19) of participants ranked new highway lanes #1
17% (41) of participants ranked new highway lanes #2
16% (40) of participants ranked new highway lanes #3
23% (56) of participants ranked new highway lanes #4
6% (16) of participants ranked new highway lanes #5
10% (25) of participants ranked new highway lanes #6
12% (30) of participants ranked new highway lanes #7
8% (21) of participants ranked new highway lanes #8
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Figure 4.4

Table 4.4

Table 4.5

Figure 4.5

Bridge Repairs and # of ParPreservation
ticipants

Safety and
Security

# of Participants

1

20

1

52

2

82

2

46

3

78

3

67

4

46

4

52

5

12

5

18

6

7

6

10

7

1

7

2

8

2

8

1

Bridge Repairs and Preservation

Safety and Security

Participants were asked to rank each topic from 1 and 8 without duplicating a response. 20 of 248 total correctly submitted responses ranked
“bridge repairs and preservation” as first in priority.

Participants were asked to rank each topic from 1 and 8 without duplicating a response. 52 of 248 total correctly submitted responses
ranked “safety and security” as first in priority.

The topic of bridge repairs and preservation was ranked 3rd in the first
priority section of this question. 20 participants out of 248 total responses ranked this issue as number one.

The topic of safety and security was ranked 2cd in the first priority section of this question. 52 participants out of 248 total responses ranked
this issue as number one.

8% (20) of participants ranked bridge repairs and preservation #1

21% (52) of participants ranked safety and security #1

33% (82) of participants ranked bridge repairs and preservation #2

19% (46) of participants ranked safety and security #2

31% (78) of participants ranked bridge repairs and preservation #3

27% (67) of participants ranked safety and security #3

19% (46) of participants ranked bridge repairs and preservation #4

21% (52) of participants ranked safety and security #4

5% (12) of participants ranked bridge repairs and preservation #5

7% (18) of participants ranked safety and security #5

3% (7) of participants ranked bridge repairs and preservation #6

4% (10) of participants ranked safety and security #6

*0% (1) of participants ranked bridge repairs and preservation #7

1% (2) of participants ranked safety and security #7

1% (2) of participants ranked bridge repairs and preservation #8

*0% (1) of participants ranked safety and security #8

*Notes less than one percentage of participants answered for that
question.

*Notes less than one percentage of participants answered for that
question.
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Figure 4.6

Figure 4.7

Table 4.6
Passenger
Rail

# of Participants

1

6

2

3

3

9

4

22

5

53

6

Table 4.7
Bicycle and
Pedestrian

# of Participants

1

7

2

11

3

18

4

36

5

76

56

6

59

7

70

7

32

8

30

8

9

Passenger Rail

Bicycle and Pedestrian

Participants were asked to rank each topic from 1 and 8 without duplicating a response. 6 of 248 total correctly submitted responses ranked
“passenger rail” as first in priority.

Participants were asked to rank each topic from 1 and 8 without duplicating a response. 7 of 248 total correctly submitted responses ranked
“bicycle and pedestrian” as first in priority.

The topic of passenger rail was ranked 6th in the first priority section of
this question. 6 participants out of 248 total responses ranked this issue
as number one.

The topic of bicycle and pedestrians was ranked 5th in the first priority
section of this question. 7 participants out of 248 total responses ranked
this issue as number one.

2% (6) of participants ranked passenger rail #1

3% (7) of participants ranked bicycle and pedestrian #1

1% (3) of participants ranked passenger rail #2

4% (11) of participants ranked bicycle and pedestrian #2

4% (9) of participants ranked passenger rail #3

7% (18) of participants ranked bicycle and pedestrian #3

9% (22) of participants ranked passenger rail #4

14% (36) of participants ranked bicycle and pedestrian #4

21% (53) of participants ranked passenger rail #5

31% (76) of participants ranked bicycle and pedestrian #5

23% (56) of participants ranked passenger rail #6

24% (59) of participants ranked bicycle and pedestrian #6

28% (70) of participants ranked passenger rail #7

13% (32) of participants ranked bicycle and pedestrian #7

12% (30) of participants ranked passenger rail #8

4% (9) of participants ranked bicycle and pedestrian #8

SPATS LRTP 2022 SURVEY RESULTS DRAFT 23

Figure 4.9

Table 4.8

Figure 4.8

Transit/Bus
Service

# of Participants

Table 4.9
Transit/Bus
Service

# of Participants

1

5

1

5

2

4

2

4

3

4

3

4

4

18

4

18

5

54

5

54

6

77

6

77

7

77

7

77

8

9

8

9

Transit/Bus Service

Autonomous Vehicles

Participants were asked to rank each topic from 1 and 8 without duplicating a response. 5 of 248 total correctly submitted responses ranked “transit/ bus service” as
first in priority.

Participants were asked to rank each topic from 1 and 8 without duplicating a response. 1 of 248 total correctly submitted responses
ranked “autonomous vehicles” as first in priority.

The topic of transit/bus Service was ranked 7th in the first priority section
of this question. 5 participants out of 248 total responses ranked this issue
as number one.

The topic of autonomous vehicles was ranked 8th in the first priority
section of this question. 1 participants out of 248 total responses
ranked this issue as number one.

2% (5) of participants ranked transit/bus services #1

*0% (1) of participants ranked autonomous vehicles #1

1% (4) of participants ranked transit/bus services #2

1% (2) of participants ranked autonomous vehicles #2

2% (4) of participants ranked transit/bus services #3

2% (4) of participants ranked autonomous vehicles #3

7% (18) of participants ranked transit/bus services #4

3% (8) of participants ranked autonomous vehicles #4

22% (54) of participants ranked transit/bus services #5

5% (12) of participants ranked autonomous vehicles #5

31% (77) of participants ranked transit/bus services #6

5% (13) of participants ranked autonomous vehicles #6

31% (77) of participants ranked transit/bus services #7

13% (32) of participants ranked autonomous vehicles #7

4% (9) of participants ranked transit/bus services #8

71% (176) of participants ranked autonomous vehicles #8
*Notes less than one percentage of participants answered for that
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Public Comments

have been filtered by each page they were collected on. There were 4 main topics of the survey, at the end of each page was a
public comment box. They comments have been categorized into tables based on what topic Page they were recorded and

topic of

that the comments were filtered in were Development and Fees and Other.

The data from this section is attached in appendix B.

Rating the categories
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Appendix C. SCDOT System Performance Report
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South Carolina Department of Transportation
System Performance Report
Through the federal rulemaking process, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is requiring state
DOTs and MPOs (and by extension the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) is
requiring COGs) to monitor the transportation system using specific performance measures. These
measures are associated with the national goal areas prescribed in MAP-21 and the FAST Act. The
following System Performance Report describes these national goal areas, rulemakings, performance
areas, and prescribed measures. Performance measures have been identified for highway systems,
including a set of measures to assess progress toward achieving the goals of the CMAQ Program. The
requirements and targets of these measures and tools to calculate them are summarized in this report.
This System Performance Report presents the baseline, performance/condition measures, targets and
the progress made towards achieving those targets. These performance measures are a part of SCDOT’s
Transportation Asset Management Plan (TAMP). SCDOT’s TAMP has been developed in a collaborative
effort with South Carolina’s Division Office of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The plan has
been designed to not only satisfy federal rulemaking, but to transcend these requirements by setting 10year performance estimates for all state maintained roads and bridges. By clearly identifying the needs
of South Carolina’s transportation infrastructure, the TAMP has provided SCDOT a platform to
communicate existing infrastructure conditions and project constrained performance targets for
SCDOT’s physical assets over the next decade. The TAMP supports the primary goals of the agency’s
Strategic Plan by promoting the most efficient use of limited resources to extend the life of the State’s
transportation infrastructure.
In 2017, The General Assembly passed legislation (the South Carolina Infrastructure and Economic
Development reform Act (Act 40)) to increase the State gas tax by (12) twelve cents by phasing in the
increase at (2) two cents per year for (6) six years. These funds are deposited into a new trust fund
called the Infrastructure Maintenance Trust Fund (IMTF). These new revenues, coupled with other
Federal and State funds, form the financial foundation of SCDOT's Ten Year Plan and performance
targets. For the first time in 30 years, the South Carolina Department of Transportation has been
provided with an increased and sustainable revenue stream. The “Roads Bill” gives the agency the
opportunity to make gradual, but real and significant strides toward bringing the highway system back
from three decades of neglect.
The SCDOT’s Strategic Plan forms the guiding principles of the agency’s Investment Strategies, focusing
on the maintenance, preservation and safety of the existing transportation infrastructure, directing
investments of highway systems and priority networks, integrating risk-based prioritization, improving
safety, advancing lifecycle cost in investment programming and enhancing mobility. The five major
goals of the Strategic Plan are:
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SCDOT Strategic Plan Goals






Improve safety programs and outcomes in high risk areas
Maintain and preserve its existing transportation infrastructure
Improve program delivery to increase the efficiency and reliability of road and bridge network
Provide a safe and productive work environment for SCDOT employees
Earn public trust through transparency, improved communications and audit compliance

The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) surface transportation legislation
established National Goals and a performance and outcome based program. As part of the program
federally established performance measures are set and those targets shall be monitored for progress.
There is alignment between SCDOT’s Strategic Plan Goals and the MAP-21 National Goals. The MAP-21
National Goals are as follows:

MAP-21 National Goals
 Safety - To achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all public
roads
 Infrastructure Condition - To maintain the highway infrastructure asset system in a state of good
repair
 Congestion Reduction - To achieve a significant reduction in congestion on the National Highway
System
 System Reliability - To improve the efficiency of the surface transportation system
 Freight Movement and Economic Vitality - To improve the national freight network, strengthen
the ability of rural communities to access national and international trade markets, and support
regional economic development
 Environmental Sustainability - To enhance the performance of the transportation system while
protecting and enhancing the natural environment
 Reduced Project Delivery Delays - To reduce project costs, promote jobs and the economy, and
expedite the movement of people and goods by accelerating project completion through
eliminating delays in the project development and delivery process, including reducing
regulatory burdens and improving agencies’ work practices
These goals provide clear asset management performance based direction to support the effective
movement of people and goods. Specifically, transportation asset management focuses on preservation
of existing infrastructure with a more cost-effective and efficient approach. SCDOT also utilizes
transportation asset management principles to address mobility by planning for future demands on the
system. These actions facilitate safe and efficient movement of citizens, goods, and services; thereby,
enhancing performance of state and national commerce.
This System Performance Report details the federally required (MAP-21/FAST Act) performance
measures for a State DOT. The following sections detail the performance measures, baseline and
targets and the progress towards those targets based on the most recent Mid-Performance Report that
was submitted October 1, 2020.
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Highway Safety / PM-1
Effective April 14, 2016 the FHWA established the highway safety performance measures to carry out
the Highway Safety Improvement Program (NSIP). Safety performance targets are developed in
coordination with the South Carolina Department of Public Safety (SCDPS) and reported annually to
FHWA in the state’s Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) Annual Report and to the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) in the state’s Highway Safety Plan (HSP) developed by
SCDPS. The performance measures are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Number of fatalities
Rate of fatalities per 100 million vehicle miles traveled
Number of serious injuries
Rate of serious injuries per 100 million vehicle miles traveled
Number of combined non-motorized fatalities and non-motorized serious injuries

The most recently assessed safety targets were for the five year rolling average from 2015 to 2019.
South Carolina’s statewide safety performance targets for this time period are included in Table 1, along
with actual performance and the state’s baseline data for the (5) five year rolling average from 2013 to
2017. A state is said to have met or made significant progress toward meeting its safety performance
targets when at least (4) four of the (5) five targets established under 23 CFR 490.209(a) have been met
or the actual outcome is better than the baseline performance. As shown in Table 1 below, South
Carolina met or performed better than baseline for 2 of the 5 safety targets. SCDOT continues to
implement proven countermeasures addressing the engineering emphasis areas identified in the State’s
Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP). For more information regarding the recently updated SHSP, please
visit our website here:
https://www.scdot.org/performance/pdf/reports/BR1_SC_SHSP_Dec20_rotated.pdf.
In response to the increasing number of non-motorized user fatalities, SCDOT began developing the
state’s first Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Action Plan in December 2020 and is expected to have a final
plan before the end of 2021.

Table 1. South Carolina 2015-2019 Safety Performance Target Assessment
Performance Measure

20152019
Target

20152019
Actual

20132017
Baseline

Met
Target?

Better
than
Baseline?

Number of Traffic Fatalities

988.0

1005.0

915.6

No

No

Rate of Traffic Fatalities

1.790

1.818

1.752

No

No

Number of Traffic Serious
Injuries

2986.0

2986.6

3108.2

No

Yes

Rate of Traffic Serious Injuries

5.420

5.412

5.986

Yes

N/A

Number of Non-motorized
Traffic Fatalities & Serious
Injuries

380.0

414.2

382.6

No

No

Met or Made
Significant
Progress?

No
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Table 2 below provides the results of the department’s first Safety Performance Target Assessment for
2014-2018. South Carolina met 4 of the 5 safety targets. During this time period, SCDOT began
implementing the state’s Rural Road Safety Program, specifically targeting roadway departure collisions
on rural roads.

Table 2. South Carolina 2014-2018 Safety Performance Target Assessment
Performance Measure
Number of Traffic
Fatalities
Rate of Traffic Fatalities
Number of Traffic Serious
Injuries
Rate of Traffic Serious
Injuries
Number of Non-motorized
Traffic Fatalities & Serious
Injuries

20142018
Target

20142018
Actual

20122016
Baseline

Met
Target?

Better
than
Baseline?

970.0

969.6

890.4

Yes

N/A

1.810

1.804

1.748

Yes

N/A

3067.0

2988.4

3195.4

Yes

N/A

Met or Made
Progress?

YES
5.708

5.590

6.304

Yes

N/A

371.3

389.8

378.8

No

No
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Pavement and Bridge Condition / PM-2
Pavement and bridge performance measures are assessed and reported over a (4) four-year period with
the first period beginning on January 1, 2018 and ending December 31, 2021. SCDOT reported baseline
targets to FHWA on October 1, 2018. Mid-point (2) two-year performance targets were reported on
October 1, 2020 and represented expected pavement and bridge conditions at the end of calendar year
2019. Final (4) four-year performance targets shall be reported on October 1, 2022 and represent
expected pavement and bridge condition at the end of calendar year 2021. The second year
performance period will begin January 1, 2022 and end December 31, 2025, with additional (4) four-year
performance periods to follow. The performance measures are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Percent of Interstate pavements in good condition – (4) four-year target
Percent of Interstate pavements in poor condition – (4) four-year target
Percent of non-Interstate NHS pavements in good condition – (2) two and (4) four year targets
Percent of non-Interstate NHS pavements in poor condition – (2) two and (4) four year targets
Percent of NHS bridges by deck area in good condition – (2) two and (4) four year targets
Percent of NHS bridges by deck area in poor condition – (2) two and (4) four year targets

MPOs and COGs can elect to establish their own targets or support the statewide targets. The SCDOT
statewide PM-2 targets are listed in Table 3.
Table 3 provides a summary of pavement and bridge performance measures. The SCDOT has made
measurable and positive progress implementing the strategic priorities of the TAMP that are key to
aligning with SCDOT’s internal and external efforts towards achievable results. The Ten Year Plan is
underway to address infrastructure needs across the state which was initiated in 2017. The plan has
seen progress, most notably in the pavement performance measures. At the update of the 2020 Annual
Report https://www.scdot.org/performance/pdf/reports/SCDOT-AnnualReport-2020.pdf the agency is
on target with approximately 80 miles of interstate widening completed or advancing to construction.
Widening projects are currently under construction on I-85, I-26 and I-20 and are expected to be
completed within the remainder of the final performance period. Interchange improvement projects
that are moving forward on interstates include I-85/385, I-26/526 and I-26/I-126/I-20. In addition to
widening projects there are preservation and rehabilitation projects that will be under construction to
make progress toward the (4) four year targets for pavement condition on the Interstate System.
The (2) two-year performance measure for the percentage of pavements on the non-interstate NHS in
good condition was exceeded by 12.5%. The (2) two-year performance target for the non-interstate
NHS in poor condition exceeded the target by 0.4%. The SCDOT invested $63 million above the planned
level in 2018 and $25 million more above the planned level in 2019 to the pavement program. The
investment was reflected in the condition performance measure. In 2019 94% of the funding went
toward preservation and rehabilitation which have shorter construction durations and were quickly
reflected in the performance data contributing to the difference in actual and target values.
To calculate the bridge targets staff analyzed historic National Bridge Inventory (NBI) data and
developed a Markov chain analysis to forecast the bridges that would move from Good to Fair and Fair
to Poor during the target windows. Staff also collected data from SCDOT Construction and Maintenance
offices to determine targets. The SCDOT is in the process of load rating all bridges and developing a new
prioritization list that will take into account deck area of bridges on the NHS. The SCDOT fell slightly
below the forecasted target of 42.4% at 40% actual for statewide percentage of deck area of bridges on
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the NHS classified in Good condition, and above the forecasted target of 4.0% at 4.2% actual for
statewide percentage of deck area of bridges on the NHS classified in Poor condition. The difference in
actual and forecasted target (2) two-year values is a short term measure that will flatten as the bridge
list is finalized and additional bridge replacement and rehabilitation projects are let and construction is
completed. The average bridge projects takes (3) three to (4) four years to design and get to contract;
therefore, the agency expects to see improvements in the number of load restricted and structurally
deficient bridges in years (4) four, (5) five and beyond. Tackling the NHS bridges in Poor condition is a
top priority for the SCDOT, and the agency is committed to obtaining long term goals outlined in the Ten
Year Plan and meeting performance targets.

Table 3. SCDOT Pavement and Bridge Performance Measures
Performance Measure
Percentage of Pavements on the
Interstate System in Good Condition
Percentage of Pavements on the
Interstate System in Poor Condition
Percentage of Pavements of the NonInterstate NHS in Good Condition
Percentage of Pavements of the NonInterstate NHS in Good Condition
(Full Distress + IRI)
Percentage of Pavements of the NonInterstate NHS in Poor Condition
Percentage of Pavements of the NonInterstate NHS in Poor Condition (Full
Distress + IRI)
Percentage of NHS Bridges Classified
as in Good Condition
Percentage of NHS Bridges Classified
as in Poor Condition

Baseline

50.4%

2-Year
Condition/
Performance

2-Year Target

4-Year
Target

63.2%

71.0%

1.2%

3.0%

54.3%
27.4%

14.9%

21.1%

3.9%

4.3%

1.6%

41.1%

40.0%

42.2%

42.7%

4.0%

4.2%

4.0%

6.0%

8.6%

8.4%
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System Performance, and Freight Movement / PM-3
FHWA established measures to assess the performance and reliability of the National Highway System
and freight movement on the interstate. These measures became effective on May 20, 2017 and are as
follows:
System Performance Measures
1.
2.

Percent of person-miles on the Interstate system that are reliable – (2) two-year and (4)
four-year targets
Percent of person-miles on the non-Interstate NHS that are reliable – (4) four-year targets
 Performance measure assesses the reliability of travel time on the Interstate or nonInterstate NHS through the Level of Travel Time Reliability (LOTTR). It is ratio of
longer travel times (80th percentile) to a normal travel time (50th percentile) over
four time periods (AM peak, Mid-day, PM Peak, and weekends) which covers 6AM
to 8PM each day. The ratio is expressed as a percentage of the person miles
traveled that are reliable through the sum of the number of reliable person miles
traveled divided by the sum of total person miles traveled.

Freight Movement Performance Measures
3.

Truck Travel Time Reliability (TTTR) – (2) two-year and (4) four-year targets
 Performance measure is a ratio generated by dividing the longer travel time (95th
percentile) by a normal travel time (50th percentile) for each segment of the
interstate over five time periods throughout weekdays and weekends (AM Peak,
Mid-day, PM peak, weekend and overnight). This performance measure covers all
hours of the day. The TTTR’s of Interstate segments are then used to create the
TTTR index for the entire system using a weighted aggregate calculation for the
worst performing times of each segment.

Table 4 displays the results of the performance measures and targets for system performance. The
number of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) has an inverse relationship with reliability. The VMT share of
unreliable Traffic Message Channel (TMC) in 2019 decreased from the 2017 baseline year and from year
2018 contributing to the difference in actual and projected target (2) two-year values. In addition the
effect of significant changes by construction on reliability was not observed over the conservative
assumption which also contributed to the difference in values. With interstate improvement projects
underway major pinch points will be improved to facilitate the movement of goods and people in our
state. In the next (2) two-year target window widening projects, preservation and rehabilitation
projects that are currently under construction and planned will make additional progress towards
achievement of the projected target. There are consistently unreliable sections on the interstate system
that are responsible for making 4.2% of South Carolina’s interstates unreliable. The majority of which
are located in Charleston, Greenville and Columbia. Addressing these unreliable sections and
infrastructure challenges is being accomplished through the management of the Ten Year Plan, the
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan
(SMTP), and the Transportation Asset Management Plan (TAMP).
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The (2) two-year performance measure for Truck Travel Time Reliability (TTTR) at 1.33 exceeded the
target of 1.36. The SCDOT has made addressing congestion at freight bottlenecks a priority to improve
operational efficiency and accommodate future traffic volumes. Some of the bottleneck areas with
projects currently under construction and/or in planning stages include:









I-20 / I-77 / Clemson interchanges along with respective bottleneck points along I-20
is currently under construction
I-77 Widening and Rehabilitation between SC-12 and I-20 / Killian Road
I-20 / I-126 / I-20 corridor, Carolina Crossroads Project
US-378 Interchange at Corley Mill Road and I-20
I-526 Interstate and I-26 Interchange, Leeds Avenue Merge, Paul Cantrell Blvd.
Woodruff Road / I-385 / I-85
I-85 / I-385 Gateway
I-85 from Exit 40 to Exit 69 is currently being widened

In addition to addressing the pinch points the SCDOT Commission approved the Rural Interstate Freight
Corridor Project Program in October 2018. The interstate widening program specifically targets the rural
sections of the State’s interstate system with a focus on freight mobility. These projects can be found
on the SCDOT website under “Interstate Capacity” https://www.scdot.org/inside/planning-projectprioritization-list.aspx . This program is in addition to the interstate widening projects planned for urban
areas of the state.

Table 4. System Performance Measures, and Freight
Performance Measure
Percent of the Person-Miles Traveled
on the Interstate that are Reliable
Percent of the Person-Miles Traveled
on the Non-Interstate that are
Reliable
Truck Travel Time Reliability Index
(TTTR)

Baseline

2-Year
Condition/
Performance

2-Year Target

4-Year
Target

94.7%

94.8%

91.0%

90.0%

91.4%
1.34

1.33

81.0%
1.36

1.45
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Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Improvement Program / PM-3
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) measures apply to MPOs that are
within the boundaries of each U.S. Census Bureau-designated Urbanized Area (UZA) that contains a NHS
road, has a population of more than one million, and contains any part of nonattainment or
maintenance area for emissions. If applicable the FHWA has established measures, which became
effective on May 20, 2017 to assess the following performance measures.
1.

CMAQ Only - Annual hours of peak hour excessive delay per capita (PHED) – (4) four-year
targets
 Peak Hour Excessive Delay (PHED) is a measurement of traffic congestion and is
expressed as annual hours of peak hour excessive delay per capita. The threshold
for excessive delay is based on travel time at 20 miles per hour or 60% of the posted
speed limit travel time, whichever is greater, and is measured in 15-minute intervals
on National Highway System (NHS) roads. Peak travel hours are defined as 6:00 to
10:00 a.m. on weekday mornings; the weekday afternoon period is 3:00 to 7:00
p.m. or 4:00 to 8:00 p.m. The total excessive delay metric is weighted by vehicle
volumes and occupancy. Thus, PHED is a measure of person-hours of delay
experienced on NHS roads on an annual basis.

2.

CMAQ Only - Percent of non-single occupant vehicle travel (Non-SOV) – (2) two-year and (4)
four-year targets
 Non-Single Occupancy Vehicle (Non-SOV) Travel measures the percent of vehicle
travel that occurs with more than one occupant in the vehicle.

3.

CMAQ Only - Cumulative two-year and four-year reduction of on-road mobile source
emissions for CMAQ funded projects (CMAQ Emission Reduction) – (2) two-year and (4)
four-year targets
 The On-Road Emissions Reduction measure represents the cumulative two-year and
four-year emission reductions in kg/day for CMAQ funded projects within the
boundaries of the planning area.

Table 5 provides the System Performance Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program.
The SCDOT worked in conjunction with NCDOT and the relative MPO to develop the (2) two-year and (4)
four-year targets with NCDOT taking the lead on data gathering and analysis due to most of the UZA
being located in North Carolina. Trend lines in data have changed with the uncertainty involved with
COVID-19 and reduced travel and social distancing practices that have affected travel behavior through
the remainder of the performance period. Due to this uncertainty the (4) four-year target was elected
to stay at 34.0 annual hours of PHED even though the (2) two-year performance target was reduced.
To develop the Non-SOV travel target a conservative approach was taken based on a trend analysis that
was completed. Data used for the measure was developed from the communizing to work data from
the American Community Survey. The data fluctuates slightly above 21.0%. The (2) two-year
performance is slightly above the (2) two-year target, but in line with the trending data that was
expected.
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Total Emission reduction for Nitrous Oxide (NOx) and for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)
performance measures were less than the expected (2) two-year target due to changes in project
delivery schedules and a series of challenges encountered by the project management team. Projects
that were anticipated to be complete during the 2018-2019 reporting period are now expected to be
completed during the next reporting period of 2020-2021. The (4) four-year targets were adjusted
accordingly.

Table 5. System Performance Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Improvement Program
Performance Measure
Annual Hours of Peak Hour
Excessive Delay Per Capita:
Urbanized Area 1
Percent of Non-Single
Occupancy Vehicle (Non-SOV)
Travel: Urbanized Area 1

Baseline

2-Year Condition/
Performance

2-Year
Target

14.8%

4-Year
Target

4-Year
Adjustment

34.0%

21.7%

21.6%

21.0%

21.0%

Total Emission Reductions: NOx

18.800

8.290

58.670

58.964

58.730

Total Emission Reductions: VOC

22.430

11.010

40.820

41.894

46.262

10

