Measuring Transportation Investments:

The Road to Results
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SOURCES: South Carolina Department of Transportation, “Engineering Dashboard” Web site, http:/www.scdot.org/inside/dashboard.shtml,
and “South Carolina Statewide Transit Plan,” prepared by URS and Tran Systems, May 2008, http://www.scdot.org/inside/multimodal/pdfs/STP-
StatewideTransitPlan.pdf. Sources accessed April 1, 2011.
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For more information, please see the full report online at
www.pewcenteronthestates.org www.rockefellerfoundation.org www.pewcenteronthestates.org/transportation.



