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PennDOT Automated Red Light Enforcement (ARLE)

Various Projects
Various Counties | Approve Selections and Add to TIP

» Action Type: TIP Amendment

» Action:

— Approve 22 ARLE projects totaling $9,086,000 of State
244 funds and add to the TIP

— Additional funds to the region

» Reason:

— ARLE program targets high crash intersections with use
of automated system to record red light violations.

— Violators are fined and funds are distributed by way of
grant program for eligible safety improvements statewide.



PennDOT Automated Red Light Enforcement (ARLE)

Various Projects
Various Counties | Approve Selections and Add to TIP

» Background:
— Round 7
— 143 application totaling over $34 million requested.
— 41 projects totaling $11.5 million statewide awarded.



PA17-82: Approval of Automated Red-Light Enforcement (ARLE) Round 7 (2017 Funding) Projects
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Total

Bucks

Chester

Delaware

Montgomery

Philadelphia

Bristol Twp
Doylestown Twp
Dublin Boro
East Brandywine Twp
Kennett Twp
West Whiteland Twp

City of Chester
Concord Twp
Haverford Twp
Ridley Twp
Springfield Twp
Abington Twp
Towamencin Twp
West Norriton Twp
West Norriton Twp

Whitpain Twp

City of Philadelphia

Bristol Traffic Signal Upgrade
Doylestown Pedestrian Improvements
Dublin Pedestrian Signal Upgrades
East Brandywine Traffic Signal Upgrade

Unionville Rd Corridor Improvement

West Whiteland Pedestrian Safety
Improvement

City of Chester Traffic Signal Upgrade

Concord Pedestrian Improvements

Haverford Pedestrian Safety
Improvement

Ridley Intersection Improvement
Springfield Traffic Signal Improvements

Abington Traffic Signal Upgrade

Towamencin Pedestrian Safety
Improvements

West Norriton Traffic Signal Upgrade

West Norriton Intersection and Signal
Upgrade

Whitpain Traffic Signal Upgrades
Citywide Traffic Calming

Neighborhood Slow Zones

20th St/Penrose Ave/Moyamensing
Ave/Packer Ave Intersection
Improvement

Citywide Fiber Optic Expansion

Citywide Pedestrian and Bicyclist
Connections

Roosevelt Blvd Bus Station Pedestrian
Safety Improvements

$257,000
$171,000
$117,000
$39,000
$693,000
$258,000

$119,000
$117,000
$75,000
$250,000

$282,000

$179,000
$84,000
$196,000
$417,000

$132,000
$1,500,000

$1,200,000

$1,000,000

$1,000,000

$500,000

$500,000

$9,086,000




TIP Action | Proposed — PA

Approve Selected ARLE Projects and Add to TIP

a. PennDOT Automated Red Light Enforcement (ARLE)

That the RTC Recommend that the Board approve amending the TIP by:

— Approving the 22 selected projects totaling $9,086,000 of State 244

funds;
— Add the 22 projects to the TIP

Note: Additional funds to the region



PA 252 Bridge over Springton Resevoir

Delaware County | Increase Construction Funding

» Action Type: TIP Amendment

» Action:
— Increase construction funding by total of $5,949,000:
$2,010,000 State 581/ $1,788,000 State 185 in FY18.

$2,151,000 State 581 in FY19.
— All phases will now total $16,524,000.

» Reasons:

— National Register of Historic Places masonry dam built circa
1930 requires masonry roadside barrier and additional stone
cladding.

— Partnership between AQUA and PennDOT:

AQUA will fund design,
PennDOT will fund ROW, utility, and construction.
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TIP Action | Proposed — PA

Delaware County | Increase Construction Funding

b. PA 252 Bridge over Springton Resevoir

That the RTC Recommend that the Board approve amending the TIP by:

%

i
TIP

|

— Increase construction funding by $5,949,000:
$2,010,000 State 581/ $1,788,000 State 185 in FY18.
$2,151,000 State 581 in FY19.



Ardmore Transportation Center

SEPTA | Increase Funding

» Action Type: TIP Amendment

» Action:

— Overall $5,367,000 funding increase for the Ardmore

Transportation Center, now fully funded and ready to be bid
In the fall pending Amtrak availability.

— Change funding scenario using additional funds to region.

— Reasons:

— Additional $10,133,000 Keystone Section 5337 funds made
available to the region need to be obligated immediately.

— Provides $4,766,000 to Station Line Item for other
pUrposes.



Source: SEPTA



TIP Action | Proposed — PA

Funding Increase to Ardmore Transportation Center

c. Ardmore Transportation Center, SEPTA

That the RTC Recommend that the Board approve amending the TIP by:

— Increasing the funding overall by $5,367,000 for the Ardmore
Transportation Center

— $4,766,000 will be moved to Station Line Item
* Note $10,133,000 additional federal transit funds to the region

i
TIP

|



Paratransit Vehicles for Various Counties in New Jersey

Increase Funding Made Available for Vehicle Replacement

» Action Type: TIP Amendment

» Action:
— Increase Camden County Bus Purchase by $1,046,000 CMAQ
— Increase Gloucester County Bus Purchase by $92,000 CMAQ
— Increase Mercer County Bus Purchase by $468,000CMAQ
— Flex total $3,485,000 CMAQ to NJ TRANSIT

» Reasons:

— SJTA, Gloucester County DTS, Mercer County TRADE, Ewing
Twp, and Princeton would like to purchase additional
replacement venhicles.



TIP Action | Proposed — NJ

Amend the NJ TIP for the Following Projects:

d. Paratransit Vehicle for Various Counties in New Jersey

That the RTC Recommend that the Board approve amending the TIP by:

— Increase Camden County Bus Purchase by $1,046,000 CMAQ

— Increase Gloucester County Bus Purchase by $92,000 CMAQ

— Increase Mercer County Bus Purchase by $468,000CMAQ

— Flex total $3,485,000 CMAQ to NJ TRANSIT

I
TiP
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9 Regional Trails Program:
Phase VI PA Grant Awards

Regional Technical Committee, April 10, 2018




Proposed Grant Awards

. State and Rhawn-Pennypack Trail Connector
(design), City of Philadelphia Parks and Recreation —
$60k

. Wissahickon Gateway/Schuylkill River Trail Gap
(acquisition), City of Philadelphia Parks and
Recreation — $100k ($100k DCNR match)

. Manayunk Trail Gateway Enhancements
(design/construction), City of Philadelphia Parks and
Recreation — $30k

. Lower Poquessing Creek Tralil (feasibility),
Philadelphia City Planning Commission — $25k ($25k
DCNR match)



Proposed Grant Awards

5. High Trail and Bridge (construction), The
Brandywine Conservancy, Delaware County -- $350k
($350k DCNR match)
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DVRPC Regional Trails Program
Pennsylvania Phase VI Grant Awards

Phase VI
Project Location
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Action Proposed

The RTC recommends that the
Board approve these five Phase VI
Pennsylvania Regional Trails

Program grant awards totaling
$595,000.



Requested Action

Staff requests the RTC to recommend authorization to open a
minimum 30-day public comment period for the purpose of
gathering public and agency comments for:

 Draft FY 2019 TIP for Pennsylvania, and

 The Draft Conformity Determination of the Connections
2045 Long-Range Plan and Draft FY 2019 TIP for
Pennsylvania;

to issue proper public notifications; to publish the draft
documents of the TIP, and conformity findings on the internet;
to make copies available at certain public libraries; and to hold
public meetings.

%dvrpc



Chester Valley Trall
Extension to Downingtown
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i

Regional Technical Committee
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission

April 10, 2018
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Central Chester County

Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation Plan

Praspased by the Chester County Planning Commssion and Chesier County Health Departmsent

East Bradion ‘

I—__..__“_

\ Vel Whiteland

CHESTER VALLEY TRAIL EXTENSION




Project Study Area

[East Bradford

Project Study Area

. Chester Valley Trail Extension Study
Legend BRC.TAG-20-49 2015
m Rail Stations i ‘Water Badies \ —M
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Physical Inventory & Assessment
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Physical Inventory & Assessment
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S
CVTE Trail User Citizen Survey — Final Results

CHESTER VALLEY TRAIL EXTENSION

Project website: www.chesco.org/planning/cvte

1,136 responses from 10/26/15 - 4/30/16
92% of respondents are Chester County residents.
49% live within the project study area municipalities

96% of the total responses are in favor of extending the CVT
from its current endpoint westward into Downingtown.

(7% of the survey respondents indicate that they use the trail at
least once a month.

69% of respondents indicated that they would use the new CVT
trail segment (from Exton to Downingtown) more than they
currently use the existing CVT.

AAG written comments received




Trail Alignment Alternatives
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Master Plan

Master Plan
Chester Valley Trail Extension
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PHILADELPHIA TO HARRISBURG 1828 - 1998

. By David W. Messer
| Edited by Charles S. Roberts

CHESTER VALLEY TRAIL EXTENSION

Length: from
Frazer to Thorndale;
Completed in , It
took

at a cost of :

Involved over

of excavation and
fill for the railbed, and

of masonry for
bridges and culverts;

Whitford Bridge: long
Parker Truss ; and,

Downingtown Trestle:
long, and high.




LDC parcel

Existing Signalized
#\ CVT Crossing
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Exton Traning Center-
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S
Trail Design Standard — connector trails
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Ship Road
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S
Trail Design Standard — P&T Branch
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P&T Branch

© 2014 Pictometr
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P&T Branch
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P&T Branch — Valley Creek
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P&T Branch

. CHESTER COUNTY
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. CHESTER COUNTY
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Robbins Road connection
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Connections into Downingtown
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Struble Trail connection
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_Struble Trail _Connectlon
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East Branch Brandywme Trail connection
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East Branch Brandywine Trail connection
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Brandywine Valley Viaduct (Downingtown Trestle)

1451 long
122 high

EastBranch
Brandywine lraul

CHESTER VALLEY TRAIL EXTENSION
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Development Costs Summary

A. Trail Connections — 10.15 miles $9.5M+/-
e P&T Corridor — 7.4 mi.

LDC/Ship Road Connection — 0.8 mi.

Trestle Business Park Connection — 0.25 mi.

East Branch Brandywine Trail Extension — 0.5 mi.

Struble Trail Connection — 1.15 mi.

B. Structure Renovations $12.0M+/-
e Downingtown Trestle - $8M+/-
e Whitford Bridge - $3M+/-
e Other - $1M+/-

C. Trailhead Development $1.5M+/-
 Whitford
 Boot/Southwind $23M+/'
* Gallagherville (including Design &

ACqUISITION ) @), crereecome
CHESTER VALLEY TRAIL EXTENSION ‘/Planning




Maintenance & Operation Costs Summary

Annual Maintenance Costs $144,000+/-
e 2017 Chester County CVT Maintenance Budget
= $16,000/mile+/-;
e Total 9.0 miles of multi-use trail.
e Trestle Business Park Connection — 0.25 mi.

Annual Operation Costs
$50,000+/-
 Chester County Park Rangers patrol county trails
with assistance from municipal police forces;

« Additional mileage would warrant an additional
Park Ranger and an increase to the patrol budget.

$200,000+/-

(total annual O&M costs)

CHESTER VALLEY TRAIL EXTENSION




S
Implementation Steps

 Coordinate with PennDOT regarding obtaining an
easement for trail use within the P&T corridor;

« Determine the structural integrity of all corridor
structures (Downingtown Trestle, Whitford Bridge,
Route 100 Bridge, stone arch underpasses);

o Perform complete topographic/boundary survey and
prepare design documents;

 Prepare phasing plans for implementation based on
available funding; and,

 Bid and construct proposed improvements

CHESTER VALLEY TRAIL EXTENSION




Master Plan

Master Plan
Chester Valley Trail Extension

East Caln Township

West Whitetand
Township

East Braitord

Township West Whiteland

West Bradiord Township

Township

LEGEND
Study Area Boundary m Existing Trailhead Municipal Boundary @

-
m— Existing Multi-Use Trail n Proposed Traithead - fu'luniclapu_ar: Park /
Recre n Area
mmmmmmm  Proposed Multi-Use Trail Existing Rail Statian
EEEmE Proposed P&T Corridor . .
Multi-Use Trail Proposed Rail Station Scale (Miles)
e Proposed Shared Proposed Struchure 0 0.5 1
Roadway Renovation

CHESTER VALLEY TRAIL EXTENSION ‘.)Plannlng
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INDICATORS OF POTENTIAL
DISADVANTAGE (IPD) 10
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IPD 10

DVRPC Indicators of Potential Disadvantage

O About 9 Help &= Choose a Population Group

Female Head of Household w/ Child
Limited English Proficiency
Households in Poverty

Persons w/ Disabilities
Non-Hispanic Minority

Elderly (75 and Older)

Carless Households

Hispanic Minority

00 2 -OTnm WIS

Number of Indicators
Present by Tract (2015)
0
1or2

! Jord
B cor6
Bl 7o -

eaflet | ® OpenStreetMap, ® CARTO, Geocoding by Esri
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IPD 10

Older Adults

Regional average

B below threshold

above threshold
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IPD 10

DELAWARE VALLEY

ﬂ?dVI'PG Draft FY2018 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for NJ

REQIONAL
PLAKKING COMMISSION

Draft Connections 2045 Planning Centers

Map  Hybrid || Zoom toregion

Passenger Rail

y ]
KSI_Crashes | Road_Mile

%
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IPD 2.0: ALIGNING INDICATORS WITH LEGISLATION

May 2016 -
October 2016

Outcome:

Most departments
do not use and/or
understand IPD

Novem ber 205 - March 2017 -
February 2017 September 2017

e Test
methodologies

e FHnalizeupdate
idea

e PlanforlIPD2.1

Outcome: Outcome:
Staff want a better Produced a draft
starting point to 2.0 methodology

understand Title VI
and EJ in projects

¢dvrpc



IPD 2.0 PART 1
ALIGNING INDICATORS WITH
EQUITY LEGISLATION
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IPD 2.0: ALIGNING INDICATORS WITH LEGISLATION

=N TITLE VI

Minority Color

National
Origin

FHWA + FTA
Purpose: Purpose:
Identify and address Age Prohibit discrim ination
adverse human health or Sex
environm ental effects Disabili ty

Limited English

¢dvrpc



IPD 2.0: ALIGNING INDICATORS WITH LEGISLATION

Current indicators Title VI and EJ populations

e Elderly (75 and Older) e Age
e Female Head of Household o Sex
with Child e Minority
e Non-Hispanic Minority e Race
e Hispanic Minority e Ethnicity
e Limited English Proficiency e National origin
e Personswith Disabilities e Limited English Proficiency
e Householdsin Poverty e Disability
e CarlessHouseholds e Low-Income

¢dvrpc



IPD 2.0: ALIGNING INDICATORS WITH LEGISLATION

Current indicators

Elderly (75 and Older)

Fem ale Head of Household
with Child

Non-Hispanic Minority
Hispanic Minority

Limited English Proficiency
Persons with Disabilities
Households in Poverty

Carless Households

Title VI and EJ populations

Age

Sex

Minority

Race

Ethnicity

National origin

Limited English Proficiency
Disability

Low-Income

&dvrpe



IPD 2.0: ALIGNING INDICATORS WITH LEGISLATION

Current indicators Title VI and EJ populations

e Elderly (£5+) °
o—Female Head-of Household | o
wHh-Chitd e Minority
e Non-Hispanic Minority e Race
e Hispanic Minority e Ethnicity
e Limited English Proficiency °
e Personswith Disabilities e Limited English Proficiency
e Households inPeverty e Disability
o—Carless Households °

¢dvrpc



IPD 2.0: ALIGNING INDICATORS WITH LEGISLATION

[ @
Indicator Executive Order | Title VI of the FHW A’s Title VI FTA's Title VI
(ACS 5-year 12898 Civil Rights Act and EJ and EJ
estim ates) of 1964 documents documents
Youth v
Older Adults v
Female v
Racial Minority v v (4 v
Ethnic Minority v (4 (4 v
Foreign Born (4 v v
Limited English v v v
Proficiency
Disabled 4
Low-income v v v

¢dvrpc



IPD 2.0: ALIGNING INDICATORS WITH LEGISLATION

Indicator Executive Order Title VI of the Civil FHW A’s Title VI and | FTA’s Title VI and EJ
(ACS 5-year estimates) 12898 Rights Act of 1964 EJdocuments documents
Youth (4
Older (4
Female (4
Racial Minority v v (4 v
Ethnic Minority v v (4 v
Foreign-Born (4 v 4
Limited English 4 4 4
Proficiency
Disabled 4
Low-income (4 (4 v
Carless Households
Female Head of ? ?
Household

&dvrpe



ALIGNING INDICATORS WITH LEGISLATION

Indicator in IPD analysis

ACS data table for indicator in

Community of concern

update IPD analysis indicator represents
Youth B09001: Population Under 18 Age
Years by Age
Older Adults S0101: Age and Sex Age
Female S0101: Age and Sex Sex

Racial Minority

B02001: Race

Race and Minority

Ethnic Minority

B03002: Hispanic or Latino
Origin by Race

Minority and National Origin

Foreign Born

B05012: Nativity in the United
States

National Origin

Limited English Proficiency

S1601: Language Spoken at
Home

Limited English Proficiency, and
National Origin

Disabled

S1810: Disability Characteristics

Disability

Low-Income

S1701: Poverty Status in the
Past 12 Months

Low-Income

¢ dvrpe

\’



IPD 2.0 PART 2:
UPDATING METHODOLOGY
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IPD 10 METHODOLOGY

Old Indicators, Old Method
| e

| REEen)

B 3ora (239

5or 6 (202)

7 or 8 (86)

¢dvrpc



2.0 INDICATORSWITH 1.0 METHODOLOGY

New Indicators, Old Method
| R
B 3-4 343)

5-6 (281)

7-8(198)

9-10 (37

I o o o Data (41)

&dvrpe



Tract Count
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Tract Count

130

120 +

110
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0%

2.0 METHODOLOGY

Regional average
|
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10%

|
|
1
1
1
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1
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B well below average
B below average
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well above average

80%

85%

90%

95%

100%

¢dvrpc



IPD 2.0 METHODOLOGY: BINNING THE DATA

Youth
Older Adults
Female

Racial Minority A -well below average
B - below average

C - average

D - above average

E-well above average

Ethnic Minority

Foreign Born

Limited English Proficiency

Mean

Disabled

Low-income

¢dvrpc



IPD 2.0 METHODOLOGY:
. THEEND RESULT OF BINNING THE DATA

I low score

high score

Bl No Data

Source: ACS 2011-2015 5-Year Estimates

¢dvrpc



IPD 2.0 METHODOLOGY:
THE END RESULT OF BINNING THE DATA

I low score

high score

Bl NoData

175

150
‘é 125
S 100
8 75
©

Source: ACS 2011-2015 5-Year Estimates % dePC
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&dvrpe Equity Analysis for the Greater Philadelphia Region @)

Census Tract: 3117

EI IPD Indicators ©

The infermation below provides the estimated percentages, Margin of Error (MOE), and |PD Score
Classification of our nine indicators in reference to U.5 Census Tract 3117. The entire set of
indicators data and scores may be downloaded from cur Open Data Portal for further analysis.

Youth @
30.5% i
of residents are 12 years or youngar

above avergge

49 7 % +-2.6%

residents are female

average

Ethnic Minority ©

34.0% N

of residents identified themselves as being of Hispanic or

Spanish origin.

well above average

|

Limited English Proficiency @

A| 6 : 7% =/-4.0%

of residents report having English proficiency below “very

well®

above avers ge

Low-Income @

31.8% e

of residents live in hou

hialds with an income below

200% of the naticna erty level

average

Older Adults ®

10.3% 2l

of rezidants are 65 years or older

Defow average

Racial Minority @

10.9% A

of residents identify 33 one or more races considered

under Title V1 and Ef

Defow average

Foreign Bomn ®

20.9% +- 5.6%

of residents were born outside of the United States
above El/En"éi’E‘

Disabled ®

7.6% e

of residents with one or mere physical and/or menzal

below average

+

¥ ]

Source: ACS 2011-2015 5-Year Estimates

¢dvrpc




FPC Equity Analysis for the Greater Philadelphia Region @ex)

b=———— | below average +

Ethnic Minority © Foreign Born @ @
~/-8.0% +/-56%
34.0% 20.9%
of residents identified themselves as being of Hispanic or of residents were bom ouiside of the United States

Spanish origin

above average

well above average

Limited English Proficiency ® Disabled ®

16.7% AR 7.6% =

of rezidents repart having h praficiency below "very of residents with one or mare physical and/ar mental
wel azadilites
dbove average befow average
Low-Income @
-5.8%
average
|ﬂ IPD Scoring Analysis
The information below provides tract-level PD scores IPD Score
and percentages for our nine indicators. The entire set
of indicators may be downloaded from our Open Data 22
Portal for further analysis. [
N ‘
Youth - — L .
Older Adults
Female

Raclal Minority
Ethnic Minority
Foreign Barn
LEP

Disabled

Low-Incoma

<
5

Source: ACS 2011-2015 5-Year Estimates %dvrpc




IDEAS FOR 2.1
BEYOND THE LEGISLATION
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BEYOND THE LEGISLATION

@ L
Air quality Workplace and JTW Crime
Carless household =N TITLE VI KSl rates
Cost of living Vacant properties
Asthma Bike lanes
rales Minority Color
National Parks and
Accessto - open space
s Origin
G FHWA + FTA Commute length
Purpose: Purpose:
Identify and address Age Prohibit discrim ination
adverse human health or Sex
environm ental effects Disabili ty
Health insurance Limited English Infrastructure quality

¢dvrpc



BEYOND THE LEGISLATION

[ @
Alr quality Workplace and JTW Crime
Carless household =N TITLE VI KS! rates
Cost of living Vacant properties
Asthma Bike lanes
rates
Parks and
Jjobs
Obesity rates FHW A Commute length
Purpose: Purpose:
ldentify and address Prohibit discrimination
adverse human health or
environm ental effects
Health insurance

Infrastructure quality

¢dvrpc



FOREIGN BORN - RESIDENCE

0% | 4

14.8% to 23.2% 181
23.3%to 61.6% 118

Source: CTPP, 2006-2010 5-Year ACS Estimates o dvrp c



FOREIGN BORN - WORKPLACE

0% . 62

16.5% to 25.0% 219
25.1% to 51.3% 109

- 4

Source: CTPP, 2006-2010 5-Year ACS Estimates o dvrp c



AND BIG THANKS TO THE TEAM

KIM KOREJKO GISELLE BABIARZ

BEN GRUSWITZ CHRIS POLLARD
ALISON HASTINGS

RESOURCES

DVRPC’s IPD Interactive Map: www.dvrpc.org/webmaps/IPD/

FHW A Title VI guidance: https//www fhwa.dot.gov/civilrights/program s/tvi.cfm

FTA EJ guidance: https://www .transit.dot.gov/regulations-and-guidance/fta-
circulars/environm ental-justice-policy-guidance-federal-transit

CTPP Data: http//ctpp.transportation.org/Pages/5-Year-Data.aspx

List of CTPP EJ Tables: CTPP Status Report - April 2017
www .fhwa.dot.gov/planning/census_issues/ctpp/status report/srO417/index.cfm

&dvrpe
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TODAY'S AGENDA

e Re/Overview of Performance Measures
e Planning Partners Safety Agreement

e CMAQ Congestion Targets
O Non-SOV Travel
O Annual Peak Hour Excessive Delay (PHED)

CMAQ
Overview Safety Congestion 7 dl' ““““““““
Agreement »CGVIpc
Targets N T




TODAY'S AGENDA

e Re/Overview of Performance Measures

e Planning Partners Safety Agreement

e CMAQ Congestion Targets
O Non-SOV Travel
O Annual Peak Hour Excessive Delay (PHED)




TODAY'S AGENDA

e Re/Overview of Performance Measures

e Planning Partners Safety Agreement

e CMAQ Congestion Targets
O Non-SOV Travel
O Annual Peak Hour Excessive Delay (PHED)

Safety DELAWARE VALLEY
Agreement ¢I“:I‘"'Pc




TODAY'S AGENDA

e Re/Overview of Performance Measures

e Planning Partners Safety Agreement

e CMAQ Congestion Targets
O Non-SOV Travel
O Annual Peak Hour Excessive Delay (PHED)

CMAQ

Congestion %dvrpc

REGIONAL

Targets B Conmssion



MAP-22/FAST AcCT
PERFORMANCE MEASURES

o Safety ( P M 1) (Number & Rate of Fatalities; Number & Rate of Serious Injuries; Number of Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries)

e [nfrastructure (PM2)

O Pavement Condition (% of Interstate and Non-Interstate NHS Pavement in Good Condition; in Poor Condition)
0] Brldge Condition (% of NHS Bridges Classified as Good; Classified as Poor)

e System Performance (PM3)

0] N HS (% of Person-Miles Traveled on the Interstate/Non-Interstate System that are Reliable)
O Fre |ght (Truck Travel Time Reliability Index)

o CMAQ
e Emissions

e Congestion
- Non-SOV Travel
—  Annual Peak Hour Excessive Delay

e Transit
O Assets (% of Revenue/Non-Revenue Vehicles that Have Met or Exceeded Useful Life Benchmark; % of Assets with Condition Rating Below 3.0 on TERM)

O Safety

DELAWARE VALLEY

@dvrpc

PLANNING COMMISSION



- MAP-21/FAST AcT
PERFORMANCE MEASURES

MAP-21/FAST Act Performance Measures

o Safety ( P M 1) (Number & Rate of Fatalities; Number & Rate of Serious Injuries; Number of Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries)

e [nfrastructure (PM2)

0] Pavement Cond ition (% of Interstate and Non-Interstate NHS Pavement in Good Condition; in Poor Condition)
(0] Brldge Condition (% of NHS Bridges Classified as Good; Classified as Poor)

e System Performance (PM3)

O N HS (% of Person-Miles Traveled on the Interstate/Non-Interstate System that are Reliable)
O Fre |ght (Truck Travel Time Reliability Index)

o CMAQ
e Emissions

e Congestion
- Non-SOV Travel
—  Annual Peak Hour Excessive Delay

e Transit

O Assets (% of Revenue/Non-Revenue Vehicles that Have Met or Exceeded Useful Life Benchmark; % of Assets with Condition Rating Below 3.0 on TERM)
O Safety (# and Rate of Reportable Fatalities, Injuries, and Safety Events per Total Veh. Rev. Miles; Mean Distance Between Major Mechanical Failures)

DELAWARE VALLEY

ﬂadvrpc
REGIDNAL
PLANNING COMMISSION



WHAT WE NEeD To DO

PM Requirements for States & MPOs
e Set Targets & Report on Progress
e |ncorporate Measures into the Planning Process

e Develop Agreements

PLANNING COMMISSION



Final Rule

Safety
Performance
Measures

Infrastructure
Performance
Measures

System
Performance
Measures

Overview

Effective
Date

April 14, 2016

May 20, 2017

May 20, 2017

States Set

Targets By

Aug. 31, 2017

May 20, 2018

May 20, 2018

IMPLEMENTATION TIMELINE

MPOs Set
Targets By

Up to 180 days
after the State
sets targets,
but not later
than Feb. 27,
2018

No later than
180 days after
the State(s)
sets targets

No later than
180 days after
the State(s)
sets targets

Inclusion in
MPO and

Agreements

State DOT
LRTP &
TIP/STIP

Updates or May 27, 2018
amendments on

or after May 27,

2018

Updates or May 20, 2019

amendments on
or after May 20,
2019

Updates or
amendments on
or after May 20,
2019

May 20, 2019

DELAWARE VALLEY

advrpc

REGIONAL
PLANNING COMMISSION



SAFETY AGREEMENT

The MPO(s), State(s), and the providers of public transportation shall
jointly agree upon and develop specific written provisions for
cooperatively developing and sharing information related to
transportation performance data, the selection of performance targets,
the reporting of performance targets, and the reporting of performance to
be used in tracking progress toward attainment of critical outcomes for
the region of the MPO.

Pennsylvania

e Check-off letter submitted to PennDOT

New Jersey

e Statewide written procedures to be sighed by MPOs and NJDOT

DELAWARE VALLEY
i %avrpc
Agreement e
REGIONAL
PLANNING COMMISSION



CMAQ CONGESTION TARGETS

For the NHS in urbanized areas with a population over 1 million for the first
performance period (200,000 thereafter) that are also in nonattainment or
maintenance areas for ozone (O;), carbon monoxide (CO), or particulate matter

(PM;q and PM, ¢)
Percentage Non-SOV Travel

¢ Measurement of non-SOV travel, including car/vanpool, public transportation,
walking, bicycling, and telecommuting. Three options to calculate modal share: 1)
ACS Journey-to-Work data; 2) Localized surveys; or 3) Volume/Usage counts for

each mode.

Annual Peak Hour Excessive Delay (PHED) per Capita

e Excessive delay will be based on the travel time at 20 mph or 60% of the posted
speed limit travel time, whichever is greater, and will be measured in 15-minute
intervals. Peak hour is defined as 6-10 AM and 3-7 PM.

I DELAWARE VALLEY
REGIONAL I
PLAN

NING COMMISSION
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MULTI-AGENCY COORDINATION

Philadelphia Urbanized Area

e 4 States
— Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Delaware, Maryland

e 5 MPOs

DVRPC

Lancaster County TCC
NJTPA

SITPO

WILMAPCO

New York Urbanized Area
e 3 States
e 5 MPOs (including DVRPC)

Starting in 2022, we will have to coordinate for the Allentown and Trenton UAs

DELAWARE VALLEY




NON-SOV TRAVEL TARGET SETTING

DRAFT

% Non-SOV Travel (Journey To Work)
Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-MD Urbanized Area

30.0%
Nate 1: Annual Comparisons of 5 year ACS Estimates are not (‘ "}
recommended by the U.5. Census Bureau because of ] L4
233% 1= computational overiap. 4-yr Performance
Nate 2 Non-SOV data points based on ACS 5 year Period (2018-2021)
29.0% — estimate out years (2011 and 2016).
Nate 3: 2 year target based on 2018 and 4
g 58, | yearon 2020, due to 2 year lag in availability
— of ACS 5 year estimate dota.
@ 28.1%
> Note 4: 2012-13 DVRPC Household T 27 an 28.0%
E 28.0% Trave! Survey results indicate that 7.7% Y Pl C -
; 26.1% of workers in the region are __‘3_'_-_--..------'*
O 5% - Non-SOV (Tabie 64). cmmmmm=== T 1 4
2 Base Year  Preliminary  Preliminary
Z'D 27.0% +— 2-yrtarget  4-yrtarget
e 5 AT ACS
=R (2007-2016)
26.5% —
=== | inear
26.0% —
4 5-yr ACS (2007-11) . S-yr ACS (2012-16) N
25.5%
2000 UZA ot 2010 UZA ——
B-m T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1

T e N S S N N S S N N N T N S S N N N N
%%%%%%%‘@%%’a*’e1’9"@’?&"@*’)"&"&%%

DELAWARE VALLEY

cMAQ %dvrpc

Congestion REGIDNAL
Targets PLANNING COMMISSION



ANNUAL PHED TARGET SETTING

2017 Annual Hours PHED Per Capita for Philadelphia PA-NJ-DE-MD UZA - 2018/04/06

DELAWARE VALLEY

CMAQ
=T o dvr pc

Ty REGIDNAL
PLANNING COMMISSION



MPO review of state-submitted Infrastructure Targets by
October 1, 2018

MPO review of state-submitted System Performance (NHS,
Freight, and CMAQ) Targets by October 1, 2018

MPO review of state-submitted 2018 Safety Targets by
February 27, 2019

Develop written agreements for Infrastructure and System
Performance by May 2019

Incorporate Safety, Infrastructure, System Performance,
and Transit Measures into the FY 20 NJ TIP Update in
Spring 2019

IDEIAWAF!E VALLEY
REGIDNAL I
PLANNING COMMISSION






Building Resilience
INn Coastal New Jersey Municipalities

A

Melissa Andrews, Environmental Planner
Regional Technical Committee Meeting | April 10, 2018



New Jersey Resilient Coastal Communities Initiative
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2100 Sea Level Rise + Category 2 Storm Surge
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Sea Level Rise [SLR) Projections

Coastal Vulnerability Assessment

YEAR SLR FROM FRESENT
Presant -
2050 +14f
2100 +3.31
TOP AREAS OF CONCERN
Map . Flood Depths A Vulnerability Consequences
Asset Cate, Assot Name Asset Description Exposure Sansiti Consequences
# gory Pt on Parcel P ity Rating Rating
N 5 . R Most of the building will not likely be More infermation is needed on the durability of the R N
1 Emergency | Burlington City Public high school and designated | ¢ oo g | cunsrantially flocded, but much of the site may | bulldings’ materfals and the degree to which the Moderate |5 2 designated emergency shelter, the loss of efther of |\
Facilities High School  |emergency shelter located at 100 Blue Devil. . . these buildings would reguire a large percentage of
. flooded with up to 2 ft of water. buildings are elevated above floodwaters. The ) 3
|Designated . . residents to be rerouted to another shelter, causing
predicted flood depths at the Wilbur Watts B B
— Emergency h . additional strain on shelter resources. After the storm,
Intermediate School could cause substantial damage. .
Shelter] and N students and staff would experience the
Information is also needed on 2ny emergency
Institutional/ Wilbur Watts Fublic middle school and designated Virtually all of the site will likely be flooded, uipment that is in harm's way. Egress through Moderate t Inconveniences of relocation for severa| weeks to
2 Culural/Gov't Intermediate emergency shelter for Burlington City 1.4 ft-82 ft |with the main building potentially facing depths cauem o V. 5 € ©ralelo | ceveral months after the storm as the schocl was being | Moderste
N floodwaters may be difficult at Wilbur Watts, and a High .
{schools) School located at 550 High St. of between 1.5 ft and 7 ft of water. N L. N . renovated to remove flooding damage.
relatively minor inconvenience at the High School.
. e . B B The fire building may experience between 5 and Moderate to Minor to
3 The Fire Building Fire station located at 545 High 5t. 43ft-61ft & ft of flooding More information is needed on the durability of the High Given the critical emergency services in these buildings, Moderate
] , |
Witchell Fire Fire station located at Federal 5t and ~ [Virtually all of the building will Iely be flooded,| °!éings’ materials and the degree towhich the  [—Era2eime] - a loss of function from flooding could greatly reduce
4 Emergency WMitchell & 1.7ft-32ft ith bet 3 and 3 ft of wat buildings are elevated above floodwaters, High the city's ability to react to flooding during a storm and Moderate
Facilities (Fire Pany e - ”m T of the b:ld'a i r‘a e:“lood Irformation is also needad cn any equipment that i . recover afterwards. If one or two fire stations were
5 Departments) Neptune Hose Fire station located at 731 Bordentown Rd. | 1.0ft-22 Virtua ¥ ilding will likely 5e 2| located in harm's way. Egress may be difficult for Moderate promised by flooding, the other comp could Moderate
Company 5 with between 1 and 2 ft of water. . N . . - . e
- - - - — Niagara Hose Company, Mitchel| Fire C and assist in covering their responsibilities, but they could
s Niagara Hose |Fire station located at NJ Route 130 [NJ-130) 35f-88f Virtually all of the building will likely be flooded, Negtune Hose Company. Moderate to become overburdened in the . Moderate
Company & and High 5t. with between 2 and 4 ft of water. High
Given the critical emergency services in these buildings,
Emergency More information is needed on the durability of the a logs of function from flooding could greatly reduce
Facility {Fire buildings’ materials and the degree to which the the city's ability to react to flooding during a storm and
. | o fload I fi :
szﬁlr;sz;}a;’nd Emefg::::;uad Fire station and historic site of the oldest The Emergency Squad building and Fire structu‘r?e-: ::a\f be mr‘::,a:‘:mve because I::::: Lowto ar:s?:v;'cm:?r:; :s::ltilr:ee:;r::lmcz:::rﬁ
4l n l il Ll
7 fi in New ) located at 19E.| Oft-05ft C buildi i flooding of " Moderat
Cultural/Gov't | and Fire Comparny ire comparty in m TSy, e ompany Rulicing may exparience né old, fragile, and/or cannat be moved, or they may be Moderate but could become cverburdened In the process. erate
Union 5t. up to 0.5 ft. o ¥ .
(Flace with - Brickwall Tavern less sensitive because they were built to withstand
Historic decades of use with durable materials and high levels The loss of the Endeaver Fire Bullding, as a historic
Significance) of craftsmanship. building, would be a notable cultural loss to the city and
state.

Source: Google StreetView
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Burlington City: Highly Vulnerable
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Getting to Resilience Questionnaire

NIA

Question Yes
SURVEY SECTIONS

1.1 Has your community discussed
and/or identified previous coastal hazards and

disasters? e e e HOTES

Section 2

Public

111 Has your community documented previous

Section 3 coastal hazards and disasters through
Planning Integration historical information, existing plans and
reports, scientific knowledge, and/or local o o HOTES
Section 4 knowledge?
Dis: Preparednes: ]
Section 5
Hazard Mitigation Implementation . -
1.2 Has your community defined hazard probability,
frequency, magnitude, and duration? -
Linkages quency. mag @ o NOTES
See your links to other programs
1.3 Has your community identified coastal erosion and/or
shoreline change as a hazard? How? Fe) ~ & e

RESIDENTS VISITORS DEPARTMENTS HOWDOT?

Home > Departments > Public Works » Sewer & Drainage Division Search Q
= FLOOD RISK AND FLOOD INSURANCE

“Does the
municipality conduct

(@ Print = Emai

What You Should Know about Flood Risk, Prevention, and

% Insurance

outreach to floodplain sto P
u p The HlStOl'lC Did you know that most of the City of Burlington is within the 100-year Flood Plain? Therefore, your
CITY OF property is likely to be within or near this plain,

BURLINGTON Register and Be Alert for Official Flood Warnings

The safety of you and your family is of utmost importance. The City now has Automated Community

residents at least

NEW JERSEY Emergency phone-calling systems and you can pre-register at-risk loved ones with Register Ready
? 7 (www.registerready.nj.gov). Police and Fire personnel also will traverse the area and use Public Address
O n Ce a year —cm\g— Systems and personal contact to ensure that all persons have left an area.
H
Public Works Protect Your Loved Ones by Being Prepared and Following Your Plan

To be well informed about an approaching storm, also keep a battery-powered radio turned to a local
station and follow emergency instructions. If evacuation is ordered, do so immediately! Be sure to havea

S Back: full tank of gasoline, and stock your car with canned goods and non-perishable items, a can opener, a
container of water, a first aid kit, and any special medications needed by your family. If time permits,

protect your property by turning off your home’s main power switch and main gas valve.

‘ou Also Need to Purchase Flood Insurance

Normal property insurance does not cover flood losses, but the city participates in the National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP), and flood insurance is available for almost any enclosed building and its
contents. Non-residential and business properties are also eligible for flood insurance, and flood
insurance is mandatory if the building is subject to any federally guaranteed financing.
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Recommendations for Municipalities

Data, capital projects, and policies

ATTACHMENT |

ZONING MAP

CITY OF BURLINGTON

Source: Burlington City, New Jersey

Appendix 4 Sea Level Rise Checklist

EDWIN M. LEE
Mayer

NAOMI M. KELLY
City fadmintslranar

BRIAN STRONG

Directar f Caulal Parring

Building Our Future

CAPITAL PLANNING PROGRAM

Guidance for Incorporating 5ea Level Rise into Capital Planning in San Francisco
Sea Level Rise Checklist (Version 2.0}
This checklist should be used in conjunction with the SLR Guidance document (“Guidonce”) for use by City

gl to guide the ion of capital planning projects in light of sea level rise.
Pre-Checklist check:
The checklist is anly ired if the following 3 conditions are ALL met. If the answer is ‘No’ to ANY of these

qguestions, do not complete the SLR checklist. The pre-checklist should be retained for your records.

1. Project has a location identified (some projects are so early in pianning that they do not yet have o

specific location within CC5F) Yes [__ No
2. Project is within the SLR Vulnerability Zone Yes Na| |
(see the Supplementary Document “SLR Vulnerability Zone Map™ at:
hitp:fi isco.org i es/seq-level-ri: i ; contact Hemiar Alburati

{hemior. alburati@sfgov.org) to request a Geodatabose (GI5 file) of the SLA Vulnerability Zone
Muap [overiaid on Son Froncisco bose loyers).

3. Anticipated total project costs' equal or exceed 5 million dollars Yes Mo

Department Name.

Project Name:

Project 10:

Name of Project Mgr:

Nome of Preporer:

Dote prepared:

Only projects answering Ves’ for guestions 1, 2 AND 3 must complete the fallowing checklist.

As noted above, if the answer to guestions 1, 2 OR 3 is ‘No’, the SLR checklist does not need to be
submitted, However, it is recommended that the project manoger retain this document in their project
records.

Source: City of San Francisco




Ongoing and Upcoming Resilience Work
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Flooding Effects at the County Level
In Delaware County, the following assets are predicted to flood or hav
restricted access with nine feet of flood (a 1t i
+ 4,508.2 acres of land
+ 50.2 miles of roads

+ 7 public and private schools

= &% PepnDOT beidges

+ 3 EPA-designated browrfields = 7SEPTA bus routes

= S municipal buildings, fire departments, and « 5 major roads {1-95, 476, 201, 13, 322, 291, 420}
palice stations = & freight rail lines

In Marcuz Hock Borough, the following assets (see map above) are at

risk of being flooded and may have the highest consequences

1o the Borough if they are flooded:

@ Industrial facilities and ports

@ Neighborhood between Green Street and Church Stree! south of West Gth Street
@ Bridge at Marcus Hook Creck

@ Chester Secondary Corrail Line

@ Marcus Hook Commurity Center
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Thank you! Questions?
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