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Philadelphia Port Major River Crossing 
Impact

Background:
DRPA: 4 Bridges + PATCO
Bustling maritime economy 
under the bridges
What are the impacts of a 
bridge failure?



Philadelphia Port Major River Crossing 
Impact

Tasks:
Existing conditions inventory
Identify risks and create 
scenarios
Transportation impacts
Economic impacts
Mitigation strategies

Work with stakeholders 
throughout 



Details:
$300,000 DHS via 
DRPA
10 month timeline

Philadelphia Port Major River Crossing 
Impact
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Background on Survey



SURVEY BACKGROUND
• 1-day paper diary survey

• 10,000 households goal, 9,384 actual complete good surveys 
(almost 900,000 attempted contacts)

• 3 day GPS sub-sample (500 HH goal, 380 actual)

• 12 month roughly equal sample, weekdays

• Diary data retrieved by either phone, web, or mail
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SURVEY WEBSITE
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TRAVEL DIARY
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DATA PROCESSING
Data Quality Assurance & Control

• Verbatim response recoding
• Geocoding
• Tour identification and 

classification
• Missing data and trip imputation
• Formatting
• Misaligned fields

Weighting
• Data weighted and expanded 

to reflect demographics by 
county and area type

• Household and Person 
weights
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• Subset of households asked to carry GPS
• Intended to determine amount of trip underreporting

GPS SUBSAMPLE

7



DATA USAGE
• Data will be used as input for TIM 3.0 model and for many 

other planning analyses

• Database will be publicly available soon 
(anonymity protections)

• Report will be published in November
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RTC

Findings and Regional 
Trends



HTS ANSWERS QUESTIONS ABOUT

residents are traveling in the Greater Philadelphia region?

How have these trends changed over time?
Comparisons between 2000 HTS to 2012-2013 HTS

WhyWhen Where 

How How much 
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RESULTS
• Results presented in tables and charts are weighted and 

expanded

• Compare with Caution
• Not all changes are due to changes in travel behavior
• Survey questions and methods also changed
• Much smaller sample size in 2000 (2,666 households)
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RTC

How much are people 
traveling?



TRIP RATES
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HOUSEHOLD TRIP RATE BY AREA TYPE
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CHANGE IN HOUSEHOLD TRIP RATE

-2.00

-1.50

-1.00

-0.50

0.00

0.50

1.00

1.50

2.00

Ch
an

ge
 in

 T
rip

 R
at

e

Motorized Non-motorized Total

15



CHANGE IN PERSON TRIP RATE
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How are people 
traveling?



MODE SHARE
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MODE DISTRIBUTION BY AGE
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USUAL MODE TO WORK

68.2%
11.4%

8.5%

5.6%
4.9% 1.3% 0.1%

Car, Drove Alone

Transit

Work from Home

Carpool

Walk

Bike

Other
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VEHICLE AVAILABILITY
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CHANGE IN NUMBER OF VEHICLES PER HH
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Where are people 
traveling?



TRIP DESTINATIONS
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TRIP MATRIX BY COUNTY
County of Trip Destination
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Burlington 77.5% 11.6% 1.5% 4.8% 1.0% 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 2.7% 100%

Camden 9.1% 77.9% 5.2% 0.6% 0.3% 0.1% 0.3% 0.5% 5.9% 100%

Gloucester 3.2% 10.5% 79.6% 0.3% 0.2% 0.5% 1.4% 0.3% 3.9% 100%

Mercer 4.4% 0.8% 0.2% 88.3% 4.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.6% 1.2% 100%

Bucks 0.7% 0.2% 0.1% 3.1% 78.0% 0.2% 0.2% 7.7% 9.8% 100%

Chester 0.2% 0.1% 0.4% 0.0% 0.4% 80.8% 7.5% 8.3% 2.2% 100%

Delaware 0.1% 0.4% 0.4% 0.1% 0.5% 6.2% 76.3% 5.2% 10.8% 100%

Montgomery 0.2% 0.4% 0.1% 0.2% 5.6% 4.4% 2.7% 74.7% 11.7% 100%

Philadelphia 0.6% 2.2% 0.7% 0.3% 3.6% 0.6% 3.4% 6.9% 81.6% 100%

Total 7.2% 9.3% 4.5% 7.7% 11.1% 7.9% 8.9% 15.7% 27.7% 100%
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TRIP MATRIX BY COUNTY (%)

26



TRIP MATRIX BY COUNTY (%)
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When are people 
traveling?



TIME OF TRIP STARTS BY COUNTY OF ORIGIN
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Why are people 
traveling?



TOUR TYPES
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20.1%
Never left 
their house



STOPS PER TOUR

0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

50.00%

60.00%

70.00%

Home Based Work Home Based Other Non Home Based

Pe
rc

en
t o

f T
ou

rs

1

2

3

4+

32

stop

stops

stops

stops



TOP 5 REPORTED ACTIVITES

Rank Activity Percent
1 Home activities not related to work, school, or online 49.8%
2 Work for pay 11.1%
3 Everyday shopping (grocery, drug store, gas, etc.) 6.4%
4 Eat out (restaurant, drive-thru, etc.) 4.1%
5 Personal business (banking or ATM, salon, library) 3.9%
6-20 Other activities 24.7%

7 Online shopping for products, services or goods 0.2%
10 Online personal business (banking, e-mail, etc.) 0.1%
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DISCUSSION

• Database is publicly available soon!

Questions?

34
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DVRPC Regional Technical Committee -- October 7 , 2014

Pennsylvania MOU for 
Amending and Modifying the TIP



Federal regulations allow expedited amendment or 
modification procedures to accomplish certain changes to a 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)                           
if prior agreements have been established.

The PA MOU between DVRPC, PennDOT, and SEPTA 
establishes a tiered framework for determining what level of 
review and approvals should be required for the various 
potential TIP project or program changes :

RTC review and/or Board approval (appear on RTC and Board 
monthly meeting “TIP Action” agendas)
“Administrative” approval (DVRPC Executive Director)
No Action required

Guides what “TIP Actions” appear on RTC and Board 
agenda’s 
Maintain streamlined procedures, but still provide 
transparency

Why Do We Have a TIP
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)?



Note that all changes to the TIP are provided for public and 
committee review via the “TIP Action Packages” prepared 
monthly for distribution, regardless of whether a project 
change requires formal committee review or not.  Fiscal 
Constraint charts detail all financial changes to projects.  

All project changes are reviewed for consistency with the 
MOU and posted on the DVRPC TIP website.

A few changes to the PA region’s MOU were required in 
order to be consistent with the PennDOT-FHWA/FTA MOU. 

Will Changes continue 
to be made public?



Changes:
$5 million project cost increase will be called an “Amendment”  
instead of a “Formal Modification.” (name change only)
Advancing a project from the fourth year of the TIP into any of 
the first three years will  now be considered an “Administrative” 
change and will not require committee review and approval.
“federalizing” (adding federal funds to a 100% state funded 
project) with no cost or scope change will be “Administrative”
Addition of PE or FD phase below $1,000,000 will now be 
considered an “Administrative” change and will not require 
committee review and approval.
Language to address “Statewide” programs (like HSIP, 
RRxing), TAP, and Keystone Corridor)

Reviewed in detail with the PA 
Subcommittee of the RTC



Changes (con’t…):
Note that all Interstate Management Program changes to 
DVRPC region projects be provided to DVRPC.
Note August Redistribution information be provided to DVRPC.
Removed “TIP Management Reports” section and replaced 
with “Administrative” section
Removed “Meetings” section

Reviewed in detail with the PA 
Subcommittee of the RTC



The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) require a new 
conformity determination if the TIP is amended by adding 
or deleting a regionally significant project, except for traffic 
signal projects which can be included in subsequent 
analysis as permitted by the Final Conformity Rule.  The 
addition or deletion of a project classified as exempt in the 
CAAA does not require a new conformity analysis.  In 
consultation with the appropriate agencies if needed, 
DVRPC staff will determine whether a project is exempt 
from the conformity requirements

Updated Language to Clarify on Page 2:

(neglected to highlight this in GREEN in the revised version)



MAP-21
“Minor Amendments” and “Administrative Amendments”
Removed references to Line Items for Rrxings and Safety
Advancing projects from 2nd and 3rd four years of the 12 TYP
Utility and ROW phases
State funded projects addressed same as federally funded
Transition Projects
Removing projects where funds are already obligated
Language to acknowledge the PennDOT-FHWA/FTA MOU
Language to acknowledge Year of Expenditure costs

Updated Language to Clarify:



That the RTC recommend 
the Board approve 

the proposed revised 
Memorandum of Understanding 

for Procedures 
to Amend or Modify 

the DVRPC TIP for Pennsylvania 

Proposed Action



Questions?

THANK YOU.



FY15 Work Program Amendment: 
SHRP2 C16 Planning and Policy Assessment Tool

October 7, 2014 RTC 
Karin Morris



SHRP2 C16 Planning & Policy Assessment Tool

• SHRP2: From research to practice 
• Capacity: Advanced Travel Analysis Tools for Integrated Travel 

Demand Modeling 
• Joint FHWA/AASHTO Implementation Assistance Program (IAP)
• User Incentive Grant: $50,000 to test the tool for Effects of Smart 

Growth Policies on Travel Demand
• Three grantees

• C16 vs. TIM 2.0



SHRP2 C16 Planning & Policy Assessment Tool

• Estimates impacts of changes to:
• Land use and built environment
• Population and employment growth
• Transportation supply and demand management strategies

• And their effects on travel demand:
• Peak hour operating conditions
• Accessibility across modes
• Active travel
• Fuel consumption & emissions
• Accidents and their severity



• Gloucester Co. Unified Land Use & Circulation Master Plan 
• Model shifts in popn & employment into developed communities
• Model % increases in transit supply, roadway supply, ITS lane miles  

• DVRPC’s Choice and Voices 2.0 online scenario tool:
• Estimate impact of individuals choosing to move within the region
• Identify delay reduction under different transportation operation 

funding levels and ITS lane miles
• Identify the impacts of parking pricing scenarios

SHRP2 C16 Planning & Policy Assessment Tool



SHRP2 C16 Planning & Policy Assessment Tool

• Action Proposed: Amend the FY15 Work Program to 
include SHRP2 C16 Planning & Policy Assessment Tool 



Solar Ready II

1



DVRPC’s Solar Ready II

Promote streamlined and standardized solar regulatory practices, 
and achieve measureable improvements in the region's solar market 

conditions

Solar Ready II will work with municipalities and stakeholders to:

• Identify existing conditions and barriers to solar 
photovoltaic (PV) adoption

• Develop and implement a plan to reduce soft costs of  
solar PV 

• Provide free "light" technical assistance and training on 
solar PV best management practices 

Funding Amount: $90,000 ($75,000 plus $15,000 if  goals are met)
Timeframe: Nov. 2013 – Dec. 2015 (Mar. – Dec. 2015 pending DOE approval)



U.S Department Of  Energy SunShot 
Initiative Rooftop Solar Challenge



U.S Department of  Energy SunShot Initiative

The U.S. Department of Energy SunShot Initiative is a collaborative
national effort that aggressively drives innovation to make solar energy
fully cost-competitive with traditional energy sources before the end of
the decade. Through SunShot, DOE supports efforts by private
companies, academia, and national laboratories to drive down the cost
of solar electricity to $0.06 per kilowatt-hour.



U.S. Department of  Energy SunShot Initiative 
Rooftop Solar Challenge 

The U.S. Department of Energy SunShot Initiative Rooftop Solar
Challenge incentivizes regional awardee teams to make it easier and
more affordable for Americans to go solar. By streamlining permit
processes, updating planning and zoning codes, improving
standards for connecting solar power to the electric grid, and
increasing access to financing, teams will clear a path for rapid
expansion of solar energy and serve as models for other
communities across the nation.
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Solar Ready II

• Partnering with Mid-America Regional Council (MARC), National
Association of Regional Councils (NARC), Meister Consultants
Group (MCG), and Council of State Governments (CSG).

• Goals are to implement solar best management practices, training
materials and methods, and other proven implementation strategies
previously established by MARC’s 2012 Solar Ready KC Initiative.

• Ultimately will result in more streamlined and standardized solar
practices, and will achieve measurable improvements in solar market
conditions and access for ten million people across the US.





PV Installations in DVRPC Region
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549  
606

188

179
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962

Count of  solar PV systems installed by county 

PA NJ

National Rank 10th 2nd

Av. System Size 2.8 kW 5.4 kW

SREC Price $40.00 $160

$/W installed 
(residential)

$3.84 $2.68

$/W installed 
(commercial)

$4.61 $3.96

Solar installations spiked in 2010, but demand still present

Source: NREL, 2014; PMJ, 2014; srectrade.com

Source: PMJ, 2014



The Cost of  Solar PV

Source:  Tracking the Sun VI: The Installed Cost of Photovoltaics in the US from 1998-2012 (LBNL) 10

25% drop in price
2010 - 2012

25% drop in price
2010 - 2012



The Cost of  Solar in the US

Source: NREL, LBNL
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The Cost of  Solar in the US

Source: NREL (http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy14osti/60412.pdf) 
LBNL (http://emp.lbl.gov/sites/all/files/lbnl-

6350e.pdf)(http://www1.eere.energy.gov/solar/pdfs/sunshot_webinar_20130226.pdf )

Solar Soft Costs



The Cost of  Solar in the US

Source: NREL (http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy14osti/60412.pdf) 
LBNL (http://emp.lbl.gov/sites/all/files/lbnl-

6350e.pdf)(http://www1.eere.energy.gov/solar/pdfs/sunshot_webinar_20130226.pdf )

Profits, Taxes, & 
Overhead



The Cost of  Solar in the US

Source:  Solar Electric Power Association

Stage 1

TodayToday



Solar Resource in the US

Source: National Renewable Energy Laboratory 15



Best Management Practices
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Best Management Practices

Focus on Permit Process, Zoning,  and 
Customer Acquisition

• Permitting guide and technical assistance
• Incorporate solar in zoning code
• Link municipalities to First Responder Safety 

training opportunities 
• Solar 101 Training Modules 



Provide model regulatory language that encourages
responsible solar development while preserving
the public health, safety, welfare, and character of a
community.

BMP: Zoning Assistance



BMP: Permit Process

Efforts from Rooftop Solar Challenge I teams
12% lower permitting costs 

and
40% faster permitting time



BMP: Promote First Responder Safety



5 % of  homeowners that request a quote 
choose to install solar. (source: EnergySage)

Barriers:

High upfront cost (perceived as even 
higher)
Complexity
Customer inertia

BMP: Customer Acquisition



Major Deliverables and Milestones

22

Subtask Target Date

Engage stakeholders Dec. 2013 and ongoing

Evaluate existing processes/policies and update with 
Best Management Practices (BMPs)

February 2014 and 
ongoing

Jurisdiction Questionnaires and Data Gathering March 2014 and ongoing

Engage 10-30 local governments as committed 
participants

March 2014 and ongoing

Conduct trainings on determined best practices May 2014 and ongoing



For More Information

Liz Compitello
Research Analyst

Energy and Climate Change Initiatives
Delaware Valley Regional Planning 

Commission
ecompitello@dvrpc.org

215.238.2897 
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Justin Dula
Manager

County & Regional Planning
Delaware County Planning 

Department
dulaj@co.delaware.pa.us

610-891-5219

www.dvrpc.org/EnergyClimate/aeowg.htm

www.narc.org/solarready 



Mia Colson
National Contact

National Association of  Regional Councils 

Mia@narc.org
(202) 986-1032, x218

www.narc.org/solarready

Acknowledgment: This material is based upon work supported by the U.S. Department of Energy under Award Number DE EE0006310

Disclaimer: This presentation was prepared as an account of work sponsored by an agency of the United States Government. Neither the United Sates Government nor any agency thereof, nor any of their
employees, makes any warranty, express or implied, or assumes any legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information, apparatus, product, or process disclosed, or
represents that its use would not infringe privately owned rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial product, process, or service by trade name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise does not
necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the United States Government or any agency thereof. The views and opinions of authors expressed herein do not necessarily
state or reflect those of the United States Government or any agency thereof.

http://www.eere.energy.gov/solarchallenge/index.html



Transportation Improvement Program
New Jersey (FY2014-2017)

Pennsylvania (FY2015-2018)

October 2014



Add a Proposed New Program - PA

a. Resiliency Program, SEPTA (PA15-03)

– Amend the TIP for PA TIP by adding a new $115,677,000 
Resiliency Program (MPMS #103626) for Capital Acquisition 
Phase (CAP) in FY15 ($86,768,000 Federal 5324/ 
$27,986,000 State 1514/ $933,000 Local). 

– Federal Hurricane Sandy Disaster Relief/Resiliency funds 
(Section 5324) are additional to the region.

– Funds will provide for the advancement of 7 resiliency projects 
that will protect SEPTA’s transit system from future natural 
disasters.





1. Sharon Hill Line Flood Mitigation - $5,000,000
($3,700,000 Federal 5324/ $1,260,000 State 1514/ $40,000 Local)



2. Subway Pump Room Emergency Power - $5,000,000 
($3,700,000 Federal 5324/ $1,260,000 State 1514/ $40,000 Local)



3. Manayunk/Norristown Line Shoreline Stabilization - $6,000,000
($4,500,000 Federal 5324/ $1,450,000 State 1514/ $50,000 Local)



4. Ancillary Control Center - $12,000,000 
($9,000,000 Federal 5324/ $2,900,000 State 1514/ $100,000 Local)



5. Flood Mitigation at Jenkintown - $19,900,000
($14,900,000 Federal 5324/ $4,800,000 State 1514/ $200,00 Local)



6. Railroad Embankment/Slope Stabilization - $25,000,000
($18,700,000 Federal 5324/ $6,100,000 State 1514/ $200,000 Local)



7. Railroad Signal Power Reinforcement - $42,700,000
($32,000,000 Federal 5324/ $10,350,000 State 1514/ $350,000 Local)



a. Resiliency Program, SEPTA (PA15-03)

Add a new $115,677,000 Resiliency Program (MPMS #103626) 
for Capital Acquisition Phase (CAP) in FY15 ($86,768,000 
Federal 5324/ $27,986,000 State 1514/ $933,000 Local). 

Note: Federal Hurricane Sandy Disaster Relief/Resiliency funds 
(Section 5324) are additional to the DVRPC region.
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• Why, How, When, the data was collected

• A look at some of the survey results

• Take-Aways, Lessons Learned,   and Data Sharing

Agenda



Why
• Last comprehensive survey of transit passengers done in 1990

• A lot of changes since then

• The old data was no longer representative



Questions





• Survey conducted from December 2010 to December 2011

• On the day a route was surveyed – every passenger who boarded the 
bus or train was Offered a survey     (PATCO surveys handed out in 
the station)

• Most surveys were handed out between 6:30 AM and 3:00 PM

• And most passengers were able to fill out the form while on the bus 
or train

Passengers



Routes
SEPTA’s buses and trains

PATCO

TMA shuttle bus routes like UUpper Merion 
Rambler

But NOT New Jersey Transit



Return Rate 

Agency Average
Weekday 
Ridership

Surveys
Handed Out

Completed
and Returned

Return Rate as 
a % of Handed

Out

Return 
Rate as a 

% of 
Ridership

SEPTA 1,059,237 147,910 19,473 13.2% 1.8%

PATCO 33,783 11,000 2,100 19.1% 6.2%

TMA’s 925 710 5 0.7% 0.5%

TOTAL 1,093,945 159,620 21,578 13.5% 2.0%



Survey Results - TTrips



92.0%

3.4%0.4%0.3%0.2%0.8%1.0%0.2%1.6%0.1% Home - 92.0%

Work - 3.4%
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School (College) - 0.3%

Shopping - 0.2%

Medical / Dental - 0.8%

Personal Business - 1.0%
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Other - 1.6%

No Response - 0.1%

AM Origin – Where did the TTrip begin?
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0.4%

24.7%
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walk - 68.6%

bike - 0.4%

auto - drive and park - 24.7%

auto - carpool - 0.3%
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other - 1.2%
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AM Access – How did you get to the bus stop / train station?
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0.3% home - 5.1%
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shopping - 1.8%
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social / rec - 0.6%
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AM Destination – Where did the TTrip end?
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Most TTrips on Regional Rail are to go to work



47.8%

38.2%

12.2%

1.8% 0.1% 0.0%
1 bus - 47.8%

2 buses - 38.2%

3 buses - 12.2%

4 buses - 1.8%

5+ buses - 0.1%

no response - 0.0%

AM Transfers – How many buses or trains does it take to reach your 
destination?



AM Transfer Locations



Survey Results –

Passengers, and their HHouseholds



77.8%

6.1%

9.0%

2.6%
0.2% 2.5% 1.9%

5+ days per week - 77.8%

4 days per week - 6.1%

1-3 days per week - 9.0%

1-3 days per month - 2.6%

first time customer - 0.2%

other - 2.5%

no response - 1.9%

How frequently do you ride transit?



39.6%

52.1%

6.2%

2.1%

I have no other way to travel - 39.6%

I use SEPTA because it is the best choice for me
- 52.1%

I usually use another type of transportation -
6.2%

no response - 2.1%

Do you have other travel options?



38.9%

30.8%

20.4%

5.1%

1.6% 0.5% 2.9%
0 vehicles - 38.9%

1 vehicle - 30.8%

2 vehicles - 20.4%

3 vehicles - 5.1%

4 vehicles - 1.6%

5+ vehicles - 0.5%

no response - 2.9%

How many vehicles in your HHousehold?



18.5%

32.4%

18.9%

15.1%

12.6%

2.6%

1 person - 18.5%

2 people - 32.4%

3 people - 18.9%

4 people - 15.1%

5+ people - 12.6%

no response - 2.6%

How many people are there in your HHousehold?

2010 Census Data
For Philadelphia County
1 person HH = 34%



What does it mean?  
(and Lessons Learned)

1.  That was just the tip of the iceberg

There’s a million different ways to slice and dice this data

Many more queries are possible

It’s a “rich” data source  - very valuable to SEPTA, PATCO, DVRPC, and 
other planning agencies 



What does it mean?  
(and Lessons Learned)

2.  Better data collection methods are coming

SEPTA’s electronic fare payment system (NPT) will be a much better way

to collect “trip” information



And tablets will make it easier to collect “household” info  



Data Sharing

• Summary Report will be available in a 
few weeks

• Access database is available now, and 
can be downloaded.  

• All personal information has been 
deleted from the database, e.g., no 
names or addresses of passengers.



Questions









Matthew T. Gates

FY 2015
WORK PROGRAM AMENDMENT

October 7th, 2014



US 30 Coatesville-Downingtown Bypass Location



US 30 Bypass Traffic Forecast Updates

US 30 Reconstruction Plan
Complete partial interchanges
Remove Norwood Rd 
interchange
Collector-distributor road
Truck climbing lane
Shoulder widening
Additional travel lanes
Hard shoulder running
ITS elements



US 30 Bypass Traffic Forecast Updates

Continue work started in 
2000.
Provide new daily and 
peak hour traffic forecasts 
for five alternatives.
Funded by PennDOT

$189,000 SXF Funds
MPMS # 14532



Action Requested

That the RTC recommend the Board amend the FY 
2015 Planning Work Program to include the US 30 
Bypass Traffic Forecast Updates and acknowledge 
that work for these traffic forecasts will be funded 
from MPMS# 14532 (US 30, Coatesville 
Downingtown Bypass Reconstruction Design), (TIP 
Action PA 15-05).


