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DVRPC's vision for the Greater Philadelphia
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mobility choices by investing in a safe and modern
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communities; and that fosters greater
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DVRPC's mission is to achieve this vision

by convening the widest array of partners to inform
and facilitate data-driven decision-making. We are
engaged across the region, and strive to be leaders
and innovators, exploring new ideas and creating
best practices.

TITLE VI COMPLIANCE DVRPC fully complies with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Civil Rights Restoration
Act of 1987, Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice, and related nondiscrimination mandates in all programs and
activities. DVRPC's website, www.dvrpc.org, may be translated into multiple languages. Publications and other public
documents can usually be made available in alternative languages and formats, if requested. DVRPC’s public meetings are
always held in ADA-accessible facilities, and held in transit-accessible locations whenever possible. Translation, interpretation,
or other auxiliary services can be provided to individuals who submit a request at least seven days prior to a public meeting.
Translation and interpretation services for DVRPC’s projects, products, and planning processes are available, generally free
of charge, by calling (215) 592-1800. All requests will be accommodated to the greatest extent possible. Any person who
believes they have been aggrieved by an unlawful discriminatory practice by DVRPC under Title VI has a right to file a
formal complaint. Any such complaint must be in writing and filed with DVRPC's Title VI Compliance Manager and/or the
appropriate state or federal agency within 180 days of the alleged discriminatory occurrence. For more information on
DVRPC's Title VI program or to obtain a Title VI Complaint Form, please visit: www.dvrpc.org/GetInvolved/TitleVI,
call (215) 592-1800, or email public_affairs@dvrpc.org.
DVRPC is funded through a variety of funding sources including federal grants from the U.S. Department of Transportation's
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the Pennsylvania and New Jersey
departments of transportation, as well as by DVRPC's state and local member governments. The authors, however, are solely
responsible for the findings and conclusions herein, which may not represent the official views or policies of the funding agencies.

Addendum for the DVRPC FY2021 TIP for
Pennsylvania
This addendum contains several documents that are critical components of the TIP development
and adoption process. This addendum includes the following documents:

•

•
•
•

•

•
•
•

•

•

PennDOT’s General and Procedural Guidance provides guidance for the FY2021
Transportation Improvement Program development process within the context of multiple
inter-related, intergovernmental planning functions. This section contains information related
to the general planning process, along with policies, requirements and guidance directly
related to Program development and administration;
The Environmental Justice Appendix includes detailed tables and maps to complement the
information provided in Chapter 3. All tables include data for Bucks, Chester, Delaware,
Montgomery, and Philadelphia Counties;
SEPTA’s Financial Capacity Analysis is documentation that demonstrates that SEPTA has the
financial capacity to carry out the operating and capital projects included in the FY2021 TIP;
SEPTA’s Transportation Asset Management Plan (TAM Plan) provides the framework for the
strategic and systematic process through which SEPTA procures, operates, maintains,
rehabilitates, and replaces assets to balance risk, performance, and cost throughout the
assets’ life cycles;
The Executive Summary of the Documentation of the Conformity Finding demonstrates that
the transportation priorities, strategies, and programs in the FY2021 TIP are consistent with
air-quality goals established in the State Air Quality Implementation Plans for achieving the
NAAQs;
The overview summary of the TIP Public Involvement Process;
The abbreviated summary/index of the public comments that were received during the formal
Public Comment Period, which was held from May 26, 2020, through June 29, 2020;
The unabridged, full public comments received during the Public Comment Period. Each
comment is assigned an “Item #,” which is used to identify each individual
submission/comment and corresponds to the response that was provided to that comment by
the appropriate agency. Some lengthy submissions that address multiple issues have multiple
Item #’s. Public comments were submitted from the public via: the public comment web
application, e-mail, US ground mail service, or fax;
The responses to the public comments by the appropriate agency or agencies. DVRPC
compiles the comments and responses that were received during the Public Comment Period
and provides this information to the DVRPC Board prior to requesting adoption of the TIP. This
process is meant to provide the DVRPC Board with viewpoints and input from the general
public on the program, and to assist the Board in determining whether adoption of the TIP is
appropriate;
The Recommended Changes to the FY2021 Draft TIP based on comments made during the
Public Comment Period. If approved by the Board, these changes are incorporated into the
final FY2021 TIP. The DVRPC Board is presented with the Draft Program and the List of
Recommended Changes for adoption as the region’s official selection of transportation
projects); and

•

Several items of supporting documentation Included are: the DVRPC formal public notice on
the Public Comment Period; SEPTA’s Notice of Public Hearing for the Capital Budget; a
“Highlights” document of the Draft TIP, which is e-mailed to a wide distribution list and made
available to the public to describe the program, process, and projects in an abbreviated
manner; documentation of outreach to Tribal Nations; and proofs of publication of the legal
notices for the formal 30-day Public Comment Period in area newspapers, as required.
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2021 Transportation Program
General and Procedural Guidance
INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this General and Procedural Guidance document is to meet federal and state
requirements for the development and documentation of the Pennsylvania 2021-2024 Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and the regional Transportation Improvement Programs
(TIPs). This includes, but is not limited to, 23 USC Section 134, 23 USC Section 135, 23 CFR 450.200, 23
CFR 450.300, and 23 CFR 490, as well as PA Consolidated Statute (CS) Title 74 and PA Code Title 67. As
referenced in the 2019 STIP Planning Finding (Appendix 1), these regulations guide the development
process of the 2021 Transportation Program within the context of multiple inter-related,
intergovernmental planning functions. The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) Act
requires the use of a performance-based approach to transportation planning. Performance-Based
Planning and Programming (PBPP) refers to the application of performance management within the
planning and programming process to achieve the desired performance outcomes for Pennsylvania’s
transportation system.
The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) undertakes these activities together with
other agencies, stakeholders, and the public to ensure that transportation investment decisions align
with established targets and goals. These activities are carried out as part of a cooperative, continuing,
and comprehensive (3C) planning process which guides the development of many PBPP documents,
including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Statewide and Regional Long Range Transportation Plans (LRTPs)
Twelve-Year Transportation Program (TYP)
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
Regional Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs)
Transportation Asset Management Plan (TAMP)
Transit Asset Management (TAM) Plans
Pennsylvania Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP)
Comprehensive Freight Movement Plan (CFMP)
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Performance Plan(s)
Congestion Management Process (CMP)

This guidance document is a collaborative product jointly developed by PennDOT [PennDOT Executives,
the Center for Program Development and Management (CPDM), Bureau of Maintenance and Operations
(BOMO), Bureau of Project Delivery (BPD), Bureau of Public Transportation (BPT), Bureau of Equal
Opportunity (BEO), and Engineering Districts], the Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) and
Rural Planning Organizations (RPOs), and Federal Partners, including the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA).
This guidance reflects the performance-based planning approach to transportation planning,
underscores the importance of the 3C process and identifies opportunities for collaboration. This
guidance also lays out requirements for the documentation of the TIP development process and
describes how project selection and prioritization will support Transportation Performance
Management (TPM). With these changes, the regional TIPs will continue to evolve into more narrativebased planning documents, similar to the regional LRTPs.
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This document will oversee the development process of the 2021 Transportation Program (STIP, TIPs,
and TYP) and demonstrate the implementation of the TAMP. The transportation planning process is by
its very nature fluid and subject to change. By working closely together, PennDOT, the MPOs/RPOs, and
FHWA/FTA will strive to continuously improve the program development process. Therefore, this
guidance document will be updated every two years to reflect changes in state or federal legislation,
regulation, or policy. This document includes numerous hyperlinks and appendices that support
program development. Additional supporting information and examples can be found on PennDOT’s
2021 Program Update SharePoint page.

REQUIREMENTS
This guidance document provides references and links included in the text as support tools that users
may find helpful in developing a broader understanding of the program development process.
The planning context for program development is a complex process that involves multiple elements,
including planning and programming rules and regulations, transportation plans, data systems, and
other programs that support and inform the program development process. To help understand the
complex planning requirements for all stakeholders, PennDOT, in cooperation with the MPOs/RPOs and
FHWA/FTA, developed the Guidebook for Pennsylvania’s MPOs and RPOs. This guidebook provides a
core source of information for planning and programming in Pennsylvania, including an initial
documentation of roles, responsibilities and requirements.
The initial part of the program development process is the update of the Financial Guidance and General
and Procedural Guidance documents. Representation from PennDOT Central Office, PennDOT Districts,
the MPOs/RPOs, and FHWA/FTA participate in work groups to update these documents. These two
documents are the foundation of the program update process. The 2021 Transportation Program
development schedule is available in Appendix 2.
PA Act 120 of 1970, enacted from Senate Bill 408, created PennDOT and the State Transportation
Commission (STC). The STC is a 15-member body, chaired by the Pennsylvania Secretary of
Transportation, which serves as the Board of Directors to PennDOT. The STC provides policy driven
direction with respect to the development of Pennsylvania’s TYP. PennDOT and STC work together with
the MPOs/RPOs to develop several transportation planning documents, including the TYP. To satisfy the
requirements of Act 120, PennDOT must prepare, update, and submit Pennsylvania’s TYP to the STC for
approval every two years.
The TYP is the Commonwealth’s official transportation program and is a multimodal, fiscally-constrained
program of transportation improvements spanning a 12-year period. The TYP is divided into three fouryear periods, with the first four years corresponding to the STIP and the regional TIPs. The TYP must be
consistent with federal programming documents, such as the statewide and regional LRTPs.
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Twelve Year Program Cycle for FFY 2021-2032
FFY
FFY
FFY
FFY
2021
2022
2023
2024
1st Four Years (STIP/TIPs)

FFY
2025

FFY
FFY
2026 2027
2nd Four Years
TYP

FFY
2028

FFY
2029

FFY
FFY
2030
2031
3rd Four Years

FFY
2032

Pennsylvania is required under 49 USC 5304(g) and 23 USC 135(g) to develop a STIP. Pennsylvania’s STIP
is a fiscally-constrained four-year program of highway, bridge and transit projects. The STIP is developed
in cooperation with the MPOs/RPOs and public transportation agencies in the state and is consistent
with the regional TIPs. The transportation projects on the STIP are consistent with the statewide and
regional LRTPs. All projects that use Federal-aid funds must be listed in the STIP.
The STIP is the entire transportation program for the Commonwealth, which includes the Interstate and
Statewide programs as well as the regional TIPs:

,
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The Pennsylvania STIP is comprised of 26 individual TIPs:
•
•
•
•
•

MPO TIPs (19)
RPO TIPs (4)
Independent County TIP (1)
Statewide Items TIP (1)
Interstate Management (IM) Program TIP (1)

PennDOT is responsible for statewide planning, while the MPOs/RPOs are responsible for transportation
planning in their regions. Federal planning requirements 49 USC 5303(j) and 23 USC 134(j) require each
MPO to develop a TIP at the local level. In Pennsylvania, the TIP is the first four years of the TYP.
PennDOT has developed agreements with RPOs that position them as equals to MPOs. Therefore, in
Pennsylvania, RPOs are held to the same requirements as MPOs with regards to the planning and
programming process, which includes the development of individual TIPs. PennDOT takes the lead in
developing the independent county TIP. Each MPO/RPO TIP is a fiscally-constrained program of
upcoming transportation projects that reflect regional and local priorities over the next four years.
Federal law requires TIPs to be updated at least every four years. In Pennsylvania the STIP/TIPs are
updated every two years during the TYP process, based on the requirements of Act 120.
Within Pennsylvania, the characteristics of the PennDOT Engineering Districts and MPOs/RPOs vary
greatly, between the land area and population of the region, the number of transportation resources
present, and the staff available to support operations. PennDOT, the MPOs/RPOs, transit agencies, and
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FHWA/FTA recognize this and agree to work cooperatively to meet the federal and state program
requirements.
The STIP and MPO/RPO TIPs are developed based upon mutual trust, data sharing, open communication
and coordination at each program development step, which results in a consensus between PennDOT,
the MPOs/RPOs, FHWA/FTA, and other interested stakeholders regarding the most effective use of
limited transportation resources. Each MPO/RPO, in coordination with their PennDOT CPDM
representatives and their PennDOT District(s), will document the process used for regional TIP
development. This documentation should include a timeline as well as the individual roles and
responsibilities of the MPO/RPO, PennDOT District(s) and Central Office. An example of SPC’s regional
program development timeline is included in Appendix 3.

Public Participation
Public outreach is a key component of updating the TYP. The release of the 2019 Transportation
Performance Report (TPR) by the STC on February 21, 2019 was the official start of the 2021 TYP update
process in Pennsylvania. PennDOT, the STC and the MPOs/RPOs welcomed the public to review the TPR
prior to providing input and feedback on transportation priorities to help identify projects for the 2021
TYP. The 2021 TYP update open public comment period took place from March 11 to April 26, 2019.
During this comment period, the public was encouraged to take an online transportation survey to share
their transportation priorities and concerns on STC’s Public Outreach page and attend an Online Public
Meeting hosted by the Secretary of Transportation and the STC Chair. During the Public Meeting, the
findings of the 2019 TPR were presented and the public was given the opportunity to ask transportation
questions.
To increase public participation and gather as much feedback as possible, PennDOT, the STC and the
MPOs/RPOs reinforced this public outreach effort by informing stakeholders and the public about the
Transportation Survey and encouraging participation through both social and traditional media.
PennDOT CPDM and the STC has shared the public feedback collected through the transportation survey
with the BPT, Districts and MPOs/RPOs, who will consider these results in their project selection process
for the TIP. The same process is utilized for the respective regional portions of the TYP. STC’s From
Planning to Projects transportation program infographic is an interactive guide that offers additional
information about the TYP Update Planning Process.
An integral part of the program development process involves meaningful public outreach and
involvement. A Public Participation Plan (PPP) is a key element to ensure that all transportation related
activities are communicated and involve all members of the public, including traditionally underserved
and protected populations. PennDOT Central Office, in coordination with the MPOs/RPOs and
FHWA/FTA, develops and utilizes a Statewide PPP in accordance with 23 CFR 450.210.
FHWA provides guidance to the MPOs/RPOs regarding public involvement requirements. The
MPOs/RPOs are responsible for developing their own regional PPPs that outline the processes by which
they ensure adequate involvement and input from various stakeholders, including elected officials,
transportation agencies and service providers, businesses, special interest groups, disadvantaged
populations, and the public. The MPOs/RPOs must post their own regional PPPs on their respective
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websites. The MPO/RPO PPPs must specifically identify how the MPOs/RPOs will notify the public of
meetings, ensure access to meetings, and demonstrate how they will consider and respond to public
input.
PPPs must also comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 that “prohibits exclusion from
participation in, denial of benefits of, and discrimination under federally assisted programs on grounds
of race, color, or national origin.” Furthermore, PennDOT must comply with other federal and
Commonwealth statutes and authorities that prohibit discrimination based on an individual or group’s
sex, religious creed, and/or disability. PennDOT’s Title VI Compliance and Implementation Plan defines
the policies and procedures by which the Department administers its Title VI activities and ensures its
programs’ compliance with Title VI requirements, within its ranks and among its federal-aid subrecipients.
PennDOT BEO, in coordination with PennDOT CPDM and FHWA, has crafted a template that can be used
by the MPOs/RPOs as a general Title VI policy statement and complaint procedural notice. MPOs/RPOs
that already maintain a Title VI Policy statement that addresses the principle points articulated in this
template may maintain their pre-existing statements or choose to modify this template to meet their
organizational needs. Any Title VI statement should include the organization’s name and Title VI
Coordinator contact information. The Title VI Coordinator should be fully versed in the organization’s
complaint and accommodation procedures and designated as the point of contact for public concerns
and requests.
FHWA, in coordination with PennDOT, recommends that this template or a comparable statement be
applied as an appendix or preface to the TIP document that is made available for public comment.
FHWA and PennDOT also recommend applying this template or a comparable statement to other
publicly facing documents and communications, including the MPO/RPO PPP and respective websites.
The sample template and additional information about PennDOT’s non-discrimination policy, complaint
procedures and contact information for those seeking Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) or Limited
English Proficiency (LEP) accommodation, including language taglines, can be found in Appendix 4.

Self-Certification
All Pennsylvania’s MPOs are required by 23 CFR 450.336(a) to complete self-certification resolutions
concurrent with their TIP updates, which state that the metropolitan transportation planning process is
being carried out in accordance with all applicable requirements. These self-certification resolutions are
part of the TIP submission documentation sent to PennDOT CPDM. Non-TMA MPOs, metropolitan areas
with populations less than 200,000 as deemed by the US Census, and RPOs must include documentation
to indicate compliance as part of their TIP submissions. MPOs that are in Transportation Management
Areas (TMAs), metropolitan areas with populations exceeding 200,000 as deemed by the US Census, are
required to have Federal certification reviews performed by FHWA/FTA every four years, in accordance
with 23 CFR 450.336(b). Based on the higher level of oversight by FHWA/FTA, the TMA MPOs aren’t
asked to provide the additional compliance documents because those materials are reviewed as part of
the Federal certification review process. Examples of self-certification resolutions and documentation
can be found in Appendix 5 and Appendix 6.
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Project Selection
To the maximum extent practicable, project selection, evaluation, and prioritization should be a clear
and transparent process. PennDOT District and CPDM staff will work with the MPOs/RPOs to document
the project identification, prioritization, and selection process used for the highway/bridge portion of
the Program. The MPOs/RPOs will work with public transit agencies in their regions to document the
project identification, prioritization, and selection process used for the public transit portion of the
Program. These project selection processes will vary by District, MPO/RPO, and public transit agency,
but should reflect the key elements established in this guidance, be documented in the regional TIP
development process mentioned above, and be included as part of the MPO/RPO TIP submissions.
PennDOT District and MPO/RPO staff will work together to identify candidate projects for the
highway/bridge portion of the 2021 Program. Initial focus should be placed on carryover projects, which
must be carried forward onto the 2021 Program from a previous Program. These include:
•
•
•

Projects that are still advancing through the project delivery process
Projects with unforeseen cost increases
Projects with anticipated Advance Construct (AC) conversions

Highway/bridge carryover project scopes, costs, and schedules will be reviewed and updated based on
information obtained through project management and from local input/outreach sources such as the
STC Public Survey, MPO/RPO public involvement, PennDOT Connects (PennDOT’s municipal outreach
policy), and Environmental Justice Core Elements and Analysis. PennDOT Districts must ensure that
timely and accurate project information is input into PennDOT’s Multimodal Project Management
System (MPMS) and share this information with the MPOs/RPOs and PennDOT CPDM. Guidance on
project public narratives can be found in Appendix 7. MPMS data entry should follow Pub 227 and
Appendix 8.
Clear and understandable project descriptions guarantee that details including the location and scope of
work are easily understood by the public and will even reduce potential confusion during TIP
Negotiations, Air Quality Conformity and funds obligation.
PennDOT District staff and MPO/RPO staff should then cooperatively meet to evaluate highway/bridge
project ideas or additional needs that have been identified through the TPM process and informed by
the TAMP, transportation performance measures, the statewide and regional LRTPs, and the local
input/outreach sources mentioned above. PennDOT CPDM will ensure that adequate coordination
meetings are occurring and appropriately documented for the STIP/TIP submission.
Based upon this continued coordination throughout the TIP development process, PennDOT District
staff will create project scopes, costs, and schedules in MPMS for the mutually agreed-upon new
projects. To allow for open discussion and collaboration, cooperative discussions about candidate
projects under consideration should occur between the MPOs/RPOs and the Districts prior to
preparation of a fiscally constrained project list.
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PennDOT Connects
Overarching guidance for PennDOT’s project development and delivery process is provided by Design
Manual Part 1A (DM1A). It provides guidance on the collection, validation, sharing and documentation
of the information necessary to advance a project. As detailed in DM1A, new projects must follow the
PennDOT Connects collaborative planning process approach (Appendix 9). The local government
outreach and collaboration achieved through the PennDOT Connects policy leads to positive outcomes,
including clearer scopes of work and more accurate schedules and budgets when projects are
programmed. This information is carried forward into the scoping and environmental review processes.
PennDOT Connects collaboration may occur throughout the planning process. However, PennDOT
Connects Project Initiation Forms (PIFs) should be completed for new TIP projects prior to programming.
Additional guidance is currently being developed to address PennDOT Connects scalability for projects
funded outside of Financial Guidance.
PennDOT Connects identifies community needs and contextual issues early in project planning through a
collaborative process. PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs must work with local governments to identify
opportunities to incorporate community-related features into potential projects prior to adding those
projects to the Program. However, this is only the beginning of the PennDOT Connects collaborative
approach. While community-focused project features are identified in planning, it is often not until the
Preliminary Engineering (PE) process is conducted that a determination can be made on whether these
features can reasonably be incorporated into the project. Issues such as environmental impacts and
other design considerations, such as right-of-way and utilities, are all considerations that factor into
decision-making entering the final design of a project. Local governments must be kept informed
throughout the decision-making processes involved in project development and delivery.

Long Range Transportation Plans
Pennsylvania’s current LRTP, PA On Track, and CFMP were developed with the cooperation and input
from dozens of state, regional and local transportation agencies. PA On Track sets goal areas that
include system preservation, safety, personal and freight mobility, and investment.

Pennsylvania MPOs and RPOs are required to have their own regional LRTPs. They are maintained and
updated as needed in accordance with the current federal transportation legislation requirements - at
least every four years in air quality nonattainment and maintenance areas and at least every five years
in attainment areas. PennDOT provides guidance to MPOs/RPOs in the development of regional LRTPs
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in its Developing Regional Long Range Plans resource document (Pub 575), which is currently being
updated to include transportation performance management planning requirements. A PennDOT
Connects Addendum to Pub 575 has been developed as interim, internal guidance on integrating
PennDOT Connects with the LRTP process. PennDOT intends to integrate this approach into its 2019
update of Pub 575. This addendum is available in Appendix 10.
The regional LRTPs are consistent with the goals laid out in the statewide LRTP, are based on extensive
public and stakeholder involvement, and include a list of fiscally constrained projects that support
regional goals and objectives. These projects are prioritized with a strong emphasis on preservation and
operating efficiency of the existing infrastructure for all modes to ensure consistency between regional
LRTPs, comprehensive plans, and regional TIPs. The MPOs/RPOs shall make their regional LRTPs
available on their websites.

Transportation Performance Management
Transportation Performance Management (TPM) requirements are a key component of the project
decision making process. TPM planning requirements were established by the Moving Ahead for
Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) Act and reaffirmed in the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation
(FAST) Act. Under these rules, PennDOT and its MPOs/RPOs are required to establish targets related to
safety, bridge and pavement condition, air quality, freight movement, public transportation asset
management and safety, and the performance of the National Highway System, and to use performance
measures to track their progress toward meeting these targets. Information on these rules and other
resources on performance management are available on FHWA’s Transportation Performance
Management webpage and through FTA’s Performance Based Planning webpage.
PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs are required to comply with 23 USC 150, which provides strategies for
the most efficient investment of Federal transportation funds by refocusing on national transportation
goals, increasing the accountability and transparency of the Federal-aid highway program, and
improving project decision making through PBPP.
23 CFR 450.314(h) requires PennDOT, MPOs/RPOs, and public transit agencies to create jointly agreedupon written provisions for how they will cooperatively develop and share information related to five
key elements of PBPP:
•
•
•
•
•

Transportation performance data
Selection of performance targets
Reporting of performance targets
Reporting of performance to be used in tracking critical outcomes for each region
Collection of data for the State asset management plan for the National Highway System (NHS)

PennDOT, in cooperation with its MPOs/RPOs, developed the Pennsylvania Transportation Performance
Management Performance-Based Planning and Programming Procedures document (Appendix 11) to
serve as Pennsylvania’s jointly-written provisions for the highway/bridge PBPP roles and responsibilities.
It also more fully documents the roles for PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs regarding target setting
coordination, data collection, data analysis and reporting. To ensure compliance with 23 CFR 450.314,
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the MPOs/RPOs have provided written acknowledgement that the Pennsylvania PBPP written provisions
were cooperatively developed and agreed-upon with PennDOT.
MAP-21 established three categories of performance measures, which are collectively referred to as the
PM1, PM2, and PM3 measures:
•
•
•

PM1 – measures of safety performance
PM2 – measures for the condition of NHS pavements, Interstate pavements, and bridges
carrying the NHS
PM3 – measures for the performance of the NHS, freight movement on the Interstate, and the
CMAQ Program

The PM1, PM2, and PM3 measures each have multiple targets. Based on the jointly-written provisions,
the statewide targets for the above measures were set in coordination between PennDOT and the
MPOs/RPOs. Currently, all MPOs/RPOs have adopted PennDOT’s statewide targets. Documentation on
the currently approved targets is available on PennDOT’s Transportation Performance Management
SharePoint page.
Public Transit Agencies are also required by FTA to develop performance targets related to asset
management and safety. These targets are discussed in more detail on page 20.
In accordance with 23 CFR 450.218(q), PennDOT CPDM, BPT and BOMO will describe in the STIP
documentation how the Statewide Program of projects contributes to the achievement of the
performance targets identified in the state performance-based plans, linking investment priorities to
those targets. The narrative will document the PBPP objectives, investment strategies, performance
measures and targets from the performance-based plans that are being implemented through the
Program of projects in the STIP.
Similarly, in accordance with CFR 450.326(d), the MPOs/RPOs, in coordination with PennDOT Districts
and transit agencies, will describe in their TIP documentation how their regional programs contribute to
the achievement of their performance targets in the regional performance-based plans, again linking
investment priorities to those targets. The narratives should document the PBPP objectives, investment
strategies, performance measures and targets from the performance-based plans that are being
implemented through the program of projects in the MPO/RPO TIPs.
The narrative descriptions in the STIP/TIPs should also include a description of how the other
performance-based plans are being implemented through the STIP and TIPs. For example, the narrative
should describe how the objectives, investment strategies, performance measures and targets from the
PennDOT TAMP, Pennsylvania SHSP, the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), the Pennsylvania
Comprehensive Freight Movement Plan, TMA CMAQ Performance Plans (see 23 U.S.C. 149(l)), regional
CMP plans, transit asset management plans, and other performance-based plans are being implemented
through the program of projects in the STIP/TIPs. The narrative should specifically describe these
linkages and answer the following questions:
•
•
•

How were the projects included in the STIP/TIPs selected/prioritized?
How do the STIP/TIPs support achievement of the performance targets?
How are the STIP/TIPs consistent with the other performance-based planning documents?
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Safety
Safety is a primary factor of strategic investments for Pennsylvania’s transportation network at the State
and Federal level. Safety is one of the four goal areas of PA On Track’s strategic framework. Safety
Performance Management is also part of FHWA’s overall TPM program. The Safety Performance
Management Final Rule establishes safety performance measure requirements for carrying out the HSIP.
To establish the current Safety Performance Measure (PM1) targets, PennDOT BOMO reviewed the
State’s crash and fatality data and evaluated it for overall trends, comparing these trends to what could
be observed at the national and state level. They evaluated how these trends related to the
Pennsylvania SHSP goals and the National Toward Zero Death initiative. PennDOT BOMO and CPDM
shared the statewide data with the MPOs/RPOs. MPOs/RPOs should utilize the SHSP and the regional
data from the Pennsylvania Crash Information Tool (PCIT) and the Crash Data Analysis Retrieval Tool
(CDART) to assist with their project identification. This information will support the MPOs/RPOs in
developing and prioritizing projects with an emphasis on safety.
The purpose of HSIP funding is to achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries
on public roads, including non-State-owned public roads. Projects using HSIP funding will be coordinated
between the regional MPO/RPO, PennDOT District and CPDM staff, and BOMO. These projects must be
consistent with the SHSP.
The SharePoint HSIP funding site provides a single point of communication for all HSIP eligibility and
funding requests. Project applications are reviewed through an approval workflow involving PennDOT
District and Central Office safety and planning staff. The HSIP projects are continually monitored by
PennDOT CPDM, PennDOT BOMO, and FHWA to maximize funding and expedite project delivery. This
approach will not only ensure that Pennsylvania is working towards the SHSP goals but will also allow
the PennDOT Districts and MPOs/RPOs to quantify the safety improvements of the selected projects
relative to the safety performance targets.
All projects utilizing HSIP funds should be evaluated based on Benefit/Cost (B/C) analysis, Highway
Safety Manual (HSM) analysis, fatal and injury crashes, application of systematic improvements,
improvements on high risk rural roads, and deliverability. Specifically, as part of PennDOT’s HSIP
application process, a data-driven safety analysis in the form of B/C analysis or HSM analysis is required.
These analysis options are explored in more detail at the following locations:
•
•
•

Highway Safety Benefit-Cost Analysis Guide
Highway Safety Benefit-Cost Analysis Tool: Reference Guide
HSM Analysis [Crash Modification Factor (CMF) Clearinghouse]

Guidance on performing a data-driven safety analysis can be found in the following locations:
•
•
•
•
•

PennDOT Publication 638 – District Highway Safety Guidance Manual
PennDOT Publication 638A – Pennsylvania Safety Predictive Analysis Methods Manual
PennDOT Safety Website
AASHTO Highway Safety Manual
FHWA Crash Costs for Highway Safety Analysis
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More information on HSIP project eligibility and requirements, including federal share pro rata, can be
found at the following links:
•
•
•
•

FHWA – Project Eligibility
FHWA – Eligibility Guidance
23 USC 120 – Federal Share Payable
23 USC 148 – Highway Safety Improvement Program

Pennsylvania sets aside $35 million of HSIP funds per Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) to advance projects
statewide. The HSIP set-aside is managed as a statewide program by PennDOT CPDM in coordination
with BOMO. Projects are evaluated, ranked, and selected based on their potential significant safety
return on investment and their deliverability.

Pavement and Bridge Asset Management
Preserving Pennsylvania’s pavement and bridges is a critical part of the strategic investment strategy for
Pennsylvania’s transportation network at the State and Federal level. System preservation is another
goal area of PA On Track’s strategic framework. With limitations on available resources, the
preservation of pavement and bridge assets using sound asset management practices is critical. Asset
management is a key piece of FHWA’s TPM program and is a vital force behind infrastructure
performance. TPM is the approach to managing transportation system performance outcomes, while
asset management is the application used to manage the condition of the infrastructure assets.
PennDOT’s TAMP, required by 23 U.S.C. 119 and 23 CFR 515.13(b)(2), formally defines its framework for
asset management, which is a data-driven approach coupled with a risk-based methodology. It outlines
the investment strategies for infrastructure condition targets and documents asset management
objectives for addressing risk, maintaining the system at the desired state of good repair, managing to
lowest life cycle costs (LLCC), and achieving national and state transportation goals identified in 23 U.S.C.
150(b). The TAMP is developed by PennDOT BOMO’s Asset Management Division in consultation with
PennDOT Executive leadership, CPDM, Bureau of Planning and Research (BPR), PennDOT Districts, the
Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission (PTC), the MPOs/RPOs and FHWA/FTA.
The TAMP projects the levels of future investment necessary to meet the asset condition targets and
contrasts them with expected funding levels. This helps PennDOT to make ongoing assessments and to
reevaluate data associated with its investment decisions for this Program update as well as future
updates. Analyses done during the development of the TAMP were utilized to establish the current
Pavement and Bridge Condition Performance Measure (PM2) targets.
With each program update, PennDOT has made substantial advances in its asset management tools and
practices. A risk-based, data-driven approach to project selection helps ensure that the right projects
are prioritized and the transportation system is managed optimally to the lowest practical life-cycle cost.
PennDOT’s Pavement Asset Management System (PAMS) and Bridge Asset Management System (BAMS)
are the foundations for this asset management approach. Information from these systems informs the
development of the TAMP.
PennDOT’s asset management systems forecast condition and investment needs by asset class and work
type using deterioration models and cost matrices developed for PennDOT infrastructure and based on
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historical data. PennDOT has developed both predictive and deterministic models that support multiobjective decision-making based on current average work costs and estimated treatment lifespans.
These models allow PennDOT to predict infrastructure investment needs and future conditions under a
range of scenarios.
As part of its asset management strategy, PennDOT strives to maintain as many highway and bridge
assets as possible in a state of good repair, per 23 CFR 515.9 (d)(1). PennDOT defines its desired state of
good repair as meeting the FHWA minimum condition thresholds for pavements and bridges: no more
than 5 percent of NHS Interstate lane-miles shall be rated in poor condition (23 CFR part 490.315(a),
Subpart C) and no more than 10 percent of total NHS bridge deck area shall be rated as poor (23 U.S.C.
119(f)(1)). However, the ability to achieve these condition thresholds is funding dependent.
Within its asset management framework, it was necessary for PennDOT to transition away from a
“worst-first” programming methodology to a true overall risk-based prioritization and selection of
projects for its system assets based on LLCC. “Worst-first” prioritization focuses work on the poorest
condition assets at the expense of rehabilitation and preventative maintenance on other assets in better
condition. PennDOT’s revised strategy reflects its asset management motto and guiding principle: “The
right treatment at the right time.” This is reflective of Federal TAMP requirements that are centered on
investing limited funding resources in the right place at the right time to produce the most cost-effective
life cycle performance for a given investment, per 23 CFR 515.7 and 23 CFR 515.9.
PennDOT will use its PAMS and BAMS systems to assist with prioritizing preservation activities to extend
asset life. This methodology will allow PennDOT to manage assets to both specific targets and to the
lowest practical life-cycle cost and help it to make progress toward achieving its targets for asset
condition and performance. Implementation of these improved asset management practices will begin
with the Interstate Highway System and then progress to the non-Interstate NHS and other state-owned
and local networks.
The bridge condition classification of poor has replaced the previous structurally deficient (SD) condition
ranking. The SD ranking was a major component of PennDOT’s old Bridge Risk Score, which was not a
prioritization tool for network level risk. Rather, it was a combination of project level risk and structure
condition that was only applied to a small subset of the overall bridge population. PennDOT has
developed a new Bridge Risk Score to assist in prioritizing preservation, rehabilitation and replacement.
It does not include condition in the calculation so that risk can be addressed independently and provides
each bridge structure with a score in the same scale in relation to the network. BAMS utilizes the new
risk score to prioritize bridges within a LLCC-based work selection. The software looks at all possible
work for a given year, determines the best projects based on LLCC logic, and then prioritizes based on
the new Risk Score.
PennDOT BOMO will provide support to PennDOT CPDM, the PennDOT Districts and the MPOs/RPOs for
project programming to achieve LLCC. PennDOT CPDM will work with the BOMO Asset Management
Division to provide each PennDOT District and MPO/RPO with a list of recommended treatments by
work type (such as highway resurfacing and bridge rehabilitation), based on LLCC and condition
projections derived from PennDOT’s pavement and bridge asset management systems for each
MPO/RPO region. These outputs will serve as a guide to assist in the prioritization and selection of new
projects to be considered for the Program update.
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While the TAMP and PM2 measures currently only focus on the NHS, PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs
must ensure that projects are selected and prioritized for the entire state-owned and locally-owned
Federal-aid network. In coordination with PennDOT Districts, the MPOs/RPOs should consider and
document how the following was utilized as part of their program development process:
•
•
•
•
•

regional highway and bridge system assets
existing conditions on the NHS
projected future conditions on the NHS
development of strategies/priorities to continue to improve the system at the LLCC
planning and programming of projects as part of fiscal constraint

The TAMP is a living document. It is meant to evolve over time as conditions, funding availability, risks,
constraints, and federal laws or requirements change. Future updates of Pennsylvania’s TAMP will
consider expanding the pavement and bridge inventory to include non-NHS pavements and bridges as
well as additional NHS and non-NHS assets, once the data to fully analyze these assets becomes
available.
As Pennsylvania transitions to LLCC, projects currently included in the STIP/TIPs, TYP and LRTPs will need
to be reviewed and evaluated and prioritized to reflect current asset condition data and funding levels
as well as shifting needs, including unanticipated changes in demand and impacts related to extreme
weather events. PennDOT BOMO will work with PennDOT CPDM, PennDOT Districts and the
MPOs/RPOs to recommend the prioritization of certain bridge projects over certain roadway projects
and vice versa to prevent bridge or pavement conditions from falling below FHWA minimum condition
thresholds, when possible. This prioritization will be undertaken using a combination of advanced asset
management tools, professional engineering judgment by Central Office and District personnel, and
local MPO/RPO input. Flexible Federal and State funding may need to be utilized to help achieve NHS
performance targets, if available. This will be based on coordination between PennDOT BOMO,
PennDOT CPDM and the MPOs/RPOs, in consideration of other required performance measures and
state initiatives.
As part of the regional TIP development process mentioned above, the MPOs/RPOs must document the
differences between the PennDOT asset management system treatment and funding level
recommendations and their selected projects as part of their TIP submissions. They must also document
the coordination with the PennDOT District(s) and Central Office that occurred as part of this decisionmaking process. This information will be used by PennDOT BOMO to improve future asset management
system recommendations.

System Performance
Pennsylvania’s transportation system is critical to the efficient movement of people and goods. State
and Federal initiatives are in place to maintain and improve system mobility. Personal and Freight
Mobility is another goal area of PA On Track’s strategic framework. Improving reliability and traffic flow
are also part of FHWA’s overall TPM program. FHWA’s System Performance/Freight/CMAQ Final Rule
established performance measure requirements for system performance, freight, and congestion,
known as the PM3 measures.
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The PM3 measures are used by PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs to evaluate the system reliability of the
Interstate and non-Interstate NHS to help carry out the National Highway Performance Program (NHPP),
to assess goods movement on the Interstate NHS to help implement the National Highway Freight
Program (NHFP), and to measure traffic congestion and on-road mobile source emissions on the NHS to
help carry out the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) program.
The current PM3 Targets were established using historic trends for each measure in combination with
regional mobility goals established in the statewide and regional LRTPs. At this time, limited historical
information may hinder the assessment of trends for the traffic congestion and reliability measures. The
assessment of trends may also include the evaluation of data used within the CMP, Transportation
Systems Management and Operations (TSMO), and CMAQ processes.
Data for the reliability and delay measures are taken from the National Performance Management
Research Data Set (NPMRDS). The Regional Integrated Transportation Information System (RITIS) is the
current platform for reporting the PM3 travel time measures. RITIS provides a portfolio of analytical
tools and features for summarizing the measures and evaluating trends. The CENSUS American
Community Survey (ACS) and FHWA CMAQ Public Access System provide the data sources for the NonSingle Occupant Vehicle (SOV) and emission measures, respectively. The VMT are derived from the
Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS). Segment-level metrics for the reliability and delay
measures are also submitted by PennDOT to HPMS annually.
PennDOT BOMO will review the State’s reliability and delay data and evaluate it for overall trends and
provide PennDOT CPDM with statewide data to share with the MPOs/RPOs. PennDOT BOMO and CPDM
will work together to develop additional regional performance measure summaries to share with the
MPOs/RPOs to aid in regional target assessment and progress. This may consist of tables or online maps
of travel congestion and reliability measures.
With support from the MPOs/RPOs, PennDOT CPDM and BOMO will monitor the impacts of completed
transportation projects that are considered of regional significance. Such projects may include capacity
enhancements or traffic signal coordination projects on primary roadways. These project impacts will
help assess the benefits of historic funding and the potential benefits of future investments on traffic
congestion and reliability. Identifying project impacts will require the evaluation of performance
measures before construction, during construction and after project completion.
PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs will continue to integrate the PM3 performance measures into the
project identification and selection processes, including the MPO CMPs, PennDOT TSMO, and
PennDOT/MPO/RPO LRTP project prioritization processes. The methods for integration will remain
flexible for each agency.

Transportation Systems Management and Operations
The mission of PennDOT’s TSMO Program is to move people and goods from Point A to Point B, as
efficiently, safely, and reliably as possible. TSMO is a way to address the reliability, mobility, and
congestion of roadways by using operations-focused strategies instead of building extra capacity.
Higher reliability means more consistent travel times on NHS roadways. TSMO strategies must first be

14

2021 Transportation Program
General and Procedural Guidance
considered before the implementation of a capacity-adding project. TSMO strategies may be
implemented through independent projects or as part of other projects. All projects must consider
impacts to the PM3 performance measures to ensure that the targets are being met.
Significant causes of congestion and unreliable travel are non-recurring events, such as crashes, and
transportation network disruptions, such as severe weather and other special events. TSMO enables
agencies to target the underlying operational causes of congestion and unreliable travel through
innovative solutions that typically cost less and are quicker to implement than adding capacity. TSMO
expands the range of mobility choices available to system users, including shared mobility and
nonmotorized options. The connection between TSMO and planning is increasingly critical as connected
and automated vehicles, advances in intelligent transportation systems (ITS), and other developing
technologies impact transportation networks.
PennDOT has developed a TSMO Guidebook on how to implement its approach to integrating TSMO
into planning and programming and how to connect operations-related planning efforts with other
Pennsylvania planning efforts. Stakeholders are encouraged to consider the applicability of TSMO
solutions for every project as part of the design process outlined in PennDOT’s DM-1 manual.

TSMO Relationship with the Planning Process

• Transportation Program
General and Procedural
• Long Range Plan
Guidance
• Regional Congestion
Management Processess
• PennOOT Connects

TSMO projects should be consistent with FHWA operations guidance, as well as Regional Operations
Plans (ROPs) and ITS Architectures. ROPs play a significant role in regional LRTP and TIP/TYP processes
by helping to prioritize projects that incorporate TSMO solutions. Keeping ROPs up-to-date is critical to
ensure that they maintain the proper role in implementing TSMO-related projects in a systematic
manner, rather than through ad-hoc additions to other capital projects.
Through the ROP development process, the existing ITS and Operations infrastructure needs, visions and
goals are identiﬁed in order to ultimately prioritize future operations-focused projects and performance
measures that are in harmony with regional, state and federal policies.
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Previously, nine ROPs were created across Pennsylvania, but the number of ROPs has been reduced to
four to correspond with Pennsylvania’s TSMO regions and better align the planning of operations with
PennDOT’s four Regional Traﬃc Management Centers (RTMC).
TSMO REGIONS WITHIN PENNSYLVANIA

The RTMC manages the ROPs with support from the various MPOs/RPOs in the region. Each ROP
identifies the regional approach to traﬃc operations and sets the stage for regional implementation of
TSMO strategies. ROPs generally have an update cycle of every four or ﬁve years. The ROPs will, at a
minimum, identify which projects could be undertaken within the next four years, aligning these
projects for potential inclusion on the TIP.

The National Highway Freight Program
The National Highway Freight Program (NFP) was authorized under the FAST Act to improve the efficient
movement of freight on the National Highway Freight Network (NHFN) and support several important
goals, as specified by 23 USC 167:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Investing in infrastructure and operational improvements that strengthen economic
competitiveness, reduce congestion, reduce the cost of freight transportation, improve
reliability, and increase productivity.
Improving the safety, security, efficiency, and resiliency of freight transportation in rural and
urban areas.
Improving the state of good repair of the NHFN.
Using innovation and advanced technology to improve NHFN safety, efficiency, and reliability.
Improving the efficiency and productivity of the NHFN.
Improving State flexibility to support multi-State corridor planning and address highway freight
connectivity.
Reducing the environmental impacts of freight movement on the NHFN.
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NFP funds are financially constrained to an annual funding level provided as part of Financial Guidance
and have strategically been allocated to the IM Program. Pennsylvania’s CFMP must include a list of
fiscally constrained NFP funded projects. PennDOT CPDM will prioritize and select projects to utilize NFP
funding that are consistent with the CFMP. Factors from the CFMP such as freight bottlenecks and
freight efficiency projects, projects identified by MPOs/RPOs, and project schedules and costs will be
used to prioritize project selection. Initial programming consideration will be given to currently
programmed projects without regular obligation. If any changes to the projects and/or NFP funding
within the projects are necessary based on the Program update, the CFMP will be updated concurrently.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program
The purpose of the CMAQ program is to give priority to cost-effective transportation projects or
programs that will contribute to attainment or maintenance of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) for the ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate matter (PM 2.5 ) criteria
pollutants. Financial Guidance directs CMAQ funding only to those areas designated as in maintenance
or nonattainment of the current NAAQS. Previous “insufficient data” and “orphan maintenance” (as
currently defined for the 1997 ozone NAAQS maintenance areas) counties no longer receive CMAQ
funding. A map of the transportation conformity areas in Pennsylvania can be found in Appendix 12.
PennDOT CPDM works with the MPOs/RPOs and District Offices to identify projects that may be funded
through the CMAQ program, based on CMAQ eligibility requirements and project cost effectiveness.
Currently, the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) and the Southwestern
Pennsylvania Commission (SPC) have formal processes to solicit and administer their CMAQ programs
that include project identification, screening and selection procedures (including adherence to federal
requirements regarding emissions impact quantification, consideration of cost effectiveness measures,
and prioritization of projects).
For CMAQ-eligible areas covered by a MPO that do not have a formal process, namely all areas except
DVRPC and SPC, a simplified evaluation, selection, and eligibility determination process such as the one
outlined below is recommended:
•
•
•

•

MPO and PennDOT District staff will conduct coordination meetings or conference calls to
identify candidate projects for potential CMAQ funding consideration.
PennDOT CPDM, in coordination with FHWA, has developed an Excel template for MPOs to
evaluate candidate CMAQ projects. The template will be available on the PennDOT Planning
Partners SharePoint page.
MPO and PennDOT District staff will select CMAQ projects using the criteria provided in the
template. These criteria will include eligibility classification, qualitative assessments of emission
benefits (using FHWA’s Cost-Effectiveness Tables), project cost, deliverability/project readiness,
and other factors. MPO and PennDOT District staff should use the template to assist in the
documentation of their project selection process.
PennDOT CPDM and FHWA will cooperatively review the selected projects to verify their CMAQ
eligibility.

All projects selected for CMAQ funding should give priority to cost-effective projects using the above
process, which requires consideration of a quantitative emission analysis. PennDOT CPDM will provide
support to PennDOT District and MPO staff in completing the analyses. Available tools for emission
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analyses include the Pennsylvania Air Quality Off-Network Estimator (PAQONE) tool and the FHWA
CMAQ Emissions Calculator Toolkit.
Projects with proposed CMAQ funding are coded as such in MPMS and identified accordingly
throughout the project evaluation, selection and program development processes. Once the project has
been reviewed by PennDOT CPDM, approved by FHWA/FTA and programmed on the STIP/TIPs,
PennDOT CPDM can move forward with obligating the CMAQ funding.
PennDOT CPDM prepares an annual report to FHWA using project information from the MPMS system.
This information is compiled annually on a nationwide level and is submitted by FHWA to Congress. It
provides a list of obligated projects and emissions analyses for those projects, which ensures that only
CMAQ-eligible projects are being funded.
Additional FHWA CMAQ resources:
•
•
•
•

Interim Program Guidance Under MAP-21
Fast Act – CMAQ Factsheet
Regional AQ Project Review and Classification Guidelines
Project Eligibility

Congestion Management Process
Projects that help to reduce congestion will also help to improve air quality. This approach is
coordinated with a region’s CMP, which helps to identify corridor-based strategies to mitigate traffic
congestion reflected in the peak-hour excessive delay (PHED) and percentage of non-single occupant
vehicle (SOV) performance measures.
The CMP is a regional planning tool designed to provide a systematic way for helping manage congestion
and provide information on transportation system performance. It identifies congested corridors and
recommends strategies for congestion mitigation. The CMP includes methods to monitor and evaluate
the performance of the multimodal transportation system along with a process for periodic assessment
of the effectiveness of implemented strategies.
A CMP is required for the TMAs. It is prepared by the MPO for that area and is a systematic process for
managing congestion that brings congestion management strategies to the funding and implementation
stages of the project delivery process. The goal of the CMP is to improve the performance and reliability
of the multimodal transportation system in the MPO’s region.
In TMAs designated as ozone or carbon monoxide non-attainment areas, the CMP becomes even more
important. The limited number of capacity-adding projects to be considered for advancement in nonattainment TMAs must be consistent with the region’s CMP. Federal law prohibits projects that result in
a significant increase in carrying capacity for SOVs from being programmed in such areas, unless these
projects are addressed in the regional CMP.
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Environmental Justice
Another key consideration in the project selection and prioritization process is Environmental Justice
(EJ). Executive Order 12898 requires Federal agencies and Federal aid recipients to adhere to the
following core principles:
•
•
•

To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority and low-income
populations.
To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the
transportation decision-making process.
To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority
and low-income populations.

To develop a single consistent EJ analysis that can be applied statewide, the South Central MPOs in
PennDOT District 8 generated a proposed methodology to evaluate the potential impacts of
transportation plans and programs on EJ populations. The South Central PA MPO EJ Study, referred to
as the Unified EJ Guide, includes several noteworthy practices adopted from MPOs around the country.
FHWA PA Division and FTA Region III have identified Core Elements from the study and recommend that
PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs incorporate these elements into their planning processes for program
updates to meet the spirit and intent of Executive Order 12898, Environmental Order 5610.2(a), FHWA
Order 6640.23A, and FTA’s Environmental Justice Circular 4703.1:
•
•
•
•

identification of EJ populations
assessment of conditions and identification of needs
evaluation of burdens and benefits
identification and addressing of disproportionate and adverse impacts, which will inform future
planning efforts

FHWA and FTA encourage PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs to integrate and scale the Core Elements into
their planning processes to best meet their regional transportation system, demographics, and staff
capacity. If a region elects not to utilize the Core Elements, the region's EJ methodology and analysis
will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis by PennDOT CPDM and BEO, in coordination with FHWA/FTA.
As the first implementation step of this statewide effort, PennDOT CPDM has generated regional EJ
profiles and base data and made these available to each MPO/RPO on the PennDOT Planning Partners
SharePoint page. Moving forward, webinars will be set up for the evaluation of the EJ Base Data as it
relates to assessing conditions and identifying needs. PennDOT CPDM will conduct training in Fall 2019
to prepare MPO/RPO staff to utilize the data to complete an EJ burdens and benefits analysis and
integrate this information into their project selection and prioritization criteria.
The EJ analysis should be completed during program development and shared as part of the public
comment period documentation. If disproportionately high and adverse impacts are identified, the
MPO/RPO should work with PennDOT, FHWA and FTA to develop and document strategies to avoid,
minimize or mitigate these impacts. It is important to note that determinations of disproportionately
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high and adverse effects take into consideration the mitigation and enhancement measures that are
planned for the proposed action.
The Core Elements process should be comprehensive and continuous, with each task informing and
cycling back to influence the next stage. The outcomes of the analysis and feedback received in each
outreach cycle should be considered by the MPOs/RPOs and PennDOT in future project selection
processes and provided to PennDOT District staff to inform the project-level EJ analysis:
Sample Co re
Elements Process
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Transit
In July 2016, FTA issued a final rule requiring transit agencies to maintain and document minimum
Transit Asset Management (TAM) standards, policies, procedures, and performance targets. The TAM
rule applies to all recipients of Chapter 53 funds that either own, operate, or manage federally-funded
capital assets used in providing public transportation services. The TAM rule divides transit agencies (see
Appendix 13) into two categories based on size and mode:
•

•

Tier I
o
o
o
Tier II
o
o
o

Operates Rail Fixed Guideway (Section 5337) OR
Operates over 100 vehicles across all fixed route modes OR
Operates over 100 vehicles in one non-fixed route mode
Urban and Rural Public Transportation (Section 5307, 5310, and 5311 eligible) OR
Operates up to and including 100 vehicles across all fixed route modes OR
Operates up to and including 100 vehicles in one non-fixed route mode

The TAM rule requires states to participate and/or lead the development of a group plan for recipients
of Section 5311 and Section 5310 funding (Tier II), and additionally allows other Tier II providers to join a
group plan at their discretion. All required agencies (Section 5311 and 5310) and remaining Tier II
systems in Pennsylvania, except for the Centre Area Transportation Authority (CATA), elected to
participate in the PennDOT Group Plan.
All transit agencies are required to utilize Pennsylvania’s transit Capital Planning Tool (CPT) as part of
their capital planning process and integrate it into their TAM process. The CPT is an asset management
and capital planning application that works as the central repository for all Pennsylvania transit asset
and performance management activities.
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Transit agencies update CPT data annually to provide a current picture of asset inventory and
performance. From this data, PennDOT BPT updates performance targets for both the statewide
inventory of Tier II agencies and for each individual agency in the plan based on two primary elements:
the prior year’s performance and anticipated/obligated funding levels. PennDOT BPT then reports this
information to FTA and shares it with the MPOs/RPOs, along with investment information on priority
capital projects anticipated for the following year. Agencies that are Tier I or non-participating Tier II
use similar CPT data to set independent TAM performance targets and report these directly to the
MPOs/RPOs.
Consistent with available resources, transit agencies will be responsible for submitting projects
consistent with the CPT for the development of the transit portion of the Program. PennDOT CPDM will
update this project information in MPMS and share it with the MPOs/RPOs, PennDOT BPT, and the
transit agencies.

FISCAL CONSTRAINT
An early part of the program development process is for PennDOT, FHWA/FTA and the MPOs/RPOs to
jointly develop the 2021 Program Financial Guidance document, first through a Work Group, and later
through agreement by all parties. This Guidance provides sufficient information to begin identifying
projects, performing project technical evaluations, and negotiating and reaching consensus on the
fiscally-constrained regional programs.
Financial Guidance provides funding levels available for the development of the STIP/TYP for all
anticipated federal and state funding sources. For highways and bridges, federal funding assumptions
are based on the FAST Act, which provides for modest growth through FFY 2020, after which no growth
is assumed. State revenues are based on the latest budget estimates for highway and bridge capital
appropriations. Allocations are provided to each MPO/RPO for highway and bridge funds based on
jointly developed formulas. Allocations are also provided for the IMP, NFP, and Railway-Highway
Crossings Program (Section 130/RRX). These continue to be centrally-managed statewide programs. In
addition, a portion of highway funding is reserved for distribution at the Secretary of Transportation’s
discretion.
Transit Financial Guidance includes both federal and state resources. Federal funding is based on FAST
Act levels. State funding is based on projected funding source revenues and applied by formulas
established in Act 44 of 2007, as amended by Act 89 of 2013. In addition, as part of an agreement
between the Commonwealth and the transit agencies, a total of $25 million per year in federal highway
funding is reserved to be flexed to the transit agencies.
To program these funds, each transit agency works closely with PennDOT BPT to develop annual
consolidated capital applications (CCA) and annual consolidated operating applications (COA). The CCA
process includes federal, state, and local funds and prioritizes investments based on asset condition and
replacement cycles in the CPT. This process promotes a true asset management approach where the
assets in most need of replacement and/or rehabilitation are prioritized to receive funding, which allows
transit agencies to move these assets toward a state-of-good-repair.
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Operating allocations are formula-based, as discussed above, and PennDOT BPT works with agencies
annually through the COA process to identify anticipated expenses and revenues and program federal,
state, and local funds to meet anticipated operating deficits.
An important part of the project prioritization and selection process is to ensure that the Program of
projects meets fiscal constraint, which means that the included projects can reasonably be expected to
receive funding within the time allotted for Program implementation. The identified revenues are those
that are reasonably anticipated to be available to operate and maintain Federal-aid highways and public
transportation in accordance with 23 CFR 450.218(l) and 23 CFR 450.326(j).
The regional TIP narratives should include reference to the Financial Guidance process and the
distribution of funds along with a form of visual documentation to demonstrate regional fiscal
constraint. An example of such a visual aid is the fiscal constraint tab from the TIP Checklist (Appendix
14).
The regional TIPs shall also contain system-level estimates of state and local revenue sources beyond
Financial Guidance that are reasonably expected to be available to operate and maintain the Federal-aid
highways (as defined by 23 USC 101(a)(6)) and public transportation (as defined by title 49 USC Chapter
53). PennDOT CPDM will provide regional estimated totals for state programs not included in Financial
Guidance. MPOs/RPOs can work with local stakeholders to identify supplemental information that is
readily available. Transit providers will supply estimates of county/city/local revenue
sources/contributions. This information should be integrated into the regional TIPs. Statewide
information will be included with the STIP.

Line Items
As part of the program development process, PennDOT CPDM, PennDOT Districts and the MPOs/RPOs
should consider the inclusion of reserve line items. Every effort should be made as part of the program
development process to identify projects for all available funding in the first 2 years of the TIP, to ensure
project delivery and maximum utilization of funding. Line items should be used primarily for
contingency purposes such as unforeseen project costs, including Accrued Unbilled Costs (AUC),
unforeseen AC obligations, and other actions which might occur between program drafting and project
initiation. Dedicated line items for specific regional issues such as slides and sinkholes should be
included based on historical needs. Selected project categories that are air quality exempt (e.g.
betterment and Section 5310) may also be grouped into regional line items for inclusion in the Program,
with project specific listings to be developed later by project sponsors. The excessive use of line items
for other purposes is strongly discouraged by PennDOT CPDM and FHWA.

Programming
Projects and phases of projects in the Program must be financially constrained by FFY (October 1 –
September 30), with respect to the anticipated available funding and within the bounds of Financial
Guidance.
The STIP/TIPs shall include a project, or a phase of a project, only if full funding can reasonably be
anticipated to be available within the time period contemplated for completion of the project, based on
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the project phase start and end dates. This shall also include the estimated total cost of project
construction, which may extend beyond the TIP and into the TYP and LRTP, in accordance with 23 CFR
450.326 (g) (2), (i) and (j). Cost estimates prepared during programming are critical in terms of setting
funding, schedule, and scope for managing project development. Project cost estimates shall follow
guidance provided in Publication 352. All phases of projects that are not fully funded on the TIP will be
carried over and shown in the last eight years of the fiscally constrained TYP. For projects to advance
beyond the PE phase, the project must be fully funded within the TIP/TYP/LRTP.
Projects/phases of projects should be programmed in the FFY in which the project is anticipated to be
obligated/encumbered. Programmed funding should be spread out (cash-flowed) over several fiscal
years where applicable, based on the anticipated project schedule and timing of expenditures to
maximize available resources.
PennDOT Districts, MPOs/RPOs and transit agencies will work to ensure that all cash flow procedures
such as highway AC obligation, public transportation letters of no prejudice, and full funding grant
approvals are accounted for in the program development process.
AC projects must appear on a TIP in order to be converted into a regular obligation. These AC costs
need to be accounted for as part of the program development and management process. PennDOT
CPDM, PennDOT Districts and the MPOs/RPOs should plan to carry sufficient federal funding for eligible
projects/phases beyond the first two FFYs of the current Program, anticipating that AC conversion will
be necessary.
The flexing of federal funds between highway and public transportation projects will be a collaborative
decision involving local officials, the MPOs/RPOs, the public transportation agency or agencies,
PennDOT, and FHWA/FTA.
The Program must account for inflation using the Year of Expenditure (YOE). Financial Guidance
specifies that the YOE factor should be 3% annually. PennDOT Districts will enter cost estimates in
MPMS based on present day costs. MPMS provides calculations to apply the 3% annual YOE factor to
this base cost for each year of the program. The amount programmed will be based on the year where
funds will be programmed for initial expenditure.

AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY
Transportation conformity is a process required by CAA Section 176(c), which establishes the framework
for improving air quality to protect public health and the environment. The transportation conformity
rule (40 CFR Part 93) provides the policy, criteria, and procedures for demonstrating conformity. The
goal of transportation conformity is to ensure that FHWA and FTA funding and approvals are given to
highway and transit activities that are consistent with air quality goals.
The CAA requires that regional LRTPs, TIPs and Federal projects conform to the purpose of the State
Implementation Plan (SIP). Pennsylvania’s SIP is a collection of regulations and documents used to
reduce air pollution in areas that do not meet the NAAQS. Conformity to a SIP means that such
activities will not cause or contribute to any new violations of the NAAQS, increase the frequency or
severity of NAAQS violations, or delay timely attainment of the NAAQS or any required interim
milestone. Conformity must be demonstrated for new or amended LRTPs or TIPs that involve non-
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exempt projects. Other administrative modifications, as defined in 23 CFR 450.104, do not require
public review and comment, a demonstration of fiscal constraint, or a conformity determination.
Areas in maintenance or nonattainment of the current NAAQS for the criteria pollutants are required to
demonstrate regional transportation air quality conformity. Per the February 16, 2018 D.C. Circuit
decision in South Coast Air Quality Management District v. EPA (Case No. 15-1115), areas that were in
maintenance for the revoked 1997 8-hour ozone but were designated in attainment for the 2008 ozone
NAAQS must also demonstrate transportation conformity without a regional emissions analysis, per 40
CFR 93.109(c). A status table of the Pennsylvania areas requiring transportation conformity can be
found in Appendix 15.
Exempt projects, as defined by the federal conformity regulations (40 CFR 93.126 and 40 CFR 93.127),
are project types that typically do not have a significant impact on air quality and are exempt from the
requirement to determine conformity. Non-exempt projects are further evaluated to determine their
regional significance, which determines whether they are included in the regional emission analysis as
part of the transportation conformity determination. The decision on project exemption and/or
regional significance status must include an interagency consultation process with federal, state, and
local transportation and air quality partners.
The MPOs/RPOs will include all regionally significant transportation projects being advanced, whether
the projects are to be funded under 23 USC Chapter 1, 23 USC Chapter 2 or 49 USC Chapter 53, as
required in 23 CFR 450.326 (f). Regionally significant projects are transportation projects on a facility
which serves regional transportation needs that would normally be included in the air quality modeling
of the metropolitan/rural area’s transportation network, as defined in 23 CFR 450.104. This includes
Pennsylvania Turnpike projects and IM projects.
PennDOT CPDM, PennDOT Districts, the PTC, and the MPO/RPOs will coordinate on the identification of
air quality significant projects to be included in the regional transportation conformity analyses using the
PennDOT Project Review and Classification Guidelines for Regional Air Quality Conformity (see Appendix
16). PennDOT CPDM and the PennDOT Districts will be responsible for providing regional significance
and exempt project coding within PennDOT’s MPMS system. The PTC will provide PennDOT CPDM with
a list of Turnpike projects that may require analysis. PennDOT CPDM will then distribute a list of PTC
and IM projects to the applicable MPOs/RPOs to be incorporated into their regional programs.
The regional conformity requirement is separate and apart from any conformity requirements that
apply to specific projects, typically as part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.
PennDOT CPDM is responsible for partnering in this process by ensuring that the TIPs (and by extension
the STIP) are in conformance. Project-level conformity analyses and screening will be conducted by
PennDOT using PennDOT’s Project-Level Air Quality Handbook.
PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs conduct the conformity emission analyses using the Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA) approved emission model and available traffic data, including the regional
travel demand model. If one is available, the travel demand model is often the most effective tool to
complete the conformity analysis. Planning assumptions of the emission model include land use
forecasts, vehicle fleet data, environmental data, and fuel characteristics.
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A transportation conformity determination shows the total emissions projected for the area, including
all regionally significant TIP/LRTP projects. The total emissions must be less than the on-road mobile
source emissions limits (“budgets”) established by the SIP to protect public health for the NAAQS.
PennDOT CPDM has developed a conformity document template for the smaller urban and rural areas
to facilitate documentation and consultation review.
Decisions on project-level air quality significance must also include an interagency consultation process
with federal, state, and local transportation and air quality partners. PennDOT’s Interagency
Consultation Group (ICG) reviews the proposed highway and transit project lists from each MPO/RPO
before air quality conformity determination work begins by the MPOs/RPOs and/or PennDOT. The
consultation review process is conducted using PennDOT’s Air Quality SharePoint site, which is
maintained by PennDOT CPDM. The air quality conformity analysis is approved by FHWA/FTA, the EPA,
and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP).
The MPOs/RPOs must provide their regional air quality conformity determination for public review, as
specified in their public participation plans and detailed in the federal transportation conformity
requirements. MPOs /RPOs that do not perform their own air quality conformity analysis should allow
adequate time for completion of air quality conformity analysis by PennDOT’s consultants, keeping in
mind that the 30-day TIP public comment period, Board approval of the TIP, and final TIP submission to
PennDOT CPDM needs to occur in accordance with the 2021 Program Update Schedule (Appendix 2).
PennDOT CPDM shall verify the completion of air quality testing and analysis as part of its STIP/TIP
review process.

STATEWIDE PROGRAMS
Interstate Program
The Interstate Management (IM) Program is a separate program developed and managed based on
statewide needs. From a programming standpoint, the IM Program is fiscally constrained to an annual
funding level that is provided as part of Financial Guidance. The IM Program planning and programming
responsibilities are handled by PennDOT CPDM, in coordination with other PennDOT Central Office
Bureaus, the PennDOT Districts and the MPOs/RPOs.
To more efficiently manage the significant needs of the statewide Interstate System, PennDOT formed
an Interstate Steering Committee (ISC) in 2015. The ISC contains representation from PennDOT’s CPDM,
BOMO, BPD, and Districts and works with FHWA and the MPOs/RPOs on the development and
management of the Interstate Program. The ISC assists with project prioritization and re-evaluates
projects during Program updates. The ISC meets monthly to assist with the management of the IM
Program.
As part of the IM Program update process, the ISC holds District Interstate rides and presentations to get
a statewide perspective of the current state of the Interstate System in Pennsylvania. Representatives
from the ISC, FHWA, and PennDOT BOMO, CPDM, and Districts ride the entire Interstate System to
assess current conditions and review both currently planned and potential projects. PennDOT Districts
then provide presentations to the ISC with updates on conditions, challenges, best practices and needs

25

2021 Transportation Program
General and Procedural Guidance
in their respective areas. The presentations are provided via web conference so PennDOT Central Office
and Districts, the MPOs/RPOs, and FHWA staff can participate.
Initial programming consideration will be given to currently programmed Interstate projects without
regular obligation/encumbrance or with AC obligation that need to be carried over from the current
Program. Once the financial magnitude of the carry-over projects has been determined, an estimate can
be made on the amount of program funds available for new IM projects, with consideration of current
project schedules.
The carry-over projects and any new projects will be evaluated based on current field conditions from
the Interstate rides and asset management criteria provided by BOMO Asset Management. Project
prioritization and selection will be consistent with the Interstate Management Program Guidelines
(Chapter 13 of Publication 242), the TAMP, and system management to the network LLCC. The IM
Program project prioritization and selection process will be documented as part of the STIP submission.

Railway-Highway Crossings Program
The Railway-Highway Crossings Program, also referred to as the Section 130 (RRX) Program, is another
program developed and managed based on statewide needs. From a programming standpoint, the RRX
Program is fiscally constrained to an annual funding level provided by Financial Guidance. The RRX
Program planning and programming responsibilities are handled by PennDOT CPDM, based on
coordination with PennDOT District and Central Office Grade Crossing Unit engineers, District planning
and programming staff, and the MPOs/RPOs.
Initial programming consideration will be given to currently programmed projects without regular
obligation/encumbrance or with AC obligation that need to be carried over from the current Program.
New projects will be identified by PennDOT Districts in coordination with the MPOs/RPOs. Projects will
be prioritized and selected based on locations with the highest hazard rating from the FRA Web Accident
Prediction System and locations with other local or railroad safety concerns, including increased train
traffic, near-miss history or antiquated warning devices. Consideration will also be given to the project
development process and current project schedules when developing the RRX Program.
Selected projects will be added to regional MPO/RPO programs utilizing a Statewide Line Item from the
Program to maintain fiscal constraint. The RRX Program project prioritization and selection process will
be documented as part of the STIP submission.

Transportation Alternatives Set-Aside
The Transportation Alternatives Set-Aside of the Surface Transportation Block Grant Program (TA SetAside) provides funding for programs and projects defined as transportation alternatives, including onand off-road pedestrian and bicycle facilities, infrastructure projects for improving non-driver access to
public transportation and enhanced mobility, community improvement activities, environmental
mitigation, trails that serve a transportation purpose, and safe routes to school projects.
The FAST Act further sub-allocates TA Set-Aside funding based upon population. Funds available for any
area of the state, urban areas with populations of 5,001 to 200,000 and areas with population of 5,000
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or less are centrally managed by PennDOT. PennDOT Central Office, with coordination and input from
PennDOT Districts and the MPOs/RPOs, selects projects through a statewide competitive application
process. Projects are evaluated using PennDOT’s Core Principles, which are found in Design Manual 1.
These Principles encourage transportation investments that are tailored to important local factors,
including land use, financial concerns, and overall community context. Project deliverability, safety, and
the ability to support EJ principles and enhance local or regional mobility are also considered during
project evaluation. The planning and programming responsibilities for these TA Set-Aside funds are
handled by PennDOT CPDM, and funding is fiscally constrained to an annual funding level by Financial
Guidance.
Selected projects are added to regional MPO/RPO programs utilizing a Statewide Line Item to maintain
fiscal constraint. Projects selected under previous application rounds without regular obligation or with
AC obligation will be carried over from the current Program. The balance of funds from any carryover
projects will remain in a Statewide Line Item on the Statewide Program until there is a new or
continuing Federal Authorization that includes updated provisions for the TA Set-Aside program.
Additional information about the TA Set-Aside can be found on PennDOT’s TA Set-Aside Funding Site.
A separate regional allocation of funding is available for urbanized areas with populations over 200,000.
These funds are available for MPOs to administer competitive application rounds to select eligible
projects for inclusion on their regional TIPs. Funding is fiscally constrained based on annual funding
amounts provided in Financial Guidance. The MPOs/RPOs will coordinate with the PennDOT CPDM TA
Set-Aside state coordinator prior to initiating a project selection round.

Spike Funding
Financial Guidance includes a set-aside of several flavors of highway funding reserved for the Secretary
of Transportation’s discretion. The Secretary’s “Spike” funding is fiscally constrained to an annual
funding level provided by Financial Guidance. The Spike funding planning and programming
responsibilities are handled by PennDOT CPDM, based on direction provided from the Secretary.
Historically, the Secretary of Transportation has selected projects to receive Spike funding in order to
offset the impact of high-cost projects, implement special initiatives, or advance statewide priority
projects. The Spike funding decisions typically continue previous Spike commitments, with any new
project selections aligning with the Department’s strategic direction and investment goals. Selected
Spike projects are added to the regional MPO/RPO, IMP, or Statewide items TIP, utilizing Statewide Line
Items from the Statewide Program to maintain fiscal constraint.

PUBLIC COMMENT
As part of their regional TIP development, the MPOs/RPOs will ensure that their regional
highway/bridge and transit TIPs provide the following information:
•

Sufficient detailed descriptive material to clarify the design concept and scope as well as the
location of the improvement. The MPO/RPO and PennDOT District(s) must collaborate on the
information for the public narrative.
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•
•
•
•
•

Projects or phases of projects assigned by year (e.g. FFY 2021, 2022, 2023, 2024) should be
based upon the latest project schedules and consistent with 23 CFR 450.326(g).
Detailed project and project phase costs should be delineated between federal, state, and local
shares. Each project and its associated phase costs should depict the amount to be
obligated/encumbered for each funding category on a per year basis.
Phase estimates and total costs should reflect YOE in the TIP period, per Financial Guidance.
The estimated total project cost should be included, which may extend beyond the 4 years of
the TIP into the TYP/LRTP.
There should be identification of the agency or agencies responsible for implementing the
project or phase (i.e. the specific Transit agency, PennDOT District(s), MPO/RPO, local
government, or private partner). Each MPO/RPO will work with all project administrators to
provide any additional information that needs to be included with each project to be listed in
their regional Program.

PennDOT CPDM will provide this same information for the entire IM and Statewide items TIPs to the
MPOs/RPOs.
The MPO/RPO TIPs, including the IM and Statewide items TIPs, must be made available for public
comment for a minimum of 30 days and in accordance with the procedures outlined in the MPO/RPO
PPPs. A formal public comment period for the regional TIPs must be established to gather all comments
and concerns on the TIPs and related documents. PennDOT CPDM, PennDOT Districts and the
MPOs/RPOs shall make TIP information (such as technical information and meeting notices) available in
electronically accessible formats and means, such as websites and mobile devices.
Joint outreach efforts can result in a more effective program overall and more efficient use of labor
across all MPOs/RPOs. Straightforward and comprehensive access to all public documentation
(including the draft and final STIP, TIP and TYP project listings) should be made available to all members
of the public, including those individuals with LEP. As part of their public outreach, MPOs/RPOs should
take advantage of available resources, including translation services, social media tools, other online
resources, and local community organizations.
All 2021 Transportation Program guidance and the 2021 Transportation Program development schedule
will be placed on PennDOT’s website for program development use by the MPOs/RPOs and other
interested parties. PennDOT and MPO/RPO websites shall be used to keep the public well informed,
giving them access to the available data used in the Program update, informing them how they can get
involved in the TIP update process, giving notice regarding public participation activities, and offering
the opportunity for review and comment at key TIP development decision points. To provide a central
location for regional public comment opportunities, PennDOT CPDM will post the regional public
comment periods and links to the MPO/RPO websites on PennDOT’s website. The MPOs/RPOs must
post the applicable TIP documents on their regional websites for public review and comment. The TIP
Submission table on page 30 indicates the required documents that must be included for public
comment.
After the public comment periods have ended, the PennDOT Districts will partner with the MPOs/RPOs
to develop responses to the public comments. These responses will be documented as part of the
regional TIP submissions that are sent to PennDOT CPDM.
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TIP SUBMISSION
After the individual TIPs are approved by the MPOs/RPOs, they must be formally submitted to PennDOT
CPDM. The formal submission should include a cover letter and all required documentation, along with
the completed TIP Checklist (Appendix 14). The TIP Checklist will be verified by PennDOT CPDM, FHWA
and FTA upon review of the TIP Submission package. The MPO/RPO TIP Submission requirements are
summarized below:
TIP Submissions Must Include the Following:
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Cover Letter
TIP Development/Project Selection Process Documentation
TIP Development Timeline
PM1, PM2, and PM3 Narrative Documentation
Transit Performance Measures Narrative Documentation
Highway and Bridge TIP Listing with public narrative
Public Transportation TIP Listing with public narrative
Interstate TIP Listing with public narrative
Statewide TIP Listing (Spike, TAP, RXX, HSIP, other)
TIP Financial Constraint Chart
Public Transportation Financial Capacity Analysis (MPO Only)
EJ Core Elements Documentation
Air Quality Conformity Determination Report (if applicable)
Air Quality Resolution (if applicable)
Public Comment Period Advertisement
Documented Public Comments received (if applicable)
Title VI Policy Statement
TIP Revision Procedures
Self-Certification Resolution
List of major projects from the previous TIP that were implemented
List of major regional projects from the previous TIP that were delayed
TIP Checklist

Include for Public
Review and Comment















Three hard copies and an electronic version of the regional TIP Submission must be provided to
PennDOT CPDM, according to the 2021 Program Development Schedule (Appendix 2). The electronic
version of the TIP Submission, including the TIP Checklist, should be submitted through SharePoint.
PennDOT CPDM will verify that the items on the TIP Checklist have been completed and that all required
documents have been included along with each TIP submission.
PennDOT CPDM will combine the individual TIPs to create the STIP. The STIP, which is included as the
first four years of the TYP, will be submitted by PennDOT CPDM to the STC for their approval at their
August 2020 meeting. After STC approval, PennDOT will submit the STIP on behalf of the Governor to
FHWA/FTA for their 45-day review period. FHWA/FTA will issue their approval of the STIP, which is
contained in the Planning Finding document, by the end of the 45-day period, which should occur before
the start of the new FFY on October 1.
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PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION
After adoption, the 2021 Transportation Program must continue to be modifiable based on necessary
program changes. Adjustments to the 2021 Program are enacted through procedures for STIP/TIP
Modification at both the State and MPO/RPO levels. The Statewide Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU), which outlines the procedures for 2021 STIP modifications, will be jointly developed by
PennDOT, FHWA and FTA. The Statewide MOU sets the overarching principles agreed to between
PennDOT and FHWA/FTA. Individual MOUs are then developed and adopted by the MPOs/RPOs,
utilizing the Statewide MOU as a reference. The regional MOUs cannot be less restrictive than the
Statewide MOU. The new procedures for TIP revision/modification must be part of the public comment
period on the draft 2021 Program.
The modification procedures that were approved for the 2019 Program will be used as a starting point
for the development of procedures for the 2021 Program. These procedures are required to permit the
movement of projects or phases of projects within the STIP/TIP while maintaining year-by-year fiscal
constraint. This process helps to ensure that the MPO/RPO TIPs and the STIP are consistent with the
TYP and regional LRTPs, and vice versa. PennDOT CPDM will work with FHWA/FTA to develop and
implement a streamlined revision process.
Changes to the TIPs and the delivery of completed projects are monitored by PennDOT CPDM, PennDOT
Districts and the MPOs/RPOs and are the subject of various program status reports. PennDOT CPDM
will track the progress of the highway Program and project implementation and share the findings with
the MPOs/RPOs. PennDOT CPDM will send the MPOs/RPOs quarterly progress reports that detail
current project obligations that have occurred in the current FFY.
As part of the 2019-2022 STIP Planning Finding document, FHWA/FTA issued a corrective action
directing all Pennsylvania MPOs/RPOs, transit agencies, and PennDOT to cooperatively develop an
Annual Listing of Obligated Projects for which Federal funds have been obligated in the previous FFY, in
accordance with 23 CFR 450.334. The listing must include all Federally-funded projects authorized or
revised to increase obligations in the preceding program year and, at a minimum, include the following
for each project:
•
•
•
•
•

the amount of funds requested on the TIP
Federal funding that was obligated during the preceding year
Federal funding remaining and available for subsequent years
sufficient description to identify the project or phase
identification of the agencies responsible for carrying out the project or phase

PennDOT CPDM will continue to work with the MPOs/RPOs and transit agencies to assist them in
developing the regional obligation reports. The listing of projects must be published or otherwise made
available by the MPOs/RPOs annually by December 29 (within 90 calendar days of the end of the
previous FFY), in accordance with their public participation criteria for the TIP. The MPOs/RPOs should
share the Annual Listing of Obligated Projects with their respective Boards/Committees and post it on
their websites annually.
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U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Transit Administration

Region Ill
1760 Market Street, Suite 500
Philadelphia , PA 19103
(215) 656-7100
(215) 656-7260 (fax)

Federal Highway Administration
228 Walnut Street, Room 508
Harrisburg, PA 17101- 1720
(717) 221-3461
(717) 221-4553 (fax)

SEP 2 5 2018
Ms. Leslie S. Richards
Secretary of Transportation
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania
Re:

Pennsylvania FFY 2019-2022 Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program & Air Quality Conformity Determinations

Dear Ms. Richards:
The Federal Transit Admjnistration (FTA) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
have completed our joint review of the Pennsylvania Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2019-2022
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) submitted with your letter dated August
16, 2018. Based on our review of the information provided, certifications of Statewide and
Metropolitan transportation planning processes for and within the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, and our participation in those transportation planning processes (including
planning certification reviews conducted in Transportation Management Areas), we hereby take
the following actions:
l. FTA and FHWA, in concurrence with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), have
determined that the Conformity Determinations for the FFY 2019-2022 TIPs in aU
nonattainment and maintenance areas of the Commonwealth, adequately address and
meet the requirements as specified in the November 1993 Federal Conformity Rule and
subsequent amendments. This includes all ten (10) conformity determinations for areas
that are currently designated under the existing National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) and the nine (9) areas impacted by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C.
Eighth Circuit decision in South Coast Air Quality Management District v. EPA on
February 16, 2018 addressing conformity requirements for former 1997 ozone (see the
attached table for the list of nonattainment/maintenance areas, applicable NAAQS, and
1997 ozone areas). These air quality conformity determination approvals for these
regions will reset the 4-year timeclock to begin on the date of this letter.

2. The FTA and the FHWA approve the Pennsylvania FFY 2019-2022 STIP, which
includes the individual Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs) for all Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPOs) and Rural Planning Organizations (RPOs), and the
PennDOT Interstate Management Program.
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3. The FTA and FHWA find that the projects contained in the above-mentioned STIP and
MPO/RPO TlPs are based on transportation planning processes that meet the
requirements of the FAST Act, Fixing America's Surface Transportation Act (P.L. 11494); 23 U.S.C. Sections 134 and 135; 49 U.S.C. Sections 5303 and 5304; and 23 CFR
part 450 subpart A, B and C.
4. Based on our joint review of the overall Pennsylvania statewide, metropolitan, and rural
transportation planning processes, the FTA and FHWA are issuing the FFY 2019-2022
STIP Planning Finding, as enclosed.

If you have any questions regarding this detem1ination, please do not hesitate to contact either
Timothy Lidiak, AICP, FTA Community Planner, at 2 15-656-7084 or timothy.lidiak@dot.gov;
and/or Matt Smoker, FHWA Transportation Planning Program Manager, at 717-221-3703 or
matt.smoker@dot.gov.
Sincerely,

~c.,Q~

C-

Terry Garcia Crews
Regional Administrator
FTA Region HI

Alicia Nolan
Di vision Administrator
FHW A Pennsylvania Division

Enclosure
ec:

James Ritzman, PennDOT
Jennie Granger, PennDOT
Larry Shifflet, PennOOT
Jim Arey, PennDOT
Mike Baker, PennDOT
All Pennsylvania MPOs and RPOs
Gregory Becoat, EPA Region 111
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Pennsylvania Areas Requiring Transportation Conformity
Note: The table reflects the revocation of the 1997 PM2.s NAAQS on October 24, 20 16. The table includes the 1997
8-hour ozone NAAQS per the February 16, 20 18 D.C Circuit decision in South Coast Air Quality Management
District v. EPA (Case No. 15- 1115). The impact of this court decision is only on areas that were maintenance or
nonattainment of the 1997 ozone NAAQS at the ti me of revocation and are designated as attainment for the 2008
ozone NAAQS.

MPO/RPO

Reading

Allentown

Harrisburg

York

Lancaster

Lebanon

Johnstown

Nonattalnment /
Maintenance
Area Name

Counties
in Area

Nonattainment

2008
8-hour Ozone

Reading, PA

Berks

Marginal

2008
8-hour Ozone

Alle ntown-BethlehemEaston, PA

Lehigh, Northampton

Marginal

2006
24-Hour PM 2.5

Allentown, PA

Lehigh, Northampton

Maintenance

2006
24-Hour PM2.s

Harrisburg-Lebanon-CarlisleYork, PA

Cumberland,
Dauphin

Maintenance

1997
8-hour Ozone

Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle,
PA

Cumberland,
Dauphin, Perry

Maintenance

2006
24-Hour PM2.s

Harrisburg-Lebanon-CarlisleYork, PA

York

Maintenance

1997
8-ho ur Ozone

York, PA

York

Maintenance

2008
8-hour Ozone

Lancaster, PA

Lancaster

Marginal

2006
24-Hour PM 2.s

Lancaster, PA

Lancaster

Maintenance

2012
Annual PM2.s

Lebanon County, PA

Lebanon

Moderate

2006
24-Hour PM 2.s

Harrisburg-Lebanon-CarlisleYork, PA

Lebanon

Maintenance

1997
8-hour Ozone

Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle,
PA

Lebanon

Maintenance

1997
8-hour Ozone

Johnstown, PA

Cambria

Maintenance

2006
24-Hour PM2.s

Johnstown, PA

Cambria

Maintenance

Allentown-BethlehemEaston, PA

Carbon

Marginal

Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, PA

Monroe

Maintenance

Applicable
NAAQS

2008
NEPA

8-hour Ozone
1997
8-hour Ozone
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MPO/RPO

DVRPC

Applicable
NAAQS

Nonattalnment /
Maintenance
Area Name

Counties
in Area

Nonattainment
Status

2015
8-hour Ozone

Philadelphia-WilmingtonAtlantic City, PA-NJ-MD-DE

Bucks, Chester,
Delaware,
Montgomery,
Philadelphia

Marginal

2012
Annual PM2.s

Delaware County, PA

Delaware

Moderate

2008
8-hour Ozone

Philadelphia-WilmingtonAtlantic City, PA-NJ-MO-DE

Bucks, Chester,
Delaware,
Montgomery,
Philadelphia

Marginal

2006
24-Hour PM2.s

Philadelphia-Wilmington, PANJ-DE

Bucks, Chester,
Delaware,
Montgomery,
Philadelphia

Maintenance

Allegheny County, PA

Allegheny

Moderate

Pittsburgh-Beaver Valley, PA

Allegheny,
Armstrong, Beaver,
Butler, Fayette,
Washington,
Westmoreland

Marginal

2006
24-Hour PM2.s

Pittsburgh-Beaver Valley, PA

Allegheny (P),
Armstrong (P),
Beaver, Butler,
Greene (P), Lawrence
(P), Washington,
Westmoreland

Maintenance

2006
24-Hour PM 2.s

Johnstown, PA

Indiana (P)

Maintenance

2006
24-Hour PM2.s

Liberty-Clairton, PA

Allegheny (P)

Moderate

1997
8-hour Ozone

Clearfield and Indiana Cos,
PA

Indiana

Maintenance

1997
8-hour Ozone

Greene Co, PA

Greene

Maintenance

1987
24-Hour PM10

Clairton & 4 Boroughs, PA

Allegheny (Pl

Maintenance

Pittsburgh, PA

Allegheny (Pl

Limited
Maintenance

2012
Annual PM2.s

2008
8-hour Ozone

•· - •

SPC

1971

co

(P) = designates partial county areas that are included in the nonanainment/maintenance area
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MPO/RPO

Altoona
North Central
Erie
Franklin
Scra nton

Applicable
NAAQS

1997
8-hour Ozone

Adams
Shenango
Valley

Nonattainment
Status

Altoona, PA

Blair

Maintenance

Clearfield

Maintenance

Erie, PA

Erie

Maintenance

Franklin Co, PA

Franklin

Maintenance

Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, PA

Lackawanna, Luzerne

Maintenance

Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, PA

Wyoming

Maintenance

Tioga Co, PA

Tioga

Maintenance

State College, PA

Centre

Maintenance

York, PA

Adams

Maintenance

Youngstown-Warren-Sharon,
OH-PA

Mercer

Maintenance

1997

Clearfield and Indiana Cos,

PA

1997
8-hour Ozone

1997
8-hour Ozone

1997
8-hour Ozone
8-hour Ozone

1997
8-ho ur Ozone

Centre

Counties
in Area

8-hour Ozone

1997
Northern Tier

Nonattainment /
Maintenance
Area Name

1997
8-hour Ozone

1997
8-hour Ozone

1997
8-hour Ozone
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Pennsylvania FFY 2019-2022 STIP Planning Finding
Issued by FTA Region Ill and FHWA Pennsylvania Division for

Statewide, Nonmetropolitan, and Metropolitan Transportation Plan,ning and
Programming Processes
This is the documented Planning Finding for t he Pennsylvania FFY 2019-2022 Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and all incorporated Transportation Improvement
Program s (TIPs).

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
What is a Planning Finding?

1.

A Planning Finding is a formal action taken by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to ensure that STIPs and TIPs are developed
according to Statewide and metropolitan transportation planning processes consistent
with required statutory and regulatory planning and related provisions.
2. A Planning Finding is a formal opportunity to highlight what works well and what needs
improvement in a Statewide or metropolitan tran sportation planning process.
3. A Planning Finding is a prerequisite to FTA/FHWA approval of the STIP and based on a
planning process that substantially meets the requirements of Title 23 and Title 49.
What are the statutory and regulatory requirements for the planning findings?

•

The Fixing Am erica's Surface Transportation Act (FAST Act) contains a statutory
requirement for a Planning Finding associated with the STIP, codified in 23 U.S.C. 135
(g)(8).
o

•

23 U.S.C. does not contain a similar statutory requirement for a Planning Finding
associated with TIPs.

Through regulation, the requirement for a Planning Finding applies to both the TIP (23
CFR 450.330(a)) and the STIP (23 CFR 450.220(b)).

PLANNING PROCESS OBSERVATIONS AND SUGGESTED IMPROVEMENTS
The following Corrective Action of the statewide and metropolitan tran sportation planning
processes has been identified :
1. All Pennsylvania Planning Partners, transportation operators and the State must
cooperatively develop an Annual Listing of Obligated Projects for which Federal funds
have been obligated in the previous year in accordance with 23 CFR 450.334. This
requirement applies specifically to MPOs; however, since PennOOT has developed
agreements with the RPOs that position RPOs as equals with regard to MPO planning
requirements, FTA and FHWA strongly recommend that the RPOs meet thi s

36

Appendix 1 – 2019 STIP Planning Finding
Pennsylvania FFY 2019-2022 STIP Planning Finding

page2

requirement for transparency purposes. The listing must include all Federally-funded
projects authorized or revised to increase obligations in the preceding program year
and at a minimum, include the following for each project:
•
•
•
•
•

The amount of funds req uested in the TIP
Federal funding obligated during the preceding year
Federal funding remaining and available for subsequent years
Sufficient description to identify the project or phase
Identification of the agencies responsible for carrying out the project or phase

The listing of projects, including investments in pedestrian walkways and bicycle
tra~sportation facilities, must be published or otherwise be made available in
accordance with the MPO's public participation criteria for the TIP within 90
calendar days of the end of the program year. Furthermore, cooperative procedures
among the State, the MPO, and transit operators to submit the fund-obligation
information necessary for this report should be set forth in the MPO Agreement [CFR
450.314{a)] .
In addition, Penn DOT needs to play a more active oversight role to ensure this
requirement is carried out on an annual basis.

The following Recommendations of the statewide and metropolitan transportation planning
processes have been identified :
1.

Pennsylvania and PennDOT continue to stand out as a state and transportation
agency with robust and highly col laborative transportation planning and
programming processes at the statewide, metropolitan, and rural levels. These
processes are well documented as "strengths" in numerous prior STIP Planning
Findings. While those previous "strengths" still apply today; however, transportation
planning is at a critical junction in time which requires that all transportation partners
need to rely on our strong relationships and mutual trust to discuss how best to
address these new challenges.
MAP-21 and the FAST Act, in addition to final planning and Transportation
Performance Management (TPM) and Asset Management regulations, ushered in a
new era in tran sportation planning and decision-making that uses system information
to make investment and policy decisions to achieve national performance goals.
Performance Based Planning and Programming (PBPP), Asset Management, and TPM
are to be applied systematically in a regular, ongoing process. TPM is an approach to
managing transportation system performance outcomes. Asset Management is the
application of this approach to manage the condition of the infrastructure assets that
are needed to provide for mobility and safety on our nat ional, state, and regional
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transportation system. In short, asset management is the engine that drives
infrastructure performance. PBPP refers to the usage of TPM and asset management
into the federal 3-C (Comprehensive, Cooperative, and Continuing) planning and
decision-making process.
Transportation planning today fac es a cultural change in data collection,
management, and analysis; in adopting targets, measurements, and in investments
planning; in communicating, sharing, and reportin g on system metrics; and in
d eveloping investments decisions across all transportation assets or modes. It is
fundamentally necessary and self-apparent t hat stakeholders and decision makers at
all levels of transportation planning and programm ing processes mutually understand
and document their various roles and responsibilities. Therefore, we highly
recommend that Penn DOT continue to build upon its collective cooperation with the
Planning Partners to re-examine the principles of the 1996 " Reengineering" concepts
and to discuss how best to adapt existing planning processes (UPWP, STIP/TIP, Twelve
Year Program/TYP, LRTP) while simultaneously meeting these new federal
requirements. An important part of this discussion will be coming to a shared
und erstanding of the important and valued role that each partner (Penn DOT, MPO
and RPOs, and FHWA and FTA) plays in the planning process.
2.

For the 2018-2020 Statewide Planning & Research (SPR) Work Program and
MPO/RPO Unified Planning Work Programs (UPWP), progress was made by many
Planning Partners to customize the UPWP to specific tasks and priorities. Many
UPWPs, however, were drafted with minimal collaboration and participation from the
PennDOT Districts and FHWA. These documents w ere provided to FHWA shortly
before Board adoption which provided limited time for FHWA review and comments.
In addition, the language overall in these UPWPs can be strengthened to be more
deliverable and task-based to provide for clarity, tracking, and accountability.
Prior to the next SPR Work Program and UPWP development, PennOOT, FHWA, and
Planning Partners should revamp PennDOT's Planning Priorities Letter to modify the
process to refl ect these specific issues. In addition, strong Penn DOT guidance,
oversight, and training is needed in the development of Planning Partners'
Independent Cost Allocation Plans (ICAP) and UPWP invoicing requirement and
procedures.

3.

In the evolution of PBPP, TPM, and asset management principles, Planning Partners
should begin the process of updating their LRTP at least 30 months in advance of the
adoption deadline. To kick off the LRTP update process, the Planning Partner should
schedule a meeting with PennDOT District(s), the Penn DOT Program Center, and
FHWA to discuss the methodology, work t asks, budget, and schedule for the LRTP
update process. PennDOT District and Program Center, along with FHWA, should
actively participate in the LRTP update to adequately address 23 CFR 450
requirements, PBPP, TPM, and asset management principles in order to cooperatively
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document the existing and future conditions and needs of the region's transportation
syst em as well as to develop a strategy as to where to invest resources to address
infrastructure condition targets.
To support a cooperative LRTP update process, PennDOT should develop or update
t he PennDOT Statewide LRTP Guidance t o institute the roles and responsibilities of
PennDOT Districts, the PennDOT Program Center, and Planning Partners in LRTP
development to specifically address the federal planning requirements. For example,
the Penn DOT LRTP guidance is not only required to address the federal LRTP
requirements but should also emphasize the importance of the process used to
develop the plan, including the need to identify the part ies responsible for collecting,
developing, analyzing, and supplying TPM and asset management data. Identifying
how TPM targets will influence the decision makers in adopting investment strategies
as well as in addressing risk and managing assets for th eir whole life at the lowest
practicable cost. Ultimately, LRTPs need to ensure that investments decisions are
performance-driven and outcome based.
Associated with the Planning Partners' LRTP development process, FHWA
recommends that PennDOT should form a work group charged with the task of
developing a planning version of the Agency Coordination M eetings (ACM), and
which should include agency representatives who are the decision-makers at the
program and planning level.
4.

FHWA and FTA are committed to continue working with Penn DOT and the Planning
Partners in order to review and address any "improvements" or "enhancements"
identified and documented in the previous STIP Planning. As always, FHWA
Pennsylvania Division seeks to remain proactive, forward leaning, and to continue
being on the cutting edge of nationally recognized best practices. Therefore, FHWA
and FTA recommend that PennDOT, the Planning Partners, and FHWA/FTA,
cooperatively develop a Work Group and Action Plan describing how these FY2019
STIP Planning Findings will be considered and/or achieved. In addition, FHWA and FTA
request t hat Penn DOT include in the Action Plan any recommendations from the
2017 STIP Planning Finding that have not yet been addressed. This PennDOT Work
Group shall be identified and an action plan should be developed and agreed upon
within three (3) months from the date of the STIP approval letter . At a minimum, a
work group comprised of the Penn DOT Program Center, Penn DOT District Planners,
Planning Partners, FHWA, and FTA should meet on a quarterly basis to mutually
address the issues identified in this Federal Planning Finding and discuss other
priorities.

s.

FHWA recommends that PennDOT continue to expand membership in the State
Freight Work Group, including private stakeholders, and encourages the Freight Work
Group to serve in an advisory role per the guidance in 49 U.S.C. 70201. An advisory
committee function will also facilitate the ability of public and private stakeholders,
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including but not limited to, cargo carriers and logistics companies, and safety,
community, energy, and environmental stakeholders, to identify and engage the
appropriate freight planning organization in each State. (Carry-over from 2017 STIP
Finding).
6.

7.

FTA and FHWA published the final rule on Statewide and Nonmetropolitan
Transportation Planning and Metropolitan Transportation Planning on May 27, 2016,
and FTA published the final rule on Transit Asset Management (TAM) on July 26,
2016. These rules establish new requirements for metropolitan planning organizations
(MPOs) to coordinate with transit providers, set performance targets, and integrate
those performance targets and performance plans into their planning documents by
certain dates. Transit agencies wer,e required to set their performance targets by
January 1, 2017. MPOs are also required to set performance targets for each
performance measure per 23 CFR § 450.306 within 180 days after the transit agency
has established their performance targets and to reference the performance targets
and performance based plans into their TIPs and Metropolitan Transportation Plans on
or after October 1, 2018 per 23 CFR § 450.324 and 23 CFR § 450.326. These planning
products must include a description of the performance measures and performance
targets used in assessing the performance of the transportation system for transit asset
management. State DOTs are also required to reference the performance targets and
performance based plans into their new or amended planning documents on or after
October 1, 2018, per 23 CFR § 450.216 and 23 CFR § 450.218. To date, these new TAM
requirements have not been incorporated into several of the Pennsylvania MPO
TIPs. In order to avoid any future delay in the approval of new or amended planning
documents, FTA encourages the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation
(PennDOT) and the MPOs to develop and incorporate these performance targets and
plans into their new or amended planning documents on or after October 1, 2018.
The Keystone Corridor (Pennsylvania portion) is the in-State and commuter rail
service funded by PennDOT and FTA on the Amtrak rail lin e that runs between
Philadelphia and Harrisburg. Keystone Corridor projects are funded within the three
contiguous large urbanized areas (UZAs) which includes Harrisburg, Lancaster, and
Philadelphia. Per the Memorandum of Understanding between PennDOT, FTA, and
FHWA for Pennsylvania's Statewide Procedures for 2019-2022 for STIP and TIP
Revisions, the entire amount of federal funds applied to Keystone Corridor Projects
shall be programmed on the TIP of the UZA from which the funds originate. FTA
encourages PennDOT and the MPO that is located within the UZA from which the
federal funds originate to reference any federal transit funds (that are used for capital
projects on the Keystone Line) into their respective TIP.
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The following Commendations of the statewide and metropolitan transportation planning
processes have been identified:

1. FHWA and FTA commend PennDOT's development and continued utilization of the
Transportation Investment Plan and Scorecard of Influence. Penn DOT created these
tools well in advance of FHWA issuing the final rules governing PBPP, TPM, and asset
management. PennDOT had t he vision to begin to implement these concept s in
order to make the transition to a more data driven and analytical process. The
purpose of the Transportation Investment Plan is to make ongoing assessments and
to reevaluate the data associated with the transportation decision-making process by
ensuring that each dollar invested is being directed in a fashion that meets a
"strategic direction" and that enhances the overall 11 performance" of the
Commonwealth's transportation system. The Investment Plan focuses on the
following four priority areas: • Bridges on the National Highway System (NHS)•
Roadway conditions on the NHS • Bridges on the remainder of the roadway syst em •
Roadway conditions on the remainder of the system.
2. FHWA and FTA commend Secretary Richards, PennDOT, and Planning Partners for
working to make transportation planning a more collaborative process that supports
community goals through the Penn DOT Connects policy. The PennDOT Connects
initiative reaches into community and transportation planning processes to initiate
early dialogue and partnered decision-making with regard to the kinds of
transportation projects that will help a community achieve its vision. Penn DOT
Connects aims to ensure that community collaboration happens early, and that each
project is considered in a holistic way for opportunities to improve safety, mobility,
access, and environmental outcomes for all modes and local contexts. Specific areas
to be brought to the table include safety issues; bicycle/pedestrian accommodations;
transit access; stormwater management; utility issues; local and regional plans and
studies; freight-generating land uses; and locally driven perspectives.
3. FHWA and FTA commend the Planning Partners in Penn DOT District 8-0 as well as the
District and Program Center st aff for their forward-thinking efforts to enhance
com munication and collaboration in planning. This is exemplified through the SouthCentral PA MPO Environmental Justice (EJ) Study which is led by York MPO in concert
with the region's other MPOs. The Study was launched in response to the 2017 STIP
Planning Finding which identified the need for an improved Environmental Justice
evaluation process. Another noteworthy example of enhanced collaboration is the
CMP/HSIP Taskforce which is led by the District staff in close coordination with t he
region's MPOs. The Taskforce serves as a forum to discuss congestion management,
traffic operations, and safety planning. FHWA and FTA commend PennDOT and the
region's Planning Partners for their efforts and encourage other areas of the State to
explore how they can adopt similar practices to enhance regional collaboration and
communication.
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4. FHWA commends Penn DOT for synchronizing the State Freight Plan's Freight
Investment Plan with the 2019-2022 Transportation Improvement Plan {TIP)
update. This action demonstrates PennDOT's commitment to programming freight
projects in every two-year STIP cycle utilizing the National Highway Freight Funds
towards improving and maintaining the National Highway Freight Network.
5. FHWA commends PennDOT for forming and instituting the Penn DOT Interstate
Steering Committee (ISC) . Penn DOT formed an ISC to more efficiently manage the
significant needs of the Statewide Interstate System. The ISC Workgroup contains
representation from PennDOT's CPDM, the Bureau of Maintenance Operations
{BOMO), t he Bureau of Project Delivery (BPD), and the Districts. The ISC works with
PennDOT, MPOs, RPOs, FHWA and State Transportation Commission (STC) on the
development and management of the Interstate Program. They assist with project
prioritization and re-evaluate projects during the STIP and TYP updates. The ISC
Workgroup meets monthly to assist with the management of the IM Program.
As part of the 2019 STIP and TYP Update, the ISC-Workgroup worked with each District
to provide Interstate presentations. The presentations were made in July
2017. Presentations provided updates on conditions, challenges, best practices and
needs for each District. All presentations were available via web conference so other
Districts, Planning Partners and FHWA could participate. In addition to the
presentations, the ISC-Workgroup also held Interstate Rides. ISC Workgroup members,
Central Office Asset Management and Planning staff, as well as, District st aff rode all
2,740 miles of the Interstate System in May and June 2017. The District Interstate rides
provided a statewide perspective of current conditions, as well as, an opportunity to
review currently planned and potential projects. This information was summarized and
shared with all the MPOs/RPOs at the October 2017 Annual Meeting. Throughout 2018,
ISC members presented at MPO/RPO Committee Meeting to share information.
PennDOT's efforts to prioritize and program projects for the Interstate System and
share information and data with partners is commendable.
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2021 Program Development Schedule
Activity

STC releases Transportation Performance Report

Jan-19

Feb-19

Mar-19 Apr-19

May-19 Jun-19

Jul-19

Aug-19

Sep-19

Oct-19

Nov-19 Dec-19

Jan-20

Feb-20

Mar-20 Apr-20

May-20 Jun-20

Jul-20

Aug-20

Sep-20

Oct-20

2/21

Financial Guidance Work Group Meetings

General/Procedural Guidance Work Group Meetings

STC public comment period

3/11

STC online public meeting

3/20

4/26

Interstate Steering Committee Interstate Rides

EJ Regional Population Profiles Completed/Made Available to MPOs/RPOs

6/10

2021 TYP Public Outreach Feedback Provided to STC, MPOs/RPOs and PennDOT to
consider for TIP/TYP

6/19

Draft Interstate carryover projects released
BOMO Asset Management provides pavement and bridge treatment considerations for
the 2021 Program Update
Districts, MPOs/RPOs and Central Office meet to coordinate on carryover & candidate
projects
Project updates are made in MPMS

Interstate Steering Committee Presentations

7/16

Program Update Planning Partners meeting

Draft Financial Guidance released

Draft General and Procedural Guidance released

Spike decisions released

Statewide STIP MOU development/finalization

Validation of PennDOT Connects PIF forms conducted for new 2021 TIP projects

Final Financial and General and Procedural Guidance released
EJ conditions data (pavement, bridge, safety and transit, if available) made available to
MPOs/RPOs

Page 1 of 2
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2021 Program Development Schedule
Activity

Jan-19

Feb-19

Mar-19 Apr-19

May-19 Jun-19

Jul-19

Aug-19

Sep-19

Oct-19

Nov-19 Dec-19

Jan-20

Feb-20

Mar-20 Apr-20

May-20 Jun-20

Jul-20

Aug-20

Sep-20

Oct-20

Draft Interstate and Statewide Projects announced

TIP/TYP collaboration

10/1510/17

Fall Planning Partners Meeting

MPOs/RPOs receive training to evaluate the EJ Core Elements Data

EJ Core Elements burdens and benefits analysis is conducted by MPOs/RPOs

MPO/RPOs submit Draft TYP/TIPs to Districts, Program Center and FHWA/FTA for review

Final IM and Statewide Program Distributed

PennDOT CPDM completes initial review of the preliminary draft TIPs

MPOs, RPOs, and PennDOT reach agreement on their respective portions of the program

Interagency air quality consultation

Central Office sends Draft TIPs to FHWA for eligibility review

MPOs, RPOs and PennDOT conduct air quality conformity analysis

STIP/TIP Public Comment Period

MPOs/RPOs adopt regional TIPs

MPOs/RPOs submit regional TIPs to PennDOT CPDM

PennDOT CPDM reviews TIP submissions for STIP submittal

STC approves TYP

PennDOT submits STIP to FHWA/FTA on behalf of Governor

FHWA/FTA reviews and approves air quality conformity documents and STIP

10/1

2021 Program Begins
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2021TIP Update Timeline
for TTC (Title I) TIP
10 county PPP meetings
- briefing on
TIP development

#
#

NOV
2019

CO QA

Final Project
List

----------------#

"

Wrap up meetings
PIF documentation

I

#

1□
#

#

#
#

OCT
2019

I

EJ Core
Elements
Review

Evaluation & Committee Work

1•

I

I

DEC
2019

JAN
2020

FEB
2020

ID

"

Neighboring
MPO/RPO
Coordination

#

-------------------

#

#

#

#

#

#

SEPT
2019

#

I

Prep & Applications

#

#

AUG
2019

ISPC Smart Transp Program I

PennDOT Connects
ILocal Gov meetings on new TIP projs

I

IAQ ConformTesting I

#

#

#

#

#

JUL
2019

#

-----

I

JUN
2019

#

1

MAY
2019

#

#

I

,,

Prep

Draft TIP Doc
Complete

IEnvironmental Justice Analysis I

IRegional HSIP Program Development I

Deadline to submit
Level 2 Screening Forms
on new candidates
L2 Form Prep (excluding CMAQ & TAP)

I

Evaluation & Committee Work

#

#

Confirm list of new candidate

I

APR
2019

#

#

MAR
2019

I

Applications

Iprojects for level 2 screening I

----------

1r

#

ISPC TAP Program Development I

■------------------

Deadline to
submit new
candidate
template to
SPC

C.O. District, MPO
IDraft TIP Review Sessions I

2019 TIP Adopted

Iby SPC

#

#

I

Evaluation & Committee Work

IC.O. Review I

#

Applications
---------

Present
Draft TIP to
Commission

Interagency AQ
IConsultations I

#

ICMAQ Program DevelopmentI

Final Spike Decisions by 7/31 I
I

IPre-Draft TIP to C.O. I

Commission
Briefing on
Pre-Draft

#

#

Final Statewide Financial
Guidance released 7/31

Planning Partners
Meeting 6/11

I

Draft Interstate
I TIP 9/30
I

#

#

Draft Statewide Financial

I Guidance released 5/31 I

#

TIP Development Milestones

10 county PPP meetings

#

#

Deadline to submit 2021 pre-TIP
input via SPC PI form

PPP Sessions LRTP

-------~-;---;; ; ;= ==~

#

STC TYP comment period

Draft TIP 30-day
Public Comment Period

Admin/Prep

#

Regional STC comments provided
to planning partners 6/30

#

Public Involvement

DRAFT
#

DRAFT

4/30/18

I

MAR
2020

APR
2020

"

1•

I

I

I

JUN
2020

MAY
2020

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
0 SPC TTC Meetings
k
k
k
k
k
k
k
k
k
k
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k

I

k SPC Executive

Committee Meetings

TTC Action on
Draft TIP

District Project Development Work Groups

- Discuss financial/procedural guidance
development
- Review schedule and procedural logistics.
- Confirm new procedural elements
- Following TTC, Distribute list of known
candidate projects for each district work
group (2019 TIP deferred, LRTP, TYP)
and 2021 Candidate Template

Work Group Meeting 1:
- Review of existing candidate projects
(from 2019 TIP, LRTP, and current TYP)
and new candidate projects

list of 2021 Candidate projects
X- forConfirm
Y
Level 2 screening
- Review Draft Statewide Financial
Guidance
- District Asset Management Report /
NHPP performance measures
- Recap PPP Sessions

0

r

Work Group Meeting 2:
- Review Final TIP financial guidance.
Review & assign status to submitted
X-public
Y
comment (STC comments,
SPC input form, 2019 TIP comments
2019 LRTP comments)

- Projects added to L2 form list from
public input? Reconfirm L2 candidate list

Y
X

- District Asset Management Report Card
NHPP performance measures

--

r

Work Group Meeting 3:

- Review updated scopes, costs & schedules on all carryover projects.
- Review & assign status to all submitted Level 2 Screening forms.

X
Y
Review evaluation inputs (asset management, performance measures,
Y- state
X
of good repair measures, District bridge rankings, etc).
pre-qualified 2021 TIP candidate projects by invest category
X-(IDConfirm
Y
candidates requiring PennDOT Connects meetings & documentation)
- Coordination on PPP meetings planning.

0---

I

0

Work Group Meeting 4:

- Review reconciled TIP (as a work in progress);
carryover vs. 2021 pre-qualified candidates.

Y
X

- Review the draft 2nd and 3rd four years
- Review feedback from the PPPs.
- Review PennDOT Connects status and
feedback from meetings held to date;
resulting programming modifications
- Review CMAQ/TAP/HSIP
Program Development.

BOF Work Group Meeting
- Review data on BOF eligible bridges
- Discuss and Prioritize BOF Candidates
- Documentation
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----_l_------------ _I_- - - - - - - - - - - - - Work Group Meeting 5
(if necessary):

reconciled TIP;
X- Review
Y
carryover vs. 2021 pre-qualified candidates.
- Review PennDOT Connects Feedback
associated programming modifications
- Final WG Review of Preliminary Draft 2021 TIP.
- Draft CMAQ Program Review.
- Draft TA Program Review.

_

OR

_

May TTC

-- I

#

SharePoint Collaboration

Regional Joint Work
Group Meeting
DecTTC

- Review Pre-Draft TIP Submittal to Central Office
- Answer any questions & confirm consensus

Work Group Meeting
(if Necessary):
- Review Final Draft TIP including
C.O. review input
- Review prep for comment period
and PPP meeting prep

~---------------J

Appendix 4 – Title VI Information
Sample Title VI Language for TIP Inclusion
The following template was crafted as a general Title VI Policy statement and Complaint procedural
notice. MPOs/RPOs are encouraged to amend this statement to include the organization’s name and
appropriate Title VI Coordinator contact information. This template should be applied as an appendix to
the TIP. PennDOT also recommends applying this or a comparable statement to other publicly facing
documents and communications, such the Public Participation Plan and website materials. If you have
any questions or concerns regarding this template or other aspects of your Title VI Program, please
contact PennDOT’s Bureau of Equal Opportunity at (800) 468-4201 or via email at PD,
penndot_eoreports@pa.gov.
________________ does not discriminate on the grounds of race, color, or national origin in its
programs or activities. Furthermore, ________________ will not, directly or through contractual
arrangements:
•
•
•

Engage in intentional discrimination because of race, color, or national origin;
Use criteria or methods of administration which have the effect of subjecting persons to
discrimination because of their race, color, or national origin; or,
Intimidate, threaten, coerce, or discriminate against any individual in retaliation for
exercising a right or privilege.

In addition to the aforementioned covered Title VI basis, ________________ does not discriminate
against individuals on the basis of disability in its services, programs or activities.
All complaints that allege exclusion from participation in, denial of benefits or discrimination on the grounds
of race, color, or national origin from a program, service or activity administered by ________________shall
be forwarded to the ________________ Title VI Coordinator for intake and disposition consistent with the
appropriate operating administration’s complaint resolution process. Members of the public may file Title VI
Complaints via email to ________________ (email address) or via mail at:

________________(mailing address)

Complaints that a program, service, or activity of ________________ or one of its member
municipalities is not accessible to persons with disabilities should be directed to:
________________ Point of Contact Name
________________ Point of Contact Information (Mail/Phone/Email)

________________ will not place a surcharge on an individual with a disability to cover the costs of
providing auxiliary aids/services or reasonable modifications of policy.
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PennDOT Title VI Program Complaint Procedures
PennDOT Title VI Program Notice to the Public

PennDOT complies with all applicable civil rights statutes and authorities and it is the policy of the
Department to assure full compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Civil Rights
Restoration Act of 1987, Executive Order 12898, and related statutes and regulations in all programs and
activities. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act requires that no person in the United States shall, on the grounds
of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from the participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be
otherwise subjected to discrimination under any program or activity for which PennDOT receives Federal
financial assistance. Furthermore, PennDOT’s Title VI Program incorporates protections listed in related
statutes, regulations and authorities and will not discriminate based on an individual or group’s sex, age,
religious creed or disability.
Any person who believes they have been aggrieved by a discriminatory practice under the Title VI
Program has a right to file a formal complaint with PennDOT. Any such complaint must be in writing and
filed with the Department Title VI Program Specialist or Coordinators within 180 days following the date
of the alleged discriminatory occurrence. The Title VI Program Discrimination Complaint Form can be
obtained from the Bureau of Equal Opportunity by dialing 1-800-468-4201 or visiting
http://www.dot.state.pa.us/public/PubsForms/Forms/EO-478.pdf.
Complaints may be submitted to FHWA, PennDOT and its subrecipients, the United States Department
of Transportation (USDOT), and the United States Department of Justice (USDOJ).

PennDOT Americans with Disabilities Act and Reasonable Accommodations
PennDOT complies with Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act of 1955. PennDOT routinely
upgrades or requires upgrades to existing non-compliant pedestrian facilities that are altered as part of
all PennDOT-sponsored, or PennDOT-overseen, new construction and alteration projects in the public
right-of-way. PennDOT continues to improve access by improving existing pedestrian facilities that have
not been altered.
Anyone who requires an auxiliary aid or service for effective communication, or a modification of
policies or procedures to participate in a program, service, or activity of PennDOT, should contact Ryan
VanKirk at (717) 787-1338, or the Bureau of Equal Opportunity at (800) 468-4201 as soon as possible but
no later than 7 days before the scheduled event.
This non-discrimination program does not require PennDOT to take any action that would
fundamentally alter the nature of its programs or services or impose an undue financial or
administrative burden.
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Complaints that a program, service, or activity of PennDOT is not accessible to persons with disabilities
should be directed to:
Equal Opportunity ADA Coordinator/Title VI Specialist
400 North Street, 5th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17120-0094
Phone: 717-934-4199
Fax: 717-772-4026
Email: jbartash@pa.gov
Questions and concerns relating to right-of-way and ADA Accessibility should be directed to:
Highway Administration ADA Coordinator
400 North Street, 7th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17120-0094
Phone: 717-787-1338
Fax: 717-705-2379
E-mail: rvankirk@pa.gov
If you are unsure which Department is responsible for your reasonable accommodation request,
modification request, complaint, concern or inquiry, please contact PennDOT’s Bureau of Equal
Opportunity at 800-468-4201. PennDOT will not place a surcharge on a particular individual with a
disability or any group of individuals with disabilities to cover the cost of providing auxiliary aids/services
as reasonable accommodations or reasonable modifications of policy.

PennDOT Limited English Proficiency Information
Authority

The Title VI prohibition of discrimination based on national origin has been interpreted to mean that no
person shall be denied access to services due to Limited English Proficiency (LEP). LEP is a term that
refers to a person who is not fluent in the English language, often because it is not their native language.
This law applies to PennDOT services and programs as well as those provided by its municipal partners
and organizations that receive funding through PennDOT.
PennDOT is committed to ensuring that all individuals requesting services provided by the Department,
including those with LEP, have meaningful access to services. PennDOT works to ensure that LEP
individuals are not excluded from programs and activities by providing free interpretation and
translation services to the public in a number of languages. In many cases, customers requesting LEP
assistance must do so in advance of any public event or meeting implemented by PennDOT. PennDOT’s
Language Access Plan for Limited English Proficiency Individuals outlines the Department’s policies and
procedures that have been instituted to ensure compliance with the law and guarantee access to
programs, services and activities for PennDOT’s LEP customers and members of the public.
For further information on LEP or other aspects of Title VI, please contact PennDOT’s Bureau of Equal
Opportunity by telephone at 717-787-5891 or 800-468-4201 or via email at
penndot_eoreports@pa.gov.
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Language Taglines
English
ATTENTION: If you speak another language, language assistance is available to you FREE
OF CHARGE. Call 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
Español
Atención: Si habla español, tiene a su disposición servicios gratuitos de asistencia
lingüística. Llame al 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
中文
注意：如果您講廣東話或普通話， 您可以免費獲得語言援助服務。請致電 800.xxx.xxxx（TTY：711）
Tiếng Việt
CHÚ Ý: Nếu bạn nói Tiếng Việt, có các dịch vụ hỗ trợ ngôn ngữ miễn phí dành cho bạn. Gọi
số 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
한국어
주의: 한국어를 사용하시는 경우, 언어 지원 서비스를 무료로 이용하실 수 있습니다. 800.xxx.xxxx
(TTY: 711) 번으로 전화해 주십시오.

Français
ATTENTION: Si vous parlez français, des services d'aide linguistique vous sont proposés
gratuitement. Appelez le 800.xxx.xxxx (ATS: 711)
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﯿﺔ
800.xxx.xxxx: : اﺗﺻل ﺑرﻗم اﻟﻣﺑرﻗﺔ اﻟﻛﺎﺗﺑﺔ. ﻓﺈن ﺧدﻣﺎت اﻟﻣﺳﺎﻋدة اﻟﻠﻐوﯾﺔ ﺗﺗواﻓر ﻟك ﺑﺎﻟﻣﺟﺎن، إذا ﻛﻧت ﺗﺗﺣدث اﻟﻠﻐﺔ اﻟﻌرﺑﯾﺔ:ﻣﻠﺣوظﺔ
(TTY: 711)
עברית
800.468.201 התקשר. זמינים עבורך, ללא תשלום, סיוע בשפה, אם אתה מדבר עברית: ( שים לבTTY: 711)
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Hmoob
LUS CEEV: Yog tias koj hais lus Hmoob, cov kev pab txog lus, muaj kev pab dawb rau koj.
Hu rau 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)

Pусский
ВНИМАНИЕ: Если вы говорите на pyccком языке, то вам доступны бесплатные услуги
перевода. Звоните 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
Tagalog
PAUNAWA: Kung nagsasalita ka ng Tagalog, maaari kang gumamit ng mga serbisyo ng
tulong se wika nang walang bayad. Tumawag sa 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)

ไทย
ความสนใจ: หากคุณพูดภาษาไทยคุณสามารถขอความช่วยเหลือด้านภาษาฟรี ได้ โทร 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
��ែខ� រ
ចំ�៖ំ ្របសិនេបើេ�កអ� កនិ�យ���ែខ� រ
េស�កម� ជំនួយែផ� ក���នផ� ល់ជូនស្រ�ប់េ�កអ� កេ�យមិនគិតៃថ� ។ សូ មទំ�ក់ទំនង�មរយៈេលខ៖
800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711). ។
Deutsche
ACHTUNG: Wenn Sie Deutsch sprechen, erhalten Sie kostenlose sprachliche
Unterstützungsdienste. Telefonnummer 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711).
�हंद�
ध्यान द� : य�द आप �हन्द� बोलते ह� तो आपके �लए मुफ्त म� भाषा सहायता सेवाएं उपलब्ध ह�। 800.xxx.xxxx पर कॉल कर�

(TTY: 711)

50

Appendix 4 – Title VI Information

日本人
注：日本語を話す人は、無料で言語サポートを利用することができます。電話番号 800.xxx.xxxx
（TTY：711）

Italiano
ATTENZIONE: se parli italiano, l'assistenza linguistica, a titolo gratuito, è a tua disposizione.
Chiama il numero 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
Português
POR FAVOR, OBSERVE: se você fala português, assistência linguística, grátis, está à sua
disposição. Ligue para 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
Nederlands
LET OP: als u Nederlands spreekt, is taalondersteuning gratis. Bel 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
Ελληνικά
ΠΡΟΣΟΧΗ: αν μιλάτε ελληνικά, η υποστήριξη γλώσσας είναι διαθέσιμη δωρεάν. Καλέστε
800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
Polskie
UWAGA: jeśli mówisz po polsku, obsługa języków jest dostępna bezpłatnie. Zadzwoń
800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
Српски
ПАЖЊА: Ако говорите српски, на располагању вам је бесплатна помоћ. Позив
800.xxx.xxxx (ТТY: 711)

51

Appendix 4 – Title VI Information

Hrvatski
Pažnja: Ako govorite hrvatski, besplatna vam je pomoć dostupna. Nazovite 800.xxx.xxxx
(TTY: 711)
Українська
Увага: якщо ви розмовляєте по-українськи, ви можете отримати безкоштовну допомогу.
Зателефонуйте за номером 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
ﻓﺎرﺳﯽ
800xxx.xxxx. (TTY: 711( ﺗﻤﺎس. اﮔﺮ ﺣﺮف ﻓﺎرﺳﯽ راﯾﮕﺎن درﯾﺎﻓﺖ ﮐﻤﮏ:ﺗﻮﺟﮫ
�ુજરાતી
�ુચના: જો તમે �ુજરાતી બોલતા હો, તો િન:�ુલ્�ુ ભાષા સહાય સેવાઓ તમારા માટ� ઉપલબ્ધ છે . ફોન કરો
800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)

اردو
 ﮐو ﮐﺎل ﮐرﯾں (ﮢﯽ ﮢﯽ آﺋﯽ800.468.4201.  ﺗو آپ ﻣﻔت ﻣدد ﺣﺎﺻل ﮐرﺳﮑﺗﮯ ﮨﯾں،اﮔر آپ اردو ﺑوﻟﺗﮯ ﮨﯾں: ﻧوٹ
711:
বাঙািল
েনাট: আপিন যিদ বাংলা বলেত পােরন তেব আপিন িবনামূেল� সহায়তা েপেত পােরন। কল ক�ন
800.xxx.xxx (�ট�টআই: 711)
ਪੰ ਜਾਬੀ
ਨ�ਟ: ਜੇ ਤੁਸ� ਪੰ ਜਾਬੀ ਬੋਲਦੇ ਹੋ ਤ� ਤੁਸ� ਮੁਫਤ ਮਦਦ ਲੈ ਸਕਦੇ ਹੋ. ਕਾਲ 800.xxx.xxxx (ਟੀ.ਟੀ.ਆਈ.: 711)
नेपाल�

नोट: य�द तपा� नेपाल� बोल्नुहुन्छ भने, तपाइँ �नःशुल्क मद्दत प्राप्त गनर् सक्नुहुनेछ। फोन 800.xxx.xxxx (ट�ट�आई:
711)
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Română
Atenție: Dacă vorbești limba română, poți obține ajutor gratuit. Telefon 800.xxx.xxxx (TTI:
711)
Albanian
Kujdes: Nëse ju flisni gjuhën shqipe, mund të merrni ndihmë falas. Telefoni 800.xxx.xxxx
(TTI: 711)
Laotian
ຂ້ໍ ຄວນລະວັງ: ຖ້ າທ່ ານເວ້ົ າພາສາລາວ, ທ່ ານຈະໄດ້ ຮັບການຊ່ ວຍເຫື ຼ ອຟຣີ. ໂທ 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
Türk
Dikkat: Türkçe konuşursanız, ücretsiz yardım alırsınız. 800.xxx.xxxx 'i arayın (TTY: 711)
�ెల�గ�
శ్రద్ధ: మీరు తెలుగు మాట్లాడితే, మీకు ఉచిత సహాయం లభిస్తుంది. కాల్ చేయండి 800.xxx.xxxx
(TTY: 711)
മലയാളം
ശ്രദ്ധിക്കുക: നിങ്ങൾ മലയാളം സംസാരിക്കുകയാണെങ്കിൽ നിങ്ങൾക്ക്
സ്വതന്ത്ര സഹായം ലഭിക്കും. കോൾ ചെയ്യുക 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
தமிழ்
கவனம்: நீங்கள் தமிழ் பேசினால், இலவச உதவி பெறலாம். அழைப்புக்கு
800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
မြန်မာ
အာရုံစူးစိုက်မှု: သင်မြန်မာစကားပြောဆိုလျှင်, သင်အခမဲ့အကူအညီလက်ခံရယူနိုငျပါသညျ။ 800.xxx.xxxx Call
(TTY: 711)
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Bahasa Indonesia
Perhatian: Jika Anda berbicara bahasa Indonesia, Anda dapat menerima bantuan gratis.
Hubungi 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
አማርኛ
ማስጠንቀቂያ: በአማርኛ የሚናገሩ ከሆነ, ነጻ እርዳታ ማግኘት ይችላሉ. በ 800.xxx.xxxx ላይ መደወል (TTY: 711)
Yorùbá
Ifarabalẹ: Ti o ba sọ ni Yorùbá, o le gba iranlọwọ ọfẹ. Pe 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
Igbo
Ntị: Ọ bụrụ na ị na-asụ Igbo, ịnwere ike ịnweta enyemaka n'efu. Kpọọ 800.xxx.xxxx (TTY:
711)

ລາວ
ໂປດຊາບ: ຖ້ າວ່ າ ທ່ ານເວ້ົ າພາສາ ລາວ, ການບໍລິການຊ່ ວຍເຫື ຼ ອດ້ ານພາສາ, ໂດຍບໍ່ເສັຽຄ່ າ, ແມ່ ນມີພ້ ອມໃຫ້ ທ່ານ. ໂທຣ
800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)

日本語
注意事項：日本語を話される場合、無料の言語支援をご利用いただけます。800.xxx.xxxx (TTY:
711).まで、お電話にてご連絡ください。

�ુજરાતી
ુ ના: જો તમે �જ
ુ રાતી બોલતા હો, તો િન:�લ્ુ ક ભાષા સહાય સેવાઓ તમારા માટ� ઉપલબ્ધ છે . ફોન કરો
�ચ
800.xxx.xxxx (TTY: 711)
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SOUTHWESTERN PENNSYLVANIA COMMISSION
SELF-CERTIFICATION PROCESS

Introduction
A self-certification of the metropolitan planning process is required under 23 CFR Part 450.336: For all
MPAs, concurrent with the submittal of the proposed TIP to the FHWA and the FTA, as part of the STIP
approval, the State (The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania) and the MPO (The Southwestern Pennsylvania
Commission) shall certify, at least every four years, that the metropolitan transportation planning
process is being carried out in accordance with all applicable requirements including:
I.
II.
III.
IV.
V.
VI.
VII.
VIII.
IX.
X.
XI.
XII.

23 U.S.C. 134 and 135, 49 U.S.C. 5303-5304, and 23 CFR part 450;
In nonattainment and maintenance areas, sections 174 and 176 (c) and (d) of the Clean Air Act,
as amended (42 U.S.C. 7504, 7506 (c) and (d)) and 40 CFR part 93;
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2000d–1) and 49 CFR part 21;
49 U.S.C. 5332, prohibiting discrimination on the basis of race, color, creed, national origin, sex,
or age in employment or business opportunity;
Section 1101(b) of the FAST Act (Pub. L. 114–357) and 49 CFR part 26 regarding the
involvement of disadvantaged business enterprises in USDOT funded projects;
23 CFR part 230, regarding the implementation of an equal employment opportunity program
on Federal and Federal-aid highway construction contracts;
The provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq. ) and 49
CFR parts 27, 37, and 38;
The Older Americans Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6101), prohibiting discrimination on the basis
of age in programs or activities receiving Federal financial assistance;
23 U.S.C. Section 324 prohibiting of discrimination based on gender;
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794) and 49 CFR part 27, regarding
discrimination against individuals with disabilities;
Executive Order 12898 (Federal Order) addressing Environmental Justice in Minority
populations and Low Income Populations; and
49 CFR part 20, prohibiting recipients of federal funds from using those funds for lobbying
purposes.

Self-Certification Schedule
SPC’s self-certification process for Fiscal Years 2021-2024 will begin in April of 2020. SPC staff will update
and complete the self-certification checklist. The completed checklist will then be reviewed and
commented upon by the SPC Transportation Technical Committee (TTC) at its May meeting. Changes
will be made by SPC staff for approval in June 2020 by SPC, in conjunction with adoption of the FY20212024 TIP. Once the self-certification review checklist is approved, a Resolution by the Southwestern
Pennsylvania Commission will be passed at their regularly scheduled June meeting. The resolution of
Certification along with the completed checklist will then be forwarded to The Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, the FHWA, and the FTA.
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Self-Certification Checklist
The following checklist is intended to aid the MPO in reviewing and evaluating their processes and
programs for the required self-certification process.
1. Is the MPO properly designated by agreement between the Governor and 75% of the urbanized
area, including the central city? [23 U.S.C. 134(b); 49 U.S.C. 5303 (c); 23 CFR450.310(b)]
2. Does the Southwestern Pennsylvania Commission include representation by elected officials,
major modes of transportation providers and appropriate state officials? [23 U.S.C. 134(b);49
USC 5303 (c); 23 CFR 450.310(d)]
3. Does the SPC boundary encompass the existing urbanized area and the contiguous area expected
to become urbanized within the 20-year forecast period? [23 U.S.C. 134(b); 49 U.S.C. 5303 (c);
23 CFR 450.312(a)]
4. Is the transportation planning process continuous, cooperative and comprehensive? [23 CFR
450.306(b)]
5. Does the transportation planning process use a performance-based approach to transportation
decision-making including established MPO performance targets? [23 CFR 450.306(d)]
6. Does SPC have an up-to-date, adopted Congestion Management Process? [23 CFR 450.322]
a. Is the CMP consistent with the LRTP?
b. Was the CMP used to develop the TIP?
c. Is the CMP monitored and re-evaluated to meet the needs of the area?
7. Does SPC meet the air quality conformity requirements set forth in nonattainment and
maintenance areas, sections 174 and 176(c) and (d) of the Clean Air Act as amended (42 U.S.C.
7504, 7506(c) and (d)) and 40 CFR part 93?
8. Does SPC have a process for including environmental mitigation discussions in the planning
process? If so, how?
9. Does SPC have a process for including environmental, state, other transportation, historical, local
land use, and economic development agencies in the planning process? If so, how?
a. Is there an adopted Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)? [23 CFR 450.324
b. Does the LRTP have at-least a 20 year planning horizon (at the time of adoption)?
c. Does it address the ten FAST Act Planning Factors? Does it include all applicable
transportation modes?
d. Is the plan financially constrained?
e. Does it include funding for operations and system maintenance?
f. Is the LRTP updated every four years?
g. Does the LRTP include required performance measures, performance targets, and a
system performance report that includes an evaluation of system performance with
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respect to the performance targets, describing progress in comparison with system
performance recorded in previous reports
10. Is there an adopted Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)? [23 CFR 450.326]
Is the TIP consistent with the LRTP?
Is the TIP fiscally constrained?
Is the TIP developed cooperatively with state and local transit operators?
Is it updated at-least every four years and adopted by SPC and the Governor of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania?
e. Does the TIP provide a description of the anticipated effect of the TIP toward
achieving the performance targets established under 23 CFR 450.306(d)?
a.
b.
c.
d.

11. Is there an adopted Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP)? [23 CFR 450.308]
a. Are tasks and work products clearly defined?
b. Is the UPWP consistent with the LRTP
c. Is the work identified in the UPWP completed in a timely manner
12. Does SPC have an adopted Public Participation Plan? [23 CFR 450.316]
Did the public participate in the development of the Public Participation Plan (PPP)?
Was the PPP made available for public review for at-least 45 days prior to adoption?
Is adequate public notice provided for public meetings?
Are meetings held at convenient times and at accessible locations?
Is the public given an opportunity to provide oral and/or written comments on the
planning process?
f. Is the Public Participation Plan periodically reviewed and updated to ensure its
effectiveness?

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

13.Are plans/program documents readily available in an electronic format?
14.Does the planning process meet the following requirements:
a. 23 U.S.C. 134, 49 U.S.C. 5303, and this subpart;
b. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended (42 USC 200d-1), 49 CFR part 21
and the Title VI Assurance executed by each State under 23 U.S.C. 324 and 29 U.S.C.
794;
c. 49 U.S.C. 5332, prohibiting discrimination on the basis of race, color, creed, national
origin, sex, or age in employment or business opportunity;
d. Section 1101(b) of the FAST Act (Pub. L. 114–94) and 49 CFR part 26 regarding the
involvement of disadvantaged business enterprises in USDOT funded projects;
e. The provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 etseq.)
and 49 CFR parts 27, 37, and 38;
f. The Older Americans Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6101), prohibiting discrimination on
the basis of age in programs or activities receiving Federal financial assistance;
g. Section 324 of title 23 U.S.C. regarding the prohibition of discrimination based on
gender;
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h. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794) and 49 CFR part 27
regarding discrimination against individuals with disabilities.
i. All other applicable provisions of Federal law. (i.e. Executive Orders 12898 and 13166)
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Exhibit t
SEDA-COG MPO Self-Certification Documentation
Title VI / Environmental Justice Requirements
It is the policy of the SEDA-COG MPO to assure full compliance with Title Vl of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 and Executive Order J2898 on Environmental Justice. The SEDA-COG
MPO adopted its most recent Public Participation Plan (PPP) on December 12, 2014. The PPP
specifies public participation principles, outreach techniques, and procedures to use when
communicating with underserved populatiom ( e.g., low income, minority, or elderly; persons
with disabilities; and persons with limited English proficiency) for vaiious SEDA-COG MPO
activities. The PPP includes demographic infonnation to identify underserved populations1 and
specifies outreach techniques to involve the public and enhance pa11icipation in SEDA-COG
MPO programs and activities.
The PPP is evaluated on a biennial basis. Achievements since the PPP was adopted include:
expanding a database of interested panies; revising Title VI complaint procedures~ updating
MPO demographics to include more current American Community Survey datasets and regionaJ
thresholds; preparing participation surveys for use at regular public meetings; making use of
SurveyMonkey for online public surveys; crnfting individual public meeting plans; adopting a
Limited English Proficiency Plan; using new issues forums and Environmental Justice
workshops for the 2016 Long Range Transportation Plan; and extending the reach of MPO
notifications through social media.
Specific outreach activities for the development of the 2019-2022 SEDA-COG Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) are described in the Public Comment Period Summary for the TIP.
This document is included in the package of information submitted to PennDOT following the
MPO' s adoption of the 2019-2022 TIP.

Disadvantaged Business Enterprises (DBE) Requirements
The administration of the SEDA-COG MPO"s annual Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP)
occurs through a legal agreement and periodic work orders executed by PennDOT and SEDACOG. Staff services to the MPO are provided by employees of SEDA-Council of Govenunents
through this agreement.
Contracts awarded to outside vendors for planning srudies are subject to a minimum participation
requirement for DBEs. SEDA-COG coordinates with PennDOT' s Bureau of Equal Opportunity
in establishing DBE participation percentages for contracts awarded through the SEDA-COG
UPWP. SEDA-COG awarded two (2) contracts to outside vendors in 2017 for maintenance,
update and support of various required plans for the region. These consultant service contracts
are expected to cover a period to end JwJe 30, 2020. One consultant agreement for planning
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services was executed with Gannett Fleming. The Gannett Fleming consultant team included a
certified DBE fitm, and the scope of work included a goal of approximately 5 .38% pa11icipation
by the DBE firm for overall contract work. A second consultant agreement for planning services
was executed with Michael Baker, International The Michael Baker consultant team included a
ce11ified DBE finn, and the scope of work included a goal of approximately 5.38% participation
by the DBE firm for overall contract work.

Amel"icans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Requirements
The oflices of the agencies that provide staff services or assistance to the SEDA-COG MPO are
all ADA-compliant. All committee, subcommittee, and public meetings are held jn ADAcompliant buildings. When possible, meetings are held in locations convenient to alternative
transportation modes. All meeting advertisements include a request that special needs users
contact SEDA-COG staff if special arrangements need to be made, An example of a newspaper
advertisement is included as Attachment A.

Transportation Improvement Program {TIP) Financial Constraint and Capacity
Requirements
The SEDA-COG MPO's 2017-2020 TIP was adopted in July 2016, and modified several times
since the original adoption. The MPO and PennDOT utilize approved Procedures for TIP
Revisions, which specify the revisions that must be formally approved by the SEDA-COG MPO,
and revisions that can be completed by administrative action of the project sponsor. For each
amendment that required fom1aJ action by the MPO, and for admfajstrative actions made by the
project sponsors, a fiscal constraint chart was prepared illustrating the. transfer of funds and
verifying that annual funding was financially constrained. An example of a fiscal constraint chart
for a TIP amendment is included as Attachment B. Similar processes and procedures were
approved and will be utilized to administer the 2019-2022 TIP.
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□EPAR£~~0~~r.~~~T~~!
520-09-02

DATE:

July 16, 2009

SUBJECT:

Public Narrative Business Rules

TO:

District Executive, District 1-0
District Executive, District 2-0
District Executive, District 3-0
District Executive, District 4-0
District Executive, District 5-0
District Executive, District 6-0

FROM:

James D. Ritzman, P.E.
Deputy Secretary for Planning

'tr

District Executive, District 8-0
District Executive, District 9-0
District Executive, District 10-0
District Executive, District 11-0
District Executive, District 12-0

In order to make all projects in the Multi-Modal Project Management System (MPMS)
more presentable to the public, we would like to change the Business Rules behind the Public
Narrative field in MPMS. The Publiic Narrative needs to meet the standards for any and all
reporting to the citizens of the Commonwealth and external agencies.

Listed below are the nine Business Rules that must be followed:
1. Do not abbreviate: words.

2. Include local road names if referring to a four digit State R-oute (SR).
3. The description must include a "from and to" point for roadway work.
4. The description must include all townships, boroughs, and cities within limits
of the work.
5. Make sure th.e project description can be understood by the general public.
6. Do not include Segments and Offsets.
7. The Public Narrative field has a maximum of255 characters. Four good
examples of a Public Narrative are as follows:
•

Widening and resurfacing of SR 3020 (Lamor Road) from Valley
View Drive to Keel Ridge Road in the City of Hennitage.

Office of the Deputy Secretary for Planning

I 400 North Street - 8 th
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•

Rehabilitation of the bridge carrying SR 10 l 0 (YIoy Bridge Road)
over Raystown Branch of the Juniata River in West Providence
Township.

•

Resurfacing of PA 54 from the Bridge over the Reading and Blue
Mountain Railroad, approximately 625 feet east of T-859 (Coles
Street) in Mahanoy Township through Mahanoy City Borough to the
Ryan Township Line.

•

American with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant curb ramps at
various locations in Coolbaugh, Middle Smithfield, Pocono, Polk,
Smithfield, and Stroud Townships, and in the Boroughs of East
Stroudsburg and Stroudsburg in Monroe County.

8. Make the appropriate changes to the Public Narrative starting with all existing
Transportation Improvement Program projects, then any new MPMS projects
entered into the system.
9. Please note that the Public Narrative Business Rules are separate from and do
not affect the Short Narrative field in MPMS. The purpose of the Public
Narrative is to provide understandable information to the public and those
outside of the transportation community. The purpose of the Short Narrative
is to provide project information to contractors for the six month let schedule.

If you have additional questions or concerns regarding this policy, feel free to contact
Ms. Robin Metz of my staff at (717) 783-2298 or via email at nnetz(a'{state.pa.LLS.

Office of the Deputy Secretary for Planning

I 400 North Street - st11 Floor I Harrisburg, PA 17120 I 717. 787 .3154
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DATE:

June 30, 2008

SUBJECT:

MPMS Information

TO:

District Executives

FROM:

Brian G. Thompson, P.E. /s/
Director
Bureau of Design

4300806

This letter is a time-neutral and cost-neutral effort to address MPMS data maintenance.
As discussed at the May 13, 2008, ADE-Design meeting, MPMS information must be accurate
and entered timely. In addition to advancing project delivery, key MPMS information is used for
a multitude of reporting purposes.
Key information to maintain (update/verify) in MPMS includes the following items:
•

•
•
•

•
•

Milestone Dates
o Estimated Let Dates
o When move let date, reason field is required
o Accelerated Bridge Program (ABP) Committed Let Dates
Cost Estimates
Project Titles
o Upper/lowercase, not all uppercase
Short Narratives (used for 6-Month Letting Schedule)
o Upper/lowercase, not all uppercase
o First line – add project limits
o Second line – add municipalities
o Third line – add type of work to be done
Improvement Descriptions and detailed Scope of Work in Long Narrative
“Bridge Worked On” box (check) for all bridges having work done as part of
the projects

For local, railroad, and other projects with estimated let dates in the past, ensure that the
let dates are current. If these types of projects have been let, also provide the actual let dates and
low bid information.
As a minimum, MPMS data must be updated on a monthly basis. Updating on a monthly
basis will allow for accurate reporting on both a monthly and quarterly basis.
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MPMS Information
Page 2
Your assistance is requested in properly maintaining MPMS information. Maintaining
information in MPMS will enhance project delivery and ensure accurate data reporting. Proper
MPMS maintenance will also eliminate the need for entering data into numerous spreadsheets
for tracking/reporting purposes. Accurate information will also reduce District inquires for key
project information, with the exception of fourth quarter inquiries when time is more critical.
Please direct any questions concerning the above information to David J. Azzato, P.E.,
Design Services Division, at (717)787-5914.

4300/DJA/jab/T430-574
cc:

R. H. Hogg, P.E., 8th Floor
J. D. Ritzman, P.E., 8th Floor
ADE-Design
Planning & Programming Engineers
L. Shifflet, 6th Floor
R. Metz, 6th Floor
K. Smithmyer, 6th Floor
B. G. Thompson, P.E., 7th Floor
Bureau of Design-Division Chiefs
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Transportation Program Development and Project Delivery Process
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2. PennDOT and the MPOIRPO may jointly decide to dismiss a proposal at any time if the prof)QSal is determined to be a routine maintenance project or not feasible due to constructability issues.
3. Projects may also be deferred lo the LRTP Candidate List or illustrative list.
4. Studies can also be funded through the Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP).
5. Mullimodal includes highway, public transit. aviation, rail. freight. arnd bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

March 22. 2017

Publication 10A (DM-1A)
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The PennDOT Connects Addendum
to Pub 575, Developing Regional Long-Range Plans

Interim, internal guidance on
integrating PennDOT Connects
with the LRTP process

PennDOT intends to integrate this approach in its 2019 update of PennDOT Pub 575,
Developing a Regional Long-Range Transportation Plan.

Addendum to Pub 575

July 2019
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Introduction
PennDOT has placed renewed emphasis on
collaborative planning through the PennDOT Connects
policy, issued by Secretary Leslie S. Richards on
December 19, 2016. The policy emphasizes the critical
connection between the transportation system and
Pennsylvania’s communities. Specifically, it underscores
the need to ensure that transportation projects are
consistent with the community context—at present and
as planned for the future—thereby saving overall time
and money, improving operations, and improving quality
of life. The policy’s ultimate goal is to deliver better
transportation projects that strengthen communities
across Pennsylvania.
While the policy specifically commits PennDOT District
offices to communicate and coordinate with local
communities during project development, it also
encourages similar collaboration led by Metropolitan
Planning Organizations and Rural Planning
Organizations (MPOs and RPOs), also known as
PennDOT planning partners, during long-range
transportation plan development. In fact, this
transportation–community connection is at the heart of
the Metropolitan Transportation Planning and
Programming regulations defined in Title 23 of the Code
of Federal Regulations, Part 450.300 (23CFR § 450.300)
to which all MPOs/RPOs in Pennsylvania adhere.

Purpose of This Document

State DOTs are no longer
just held accountable for
the transportation system;
they are also held
accountable for how the
system supports and
improves quality of life for
communities.
- Transportation Research Board,
National Cooperative Highway
Research Program (NCHRP)
Report 798:
The Role of Planning in a 21st
Century State Department of
Transportation—Supporting
Strategic Decisionmaking,
3/23/2016

PennDOT Publication 575 (Pub 575) is PennDOT’s
guidance for planning partners on developing a regional
long-range transportation plan (LRTP). This PennDOT
Connects Addendum to Pub 575 presents interim,
internal guidance on how the PennDOT Connects policy
should be integrated into the LRTP planning process.
PennDOT’s Center for Program Management and
Development intends to integrate this approach in its full
update of Pub 575 in 2019.
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Overview
The PennDOT Connects strategic goal is “Better Transportation, Better Communities.”
Better transportation projects are those that:
• Are clearly scoped to address a valid transportation problem or need
• Complement their local context
• Coordinate logically with other infrastructure improvements
• Achieve goals of both local and state entities
• Leverage all available resources and strengthen partnerships
• Proceed smoothly through the planning, design, and construction phases
Such projects support better communities—those with a high quality of life anchored by:
• A multimodal transportation system in a state of good repair
• Strategic investments in other infrastructure
• A distinctive identity and character
• Local and regional engagement
• Steady progress toward a shared vision and goals
These interrelated transportation and community goals
can be advanced through early and close
collaboration, which is the hallmark of PennDOT
Connects. Specifically, the initiative aims to develop a
shared understanding of transportation and community
priorities among:
• Staff at various levels of government (e.g.,
PennDOT District staff and municipal leaders)
• Professionals in various disciplines (e.g.,
planners and engineers)

Collaboration involves
multiple decision-makers
sharing information to
maximize outcomes and
minimize any negative
impacts for all involved.

These categories often overlap, for example when a PennDOT District Executive coordinates
with a county or municipal planner.
To strengthen collaboration, PennDOT Connects builds on the working relationships that
Pennsylvania’s Metropolitan Planning Organizations and Rural Planning Organizations (MPOs
and RPOs) have forged with their PennDOT District staff and local communities in their region.
PennDOT Connects establishes a role for PennDOT and MPOs/RPOs as the facilitators of
integrated community and transportation planning while recognizing the responsibility and
authority of local governments for land use management.

Better Outcomes through Better Collaboration
Collaboration involves multiple decision-makers sharing information to maximize outcomes and
minimize any negative impacts for all involved. While decisions may be made jointly or
independently, all participants have an opportunity to exchange information and perspectives on
problems, priorities, and solutions.
Addendum to Pub 575
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Independently, transportation planning and community planning result in priorities for action or
change. When collaborating, the priorities of one provide context for the other’s decisionmaking. In both long-range transportation planning and project-level planning, community
priorities provide context for scoping a transportation solution and the potential for integrating or
accommodating community infrastructure, character, or other needs. This early collaboration
about the problem(s) and what to do about them later in design should also initiate discussion
about programming time and funds from all sources.
Figure 1 conceptually illustrates that transportation priorities and community priorities can be
coordinated or integrated and result in better outcomes.
Figure 1: Examples of Collaborative Outcomes
Transportation
Priority

Community
Priority

Collaborative
Outcomes

--

Enhanced
Multimodal
Function

Asset
Management

Modal
Addition

Safety
Improvement

Community
Event

Compatible
Construction
Schedule /
Detour

Maintenance
Project

Local Utility
Project

One
Construction
Period; One
Resurfacing

The goal of collaboration is to develop a shared understanding of transportation and community
priorities in assessing conditions and a mutual respect in determining feasible solutions. This
collaborative relationship is developed and occurs through:
•

Communicating more consistently and effectively with communities about contextual
issues and local planned improvements.
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•
•
•
•
•

Greater consideration and integration of multimodal facilities into traditional highway and
bridge proposals.
Drafting, iterative review, and refinement of a purpose and need statement for each
transportation proposal.
Greater use of geographic information systems for data sharing and analysis.
Early discussions on project funding and the role of the community (municipality or other
local sponsor) in funding the local share of a project or its contextual elements.
Enhancement of PennDOT’s online platform for collaboration among PennDOT,
planning partners, and other stakeholders.

As part of considering both transportation and community priorities, PennDOT Connects
engages both planners and engineers throughout the planning, design, and delivery processes.
Involving both planners and engineers in community comprehensive plans, corridor studies or
plans, and MPO/RPO LRTPs incorporates practical considerations into local problem
identification, early assessment and solution concepts. Involving both in design and delivery
maintains a consistent, first-hand perspective on community priorities from scoping through
construction into operations and maintenance.
The Planning & Engineering Collaboration diagram (Figure 2) illustrates that community
conditions and transportation system performance influence both community development and
project development and delivery. Collaboration between planners and engineers can align
aspects of community planning and development with transportation project development to
deliver better transportation projects that will help communities reach their goals.

Involving both planners and engineers
in the complete project life cycle
incorporates practical considerations into solution concepts
while maintaining perspective on community priorities
through project development and delivery.
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Figure 2: Planning & Engineering Collaboration
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Planning and engineering collaboration increases transparency and accountability in the review
and decision-making about each problem, proposed project, and its community context.
Through early, pre-design collaboration, project scopes, schedules, and cost estimates are
more realistic before they advance to a Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), reducing
the need to modify a project during or after design and to delay project delivery.
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PennDOT Connects and the LRTP
While the PennDOT Connects policy specifically addresses collaboration during project
development and delivery, collaboration should also be applied to the preparation or update of
LRTPs as well as regional Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs), which roll up into the
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and Twelve-Year Plan (TYP).

Collaborative LRTP Planning Guidance from Pub 575
PennDOT’s Pub 575, Developing Long-Range Plans, introduced collaborative planning as a
stakeholder and public involvement approach “to develop goals, policies, and solutions that
address the issues and concerns that are most relevant to the public, not simply those identified
by transportation agencies.” PennDOT Connects recognizes that counties and municipalities
plan for and make changes to the community conditions of land use, infrastructure, utilities, and
natural and historic resource management—the context of the transportation system—and that
integrating the ongoing planning and improvement of both community conditions and the
transportation system offers the potential for better outcomes.
Therefore, development of every LRTP should be characterized by early collaboration with
communities as well as representatives from economic development agencies, major
employers, transit service providers, trail development organizations, etc. All proposed projects
being considered for inclusion on LRTPs should be shaped by collaborative planning.
Collaboration should be focused on developing a shared, thorough understanding of a
transportation problem or proposed project in its full community, economic, and environmental
context. This involves sharing data and documented priorities related to the problem/proposal,
its location and surroundings, and purpose and need among District, MPO/RPO, and local
representatives at the earliest stages of planning.

Advantages of Collaborative LRTP
Development
Among other benefits, the early exchange and
documentation of purpose, need, and context
can support project compliance with state (PA
Act 120) and federal (NEPA) environmental
study requirements, and be a valuable resource
as a project progresses through preliminary
engineering, final design, and construction. It
does not replace PennDOT’s requirement for
collaborative planning once a project moves
from the LRTP to the TIP. Nor does it require
the completion of a PennDOT Connects
proposal screening form. However, use of the
form is encouraged, as it can prompt datasharing that provides insight into proposal
Addendum to Pub 575
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development, as well as provide documentation of the issues discussed and the decisions that
have been made or will need to be made later in the process.
Early collaboration (or collaborative problem-solving) during LRTP development can help to
identify—and allow time to enact—local policies that can manage the need for and scale and
cost of improvements. This may include, for example:
•

•

•
•

Coordination between right-of-way (ROW) requirements in municipal and/or county
subdivision ordinances and potential intersection/roadway needs, resulting in
lessened ROW, utility, and construction costs in the project development phase.
Use of the Official Map at the municipal and county level, resulting in privately funded
improvements including intersection and roadway improvements, signalization,
roadway connections and/or realignments, bicycle/pedestrian enhancements and
facilities, etc.
Use of Act 209 impact fees to facilitate local and state roadway improvements.
Coordination with local water, sewer, and other infrastructure planning early in the
process which otherwise may impact project schedule and cost.
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PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Early Consideration of Funding Option Requiring Policy Change
The North Central RPO 2045 Long-Range Transportation Plan, excerpted below,
identifies a potential infrastructure funding source that would require a change in county tax
policy. The LRTP notes that early coordination on this item could align funding to help
advance projects identified in the plan.
Act 89 of 2013, which brings an additional $2.3 billion for the state’s transportation
infrastructure within its first 5 years, provides additional revenue to municipalities
through Liquid Fuels Payments, and authorizes counties to assess a $5 vehicle
registration fee for use in funding highway and bridge improvements. …
…Table 43 shows that if the counties in North Central exercised the option of collecting
the vehicle registration fee, more than $1.2 million could be directed toward the
construction, reconstruction, maintenance and repair of and safety on public highways
and bridges.
Table 43: Vehicle Registrations, by Cou nty, December 2016
Passenger
Registrations
Cameron
Clearfield
Elk
Jefferson
McKean
Potter
North Central
Region
Pennsylvania

Total
Registrations

Potential Annual
Revenue

2,770
46,224
19,459
26,035
21,805
9,059

5,354
86,524
37,609
50,561
42,249
21,118

$26,770
$432,620
$188,045
$252,805
$211,245
$105,590

125,352

243,415

$1,217,075

8,268,394

12,066,651

$60,333,255

Source: PennDOT

To date the counties involved have not elected to move forward with this policy change as
the revenue generated would be relatively low.

Finally, early collaboration also provides lead time to align various resources. For example, lead
time is required for locally-sponsored portions of a project to be funded with municipal
contributions or municipally-acquired grants. To aid the District, LRTPs could suggest or
estimate a level of collaborative effort for each included proposal. The estimate would be based
on current community planning and priorities and could be revised to reflect up-to-date
conditions as a proposal moves to the TIP and becomes a project. This estimate of collaborative
effort may be helpful to both MPO/RPO staff and PennDOT District project managers in scoping
the project development and delivery effort.
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PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Building Local Match Value
The York Area MPO 2017-2040 Long-Range Transportation Plan, excerpted below,
assumed that the cost of transportation needs exceeded anticipated funding and therefore
identifies methods to reduce demand or seek other funding to supplement federal and state
transportation funding.
Paths to Reduce the Bridge Funding Gap
2. County and Municipal - Promote funding for local bridges through general funds,
Pennsylvania Infrastructure Bank (PIB) loans, Hazard Mitigation Grant Funds,
Pennsylvania Historic Museum Commission, and agility programs (state and local level).
Paths to Reduce the Capacity Funding Gap
5. Encourage municipalities to develop more than local streets in their development
patterns through the Official Map adoption process and street connectivity ordinances
[thereby acquiring right-of-way at no cost].
6. Encourage municipalities to adopt Traffic Impact Fee ordinances to enable them to
collect impact fees from developers [thereby accruing cash as grant matching funds].
Paths to Reduce the Enhancements Funding Gap
3. Encourage municipalities to adopt Recreation Plans and corresponding recreation
impact fee to develop non-vehicular mobility options within the municipality [thereby
accruing cash for developing bicycle and pedestrian paths or as grant matching funds].
5. Include pedestrian and bicycle mobility projects in Official Maps Ordinances [thereby
acquiring right-of-way at no cost].
Paths to Reduce the Maintenance Funding Gap
5. Coordinate with utility companies/authorities, specifically during large utility
infrastructure replacements, and also municipal public works planning and projects
[thereby eliminating or reducing the cost of resurfacing].
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PennDOT Connects Illustrated in the PennDOT Design Manual
Collaborative planning and engineering under PennDOT Connects is illustrated in PennDOT’s
Design Manual, Part 1A (DM-1A, 2017 Edition). The DM-1A includes two key flow charts
relevant to both planners and engineers. Thumbnails are provided below for reference and the
full-size flow charts are provided in the appendix of this addendum.
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The Transportation Program Development and
Project Delivery Process diagram (DM1-A,
Figure 2.2) illustrates the collaborative planning
and engineering approach from identifying the
transportation problem through project delivery.

The two-page Transportation Program
Development and Project Delivery Process
Responsibilities chart (DM1-A, Figure 2.3) outlines
the roles and activities of District Office staff, Central
Office staff, planning partners, and environmental
agencies throughout the entire process.

The first phases of program development—problem assessment, proposal identification, and
proposal evaluation—are applicable to the LRTP update. An additional phase of proposal
prioritization may be inferred to rank proposals for addition to the TIP. Each phase, depicted
below, presents opportunities for collaboration. Successful collaboration methods for each
phase are discussed in the Collaboration for Project-Level Plans section of this addendum.

Problem Identification &
Assessment
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General LRTP Collaboration Methods
Planning partners and PennDOT Districts have
collaborated successfully on program development and
project delivery in many ways. PennDOT Connects aims to
make this success more consistent across all projects by
beginning collaborative discussions during long-range
planning.

Each region’s MPO/RPO
and PennDOT District(s)
will determine their own
most effective methods
for LRTP collaboration.

General methods for PennDOT Connects collaboration are
suggested below. Additional methods specific to the level
of detail in an LRTP are presented in the following
sections. Because MPOs/RPOs vary widely in size, staff capacity, and regional culture as well
as in their relationships with their respective District(s), each MPO/RPO and District will
determine their own methods for LRTP collaboration.
General Methods for Communication and Meetings

1. Conduct informational and outreach activities that build relationships. Several MPOs
host informal meetings, e.g., “Planning and Pizza” evenings, to talk with municipal officials
about local needs and the LRTP and/or TIP. Others ask to present or hold discussions with
municipal representatives at established organization meetings, e.g., councils of
government, county municipal associations, etc. Both approaches can build trust and
awareness that supports greater information-sharing and thus more accurate and thorough
proposals.
2. Prepare to make meetings productive by stating the meeting purpose, characterizing the
meeting in the context of the overall planning process, sharing advance information, and
asking participants to bring specific information to the meeting. MPOs/RPOs can also
encourage municipal representatives to review data in advance of a collaboration meeting.
3. Document existing conditions and community priorities in an online GIS database.
Online, GIS-based technology is an excellent tool for depicting existing conditions and
planned improvements, such as planned bicycle routes, stormwater issues/improvements,
and future development areas. As such, it can greatly enhance accurate communication
across large numbers of municipalities, even allowing for edits and comments on a passwordprotected basis. Once documented in GIS, existing conditions and planned improvements for
land use, transportation, and other local planning topics can be viewed and analyzed together.
Having this data in one location enables planners and engineers to “see” community priorities
as a transportation proposal is drafted and refined before approval to the TIP. Later, the same
information can help PennDOT’s project managers understand local priorities throughout the
project development and delivery process. The MPO/RPO can develop the data for initial use
in the LRTP and upload it to the PennDOT Connects System (formerly the LPN System) for
project-level planning once the project advances to the TIP.
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PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Focus Group Meetings and Multifaceted Public Outreach
The North Central RPO 2045 Long-Range Transportation Plan, excerpted below, actively
solicited diverse perspectives in its stakeholder and public outreach.
Focus Group Meetings
The Commission conducted nine in-person focus group meetings across the region.
Stakeholders representing different areas of expertise and transportation interests (e.g.,
multimodal transportation, economic and workforce development, tourism and
recreation, aging and veterans’ partners, etc.) met with North Central staff to discuss
transportation issues and concerns.
Public Review and Comment
In addition to leveraging public input received from the STC survey [see page 21] and
coordinating focus group meetings, North Central distributed copies of the 2045 LRTP
for public review and comment in 28 locations throughout the region. The public review
distribution locations were determined through an environmental justice analysis to
ensure the draft plan was made available to a broad cross-section of the regional
population.
Additional Outreach Efforts
The Commission notified stakeholders of the draft plan via its regular e-mail list, which
includes various county chambers of commerce, human service agencies, county
planning officials, and more. The public meeting and draft plan were also promoted on
the Commission’s Twitter page, which has over 300 followers.
4. Share data in user-friendly formats. Before generating and/or compiling data for a
collaborative discussion, consider what data points will be most important to shared
understanding and decision-making. Also consider what format(s) may be most useful: data
table (numeric or text), analytic chart, map (in print, PDF or online; by geography, corridor, or
mode), etc.
5. Meet around maps. Transportation and community needs are place-based, so maps are a
useful format for sharing and exchanging site-, corridor- or area-specific information.
Transportation problems identified by PennDOT and other sources should be mapped by
the community so that representatives can prepare to discuss related or nearby community
priorities. Representatives can also mark locations of additional transportation problems that
were not previously documented in plans, studies, etc. Providing this information in a placebased format (and in advance, for small groups) encourages participants to think about the
location and the context, not only the problem.
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6. Leverage stakeholders early and often. Establish advisory committees to the MPO/RPO
to aid in gathering transportation problems, assessing contextual issues, and generating
proposals. Committees can be organized by mode (pedestrian, bicycle, transit) or type
(freight) and represent specific users (freight generators) or system-wide users (citizens at
large). Engage existing groups, such as councils of governments (COGs), economic
development agencies, etc., in advance of the LRTP update to ensure that they have time to
compile needs.

PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Key Bicycle and Pedestrian Areas Noted for Betterment Projects
The Shenango Valley Area Transportation Study (SVATS) MPO and Mercer County
2016 Long-Range Transportation Plan Update, excerpted below, included mapping of key
bicycle and pedestrian corridors to facilitate coordinated improvements as part of future
roadway projects.
While betterments are typically done to improve pavement and subgrade quality, they
can also be used to bring bicycle and pedestrian facilities up to standards. For bicycle and
pedestrian comments about a specific area that did not result in a project or study, Key
Bike/Ped Corridors and Areas were designated so that amenities can be considered when
scoping roadway betterments along state routes and local roads.
The map is not intended to be an exhaustive list of all important bicycle and pedestrian
routes; consultation with municipalities and the public should still be performed prior to
projects according to the procedures set forth by PennDOT.
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Collaboration for Policy-Level Plans
LRTPs in Pennsylvania vary in their level of detail and direct use in preparing biennial TIPs.
Some planning partners prepare policy-level plans that outline how anticipated problems (e.g.,
asset management needs) and other yet-to-be identified projects will be selected and ranked for
the TIP. Collaboration for policy-level LRTPs should lay the groundwork for implementing
PennDOT Connects during TIP development.
Although projects may not be listed or may be listed
and not ranked in a policy-level LRTP, community
needs and contextual issues should always be
documented in an LRTP. These include:
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Policy-level LRTPs
outline how anticipated
problems (e.g., asset
management needs) and
other yet-to-be identified
projects will be selected
and ranked for the TIP.

Existing and planned bicycling corridors
Existing and planned pedestrian areas (for safety
and mobility)
Areas of existing and planned transit service
Locations of known utility maintenance or
improvement projects, especially those in rights-ofway; utilities include water, sewer, and stormwater systems or facilities as well as gas,
electric, telecommunications, and broadband networks
Locations of hazardous flooding, especially in or near rights-of-way
Corridors where traffic volumes, traffic type, mode, or modal split are expected to change
based on planned growth, redevelopment, or other change
Areas designated, protected, or planned for protection for their special character, e.g.,
historic or cultural districts, open space corridors or landscapes, etc.

This list is not exhaustive. Any community priorities for the contextual issues listed in the
PennDOT Connects policy (see Figure 6 on page 33) can be documented in the LRTP as text
or a table, map, or other meaningful format. Supporting details should include the source of
documentation (e.g., comprehensive plan, bicycle-pedestrian plan, corridor study, etc.) with
date.
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PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Identifying Trends, Issues, and Implications
The Southern Alleghenies RPO 2013-2037 Long-Range Transportation Plan, excerpted
below, synthesizes modal, user and context data into clear implications for the management
and improvement of the transportation network.
Trend/Issue

Implication

The region’s population is aging.

An older population will have greater need
for public or human services
transportation.

A higher percentage of those workers
living in boroughs walk to work than do
those living in townships.

The need for safe sidewalks, crossings,
and walkways within boroughs and local
neighborhoods remains important.

Over the past decade, the region’s
economy has switched from a
manufacturing economy to a servicesbased economy.

The region’s economy is transitioning into
more of a health and service based
economy, which will require different
transportation needs.

Employment projections estimate that
employment in the Manufacturing
industry will continue to decrease while
employment in the Health Care and Social
Assistance industry will continue to
increase.
Travel on the region’s roadways has been
declining since 2005.

Over the last five years, travel in the
region has been negatively impacted by
increases in unemployment and gasoline
prices. As the economy begins to improve,
it is expected that travel will also increase
again.

The region lacks adequate passenger and
rail freight opportunities.

Limited passenger rail service hinders
intercity connectivity and strengthens
dependence on the automobile. Limited
rail freight opportunities impede economic
development and goods movement as well
as increase congestion on the road
network.
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Identification of these community
priorities in GIS and shared on a map
with a supporting table of details can
provide a summary reference for
MPOs/RPOs and Districts after the LRTP
process as they populate Project
Initiation Forms and as proposals are
evaluated for addition to the TIP.
Projects may be more clearly defined and
developed based on early documentation
of needs and priorities, coordination on
programming, and/or local action that
helps to manage the need and size of the
improvement.

PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES
IN PRACTICE
Non-Motorized Transportation Map
The Franklin County MPO Long-Range
Transportation Plan 2013-2032 notes bicycle,
pedestrian, and horse and buggy as its nonmotorized modes of travel and identifies
locations of heaviest non-motorized use on a
Non-Motorized Transportation Map, shown
below.
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Non-Motorized Transportation

Policy-Level LRTP Collaboration
Methods
1. Inventory municipal planning
efforts. A table of municipal plans,
studies, etc. provides a reference for
how active each municipality is in its
own local planning. Fields can
indicate typical planning activities and
adoption or approval date. An “other”
column could be used to document
unique plans by name and date. The
currency of past planning efforts and
any activity to update past plans
should be verified. County planning
offices may have such data available
for use or working knowledge that
that can be captured through
interviews. See Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Sample Inventory of Municipal Planning Efforts (Fictional Examples)
Municipality

Planning Efforts
Comp
Plan

Apple Valley

2004

Zoning

2012

Bear Creek

Subdivision/
Land Dev
Stds.
2006

Official
Map

n/a

Capital
Improve
ments
Program
n/a

County

Chestnut

2002

Dry Run

2003

Eastburg

1990

Fairview
Greenville

2007

2007

Other

2015 Village Corridor Study
2004 Act 167 Stormwater
Management Plan
2008 watershed plan

n/a

n/a

2005

1995 Sewage Facilities Plan

2011

2010

1974 Historic District

2006

2008

2007

2005

2007

1990

2012

2013-15

2011 Economic
Development Plan

2015-17

2007 Transit Improvement
District

2. Inventory municipal planning priorities, i.e., transportation problems and contextual
issues. A more detailed approach to a municipal planning inventory could summarize the
transportation problems and communities’ priorities by municipality and plan/study or by
community. See Figure 4.
Either inventory might also document planning goals or themes, such as growth
management, revitalization, walkability, town-gown connectivity, etc. These may provide
insight into community character (present and planned) and stakeholders to consider in
project-level planning.
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County

Flooding near
intersection of SR 3007
and West Main St; 2004
Act 167 Stormwater
Management Plan

Stream restoration;
2008 watershed plan

2007

2 local SD bridges, no
shoulders; inspection
reports

Trail planning; 2016pres

Bridge over US 1 to be
replaced (TBD)

Public sewer extension
needed to cross US 1;
1995 Sewage Facilities
Plan

Congestion/lack of
turning lanes/air quality
along PA 32 and PA
209

Historic District

I-80 Exit 101
Interchange deficiency;
2011 Economic
Development Plan

Land use/economy –
growing logistics hub;
same

Lack of ped signals in
downtown transit
corridor (SR 2004);
2005 comp plan

Small town character
with some historic
resources but no
organized preservation
intent; same

Other

Land use/economy growing private college
campus across SR 1005
from commuter student
parking; same

Capital
Improvements
Program

Poor pedestrian mobility
across SR 1005; 2016
comp plan and 2015
village corridor study

Official Map

Contextual Issues;
Source(s)

Subdivision/ Land
Dev Stds.

Transportation
Problems; Source(s)

2010

Zoning

Planning Activities

Comp Plan

Municipality

2007

Figure 4: Sample Inventory of Municipal Planning Priorities (Fictional Examples)

2015

2006

2012

2004

Apple Valley

2007

Chestnut

2002

Bear Creek

1995

2005

2003

Dry Run

2013-15

2012

2008

2006

Fairview

2011 ED

2011

1990

Eastburg
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PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Bicycle – Pedestrian Connectivity Near Schools
The Franklin County MPO Long-Range Transportation Plan 2013-2032 assessed
pedestrian and bicycle connectivity in the vicinity of schools. The assessment recognized the
context of each school as urban, suburban, small town or rural and assumptions
(expectations) about the numbers of bicyclists and pedestrians for each. The plan then
recommended that
…schools highlighted in Figure 42: Walking and Biking Connectivity to Schools [table
below] and Figure 40: Non-Motorized Transportation Map [shown on page 16] should be
considered for priority improvements, given the potential to serve walkers or bicyclists
from adjacent residential neighborhoods.
Figure 42: Walking and Biking Connectivity to Schools

School

Municipality

Context

Connectivity

Chambersburg High
School

Chambersburg

Urban

Yes

Shippensburg
Middle School

Shippensburg

Suburban

Limited; adjacent to US
11

Scotland Elementary
School

Greene
Township

Small Town

Yes

James Buchanan
Middle School

Peters Township

Rural

No

3. Use the State Transportation Commission’s public outreach results as available local
input on transportation problems. Analyze public comments for common locations, concerns,
clearly stated problems, or suggested solutions. Through municipal outreach, ask each
municipality with a problem location to validate the problem before advancing it to the
proposal phase: Does the municipality agree the problem is real? Does the municipality
have any data to support the problem? Does anyone else have data? If not, ask if the
municipality is willing to gather data or otherwise contribute to a solution if the problem is
valid.
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4. Incorporate prioritization criteria that acknowledge community plans and policies, or
that generally support development of a multimodal transportation system. Such
criteria might award points for consistency with an adopted community plan or completed
transportation study, or for multiple modal accommodations. One of the Harrisburg Area
Transportation Study’s ranking criteria is County and Local Priorities. Projects are rated as
high, medium, and low for their incorporation of county and local priorities. Additional or
bonus points are awarded to projects that incorporate a county or municipality’s number one
priority.
5. Present policy plans in a user-friendly format. The Williamsport MPO partnered with a
local broadcasting company to produce a video series about transportation planning and the
LRTP for a general audience. A series of six video segments presented information about
modal needs and planned projects “from the news desk.” The videos are posted on the
Lycoming County Planning and Community Development Department’s Transportation
Planning page.
6. Document meetings. Take the time at the end of meetings (or shortly thereafter) to
document who attended, what topics were discussed, what decisions were made, and what
actions were needed. This information is a useful reference as a follow-up to the meeting
and in the future as problems and proposals advance through the LRTP process.
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PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
State Transportation Commission Outreach Data
The North Central RPO 2045 Long-Range Transportation Plan, excerpted below,
leveraged data collected by the State Transportation Commission.
Beginning with the development of the 2015 Twelve Year Program (TYP), the STC
began moving away from its traditional biennial program hearing process to one that
features the use of an interactive, online platform. This new methodology has resulted in
a greater level of participation in the statewide planning process. A side benefit has been
enormous amounts of data that can be used by the planning partners as part of their
regional transportation planning efforts.
The development of the 2017 TYP was no different, and the North Central RPO was able
to tap into the viewpoints and perspectives of its constituents through the STC process.
Rather than field traditional county-level meetings as part of LRTP development, the
RPO pulled data from the STC outreach results in identifying an array of transportation
issues that exist across the region.
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PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Performance beyond Pavement and Bridges
The Erie MPO 2042 Long-Range Transportation Plan developed a Report Card to track performance of transportation
investments toward its goals and objectives. The report card utilizes readily available data; the frequency of each item check
aligns with the frequency of data updates—most are every two-year TIP update cycle. The Report Card checks measures such as
accessibility, safety, non-motorized mode share, policies and planning, and committee development as well as pavement and
bridge conditions.

1 - Economic
Vitality

Goal
Area

Measure
Studies
Tourism

2 - Safety & Security

Safety

School Zone
Railroad

Description
Economic development, land use studies completed

MPO

Was accessibility addressed for projects near key tourist
destinations?

MPO; Tourist
Every TIP Update
Destinations; VisitErie

Safety improvement projects implemented

MPMS Data Extract

Every TIP Update

Total crash rate, fatality, or serious injury accidents reduced where
safety enhancements were made

PennDOT - crash
data; or USDOT
Indicators
PennDOT

5 years of postimplementation data

Projects constructed to improve school zone safety enhanced
through upgraded crosswalks, signing, sidewalks

Intersections along emergency detour routes improved

PennDOT; EMA;
reference against
emergency detour
route map
GIS

3 - Multimodal Accessibility & Mobility

Transit

Every TIP Update

Every TIP Update

Complete greenways and countywide pedestrian and bicycle plan to MPO; PennDOT;
Once
prioritize trails and pedestrian and bicycle projects
Bicycle and pedestrian
groups
An increase in mode share for non-motorized (walk or bicycle) trips American Community Every 5 years
Survey; USDOT Site
Have municipalities adopted a Complete Streets policy?

MPO

Once

# of betterments identified through LRTP completed including
widening, bicycle lane striping, transit pull offs, or sidewalks

MPO, Municipality, or
PennDOT knowledge
on projects
EMTA

Every TIP Update

Transit system route/schedule update implemented and serving
residents, employers, Millcreek Mall, Presque Isle
An increase in mode share for transit trips

Bicycle 0.3%
Walk 3.7%

Once

American Community Every 5 years
Survey; USDOT Site

Current (2017-2022)
Trend
Result
Goal





Every 2 year grant period

PennDOT; TIP
Every TIP Update
Funding; Municipalities;

Under-clearance bridges fixed

Baseline
Data (2016)

Every 2 years the UPWP
is updated

At-grade rail crossings upgraded or eliminated

Security

Sidewalks and
Trails

Frequency of Data
Update

Data Sources

Mid-Term (2023-2028) Long-Term (2029-2042)
Trend
Trend
Result
Result
Goal
Goal











































Transit 1.5%

continued next page
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PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Performance beyond Pavement and Bridges (continued)

7 - Congestion & Maintenance

6 - Project
Feasibility

5 - Sustainability

4 - Freight
Accessibility
& Mobility

Goal
Area

Description

Measure

Freight committee established
Freight
Accessibility

Frequency of Data
Update

Data Sources
MPO; Freight
stakeholders;
PennDOT

Once

MPO; PennDOT; EJ
Groups

Every TIP Update

Baseline
Data (2016)

Were goals and areas of EJ concern addressed for projects during
local outreach following PennDOT Connects policy?

Environmental
Impacts

Were goals and areas of environmental concern addressed for
MPO; PennDOT
projects during local outreach following PennDOT Connects policy?

Every TIP Update

Public Access

Were any new public access points to water trails or streams added MPO; PennDOT;
to highway or bridge projects where feasible
PFBC;

Every TIP Update

Number of LRTP recommended projects in-progress or completed

MPO; PennDOT

Every TIP Update

MPO

Every TIP Update

Studies prioritized through UPWP referencing the LRTP and
prioritizing studies to be completed in the UPWP

MPO

Every 2 years the UPWP
is updated

State-Owned Bridges that are structurally deficient

PennDOT; District 1
Report Card

Annually

4.3%
(25 of 577)

Locally-Owned Bridges that are structurally deficient

PennDOT; District 1
Report Card

Annually

37.2%
(44 of 118)

Local bridges prioritized for rehabilitation / replacement / removal
with coordination between PennDOT and MPO

PennDOT; Erie MPO

International Roughness Index (IRI) Overall maintained or improved

PennDOT; District 1
Report Card

Once - kicked off and
established, then on 2-year
cycle
Annually

107

International Roughness Index (IRI) Interstates maintained or
improved

PennDOT; District 1
Report Card

Annually

58

# Signals Applied for GLG Funding

PennDOT; Funding
Applications

Every TIP Update

PennDOT; Funding
Applications

Once in current term, then
every 10 years

MPO; Municipalities

Every 10 years

Were goals and areas of concern addressed for projects during
Public Outreach local outreach following PennDOT Connects policy?
Studies

Bridges

Pavement
Quality

Congestion /
Traffic Signals Update the Congestion Mitigation Plan (CMP) in the current term

Stormwater

Update the Act 167 Plan every 10 years and has stormwater been
accounted for early in project phases
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Trend
Trend
Result
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Environmental
Justice

Project Delivery

Current (2017-2022)
Trend
Result
Goal

23
90









































July 2019

Appendix 10 – PennDOT Connects Addendum to LRTP Guidance

Collaboration for Project-Level Plans
PennDOT Connects encourages MPOs/RPOs to develop project-level LRTPs. In a project-level
LRTP, an MPO/RPO and its respective District office(s) create a prioritized project listing that is
consistent with transportation and community/regional goals and serves as a ready queue of
project candidates for advancement to the TIP as soon as funds become available.
Only rarely should projects emerge and be immediately
approved to the LRTP and TIP. Such cases should be
limited to time-sensitive projects such as emergency
repairs and those with limited funding opportunities.
The early or pre-TIP phases of the transportation
program development and project delivery process can
guide the project selection and prioritization for projectlevel LRTPs. Each phase includes an analysis task
resulting in a decision to advance the problem to the next
stage, defer the problem to a more relevant program or
entity, or decline the problem. This process is detailed in
PennDOT’s Design Manual, Part 1A (DM-1A, 2017
Edition) and presented with an LRTP perspective here.

Project-level LRTPs
include a prioritized list of
projects for advancement
to the TIP that are
consistent with
transportation and
community/regional
goals.

Problem Identification and Assessment

Problem Identification
& Assessment

Proposal
Identification &
Evaluation

Proposal
Proposal
Prioritization
Pr or t ton

The purpose of Problem Identification and Assessment is to determine which of the identified or
known transportation problems are valid and which are perceived. In a collaborative process,
the MPO/RPO can bring community-identified problems and the District can bring system asset
management problems to the table.

Community-Identified Transportation Problems
MPOs/RPOs can gather community-identified transportation problems (or problems/proposals)
from community planning documents and/or other problem/proposal gathering tools, e.g., a local
problem/project suggestion form (See Figure 4). Planning documents include comprehensive
plans, capital improvements programs, corridor studies, resource management studies,
multimodal studies, or other documents that demonstrate a transportation problem. These
planning documents are most commonly developed, approved, and/or adopted by local officials
after a thorough consensus-building and public review process. Other types of planning
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documents developed by community-based organizations, such as downtown revitalization
plans, or by private sources, such as traffic impacts studies (even for projects that haven’t been
approved or built) may also offer valid transportation problems. Community-identified problems
must be documented with data to advance toward proposal development and approval.
Recommendations or action items from planning documents should be interpreted for the
problems and/or proposals they represent. Plans and studies may rank recommendations as
high, medium, or low priorities or as near-term and long-term priorities. Since the planning
horizon for each plan or study varies, the MPO/RPO will need to determine if and how any one
plan’s priority levels are applied to the project selection and prioritization criteria.
Suggestions for transportation proposals or solutions, i.e., without stated problems, should be
vetted during this phase.
Prioritizing problems, i.e., ranking one community’s problem over another, isn’t necessary at this
point in the process.
When reviewing planning documents, MPOs/RPOs should also consider listing other community
priorities (e.g., for water, sewer, and stormwater infrastructure, utilities, natural resource
protection, and historic preservation), particularly when recommendations or action items
related to mobility access or facilities are data-driven.
For MPOs that serve one or just a few counties, community planning documents may be readily
available and even familiar to MPO staff. Larger MPOs and RPOs may rely on county planning
offices to provide this information or may assign their consultants to research and analyze these
documents.
Once compiled, the MPO/RPO can share this information with its PennDOT District(s) for joint
discussion and determination of valid transportation problems.

District-Identified Asset Management Priorities and Other Problems
PennDOT District offices regularly analyze the
transportation system for performance problems, needs,
and concerns based on asset management/system
preservation, safety, and other criteria. These problems
may be ranked or prioritized, or simply be a list of
facilities for which future improvement is anticipated.
Comparison of these District-identified problem locations
(or asset management priorities) with communityidentified problem locations can foster a mutual
understanding of the need and timing for improvement,
focus project-level Connects outreach, and help to
determine if further study would be beneficial. Both
Districts and MPOs/RPOs need to approach this
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comparison as a candid, in-house conversation of problem and priority data that is dynamic—
needs and priorities can change over time, particularly in longer-term forecasts. This
comparison may lead to the development of a draft or working project list, but not a project list
ready for public review. It can also lay the foundation for project-level Connects discussions.
PennDOT Connects promotes close coordination between Districts and MPOs/RPOs of one
another’s priorities to accomplish system preservation in service to community and economic
goals.
MPOs/RPOs may need to request PennDOT-identified problems (i.e., asset management
priorities) well in advance of their LRTP update. For example, a list of needed bridge
replacement, rehabilitation, or preservation projects generated by PennDOT’s Bridge
Management System (BMS) may take several weeks to receive if an updated list that will serve
the LRTP update is anticipated in the near term.
Figure 5: District-Identified Transportation Problems (Fictional Examples)
Highway Preservation
Problems

Bridge Preservation
Problems

Safety Problems

Operational / Other
Problems

SR 2004 in Greenville

Bridge 1 on SR 3007 in
Bear Creek

SR 1005 in Apple
Valley

PA 32 Congestion in
Eastburg

SR 1005 in Apple
Valley

Bridge 3 on SR 1005 in
Apple Valley

SR 3007 in Bear Creek

US 1 Lane Addition in
Dry Run

PA 32 in Eastburg

Bridge 2 on PA 87 in
Fairview

SR 2004 in Greenville

Parking along SR 3009
in Bear Creek

SR 3007 in Bear Creek

Bridge over US 1

SR 3024 curve in
Chestnut

US 1 in Dry Run

SR 3024 in Chestnut

Problem Assessment
Together, MPOs/RPOs and their District(s) should evaluate the compiled transportation
problems to determine which are valid (vs. perceived) and to ensure that each problem is clearly
and completely defined. Reviewing community-identified problems and District-identified
problems together enables comparison of community and District perspectives. It also allows
potential integration of multiple problems at a single location into a single proposal. This
collaboration also supports an early, shared understanding of context that could influence
project scope, design, or delivery timing.
The MPO/RPO and PennDOT District staff should each review the shared information in
advance of a discussion in order to prepare questions about or to provide data—in support or
otherwise—for the problem (or proposal to address a problem) or related community priority.
MPOs/RPOs and their District(s) can use an existing tool (such as the screening form in the
PennDOT Connects System), a locally developed transportation problem/proposal form, or
another agreed-upon method or format to evaluate each problem.
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Decision options for the problem assessment phase are:
1. Accept the problem and advance it to the proposal stage.
2. Defer the problem to the proper entity, e.g., municipality, or to an existing program area
specialist, e.g., maintenance.
3. Dismiss the problem from consideration due to insufficient evidence of a transportation
problem.
Problems are validated by data. For example,
• safety problems are validated by crash data,
• deficiency problems are validated by design or performance standards,
• capacity problems are validated by congestion data, and
• mobility or connectivity problems are validated by modal facility/service data.
District-identified problems are almost always data-driven, while community-identified problems
may or may not be data-supported in community planning documents. Validating certain
problems may require a data request or consultation with other entities, e.g., transit service
provider, airport manager, municipal zoning officer, etc.
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PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Undertaking Targeted Studies
The Shenango Valley Area Transportation Study (MPO) and Mercer County 2016
Long-Range Transportation Plan Update, excerpted below, recommended planning
studies be undertaken when groups of comments focused on a particular area, but there was
insufficient information to develop a specific project or set of projects to address the needs.
Improvement line items were added to the mid-range and long-range sections of the plan to
set aside funds to implement projects resulting from these studies.
ID

Project Name

Description

6

Greenville
Pedestrian
Circulation
Study

Pedestrian circulation study to inventory pedestrian amenities
and gaps in infrastructure in the vicinity of downtown Greenville
and Thiel College, connecting the college and residential
neighborhoods to local amenities, including access to the
planned Shenango Trail.

8

Grove City
Bike/Ped
Circulation
Study

A study to determine the priority bicycle and pedestrian routes
in Grove City Borough and Springfield Township, connecting
major parks, colleges, schools, and places of employment.
Recommendations should include a clearly defined list of
projects to enhance safety and accessibility in the short- and
long-term; one special consideration would be the best
connection to a future SR 208 trail toward the Grove City
Premium Outlets.

Cost estimates for studies were developed using similarly scoped projects for
comparison. The Year of Expenditure forecasting grows the costs in 2016 dollars out to
their future year estimates at 3% compounded yearly. Studies were prioritized by when
funding would be available for both the study and the improvements recommended
through the studies. These studies were programmed to use Federal and State funds; if
studies are able to be financed through other avenues such as the Unified Planning Work
Program (UPWP), the studies and their recommended projects may move more quickly
through development and delivery and the remaining studies may be shifted forward.
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When a problem lacks validating data, the MPO/RPO and the District determine whether data is
readily available, if a study is needed, or whether the problem is only a perception (e.g., “It’s
hard to make a left—we need a traffic light here.”). MPOs/RPOs can prepare an analysis or
study in-house using federal Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) funds or assign a
contracted consultant to provide this critical background information. An open-end contract can
be used to retain a consultant for assignments such as these. If multiple problems need
additional analysis and are likely to exceed available UPWP funding, these problems may need
to be prioritized and conducted only as funds allow.
If community-sourced transportation problems are dismissed due to insufficient evidence of a
transportation problem, the decision should be communicated back to the community. Include
guidance on what additional data would be needed to support the issue should the community
desire to re-submit the problem in the future.
Collaboration Methods for Problem Assessment
Methods shown for policy-level LRTPs (1-6) also apply to project-level LRTPs.
1. Collect transportation problems/proposals from the public; validate problems with data
before advancing to the proposal phase.
2. Conduct municipal outreach to review known problems and gather additional data,
and to solicit additional transportation problems. If the MPO/RPO employs an inventory
and one or more advisory committee(s) as described above, this information should be
shared with locals who can help to validate the problem and give early input on contextual
issues. The MPO/RPO may ask about land use trends (occupancy, changes in use) and
inquire about other planned or anticipated changes in traffic volumes and modes.
3. Conduct public outreach for the same purposes, to share known problems and solicit
early input on contextual issues, and to solicit additional transportation problems.
4. Include or interview current and future traffic generators, especially freight
generators/operators to ensure that the project is defined and developed in line with their
demand.
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PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Sharing Priorities for Capital and Operational Improvements
To address all modes of transportation during development of the Erie MPO 2042
Long-Range Transportation Plan, excerpted below, the Erie MPO consulted with airport
officials, PennDOT District 1-0 on planned highway and bridge projects, and the transit
agency to obtain their planned long-term capital improvements for the LRTP project listing.
•

PennDOT District 1-0 provided the list of state bridge needs with estimated costs
from MPMS. PennDOT also provided a list of local bridge needs, though not
prioritized and cost estimates were not confirmed as current.

•

The Erie Metropolitan Transit Agency provided their project priorities, most of
which are operational costs or minor equipment purchases, which makes
projecting several years into the future challenging.

•

PennDOT’s Bureau of Aviation (BOA) compiled and updated the 8-year project
listing for the Corry-Lawrence Airport and the Erie International Airport – Tom
Ridge Field provided their planned capital improvements.

PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Stakeholder Engagement in Advisory Subcommittees
As part of the York Area MPO 2017-2040 Long-Range Transportation Plan development,
The York Area MPO engaged non-traditional planning participants in 10 topical
subcommittees to identify infrastructure needs without regard to implementation
responsibility and available funding; cost and implementation feasibility were conducted by a
task force. Altogether, 52 people outside of the MPO staff, PennDOT, and rabbittransit were
involved.
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Proposal Identification and Evaluation

Problem Identification &
Assessment

Proposal
Identification &
Evaluation

Proposal
Prioritization

The purpose of proposal identification and evaluation is to develop a transportation
improvement proposal that includes a title, brief description, preliminary Purpose and Need
statement, early identification of contextual issues, and a preliminary cost estimate suitable for
TIP consideration.

Proposal Identification
The purpose in a Purpose and Need statement is what the proposal is intended to accomplish—
the outcome and objectives to be met by a solution. The need is the problem, issue, or
deficiency that the proposal will address. Neither purpose nor need is a proposed solution.
Purpose and need are only the justification for exploring options or alternatives that address the
problem and its context.
A statement of Purpose and Need is not formally required until the NEPA process, but
PennDOT urges MPOs/RPOs to prepare one for each proposal (or potential project, including
consideration of its anticipated lifecycle). Early development of a project’s Purpose and Need
can result in an early dialogue on scope, schedule, and cost estimate as well as alignment of
funding, land use policies, and environmental coordination issues. More specifically, an early
statement provides opportunity for consensus and ensures:
• Community needs are considered per FHWA’s Planning and Environmental Linkages
(PEL).
• Consistency of the proposed project to PennDOT’s asset management principles;
Governor's directives; and national policies, laws, and performance measures.
• Understanding of local contextual issues such as potential environmental impacts,
proposed mitigation options, anticipated project risks, need for resource agency

PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Proposal Solicitation
Among 23 public and municipal outreach activities as part of the Lehigh Valley
Transportation Study (MPO) Long-Range Transportation Plan developed in 2015, the
Lehigh Valley Transportation Study hosted project solicitation meetings where municipalities
and other project sponsors “pitched” projects to be considered for inclusion in the LRTP.
Over the two-day period, 87 project pitches totaling over $400,000,000 in funding requests
were made.
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•

•

•

•

coordination, local concern for the impacts related to the project, and other projectrelated concerns prior to advancing to the TIP/STIP.
Consistency with land use management strategies as well as zoning and land
development regulations and the traffic types, modes, and volumes such uses would
generate.
A clear link between the existing conditions and community planning in local
municipalities, counties, and regions and the transportation planning and programming
processes that are affected by land use decisions, and which can affect future land use
decisions.
Earlier consideration of community-identified improvements such as sidewalks, bicycle
facilities, capacity for transit service, major utility maintenance, and improvements by
local government.
Sources of potential funding for project delivery are considered, such as the
Transportation Alternatives Set-Aside Program, PennDOT’s Multimodal Transportation
Fund, DCED’s Multimodal Transportation Fund, and other state, local, and private funds.

PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Local Value for Historic Preservation
The Lebanon County MPO 2017-2040 Long-Range Transportation Plan, excerpted
below, acknowledges the county’s natural and cultural resources and the MPO commits to
working with state and local historic preservation partners on project impact evaluation and
mitigation. In advance of specific projects, PHMC prepared an assessment of documented
and potential historic resources along the MPO’s six congested corridors of concern. The
MPO and PennDOT District 8-0 review this assessment during environmental and
engineering (E&E) scoping field views for upcoming projects.
US Route 422 through Palmyra – New construction and open lots within the borough
may make a potential historic district unlikely, but one should be documented and
evaluated if any work is proposed on Main Street. It appears that our office has never
identified a district in Palmyra, however CRGIS shows a number of buildings at the
corner of Lingle Avenue that are not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places
(NR). The 1860 map shows several hotels along Main Street. Churches, storefront
buildings, mills, and pre-1965 highway commercial properties should be individually
evaluated if there is no historic district.
South Annville Township between Campbelltown and Fontana is largely an intact
agricultural landscape. It should be evaluated as a potential rural historic district. CRGIS
maps a church and at least one historic schoolhouse in this corridor, and there are a
number of unevaluated farmsteads. So even if this area is not eligible as a rural district,
then individual properties may need to be evaluated using the agricultural context.
Because this was a major transportation route, historic maps of this area show a variety
of stores, hotels, blacksmith shops, and lime kilns along this corridor. It appears that most
of those buildings that are still standing have been converted to farmhouses or sheds over
the years.
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The intent is to reduce costs related to delays and streamline the project delivery and program
management processes.
Contextual issues, such as those listed in Figure 6, are a primary point of discussion for a
specific project’s local government collaboration meeting. Contextual issues may be known far
in advance of a problem advancing to a proposal or project. To the extent that they are known,
contextual issues should be identified with each proposal; this can be accomplished with GIS
mapping or narrative, in the absence of GIS data. Conditions can be updated and detailed as
the proposal nears the TIP. Documenting the nature of known issues and communicating them
to the proper entity early provides adequate lead time for coordination on integration of desired
features and avoidance and/or mitigation of undesirable impacts. Contact with the local
government, private-sector entity (e.g., trail development group, real estate developer, etc.), or
state agency involved in other local infrastructure may be appropriate to provide a complete
local perspective.
Figure 6: Contextual Issues
(included in detail in the PennDOT Connects Project Initiation Form)
1. Safety Issues/Concerns
2. Bicycle/pedestrian
accommodations
3. Transit/multimodal
considerations
4. Stormwater management
5. Presence of/impacts from
freight-generating land
uses (current and future)
6. Utility issues
7. Transportation operation
considerations
8. Emergency services
accommodations

9. Planned development
10. Consistency with current
and/or proposed zoning
11. Consistency with
community comprehensive
or other plans
12. Consistency with LRTP
13. Regional planning studies
14. Other proposed
transportation/infrastructure
improvements
15. Impacts on the natural,
cultural, or social
environment

16. Right-of-way consideration
17. Anticipated public opinion
18. Community or cultural
events in the candidate
project area
19. Presence of Environmental
Justice (EJ) communities or
Limited English Proficiency
(LEP) individuals
20. Maintenance agreement
requirements
21. Other specific regional/local
topics

Potential alternatives and solutions may be conceptually identified, taking into consideration what has
been learned about the context and what is appropriate for the location. Figure 7 shows several
practical examples of transportation and community needs integrated as a collaborative proposal
purpose.
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Figure 7: Examples of Collaborative Outcomes
Transportation
Need

Contextual
Need

Collaborative
Proposal

Bridge
Rehabilitation

Sidewalk/
Bike Lane

Enhanced
Multimodal
Function

Downtown
Street
Resurfacing

Transit
Expansion
(pull-offs)

Congested
Corridor

Historic
Character
Preservation

Poor
Intersection
Alignment

Regular
Flooding at
Intersection

--

Enhanced
Multimodal
Function

Adaptive
Signals with
Sensitive
Design Specs

All-Weather
Safety
Improvement

A preliminary cost estimate for each proposal should be prepared. The estimate should be based on
the problem type and magnitude, facility type, potential integration of community priorities, and potential
alternatives. Cost estimates can be requested from the District, developed in-house if staff has
experience with similar problems/proposals, or assigned to a contracted consultant.
The preliminary Purpose and Need statement, as well as any early-identified contextual issues and the
preliminary cost estimate, can and should be reviewed and revised as the proposal moves forward,
e.g., to be added to a TIP or if considerable time has passed or there are known changes to the
proposal area.
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Proposal Evaluation
The MPO/RPO should compile the proposal list and share it with its District(s) for joint discussion.
Similar to the Problem Assessment Evaluation, the MPO/RPO and PennDOT should each review the
proposal list in advance to prepare questions or to provide data relating to the proposal.
Together, MPOs/RPOs and their District(s) should evaluate
each proposal and discuss its acceptance to the LRTP.
Reviewing each proposal collaboratively can ensure that
information is accurate and complete. MPOs/RPOs and
their District(s) can use an existing tool, such as the Level 2
screening form in the PennDOT Connects System, or a
locally developed transportation problem/proposal form, or
another agreed-upon method or format to evaluate each
problem/proposal.
Decision options for the proposal evaluation phase are:

MPOs/RPOs and their
District(s) may use an
existing state or local tool
or another agreed-upon
method to evaluate each
problem/proposal.
If a more detailed

1. Accept the proposal to the LRTP or LRTP
evaluation is needed, a
illustrative list (to be reconsidered in the future).
study line item should be
2. Defer the problem/proposal to the proper entity
or to an existing program-area specialist.
added to the LRTP
3. Dismiss the problem from consideration due to
project list.
engineering constraints, anticipated
effectiveness, or inconsistency with regional
goals, policy statements, regional investment
strategies, available funding, regional performance measure targets, or cost.
If the MPO/RPO and District(s) feel that a proposal would benefit from a more detailed evaluation to
better understand the purpose and need, local considerations, contextual issues, and potential
solutions, the proposal evaluation should be suspended and a formal study line item should be added
to the LRTP or TIP. Once recommendations of that study are identified, a proposal or proposals can
reenter the planning process for evaluation. As stated above, an MPO/RPO open-end service
agreement and UPWP funds can be used to develop conceptual alternatives/solutions and cost
estimates.
Collaboration Methods for Proposal Identification and Evaluation
1. Develop a description and preliminary cost estimate for each transportation proposal,
including purpose and need, the project- or study-area limits, known contextual constraints,
and alternatives to be considered.
2. Explore municipal buy-in to the transportation proposal, not just the problem.
Municipal buy-in or participation in the solution could include cost-sharing, in-kind services,
or the adoption of supportive policy. Discuss the needs and timelines for all maintenance
and improvements anticipated in the project timeline and service life. Determine what
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milestones are important for coordinated scheduling, and what kinds of information, status
reports, or changes warrant updates to all parties.

PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Proposal Identification
The Erie County MPO 2042 Long-Range Transportation Plan identified potential projects
through a thorough review of planning and study documents and outreach. Projects were
categorized as Highway Projects, Pedestrian and Bicycle Projects, Betterments, Studies,
Local Projects, and Policies. Betterments presented needs that could be incorporated into
future improvement or maintenance projects, as shown below.
Title

Municipality

Description

East Grandview
Boulevard

City of Erie;
Millcreek
Township

Upgrade pavement surface, install curb ramps,
and complete missing sidewalk link when route
is due for betterment.

Peach Street,
State Street,
10th Street

City of Erie;
Summit
Township

Construct bus pull-offs at (specified locations).
Pursue public-private partnership for shelters
and amenities.

Sidehill Road

North East
Township

Full reconstruction and stormwater upgrades to
correct slope and embankment failure and
remove roadway weight restriction.

US 5 at SR 89

North East
Township

Construct road diet to reduce travel speed,
improve traffic and multimodal connectivity,
and reduce crossing distance when the state
route is due for betterment.
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Proposal Prioritization

Problem Identification &
Assessment

Proposal
Identification &
Evaluation

Proposal
Proposal
Prioritization
Prioritization

Once proposals are accepted, the MPO/RPO and PennDOT should jointly prioritize the proposals as
those to be added to the fiscally constrained portion of LRTP (and as a ready queue for the TIP) and
those that should be included on the list of illustrative projects. Prioritization may be made in tandem
with the proposal evaluation stage.
Each MPO/RPO and its District(s) may undertake the project prioritization differently—PennDOT’s
Center for Program Development and Management encourages local flexibility. If the MPO/RPO has
established project prioritization criteria, these should be used to rank proposals. If not, criteria may be
developed or factors such as these may be used:
a. Asset conditions
i. Bridge Risk Assessment Tool
ii. Roadway Management System
b. Part of the National Highway System
c. Part of the regional core transportation system
d. State and regional performance measures
e. Regional goals and policy statements
f. Regional investment strategies
g. Fiscal realities
Any outstanding planning issues should be resolved before a proposal is added to the TIP and
becomes a project. As always, a discussion on potential project funding should be part of the
MPO/RPO and District consideration.

Collaboration Methods for Proposal Prioritization
1. Conduct work sessions with MPO/RPO staff, District staff, and Central office staff to
evaluate the various problems, needs, and candidate projects for suitability in the LRTP or
defer/decline them.
2. Use Decision Lens Model (or similar) to rank/prioritize projects by criteria customized to
the MPO/RPO and agreed to by its municipal leaders. Criteria should, in some fashion,
reflect the community and economic development priorities of the MPO’s/RPO’s
municipalities.
3. Rank regional modal priorities according to their position in the planning process (level of
study/plan), evidence of public support, ease of construction, and available funding sources.
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4. Document the proposals that were declined and why. If proposals could be improved for
re-consideration, include what data, policy, or action(s), would strengthen the proposal if
resubmitted and convey that information back to the proposer.
5. Document any projects deferred to municipalities, i.e. which can be incorporated into
future comprehensive plans and capital improvement or public works programs. Deferral
decisions should also be communicated to the proposer and to the recipient.
Regarding methods 4 and 5, in some MPOs/RPOs, county planning offices act as a liaison
between the MPO/RPO and municipalities.
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PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Locally Developed and Weighted Criteria
The Harrisburg Area Transportation Study (MPO) 2040 Regional Transportation Plan,
excerpted below, uses 13 project ranking criteria to prioritize projects. Criteria were based on
the federal planning factors as well as consistency with the regional growth management
plan, statewide planning policies, county and municipal priorities and local commitment (local
match). Projects received 1, 5 or 10 points based on the expected benefit. Projects located in
a priority congestion management corridor or listed as the top priority in a county or
municipal plan were eligible for bonus points.

12

Incorporate County and Municipal Priorities

General project charact:eristics include:
Priority ran king assigned by C umberland, Dauph in,
Perry Counties
Consistency with local plans

County Priority #3
Municipal Priority Bonus
10

oints

Municipal Priori ly #1

13

Local Authority Commitment

General project characteristics include:
Source for local funding/match ava ilable (20% of total
project cost or total preconstruction cost)
Project sponsor collaborating as part of a regional group

Local match above required %
( non-federal share) available
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PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Project Ranking Criteria
The Shenango Valley Area Transportation Study (MPO) and Mercer County 2016
Long-Range Transportation Plan Update ranked projects by 16 criteria representing
transportation, economic, and environmental performance.
Criteria

Definition

Weight

Safety & Security (20.31% of total)
Existing crashes - will project improve safety on a route
listed in the top-25 high crash locations in Mercer County
(HSIP, ISIP, RDIP) or local crash history?

No

0

Yes

1

Multimodal safety - will project improve safety for
pedestrians or cyclists?

No

0

Yes

1

Safety - how many of the following issues are likely to be
addressed by the project?
• Hazardous road conditions
• Roadway and shoulder width; sight distance
• Emergency detour route

None

0

1

0.5

2 or more

1

1

0

2

0.5

Accessibility / Mobility
Mode interconnectivity - how many of the following modes
are affected by the project?
Recreational access - does project provide access to or
provide additional recreational opportunities?

3 or more

1

No

0

Yes

1

AADT<4,000

0

Traffic Congestion
Traffic volume - what is the average annual daily traffic
(AADT)?

Percent trucks - what is the overall percentage of
medium/heavy duty commercial trucks?
Congestion - does project improve congestion on a corridor
included on the MPO'S Congestion Management Processes
(CMP)?
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AADT 4,000 to
8,000

0.25

AADT 8,000 to
12,000

0.5

AADT>12,000

1

0-5%

0

5-10%

0.5

10% or more

1

No

0

Yes

1
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PENNDOT CONNECTS PRI NCIPL ES I N PRACTICE
Project Ranking Criteria (continued from previous page)
Criteria
Economic Vitality
Economic competitiveness - where does project provide
access to markets for people and goods?

Tourism - how does project influence local and regional
tourism? Connects local tourist destinations; improves
downtown revitalization efforts; None will be addressed 0
connects to regional destinations; provides reason to stay
a 2nd day
Environmental Impacts
Environmental justice (EJ) - does project benefit any
disadvantaged populations?
Environmental resource impacts - what is the level of
environmental impact from this project?
Feasibility
Project readiness - at what stage is the project in the
planning process?

Right of way (ROW) and utility - is significant ROW,
utility, or railroad coordination anticipated?
Planning consistency - is the project consistent with the
local comprehensive plan, completed transportation plan,
and federal / state planning direction?
Condition
Infrastructure condition - how many of the following
conditions exist: Poor pavement condition; Poor
intersection operations;
Pedestrian/bicycle facilities or ADA ramps deteriorated;
Poor drainage; Bridge is eligible for rehab/replacement;
Poor facility access
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Definition

Weight

Local
Regional (within 1
mile of NHS route)
National (within 1
mile of Interstate or
rail terminal)
None
1
2 or more

0.5
0.75

No impact/adverse
impact
Positive impact
Large impact
Minor or no impact

0

1
0
0.5
1

1
o
1

Project not started
MPO approached
about project
Conceptual design
Preliminary design
Final design complete;
PennDOT reviewing
Significant
Minor
None
Supports goals of plan
Specifically listed in
plan

0
0.25

None/good conditions
1

0
0.5

2 or more

0.5
0.75
1
0
0.5
1
0.5
1

1
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Planning Guidance for Municipalities
PennDOT’s Planning Handbooks are an excellent resource on planning methods for transportation and
community planners. While these publications were developed prior to the formal PennDOT Connects
initiative, they provide valuable information and guidance on planning techniques that will manage the
scale of transportation improvements and/or ensure the efficient operation of the transportation
improvement. The use of these techniques and the enactment of related policies by municipalities
demonstrates local commitment to infrastructure that is fiscally responsible and sustainable. Planning
partners should become familiar with these publications and recommend them as references to
communities preparing to plan or study their land use and transportation systems.

PUB 383 Traffic Calming Handbook offers guidance to municipalities interested in establishing a
traffic calming program for roadways within their jurisdiction. It discusses traffic calming from the
perspectives of legal authority, liability, funding, and impacts on emergency services, among others. It
recognizes the MUTCD requirements that now include many traffic calming devices, markings and
signage. And it recognizes the evolution of traffic calming into complete street design that addresses
the need not to just calm vehicular traffic on streets but design for pedestrians, bicycles and other
alternate modes.

PUB 414 Guide to Roundabouts aims to help transportation professionals and engineers (and
municipal leaders and their engineers) determine which intersections are best suited for roundabouts.
The guide describes the modern roundabout and its benefits and discusses important issues regarding
pedestrians, bicyclists, and education for the general public. The guide includes case studies.

PUB 573 Model Ordinance Language for Addressing Traffic Noise addresses traffic-related noise
issues in communities. It offers background information on noise and a planning tool box with model
ordinance provisions for use with community’s existing planning tools, such as zoning.

PUB 574 Access Management - Model Ordinances for Pennsylvania Municipalities Handbook
informs and guides local governments in the development and implementation of an access
management program. It explains how an effectively implemented program can improve public safety
and reduce traffic congestion, thereby managing the need for transportation improvements. It describes
how to develop a program, including three model approaches, and how it should work with other
planning activities.

PUB 616 The Transportation and Land Use Toolkit discusses the relevance of community planning
tools to each mode: airports, pedestrians and bicyclists, roads and bridges, transit, and rail. The
handbook offers a list of questions to be answered when developing or updating each tool as well as
technical and financial resources.
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PUB 662 Improving the Land Use - Transportation Connection through Local Implementation
Tools highlights 11 planning tools and 7 funding tools
that municipalities can use to manage mobility, safety,
and congestion hand-in-hand with land use policy and
zoning regulations to minimize the traffic demand of
future development and reduce the need for costly
transportation improvements. The tools are organized
around five common community development goals so
that municipalities can easily identify the tools that are
most relevant to their communities. The handbook also
explains under what conditions each tool may be
appropriate and factors that make the tool more or less
advantageous. The appendices provide additional
resources and examples from across Pennsylvania.

Pub 662 Tools for Common Goals
Chapter 4: Maintaining or Improving
Community Character
Chapter 5: Funding the Maintenance
of the Existing Transportation System
Chapter 6: Improving Mobility and
Efficiency
Chapter 7: Encouraging Multimodal
Transportation
Chapter 8: Accommodating Growth
within the Transportation and Natural
Environments

PUB 688 Integrating Transportation & Land Use in Comprehensive Plans Guidebook focuses on
the preparation of the transportation element and improved linkages with the land use and other
components of the plan through “minimum” and “recommended” methodologies. It discusses the
significance of general consistency with county, MPO/RPO, and state planning and the local zoning
ordinance; multi-municipal planning as a regional approach applicable to regional systems and
infrastructure; data collection specific to the issues and needs of the community; the integration of
transportation goals and objectives with the future land use component; and various transportation and
land use management implementation tools. The appendix summarizes more than 30 best practice
techniques as applied in Pennsylvania communities.

PUB 703 The Official Map: A Handbook for Preserving and Providing Public Lands and Facilities
describes the purpose and benefits of this community planning tool, identifies relevant adoption
considerations, and offers technical guidance for Official Map preparation and coordination with other
planning tools.

PUB 731 Improving Connectivity and System Function through Local Planning promotes a
networked approach to multimodal transportation systems, whereby travelers have greater choices in
route and mode. It discusses regulatory approaches for developing connectivity (i.e., through zoning,
subdivision and land development, and the Official Map), including model language for a connectivity
metric as a development standard, as well as management approaches to ensure mobility and safety
(i.e., traffic calming and access management).
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Funding Guidance for Municipalities
Municipalities and other local sponsors may also need information on available funding programs within
and beyond PennDOT. The publications listed below provide relevant information about cash and noncash contributions.

PUB 369 The Do's and Don'ts of Liquid Fuels Funds provides a two-page guide to Liquid Fuels
funds allocations, expenditures, and reporting.

PUB 639 Transportation Impact Fees outlines the legislative authority, permitted uses, benefits, and
conditions conducive to traffic impact fees. The guide describes the processes to establish and
administer the traffic impact fee ordinance and outlines coordination with the capital improvement plan.

PUB 740 Local Project Delivery Manual explains the process of developing and delivering
improvements, particularly the factors that can significantly impact schedule and cost, such as:
• Historic Bridges
• Archaeology
• Right of Way Acquisitions
• Railroad Involvement
• Parks/Recreational Areas
• Utilities
• Endangered Species
• Waterway Permitting
Municipalities that initiate requests and advance coordination on any of these factors demonstrate
commitment to the project and may be able to accrue monetary value toward its local match
requirement. Municipalities interested in taking early action should review the manual and contact the
PennDOT District Project Manager to ensure that local actions comply with requirements and
appropriate records are kept.
Smart Transportation Solutions Guidebook (no PennDOT PUB link found) provides both designers
and planners with useful information to improve the planning and design of roadways that fit within the
existing and planned context of the community. The guidebook offers suggested planning standards
and design criteria. To understand the role of the local government in PennDOT projects, see Chapter
3: A Local Commitment.

PUB 766 PA Infrastructure Bank - Low Interest Loans for Transportation Projects - Aviation Highway / Bridge Rail Freight Transit provides an overview of the Pennsylvania Infrastructure Bank
and eligible loan projects.

PUB 781 Pennsylvania Infrastructure Bank Handbook provides a more detailed description of the

low-interest loan program, the application and approval processes, and borrower responsibilities. Four
case studies are included.
In addition, PennDOT’s Local Technical Assistance Program (LTAP) provides municipal governments
with training and technical assistance to aid in the maintenance and improvement of local roads and
bridges.
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Closing
PennDOT Connects requires better transportation planning—better problem identification, proposal
development, community and environmental integration, and project development—to deliver
transportation projects that will strengthen Pennsylvania’s communities and their economies. Better
planning results from data and decision-making that incorporates both transportation system and
community service perspectives. LRTPs will better complement and help to implement community
planning as a result of the collaboration fostered by PennDOT Connects.
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Appendix
The Transportation Program Development and Project Delivery Process diagram (DM1-A, Figure
2.2)
The Transportation Program Development and Project Delivery Process Responsibilities chart
(DM1-A, Figure 2.3)
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COMMONWE ALTH OF PENNSYLVA NIA
DEPARTMEN T OF TRANSPORT ATION
HARRISBUR G. PENNSYLVA NIA
OFFICE OF
SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION

March 18, 2019

Dear Planning Partners:
The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21 st Century Act (MAP-21) and Fixing
America's Surface Transportation (FAST) Act established Performance-Based Planning
and Programming (PBPP) requirements as part of Transportation Performance
Management rules . Title 23 Part 450 of the Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR 450)
Subpart C requires the State Department of Transportation , Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPO) and operators of public transportation to jointly agree-upon written
provisions for how they will cooperatively develop, and share information related to five
key elements of PBPP:
• transportation performance data,
• the selection of performance targets,
• the reporting of performance targets,
• the reporting of performance to be used in tracking critical outcomes for the
region of the MPO, and
• the collection of data for the State asset management plan for the National
Highway System (NHS).
Federal regulations provided flexibility for establishing these written provisions .
The provisions may be included as part of the metropolitan planning agreements or
documented in some other form as cooperatively determined by the State DOT, MPOs
and operators of public transportation . Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) expect that there will be documentation
demonstrating that the written provisions were cooperatively developed , such as a
document signed by the State DOT, MPOs and operators of public transportation; an
action by the agency boards adopting the written provisions ; or some other equivalent
action such as a Memorandum of Understanding or a Memorandum of Agreement.
At the discretion of the State DOT, MPOs and operators of public transportation ,
one agreemen t may be developed for each of the performance measure areas (or
group of performance measures) or one agreement may be developed covering all of
the performance measure areas.
Pennsylvania chose to handle joint-written agreements for the FTA's Transit
Asset Managem ent Final Rule [81 FR 48890) as a separate document between the
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT), MPOs and operators of public
transportation. These agreements are all in place and will remain separate and will not
be updated by this request.
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PBPP
Page 2
March 18, 2019
PennDOT, in cooperation with MPOs and Rural Planning Organizations (RPO),
developed the enclosed written provisions as part of the FFY 2019-2022 State
Transportation Improvement Program update process for:
• PM1 measures - the safety performance measures
• PM2 measures - the National Highway System (NHS) pavements, bridges
carrying the NHS, and pavements on the Interstate measures
• PM3 measures - the performance of the NHS, freight movement on the
Interstate, and the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ)
Program
Pennsylvania chose to handle joint-written procedures for the safety PM1 initially
as a separate document, which were in place by May 27, 2018. The enclosed will
replace the previously separate document for PM1 .
To ensure compliance with 23 CFR 450.314, please respond to this letter before
May 20, 2019, by signing the enclosed acknowledgement form indicating your region
has adopted these written provisions.
If any region would like to provide additional information , please provide a copy
of an appendix with your response .
Should you have any questions, please contact Kristin Mulkerin, Transportation
Planning Manager, at 717.783.2430 or email kmulkerin@pa.gov.
Sincerely,

lA~ .
krJ~.

Ritzman,
Deputy Secretary for Planning

Enclosures
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Pennsylvania Performance Based Planning and Programing
Written Provisions Acknowledgement
Per 23 CFR 450.314
The

Metropolitan/Rural Planning Organization

Acknowledges the attached Pennsylvania Performance Based Planning and
Programming written provisions were cooperatively developed and agreed-upon
between PennDOT and the Pennsylvania Metropolitan/Rural Planning Organizations.

Authorized MPO/RPO Spokesperson

Date
SUBMIT
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The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) and the Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation (FAST) Act include performance management requirements. Performance-based
planning will ensure that the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) and
Pennsylvania’s Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) collectively invest Federal
transportation funds efficiently towards achieving national goals. In Pennsylvania, the Rural
Planning Organizations (RPO) follow the same requirements as MPOs.
Transportation Performance Management (TPM) is a strategic approach that uses data to make
investment and policy decisions to achieve national performance goals. Title 23 Part 490 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR 490) outlines the national performance goals for the Federalaid program. It establishes the seven goal areas: safety, infrastructure condition, congestion
reduction, system reliability, freight, environmental sustainability and reduced project delivery
delay.
The regulations require the United States Department of Transportation (DOT)/Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) to establish final rules on performance measures. The final rules address
the seven areas in the legislation, identifying the following as performance measures for the
system:
• pavement condition on the Interstate system and on the remainder of the National
Highway System (NHS)
• performance (system reliability) of the Interstate system and the remainder of the NHS
• bridge condition on the NHS
• fatalities and serious injuries, both number and rate per vehicle mile traveled, on all public
roads
• traffic congestion
• on-road mobile source emissions
• freight movement on the Interstate system

Performance Based Planning and Programming
Pennsylvania has long utilized a comprehensive planning and programming process, with a focus
on collaboration between PennDOT, FHWA, and Planning Partners (MPOs/RPOs) at the county
and regional levels. This approach will be applied to begin implementation of TPM and
Performance Based Planning and Programming (PBPP).
PBPP requirements are outlined in Title 23 Part 450 of the Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR
450). Subparts B & C requires the State Department of Transportation, MPO and operators of
public transportation to jointly agree-upon written provisions for how they will cooperatively
develop, and share information related to five key elements of PBPP:
• transportation performance data
• the selection of performance targets
• the reporting of performance targets
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•
•

the reporting of performance to be used in tracking critical outcomes for the region of
the MPO
the collection of data for the State asset management plan for the National Highway
System (NHS)

PennDOT in cooperation with MPOs/RPOs developed this document to serve as Pennsylvania’s
jointly-written provisions for PBPP roles and responsibilities per 23 CFR 450.314(h) for:
• PM1 measures – the safety performance measures
• PM2 measures – the NHS pavements, bridges carrying the NHS, and pavements on the
Interstate measures
• PM3 measures – the performance of the NHS, freight movement on the Interstate, and
the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) Program
PennDOT Executives, Center for Program Development and Management (CPDM), and Bureau
of Maintenance and Operations (BOMO), Bureau of Project Delivery (BPD, Engineering Districts
and MPOs/RPOs will coordinate to ensure the Statewide Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP),
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), regional Transportation Improvement
Programs (TIP) and regional LRTPs are developed and amended to meet the PBPP requirements
of the planning rule and the performance measure rules.
This coordination will occur when setting targets to ensure consistency to the maximum extent
possible. Each MPO/RPO will need to establish targets by either adoption of the State’s
performance targets and support the State’s efforts in achieving those targets or establish their
own quantifiable performance targets.
PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will include a description of the individual
performance measures and targets for those measures in Statewide LRTPs moving forward. Each
MPO/RPO will also include individual performance measures and targets for those measures in
their regional LRTPs moving forward. In addition to including the performance measures and
targets in the Statewide and Regional LRTPs, PennDOT CPDM, BOMO, Engineering Districts and
each MPO/RPOs are also required to include a system performance report. That report provides
an evaluation of system performance with respect to the performance targets. PennDOT CPDM
and BOMO in coordination with Engineering Districts will include progress achieved by
MPOs/RPOs in meeting the MPO performance targets in comparison with system performance
recorded in previous reports [23 CFR 450.216(f)(2); 23 CFR 450.324(f)(4)]. For MPOs/RPOs that
voluntarily elect to develop multiple scenarios when developing the regional LRTP, the MPO/RPO
must conduct an analysis as part of the systems performance report on how the preferred
scenario has improved the conditions and performance of the transportation system and how
changes in local policies and investments have impacted the costs necessary to achieve the
identified performance targets [23 CFR 450.324(f)(4)(ii)].
PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs will include a description on progress towards each of the
performance measures and targets as plans are updated. The progress explanation should
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include the information that is available at the time of the plan adoption, such as information
that has been reported as part of the reports required under 23 CFR 490.107. With subsequent
adoptions of LRTPs, PennDOT and MPOs/RPOS must continue to include a system performance
report. These reports must describe the progress of the MPO/RPOs in meeting the performance
targets in comparison with system performance recorded in previous years.

Safety Performance Measures
The FHWA final rules for the National Performance Management Measures: Highway Safety
Improvement Program (Safety PM) and Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) were
published in the Federal Register (81 FR 13881 and 81 FR 13722) on March 15, 2016, and became
effective on April 14, 2016.
These final rules were the first in a series of three related rulemakings that together establish a
set of performance measures for State DOTs and MPOs to use as required by MAP–21 and the
FAST Act.
The HSIP Final Rule updates the HSIP regulation under 23 CFR Part 924 to be consistent with
MAP-21 and the FAST Act while clarifying existing program requirements. The Safety PM Final
Rule adds Part 490 to Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) to implement the
performance management requirements in 23 U.S.C. 150.
The Safety PM Final Rule, also referred to as PM1 Final Rule, establishes safety performance
measure requirements for carrying out the HSIP and to assessing fatalities and serious injuries on
all public roads.
The Safety PM Final Rule establishes five performance measures used in determining five-year
rolling averages to include:
• Number of Fatalities
• Rate of Fatalities per 100 million Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
• Number of Serious Injuries
• Rate of Serious Injuries per 100 million VMT
• Number of Non-Motorized Fatalities and Non-Motorized Serious Injuries
Target Setting:
Pennsylvania’s Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) serves as a blueprint to reduce fatalities and
serious injuries on Pennsylvania roadways and targets priority Safety Focus Areas (SFAs) that
have the most influence on improving highway safety throughout the state. The SHSP contains
Pennsylvania’s statewide goals for fatalities and serious injuries. The SHSP has been developed
and will be updated in conjunction with stakeholders including federal, state, local and private
sector agencies including Pennsylvania’s MPOs/RPOs.
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Pennsylvania established a Safety Planning workgroup with representation from PennDOT
CPDM, BOMO, Engineering Districts, the MPOs/RPOs and FHWA. The group includes technical
safety and planning professionals that meet regularly to discuss relative topics such as the SHSP
and performance measures.
PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs will continue to utilize this
workgroup to coordinate the State’s safety target setting. Information discussed as part of this
workgroup will be shared at Statewide Planning Partner Meetings and conference calls.
PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will be responsible for scheduling and conducting
Safety Planning Workgroup calls. PennDOT CPDM will be responsible for scheduling and
conducting Planning Partner meetings and conference calls, where coordination on target setting
will occur.
MPOs/RPOs will be responsible for ensuring there is adequate MPO/RPO representation on the
Safety Planning Workgroup. All MPOs/RPOs will ensure they participate in Planning Partner
meetings and conference calls to provide input into performance measure and target
coordination.
PennDOT BOMO will submit the state safety targets as part of the annual Pennsylvania Highway
Safety Plan submitted to NHTSA. The state targets for the number of fatalities, number of serious
injury and rate of fatalities need to be identical to those submitted to FHWA. PennDOT will
include state safety targets for all five of the safety performance measures as part of the annual
Pennsylvania Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) report submitted to FHWA.
PennDOT CPDM will share the annual submissions and/or another type of notification of the state
targets with the MPOs/RPOs in a timely manner.
All Pennsylvania MPOs/RPOs will establish targets for each performance measure and
communicate adoption to PennDOT CPDM within 180 days of PennDOT establishing targets
either by agreeing to plan and program projects in support of PennDOT targets, or by committing
to their own quantifiable targets. If an MPO/RPO chooses to establish their own performance
targets, they would need to coordinate with PennDOT CPDM and BOMO on the selection of the
targets and provide methodology, including VMT used to develop their targets to ensure
consistency, to the maximum extent practicable.
Data Collection and Analysis:
Data for the fatality-related measures are taken from the Fatality Analysis Reporting System
(FARS) and data for the serious injury-related measures are taken from the State crash database.
The VMT are derived from the Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS).
PennDOT BOMO will review the State’s crash and fatality data and evaluate it for overall trends.
PennDOT BOMO will compare these trends to what can be observed at the national level.
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PennDOT BOMO will assess the state and national trends to determine how they relate to the
SHSP Goals and the National Toward Zero Death initiative.
PennDOT BOMO will provide CPDM statewide data to share with the MPOs/RPOs to assist them
in deciding whether they are going to support the State’s targets or adopt their own.
MPOs/RPOs should utilize their specific data from the Pennsylvania Crash Information Tool to
further assist in their decision-making process as to whether they are going to support the State’s
targets or adopt their own.
Progress Towards Target Achievement and Reporting:
PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs will include safety performance measures and targets in the STIP,
regional TIPs, and LRTPs.
PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs will ensure the STIP, regional TIPs, and LRTPs are developed and
managed to support progress toward target achievement.
PennDOT BOMO will include information on safety targets and progress towards meeting targets
as part of annual Safety submissions to NHTSA and FHWA. FHWA will utilize data from a base
line period for assessing significant progress. Four of the five measures will need to be met or
significantly improve. FHWA will determine if Pennsylvania has met or made significant progress
toward meeting its safety targets. When FHWA reports their findings to PennDOT, CPDM will
share the findings with MPOs/RPOs.
When collaborating to set annual targets, PennDOT BOMO, CPDM and Engineering Districts will
coordinate to provide feedback on statewide and MPO/RPO specific progress towards target
achievement as it becomes available.
In accordance with 23 CFR 450.216(f), PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will include a
description of the individual safety performance measures and targets for those measures for
the Statewide LRTP moving forward. In addition to including safety performance measures and
targets in the Statewide LRTP, PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will include a system
performance report. That report must include an evaluation of system performance with respect
to the performance targets. PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will include a
description of progress achieved by the MPOs/RPOs in meeting the MPO/RPO performance
targets in comparison with system performance recorded in previous reports [23 CFR
450.216(f)(2)]. The progress description will include the information that has been reported as
part of the reports required under 23 CFR 490.107. With subsequent adoptions of Statewide
LRTPs, PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will continue to include a system
performance report describing the progress of meeting the performance targets in comparison
with system performance recorded in previous years.
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In accordance with 23 CFR 450.324(f)(3-4), MPOs/RPOs will include a description of the individual
safety performance measures and targets for those measures for regional LRTPs moving forward.
In addition to including performance measures and targets in the regional LRTPs, MPOs/RPOs
will include a system performance report. That report must include an evaluation of system
performance with respect to the performance targets. MPOs/RPOs will describe progress
achieved in meeting the performance targets in comparison with system performance recorded
in previous reports [23 CFR 450.324(f)(4)(i)]. The progress description will include the information
that has been reported as part of the reports required under 23 CFR 490.107. With subsequent
adoptions of regional LRTPs, MPOs/RPOs will continue to include a system performance report
describing the progress of meeting the performance targets in comparison with system
performance recorded in previous years.
In accordance with 23 CFR 450.218(q), PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will include
a narrative description in the STIP on how the program of projects contributes to the
achievement of the safety performance targets. The narratives should document PBPP
objectives, investment strategies, performance measures and targets from the strategic highway
safety plan (SHSP), highway safety improvement program (HSIP), and other performance-based
plans are being implemented through the program of projects in the STIP.
In accordance with 23 CFR 450.326(d), MPOs/RPOs will include a narrative description in the TIP
on how the program of projects contributes to the achievement of the safety performance
targets. The narratives should document PBPP objectives, investment strategies, performance
measures and targets from the strategic highway safety plan (SHSP), highway safety
improvement program (HSIP), and other performance-based plans are being implemented
through the program of projects in the TIP.

Pavement/Bridge Performance Measures
The FHWA final rule for the National Performance Management Measures; Assessing Pavement
Condition for the National Highway Performance Program and Bridge was published in the
Federal Register (82 FR 5886) on January 18, 2017 and became effective on February 17, 2017.
This final rule was the second in a series of three related rulemakings that together establishes a
set of performance measures for State DOTs and MPOs to use as required by MAP–21 and the
FAST Act.
The final rule established performance measures for all State DOTs to use to carry out the
National Highway Performance Program (NHPP) and to assess the condition of pavements on the
Interstate System, pavements on the NHS (excluding the Interstate System), bridges carrying the
NHS which include on and off ramps connected to the NHS. The NHPP is a core Federal-aid
highway program that provides support for the condition and performance of the NHS and the
construction of new facilities on the NHS. The NHPP also ensures that investments of Federal-aid
funds in highway construction are directed to support progress toward the achievement of
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performance targets as established in a State's Transportation Asset Management Plan (TAMP)
for the NHS. This final rule establishes regulations for the new performance aspects of the NHPP
that address measures, targets, and reporting.
The pavement and bridge performance measures, collectively referred to as the PM2 measures
include:
• % of Interstate pavements in Good condition
• % of Interstate pavements in Poor condition
• % of non-Interstate NHS pavements in Good condition
• % of non-Interstate NHS pavements in Poor condition
• % of NHS bridges by deck area classified in Good condition
• % of NHS bridges by deck area classified in Poor condition
Target setting:
Pennsylvania established a TAMP Steering Committee with representation from PennDOT’s
Executive staff, Engineering Districts, Asset Management Division, Center for Program
Development and Management, Bureau of Planning and Research, Highway Safety and Traffic
Operations Division, FHWA, the Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission (PTC) and MPOs/RPOs. The
workgroups purpose is to manage and coordinate the development, submission, and
implementation of the TAMP, and the pavement and bridge condition performance measures.
PennDOT CPDM, BOMO, Engineering Districts and the MPOs/RPOs will continue to utilize the
committee to coordinate the State’s pavement and bridge target setting. Information discussed
as part of the committee will be shared at Statewide Planning Partner Meetings and conference
calls.
To satisfy 23 CFR 490.105(e)(2), PennDOT will coordinate with MPOs/RPOs on the development
of the measures and selection of targets to ensure consistency, to the maximum extent
practicable. PennDOT BOMO in coordination with CPDM will be responsible for scheduling and
conducting TAMP Steering committee meetings. PennDOT CPDM will be responsible for
scheduling and conducting Planning Partner meetings and conference calls, where coordination
on target setting will occur.
MPOs/RPOs will be responsible for providing representation on the committee. All MPOs/RPOs
will ensure they participate in Planning Partner meetings and conference calls to provide input
into performance measure and target coordination.
PennDOT is required to set State 2-year and 4-year targets biennially. PennDOT will have the
option to adjust the four-year targets in the Mid Performance Period Progress Report.
PennDOT will report the targets as part of FHWA required Performance Reporting.
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PennDOT CPDM will share the reporting submissions and/or another type of notification of the
state targets with the MPOs/RPOs in a timely manner.
All Pennsylvania MPOs/RPOs will establish targets for each performance measure and
communicate adoption to PennDOT CPDM, within 180 days of PennDOT establishing (or
amending) targets either by agreeing to plan and program projects in support of PennDOT
targets, or by committing to their own quantifiable targets. If an MPO/RPO chooses to establish
their own performance targets, they would need to coordinate with PennDOT CPDM and BOMO
on the selection of the targets and provide methodology used to develop their targets in
accordance with 23 U.S.C. 134(h)(2)(B)(i)(II) to ensure consistency, to the maximum extent
practicable.
Data Collection and Analysis:
PennDOT BOMO will collect and perform the analysis of the data for the pavement and bridge
performance measures.
Pavement
Determining pavement condition requires rigorous data collection. In the past, all PennDOT data
was collected for each roadway segment, which is approximately one-half-mile in length. Federal
rulemaking 23 U.S.C. 119 now requires that all distress component information be collected for
one-tenth-mile increments. PennDOT and its partners have adjusted their pavement data
collection to meet FHWA standards. Data collection at the tenth-mile increment level began in
2017 for cracking, rutting, and faulting and will be used for this submission of the TAMP.
Pavement performance measures required for FHWA reporting include the following four
distress components:
• International Roughness Index (IRI) – Quantifies how rough the pavement is by measuring
the longitudinal profile of a traveled wheel track and generating a standardized roughness
value in inches per mile
• Cracking – Measures the percentage of pavement surface that is cracked
• Rutting – Measures the depth of ruts (surface depression) in bituminous pavement in
inches
• Faulting – Quantifies the difference in elevation across transverse concrete pavement
joints in inches
These distress measurements translate to good, fair, or poor condition scores. The table below
summarizes the pavement condition metrics for IRI, cracking percent, rutting, and faulting.
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Rating

Good

Fair

Poor

IRI (inches/mile)

<95

Cracking Percentage (%)

<5

Rutting (inches)
Faulting (inches)

<0.20
<0.10

95–170
CRCP: 5–10
Jointed: 5–15
Asphalt: 5–20
0.20–0.40
0.10–0.15

>170
CRCP: >10
Jointed: >15
Asphalt: >20
>0.40
>0.15

(one-tenth-mile)

IRI and cracking apply to both bituminous and concrete pavements, while rutting is exclusively
for bituminous pavement and faulting is exclusively for concrete pavement. Each one-tenth-mile
pavement section is considered in good condition if all three of its distress components are rated
as good, and in poor condition if two or more of its three distress components are rated as poor.
23 CFR part 490.315(a), Subpart C, requires that no more than 5 percent of a state’s NHS
Interstate lane-miles be in poor pavement condition. If the threshold is not met, restrictions are
placed on PennDOT’s federal funding—specifically, NHPP and Surface Transportation Program
(STP) funds. FHWA has not established a minimum condition for NHS non-Interstate roadways
but requires the State DOT to establish performance targets.
23 CFR 490.313(b)(4)(i) requires that the total mainline lane-miles of missing, invalid, or
unresolved sections for the Interstate System and non-Interstate NHS shall be limited to no more
than five percent of the total lane miles. A section is missing if any one of the data requirements
specified in 23 CFR 490.309 and 23 CFR 490.311(c) are not met or if that reported section does
not provide sufficient data to determine its overall condition.
PennDOT BOMO and Engineering Districts will utilize its pavement asset management tools and
processes, which continue to be systematically expanded to analyze Pennsylvania’s pavements.
PennDOT’s pavement condition targets will be consistent with its asset management objectives
of maintaining the system at the desired state of good repair, managing to lowest life cycle costs
(LLCC), and achieving national and state transportation goals.
Bridge
The FHWA final rulemaking also established performance measures for all mainline Interstate
Highway System and non-Interstate NHS bridges regardless of ownership or maintenance
responsibility, including bridges on ramps connecting to the NHS and NHS bridges that span a
state border. FHWA’s performance measures aim to assess bridge condition by deriving the
percentage of NHS bridges rated in good and poor condition by deck area on the NHS.
Separate bridge structure condition ratings are collected for deck, superstructure, and
substructure components during regular inspections using the National Bridge Inventory (NBI)
Standards. For culvert structures, only one condition rating is collected (the culvert rating). A
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rating of 9 to 0 on the FHWA condition scale is assigned to each component. Based on its score,
a component is given a good, fair, or poor condition score rating.
The table below summarizes the FHWA scoring system for bridge condition metrics for deck,
superstructure, substructure, and culvert components.
Rating

Deck
Superstructure
Substructure
Culvert

Good
≥7
≥7
≥7
≥7

Fair

5 or 6
5 or 6
5 or 6
5 or 6

Poor
≤4
≤4
≤4
≤4

A structure’s overall condition rating is determined by the lowest rating of its deck,
superstructure, substructure, and/or culvert. If any of the components of a structure qualify as
poor, the structure is rated as poor.
23 CFR 490.411(a) requires that no more than 10 percent of a state’s total NHS bridges by deck
area are in poor condition.
PennDOT BOMO and Engineering Districts will utilize its bridge asset management tools and
processes, which continue to be systematically expanded to analyze Pennsylvania’s bridges.
PennDOT’s bridge condition targets will be consistent with its asset management objectives of
maintaining the system at the desired state of good repair, managing to LLCC, and achieving
national and state transportation goals.
Reporting on progress towards target achievement:
PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs will include pavement and bridge performance measures and
targets in the STIP, regional TIPs, and LRTPs.
PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs will ensure the STIP, regional TIPs, and LRTPs are developed and
managed to support progress toward target achievement.
When collaborating to set annual targets, PennDOT BOMO, CPDM and Engineering Districts will
coordinate to provide feedback on statewide and MPO/RPO specific progress towards target
achievement as it becomes available.
PennDOT will need to report baseline, mid period performance and full period performance as
identified to FHWA. FHWA will determine if Pennsylvania has met or made significant progress
toward meeting its pavement and bridge targets. When FHWA reports their findings to PennDOT,
CPDM will share the findings with MPOs/RPOs.
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In accordance with 23 CFR 450.216(f), PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will include a
description of the individual pavement and bridge performance measures and targets for those
measures for the Statewide LRTP moving forward. In addition to including pavement and bridge
performance measures and targets in the Statewide LRTP, PennDOT CPDM in coordination with
BOMO will include a system performance report. That report must include an evaluation of
system performance with respect to the performance targets. PennDOT CPDM in coordination
with BOMO will include a description of progress achieved by the MPOs/RPOs in meeting the
MPO/RPO performance targets in comparison with system performance recorded in previous
reports [23 CFR 450.216(f)(2)]. The progress description will include the information that has
been reported as part of the reports required under 23 CFR 490.107. With subsequent adoptions
of Statewide LRTPs, PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will continue to include a system
performance report describing the progress of meeting the performance targets in comparison
with system performance recorded in previous years.
In accordance with 23 CFR 450.324(f)(3-4), MPOs/RPOs will include a description of the individual
pavement and bridge performance measures and targets for those measures for regional LRTPs
moving forward. In addition to including performance measures and targets in the regional
LRTPs, MPOs/RPOs will include a system performance report. That report must include an
evaluation of system performance with respect to the performance targets. MPOs/RPOs will
describe progress achieved in meeting the performance targets in comparison with system
performance recorded in previous reports [23 CFR 450.324(f)(4)(i)]. The progress description will
include the information that has been reported as part of the reports required under 23 CFR
490.107. With subsequent adoptions of regional LRTPs, MPOs/RPOs will continue to include a
system performance report describing the progress of meeting the performance targets in
comparison with system performance recorded in previous years.
In accordance with 23 CFR 450.218(q), PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will include
a narrative description in the STIP on how the program of projects contributes to the
achievement of the pavement and bridge performance targets. The narratives should document
PBPP objectives, investment strategies, performance measures and targets from the asset
management plans and other performance-based plans are being implemented through the
program of projects in the STIP.
In accordance with 23 CFR 450.326(d), MPOs/RPOs will include a narrative description in the TIP
on how the program of projects contributes to the achievement of the pavement and bridge
performance targets. The narratives should document PBPP objectives, investment strategies,
performance measures and targets from the asset management plans and other performancebased plans are being implemented through the program of projects in the TIP.
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System Performance Measures
The FHWA final rule for the National Performance Management Measures; Assessing
Performance of the National Highway System, Freight Movement on the Interstate System, and
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program was published in the Federal
Register (82 FR 5970) on January 18, 2017, and became effective on May 20, 2017.
This final rule was the third in a series of three related rulemakings that together establish a set
of performance measures for State DOTs and MPOs to use as required by MAP–21 and the FAST
Act. The measures in this third final rule will be used by State DOTs and MPOs to assess the
performance of the Interstate and non-Interstate NHS for the purpose of carrying out the NHPP;
to assess freight movement on the Interstate System; and to assess traffic congestion and onroad mobile source emissions for the purpose of carrying out the Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality Improvement (CMAQ) Program. These system performance measures are collectively
referred to as the PM3 measures.
The PM3 performance measures include:
• Percent of Person-miles Traveled on the Interstate System that are Reliable
• Percent of Person-miles Traveled on the Non-Interstate NHS that are Reliable
• Interstate System Truck Travel Time Reliability Index
• Annual Hours of Peak-Hour Excessive Delay (PHED) per Capita
• Percent of Non-Single Occupant Vehicle (SOV) Travel
• On-Road Mobile Source Emissions Reduction for CMAQ-funded Projects
Target setting:
In Pennsylvania, PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will take the lead and coordinate
with MPO/RPO representatives as well as other necessary stakeholders, such as other State DOTs
in urbanized areas, to utilize existing workgroups or organize a group to collaborate on the
system performance measures and targets. This group will evaluate baseline performance
measures tools, trends, and methodologies. Information discussed as part of these group(s) will
be shared at Statewide Planning Partner Meetings and conference calls.
To satisfy 23 CFR 490.105(e)(2), PennDOT CPDM and BOMO will coordinate with MPOs/RPOs on
the development of the measures and selection of targets to ensure consistency, to the
maximum extent practicable. PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will be responsible
for scheduling and conducting group meetings. PennDOT CPDM will be responsible for
scheduling and conducting Planning Partner meetings and conference calls, where coordination
on target setting will occur.
MPOs/RPOs will be responsible for providing representation on the group(s). All MPOs/RPOs will
ensure they participate in Planning Partner meetings and conference calls to provide input into
performance measure and target coordination.
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PennDOT is required to set State 2-year and 4-year targets biennially. PennDOT will have the
option to adjust the four-year targets in the Mid Performance Period Progress Report. PennDOT
CPDM in coordination with BOMO will coordinate any adjustments to the targets with the
MPOs/RPOs.
The targets for the traffic congestion measures [23 CFR 490.707(a) and (b)] reported by PennDOT
and MPOs for an urbanized area must be identical [23 CFR 490.105(f)(5)]. If a multistate MPO is
required to establish targets for the traffic congestion measures, all applicable MPOs and State
DOTs must establish only one 2-year target and one 4-year target for the entire urbanized area
for each traffic congestion measure. The MPOs and State DOTs will collectively develop and
implement a mutually agreed upon coordination process so that both MPOs and State DOTs meet
their respective target establishment and reporting deadlines.
PennDOT will report the targets as part of FHWA required Performance Reporting.
PennDOT CPDM will share the reporting submissions and/or another type of notification of the
state targets with the MPOs/RPOs in a timely manner.
All Pennsylvania MPOs/RPOs will establish targets for each performance measure and
communicate adoption to PennDOT CPDM, within 180 days of PennDOT establishing (or
amending) targets either by agreeing to plan and program projects in support of PennDOT
targets, or by committing to their own quantifiable targets. If an MPO/RPO chooses to establish
their own performance targets, they would need to coordinate with PennDOT CPDM and BOMO
(as appropriate) on the selection of the targets and provide methodology used to develop their
targets in accordance with 23 U.S.C. 134(h)(2)(B)(i)(II) to ensure consistency, to the maximum
extent practicable.
Data Collection and Analysis:
PennDOT CPDM and BOMO have worked to identify and evaluate the data and tools used to
produce the baseline performance measures. The University of Maryland CATT Lab RITIS
software platform is used to generate all the measures derived from the NPMRDS travel time
data source. Data from the American Community Survey (ACS) and FHWA’s CMAQ annual
reporting system are used for the non-SOV travel and mobile source emissions measures,
respectively. Future revisions and modifications to these tools may impact the reported
performance measures and established targets.
Due to potential tool enhancements, limited historic information, and the need for additional
research to understand the variances and factors influencing each of the performance measures,
PennDOT CPDM and BOMO will continue to identify and evaluate the data and tools necessary
for the performance measures and establishing targets.
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PennDOT CPDM and BOMO will take the lead along with required MPOs to track and evaluate
data and targets.
Progress Towards Target Achievement and Reporting:
PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs will include system performance measure and targets in the STIP,
regional TIPs, and LRTPs.
PennDOT and the MPOs/RPOs will ensure the STIP, regional TIPs, and LRTPs are developed and
managed to support progress toward target achievement.
PennDOT will need to report baseline, mid period performance and full period performance as
identified to FHWA. FHWA will determine if Pennsylvania has met or made significant progress
toward meeting its system performance targets. When FHWA reports their findings to PennDOT,
CPDM will share the findings with MPOs/RPOs.
In accordance with 23 U.S.C. 149(l), each MPO serving a Transportation Management Area (TMA)
with a population over 1 million representing nonattainment and maintenance areas must
develop a CMAQ Performance Plan, updated biennially, to report baseline
condition/performance, targets, projects that will contribute to the targets, and the progress
toward achievement of targets for the CMAQ traffic congestion and on-road mobile source
emissions measures. Likewise, 23 CFR 490.105(f)(5)(iii) requires these MPOs must establish both
2-year and 4-year targets for the metropolitan planning area. MPOs that must develop a CMAQ
performance plan will ensure they are developed and submitted timely to PennDOT, so they can
be included in required FHWA reporting completed by PennDOT.
In accordance with 23 CFR 450.216(f), PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will include a
description of the individual system performance measures and targets for those measures for
the Statewide LRTP moving forward. In addition to including system performance measures and
targets in the Statewide LRTP, PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will include a system
performance report. That report must include an evaluation of system performance with respect
to the performance targets. PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will include a
description of progress achieved by the MPOs/RPOs in meeting the MPO/RPO performance
targets in comparison with system performance recorded in previous reports [23 CFR
450.216(f)(2)]. The progress description will include the information that has been reported as
part of the reports required under 23 CFR 490.107. With subsequent adoptions of Statewide
LRTPs, PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will continue to include a system
performance report describing the progress of meeting the performance targets in comparison
with system performance recorded in previous years.
In accordance with 23 CFR 450.324(f)(3-4), MPOs/RPOs will include a description of the individual
system performance measures and targets for those measures for regional LRTPs moving
forward. In addition to including performance measures and targets in the regional LRTPs,
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MPOs/RPOs will include a system performance report. That report must include an evaluation of
system performance with respect to the performance targets. MPOs/RPOs will describe progress
achieved in meeting the performance targets in comparison with system performance recorded
in previous reports [23 CFR 450.324(f)(4)(i)]. The progress description will include the information
that has been reported as part of the reports required under 23 CFR 490.107. With subsequent
adoptions of regional LRTPs, MPOs/RPOs will continue to include a system performance report
describing the progress of meeting the performance targets in comparison with system
performance recorded in previous years.
In accordance with 23 CFR 450.218(q), PennDOT CPDM in coordination with BOMO will include
a narrative description in the STIP on how the program of projects contributes to the
achievement of the system performance targets. The narratives should document PBPP
objectives, investment strategies, performance measures and targets from the freight plan,
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Performance Plan(s) [23 U.S.C. 149(l)], Congestion
Management Process (CMP), and other performance-based plans are being implemented
through the program of projects in the STIP.
In accordance with 23 CFR 450.326(d), MPOs/RPOs will include a narrative description in the TIP
on how the program of projects contributes to the achievement of the system performance
targets. The narratives should document PBPP objectives, investment strategies, performance
measures and targets from the freight plan, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ)
Performance Plan(s) [23 U.S.C. 149(l)], Congestion Management Process (CMP), and other
performance-based plans are being implemented through the program of projects in the TIP.
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Transportation
porta ·on Conformity
Conformit Areas
rea in Pennsylvania
Penn yl ania
(06-12-19)
Erie
Warren

McKean

Forest
Mercer

Elk

Venango

Lawrence
Butler

Sullivan

Cameron

Jefferson

Clarion

Clinton
Clearfield

Beaver

Washington

Greene

Westmoreland

Wyoming
Lackawanna

Union

Columbia
Montour

Cambria

Mifflin
Juniata

Blair

Perry DauphinLebanon

Huntingdon

Monroe
Carbon
Northampton
Lehigh

Berks

Fayette

Lancaster

Bedford
Fulton

Franklin

Transportation Conformity Areas

Adams

Bucks
Montgomery

Cumberland
Somerset

Pike

Luzerne

Northumberland
Snyder
Schuylkill

Indiana

Allegheny

Wayne

Lycoming

Centre

Armstrong

Susquehanna

Bradford

Tioga

Potter

Crawford

York

Philadelphia
Chester
Delaware

Areas Impacted by February 16, 2018 D.C. Circuit
Decision on 1997 8-hour Ozone NAAQS Revocation

1111 Ozone and PM Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas
CJ Only Ozone Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas
CJ Only PM Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas

(Referred to as “Orphan” Maintenance Areas)

2.5

~ Ozone and PM2.5 Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas
~ Only Ozone Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas

2.5

Applicable NAAQS: 1997 8-hour Ozone; 2008 8-hour Ozone; 2015 8-hour Ozone (only Philadelphia 5 counties)
2006 24-hour PM2.5; 2012 Annual PM2.5 (Allegheny, Lebanon, Delaware counties only)
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A Tier 1 system is one that operates rail or operates over 100 vehicles in one type of fixed route or nonfixed route mode. In Pennsylvania, there are 5 Tier I transit systems that will report directly to FTA.
They include:
•
•
•
•
•

Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation System
Port Authority of Allegheny County
Cambria County Transportation Authority
South Central Transportation Authority
Central Pennsylvania Transportation Authority dba Rabbit Transit

FTA defines a Tier 2 system as one that is funded by Rural 5311 funds, or operates less than one
hundred vehicles in fixed route or non-fixed route mode. The following systems are considered Tier 2
systems in Pennsylvania:
Urban and Rural Fixed Route
(5307, 5310 and 5311 eligible)
Altoona Metro Transit
Area Transportation Authority of NC PA
Beaver County Transit Authority
Borough of Mt. Carmel
Borough of Pottstown
Butler Transit Authority
Centre Area Transportation Authority
County of Lackawanna Transit Authority
County of Lebanon Transit Authority
Crawford Area Transit Authority
Cumberland-Dauphin-Harrisburg Transit Authority
Endless Mountains Transportation Authority
Erie Metropolitan Transit Authority
Fayette County
Hazleton Public Transit
Indiana County Transit Authority
Lehigh and Northampton Transportation Authority
Luzerne County Transportation Authority
Mercer County
Mid-County Transit Authority
Mid-Mon Valley Transit Authority
Monroe County Transit Authority
New Castle Area Transit Authority
River Valley Transit
Schuylkill County
Warren County Transit Authority
Washington County Transit Authority
Westmoreland County Transit Authority
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Shared Ride only
(5310 eligible)
Allied Coordinated Transportation Services, Inc.
Blair Senior Services
Bucks County Transport
Butler County
Call A Ride Services
Carbon County
Centre County
Chester County
Clarion County
Community Transit of Delaware County
Forest County
Greene County
Huntingdon-Bedford-Fulton AAA
Pike County
Somerset County
STEP, Inc.
Suburban Transit Network
Susquehanna County
Wayne County
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2021-2024 Transportation Program Submission Checklist
Planning Partner:
Transportation Management Area:

[Click Here to View Pop-Up Directions]
□ Yes

□ No

Information Items

Response

CPDM

FHWA

FTA

Yes / No

□

□

□

Meeting Date

□

□

□

TIP Development/Project Selection Process
Documentation

Yes / No

□

□

□

MPO/RPO Specific TIP Development Timeline

Yes / No

□

□

□

Does the documentation explain the project
selection process, roles, responsibilities and/or
project evaluation criteria procedures?

Yes / No

□

□

□

Green highlighted items require documentation be submitted.

1. Cover Letter:

2. TIP Development:

Cover Letter which documents organization and
date of TIP adoption
Date TIP adopted by Planning Partner:

PM1 Narrative Documentation (includes established

Yes / No

□

□

□

Yes / No

□

□

□

Yes / No

□

□

□

Transit Performance Measures Documentation

Yes/No/NA

□

□

□

TAMP narrative documentation demonstrates
consistency with the TYP/TIP

Yes / No

□

□

□

Highway and Bridge Listing with public narrative

Yes / No

□

□

□

Public Transportation Listing with public
narrative

Yes / No

□

□

□

Interstate TIP Listing with public narrative

Yes/No/NA

□

□

□

Statewide TIP Listing (Spike, TAP, RXX, HSIP, other)

Yes/No/NA

□

□

□

Complete the tables in the Financial Constraint
-tab.

Yes / No

□

□

□

Is the TIP financially constrained, by year and by
allocations?

Yes / No

□

□

□

Were the TIP projects screened against the
federal/state funding program eligibility
requirements?

Yes / No

□

□

□

Are estimated total costs to complete projects
that extend beyond the TIP years shown in the TYP
and LRTP?

Yes / No

□

□

□

targets and analysis of progress towards targets)

PM2 Narrative Documentation (includes established
targets and analysis of progress towards targets)

3. Performance
Based Planning and
Programming:

4. Highway-Bridge
Program Projects:
5. Public
Transportation
Program:
6. Interstate &
Statewide Program
Projects:

7. Financial
Constraint:

MPO/RPO to Provide Response
Others Check to Indicate Response Verified

PM3 Narrative Documentation (includes established
targets and analysis of progress towards targets)
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2021-2024 Transportation Program Submission Checklist
Planning Partner:
Transportation Management Area:

[Click Here to View Pop-Up Directions]
□ Yes

□ No

Information Items

MPO/RPO to Provide Response
Others Check to Indicate Response Verified

Response

CPDM

FHWA

Yes/No/NA

□

□

□

Yes / No

□

□

□

Yes / No

□

□

□

Yes / No

□

□

□

Air Quality Conformity Determination Report

Yes/No/NA

□

□

□

Air Quality Resolution

Yes/No/NA

□

□

□

Yes/No/NA

□

□

□

Yes/No/NA

□

□

□

Date/NA

□

□

□

Yes/No/NA

□

□

□

Yes / No

□

□

□

Date Range

□

□

□

Date/Time/
Location

□

□

□

Public meeting notices contain info about special
needs/ADA Compliance?

Yes / No

□

□

□

STIP/TIP public involvement outreach activities
consistent with Public Participation Plan?

Yes / No

□

□

□

Were any public comments (written or verbal)
received?

Yes / No

□

□

□

Documentation of Public Comments received

Yes/No/NA

□

□

□

Were public comments addressed?

Yes/No/NA

□

□

□

12. Title VI:

Has the MPO included information regarding Title
VI and its applicability to the TIP, including the
protections against discrimination and the
availability of the TIP document in alternative
formats upon request?

Yes / No

□

□

□

13. TIP Revision
Procedures:

MPO/RPO TIP Modification Procedures (MOU)

Yes / No

□

□

□

Green highlighted items require documentation be submitted.

Public Transportation Financial Capacity Analysis
8. Public
(MPO Only)
Documentation of Transit Asset Management
Transportation:
(TAM) Plan
EJ Documentation (demographic profile,
9. Environmental
conditions data, TIP project map, TIP
Justice Evaluation of
benefits/burdens analysis)
Benefits and
Were EJ Core Elements incorporated into your TIP
Burdens:
development process?

10. Air Quality:

Is the area in an AQ non-attainment or
maintenance area?
Have all projects been screened through an
interagency consultation process?
Most recent air quality conformity determination
date:
Do projects contain sufficient detail for air quality
analysis?
Public Comment Period Advertisement
Public comment period:
Public meeting(s)-Date/Time/Location:

11. Public
Participation
Documentation:

FTA
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2021-2024 Transportation Program Submission Checklist
Planning Partner:
Transportation Management Area:

[Click Here to View Pop-Up Directions]
□ Yes

□ No

Information Items

Response

CPDM

FHWA

Self-Certification Resolution

Yes/No/NA

□

□

□

For the Non-TMAs, does the self certification
contain documentation to indicate compliance?

Yes/No/NA

□

□

□

Yes / No

□

□

□

Yes / No

□

□

□

Yes / No

□

□

□

Yes / No

□

□

□

Yes / No

□

□

□

Date/NA

□

□

□

Date

□

□

□

Date

□

□

□

Green highlighted items require documentation be submitted.

14. MPO/RPO SelfCertification
Resolution:

15. Other
Requirements:

16. PennDOT
Connects:

List of regionally important projects from the
previous TIP that were implemented, and
projects impacted by significant delays.
Does the TIP contain regional system level
estimates of state & local revenue sources
beyond financial guidance?
List of annual obligated projects on website for
FFY 2019
Municipal outreach/PIF forms initiated/completed
for all TIP projects?
Is the TIP consistent with the LRTP?

LRTP air quality conformity determination date:
17. Long Range
Transportation Plan: LRTP end year:
Anticipated MPO/RPO LRTP adoption date:

18. Completed/
Reviewed by:

MPO/RPO to Provide Response
Others Check to Indicate Response Verified

MPO/RPO:

Date:

PennDOT CPDM:

Date:

FHWA:

Date:

FTA

FTA:
Date:
Note any noteworthy practices, issues or improvements that should be addressed by the next
TIP update, or any other comments/questions here:

19. Comments:

Page 3 of 4
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2021 - 2024 Transportation Program Development Checklist
Financial Constraint Tables
X1A0T

Compare the amount of funds programmed in each year of the TIP against
Financial Guidance (FG) allocation, and explain any differences.
FFY 2021
FFY 2022
Financial
Financial
Fund Type
Programmed
Programmed
Guidance
Guidance

FFY 2023
Financial
Programmed
Guidance

FFY 2024
Financial
Programmed
Guidance

NHPP
STP
581
185/183
BOF
HSIP
CMAQ
TAP
STU
Total

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Identify the TOTAL amount and TYPES of additional funds programmed above FG allocations (i.e. Spike funds, Earmarks, etc.) by year:
Additional
Comments
FFY 2021
FFY 2022
FFY 2023
FFY 2024
Funding Type

Total

$0

$0

$0

$0
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Appendix 15 – PA NAAQS Conformity Status Table
Pennsylvania Areas Requiring Transportation Conformity
Note: The table reflects the revocation of the 1997 PM2.5 NAAQS on October 24, 2016. The table includes the
1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS per the February 16, 2018 D.C Circuit decision in South Coast Air Quality
Management District v. EPA (Case No. 15-1115). The impact of this court decision is only on areas that were
maintenance or nonattainment of the 1997 ozone NAAQS at the time of revocation and are designated as
attainment for the 2008 and 2015 ozone NAAQS. These areas are referred to as “orphan” maintenance areas.

MPO/RPO
Reading

Allentown

Harrisburg

York

Lancaster

Lebanon

Johnstown

NEPA

Applicable
NAAQS
2008
8-hour Ozone
2008
8-hour Ozone
2006
24-Hour PM2.5
2006
24-Hour PM2.5
1997
8-hour Ozone
2006
24-Hour PM2.5
1997
8-hour Ozone
2008
8-hour Ozone
2006
24-Hour PM2.5
2012
Annual PM2.5
2006
24-Hour PM2.5
1997
8-hour Ozone
1997
8-hour Ozone
2006
24-Hour PM2.5
2008
8-hour Ozone
1997
8-hour Ozone

Nonattainment /
Maintenance
Area Name

Counties
in Area

Nonattainment
Status

Reading, PA

Berks

Marginal

Allentown-BethlehemEaston, PA

Lehigh, Northampton

Marginal

Allentown, PA

Lehigh, Northampton

Maintenance

Harrisburg-Lebanon-CarlisleYork, PA
Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle,
PA
Harrisburg-Lebanon-CarlisleYork, PA

Cumberland,
Dauphin
Cumberland,
Dauphin, Perry
York

Maintenance

York, PA

York

Orphan
Maintenance

Lancaster, PA

Lancaster

Marginal

Lancaster, PA

Lancaster

Maintenance

Lebanon County, PA

Lebanon

Moderate

Lebanon

Maintenance

Harrisburg-Lebanon-CarlisleYork, PA
Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle,
PA

Lebanon

Maintenance
Orphan
Maintenance

Orphan
Maintenance
Orphan
Maintenance

Johnstown, PA

Cambria

Johnstown, PA

Cambria

Maintenance

Allentown-BethlehemEaston, PA

Carbon

Marginal

Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, PA

Monroe

Orphan
Maintenance
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MPO/RPO

DVRPC

SPC

Applicable
NAAQS

Nonattainment /
Maintenance
Area Name

2015
8-hour Ozone

Counties
in Area

Nonattainment
Status

Philadelphia-WilmingtonAtlantic City, PA-NJ-MD-DE

Marginal

2012
Annual PM2.5

Bucks, Chester,
Delaware,
Montgomery,
Philadelphia

Delaware County, PA

Delaware

Moderate

2008
8-hour Ozone

Philadelphia-WilmingtonAtlantic City, PA-NJ-MD-DE

2006
24-Hour PM2.5

Philadelphia-Wilmington, PANJ-DE

2012
Annual PM2.5

Allegheny County, PA

2008
8-hour Ozone

Pittsburgh-Beaver Valley, PA

2006
24-Hour PM2.5

Pittsburgh-Beaver Valley, PA

2006
24-Hour PM2.5
2006
24-Hour PM2.5
1997
8-hour Ozone
1997
8-hour Ozone
1987
24-Hour PM10
1971 CO

Bucks, Chester,
Delaware,
Montgomery,
Philadelphia
Bucks, Chester,
Delaware,
Montgomery,
Philadelphia
Allegheny
Allegheny,
Armstrong, Beaver,
Butler, Fayette,
Washington,
Westmoreland
Allegheny (P),
Armstrong (P),
Beaver, Butler,
Greene (P), Lawrence
(P), Washington,
Westmoreland

Marginal

Maintenance
Moderate

Marginal

Maintenance

Johnstown, PA

Indiana (P)

Maintenance

Liberty-Clairton, PA

Allegheny (P)

Moderate

Clearfield and Indiana Cos,
PA

Indiana

Greene Co, PA

Greene

Clairton & 4 Boroughs, PA

Allegheny (P)

Maintenance

Pittsburgh, PA

Allegheny (P)

Limited
Maintenance
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Orphan
Maintenance
Orphan
Maintenance
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MPO/RPO
Altoona
North Central
Erie
Franklin
Scranton

Northern Tier

Centre
Adams
Shenango
Valley

Applicable
NAAQS
1997
8-hour Ozone
1997
8-hour Ozone
1997
8-hour Ozone
1997
8-hour Ozone
1997
8-hour Ozone
1997
8-hour Ozone
1997
8-hour Ozone
1997
8-hour Ozone
1997
8-hour Ozone
1997
8-hour Ozone

Nonattainment /
Maintenance
Area Name

Counties
in Area

Altoona, PA

Blair

Clearfield and Indiana Cos,
PA

Clearfield

Erie, PA

Erie

Franklin Co, PA

Franklin

Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, PA

Lackawanna, Luzerne

Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, PA

Wyoming

Tioga Co, PA

Tioga

State College, PA

Centre

York, PA

Adams

Youngstown-Warren-Sharon,
OH-PA

Mercer

(P) = designates partial county areas that are included in the nonattainment/maintenance area
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Nonattainment
Status
Orphan
Maintenance
Orphan
Maintenance
Orphan
Maintenance
Orphan
Maintenance
Orphan
Maintenance
Orphan
Maintenance
Orphan
Maintenance
Orphan
Maintenance
Orphan
Maintenance
Orphan
Maintenance
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PENNDOT PROJECT REVIEW & CLASSIFICATION GUIDELINES
FOR REGIONAL AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY

0

STIP/TIP
& LRTP
Projects

= Interagency Consultation
Required in Conformity Rule

Has project
scope changed
from previous
analysis?

□Revisit Prior
Coding

Erie

Non-Federal
Fund Projects

-.____I_ _ _ _ _ J
squehanna

Warr
Decision Based On
(93.126) (93.127) (93.128)

Identify
Exempt
Projects

See Exhibits 3 and 4

Mercer
Non-Exempt
Projects

Potential
Exempt Projects

Partial

Is Project
Regionally
Significant?

Decision Based

PartialOn (93.101)
Definition
No

Partial
Code:
Not Regionally
Significant

Yes

Yes

Non-Regionally
Significant
Projects

Regionally
Significant
Projects

Per: 93.122a(1)

Per: 93.106(a)(2)(ii)

Ensure
project VMT
included in
modeling in
reasonable
manner

Include in
travel
modeling for
transport and
emissions
analysis

Does Project
Have Adverse
Impacts on
Regional AQ?

Decision Based
On Interagency
Consultation

No
Code:
Exempt
(Exhibit 6
codes)

Code:
Regionally
Significant

Project does not need to
be explicitly modeled

Pennsylvania Department
of Transportation

VERSION: MARCH 2014
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OVERVIEW
TIP and LRTP be screened to identify regionally
significant, non-exempt projects, which must be
reflected in the conformity analysis. The decision on
project exempt and/or regional significance status
must include an interagency consultation process
including federal, state and local transportation and
air quality partners.

Introduction
This Air Quality Project Review and Classification
Process outlines an approach and roles for
Pennsylvania local, state and federal
transportation/air quality partners in classifying
transportation projects to determine that each is
properly accounted for in the regional
transportation conformity determinations.
Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs) and
Long Range Transportation Plans (LRTPs) for areas in
maintenance or nonattainment of certain National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are
required to demonstrate regional transportation-air
quality conformity to the State Implementation Plan
(SIP). In Pennsylvania, new TIPs are generally
created biennially, following the State’s 12-Year
Program update process. New LRTPs are created
on this same schedule, or an alternate schedule at
the Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (MPOs)
discretion. Both TIPs and LRTPs must meet multiple
state and federal requirements. Amendments to an
area’s TIP and LRTP may occur as necessary, and
depending on the project changes, may also require
a conformity determination. The regional conformity
requirement is separate and apart from any
conformity requirements that apply to specific
projects.
The pollutants for which regional transportation air
quality conformity is performed are ozone, fine
particulates (PM2.5), course particulates (PM10) and
carbon monoxide (CO). The process demonstrates
that the TIP and LRTP “conform to” the State
Implementation Plan (SIP) for the relevant pollutants
(or in the absence of a SIP, EPA regulations provide
for other tests). Regional transportation air quality
conformity is required by the Clean Air Act and the
U.S. EPA’s Transportation Conformity regulations (93
CFR Parts 51 and 93). Federal approval of each
TIP, and therefore the flow of federal funds, is
contingent upon an affirmative conformity
determination in all areas subject to this requirement.
Federal regulations governing the conformity
analysis and process require that each project on the

Applicability
This Project Review and Classification Process is
applicable to the conformity analyses and
determinations for periodic and non-periodic TIP
and LRTP adoptions (updates, new) in affected
Pennsylvania jurisdictions.
This process is not directly applicable to air quality
conformity analyses and determinations for projectlevel conformity, which is required for projects in
maintenance or nonattainment areas for PM2.5, PM10
and CO. Project-level screening and analysis are
addressed in separate PennDOT guidance
documents, though portions of this process may be
applicable. See PennDOT Publication #321 –
Project Level Air Quality Handbook, October 2013
(as updated) for further information on project-level
processes and requirements.
At a minimum, PennDOT and the MPOs and Rural
Planning Organizations (RPOs) responsible for
regional transportation air quality conformity
activities will implement these process guidelines.
MPOs/RPOs may implement additional steps and
record keeping consistent with local practices and
with 40 CFR Part 93 and the Pennsylvania
Conformity SIP1.

1 The latest Transportation Conformity SIP was submitted to
EPA on May 29, 2008 and was approved by EPA on April
29, 2009, becoming effective on June 29, 2009.
Pennsylvania has implemented, in practice, all federal requirements and options as encompassed by this SIP, as federal law and regulations require.
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Steps in Project Review and Air Quality Coding Process
Step

1

2

2

Action and Responsible Agency
MPO/RPO and PennDOT District and Program Center Offices identify all projects on the TIP
and LRTP. Any projects not on the TIP or LRTP should also be identified with sufficient
information (e.g. project description) to support project evaluation.
Key Issues:
 PennDOT District will need to identify existing TIP projects that have undergone significant
scope changes. New project descriptions may need to be assembled for those projects.
 PennDOT Central and District Offices will assist in identifying key non-federal
transportation projects that may not be in the Multi-Modal Project Management (MPMS)
system.
 Local agencies may also need to be contacted to identify and share information on nonfederal transportation projects.
 MPOs, RPOs and PennDOT Central / District Offices must obtain transit information
directly from the transit agency.
MPOs/RPOs, in conjunction with the PennDOT District and Program Center Offices, review the
project listing and provides initial coding for all projects (specific agency roles may vary by
area- see next section). Previously coded projects are reviewed for changes in project design
scope which may change the prior coding. The District Office enters the coding into the MPMS
system. This coded list, along with any list of transportation projects not on the TIP and Plan, is
forwarded to the PennDOT Air Quality/Federal Initiatives Section.
Key Issues:
 For air quality conformity coding purposes, it is essential that any new or revised project
names and descriptions clearly reflect the project type. This will be particularly important
for assigning air quality exempt codes.

3

PennDOT Air Quality/Federal Initiatives Section reviews the coding and may consult with the
District Office and the MPO/RPO, and then forwards the coded listing to DEP, FHWA, FTA
and EPA. Each of these agencies reviews the list and coding, and voices any needs for
clarification within a pre-established time frame (approximately 3 weeks) to the PennDOT
AQ/Federal Initiatives Section.
Key Issues:
 To assist federal agency review, PennDOT or the MPO/RPO may be required to provide
additional project descriptions (beyond those within the MPMS system). These project
descriptions will assist the federal agencies in evaluating project exempt and regional
significance coding.

4

If clarifications are requested in Step 3, the PennDOT AQ/Federal Initiatives Section will
research the issue with the appropriate party and provide that information to all agencies via
email, telephone, or written communications. Alternatively, PennDOT may schedule a
conference call or meeting among the parties to obtain the necessary information and make a
recommendation regarding the coding. If there are no questions from Step 3, this step may be
omitted.

5

Based on all information to-date, the PennDOT AQ/Federal Initiatives Section (for Scenario 1
Agencies) finalizes decisions regarding project air quality coding, codes any changes to the
MPMS system, and informs all relevant parties of the decisions and relevant supporting
rationale via email, telephone, or written communications. Codes in MPMS are finalized by
District Office personnel. Scenario 2 agencies finalize their own air quality coding.
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AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES
the transportation and emissions modeling analyses
required for the conformity analysis, and compiles
the Air Quality Conformity Report for the Scenario 1
agency’s use in its public comment period and final
local agency consideration and approval.

Agencies participating in the project screening and
classification process include:
Regional Agencies:

- Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO)
- Rural Planning Organizations (RPO)

State Agencies:

- Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
- PennDOT District Offices
- PennDOT Central Office

Federal Agencies:

- Federal Highway Administration, PA Division
- Federal Transit Administration, Region III
- U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III

Other:

- Allegheny County Health Department
- Philadelphia Air Management Services
- Other governmental agencies, as may be relevant to
a particular project, TIP, Plan or nonattainment or
maintenance area.

MPO/RPO
Pennsylvania regional agency responsibilities for the
transportation air quality conformity process are
differentiated based on the regional MPO or RPO
designation as a Scenario 1 or Scenario 2 Agency in
the Pennsylvania Air Quality Conformity SIP.
Exhibit 1 provides a map illustrating the MPO
designations.
Scenario 1 Agencies
Scenario 1 agencies are those which do not perform
air quality conformity modeling themselves, and for
which PennDOT performs the conformity analysis on
the planning partner’s behalf. Any county or part
thereof that is not a Scenario 2 agency is a Scenario
1 agency.
Scenario 1 agencies work closely with the PennDOT
District staff to identify and provide initial air
quality coding for each TIP and LRTP project.
Project coding is then reviewed with PennDOT
Central Office and other state and federal agencies
prior to finalization by PennDOT Central Office. Any
projects not on the TIP or LRTP should also be
provided for review with sufficient information (e.g.
project description) to support project evaluation.
PennDOT Central Office then uses this information in

Scenario 2 Agencies
Scenario 2 agencies are those which have travel
demand models and perform their own air quality
analyses. Scenario 2 agencies include the MPOs for
Berks County, Harrisburg (Cumberland, Dauphin,
Perry Counties.), Lancaster County, Lehigh Valley
(Northampton and Lehigh Counties.), Philadelphia
(Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery and
Philadelphia Counties.), Pittsburgh (Armstrong,
Allegheny, Beaver, Butler, Fayette, Lawrence,
Greene, Indiana, Washington and Westmoreland
Counties), and York County.
Scenario 2 agencies work closely with PennDOT
District staff to develop the listing of projects to be
on the TIP or LRTP. Air quality coding determination
is typically performed largely by the MPO, in
consultation with PennDOT District staff. Projects
and their codes are then reviewed with PennDOT
Central Office and other state and federal agencies
prior to finalization by the MPO and use in its travel
and emissions modeling processes. Some agencies
may include additional local parties in the project
review and classification process. Any projects not
on the TIP or LRTP should also be provided for
review with sufficient information (e.g. project
description) to support project evaluation.
Scenario 2 agencies also perform the emissions
analysis, write the Air Quality Conformity Report,
provide for public input, and obtain agency
approval of the determination. Conformity for
nonattainment and maintenance areas encompassing
both Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 agencies (multiple
MPOs/RPOs) are assisted by PennDOT.
The project identification and classification
responsibilities are summarized in Exhibit 2A
(Scenario 1 Agencies) and Exhibit 2B (Scenario 2
Agencies).
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Scenario 1 vs . Scenario 2

-L

D

Scenario 1 Agencies

D

Scenario 2 Agencies
Wa rren

Mc Kean

Susq uehanna
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Tioga
1-Adams RPO
Potter
Crawfo rd
2 • Altoona MPO
3 - Centre MPO
4-DVRPCMPO
5- Erie MPO
6 - Franklin Non-Affiliated
7 - Harrisburg MPO
8 - Johnstown MPO
9 - Lancaster MPO
Butler
10- Lebanon MPO
11 - Lehigh Valley MPO
12-NEPARPO
13 • North Central RPO
14 - Northern Tier RPO
15 - Northwest RPO
16- Reading MPO
17 - Scranton-Wilkes Barre MPO
18- SEDA COG RPO
19 - Shenango Valley MPO
20 - Southern Alleghenies RPO
21-SPCMPO
- - - - - - - -.....~---'---'---■1'----.L..:::.&.....J..----..li..l.;...._,1
22 - Williamsport MPO
23-York MPO

MPO (Metropol itan Planning Organization )
RPO (Rural Planning Organization )

Exhibit 1: Scenario 1 vs Scenario 2 MPO/RPO Designations

'
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Exhibit 2a: Roles and Responsibilities for Scenario 1 Agencies

Agency ↓
Scenario 1
MPO/RPO

1
Identify
Projects
X

2
Initial
Project
Coding

3

4

Review
Coding

Consultation

X
(involve where
appropriate)

5
Finalize
Project
Coding

AGENCY RESPONSIBILITES

Process Step
Role →

X

Adjacent
MPO/RPO

X

PennDOT District AQ
Coordinator

X

X

X

PennDOT
Central Office

X

X

DEP

X

FHWA/FTA

X

EPA

X

X

Exhibit 2b: Roles and Responsibilities for Scenario 2 Agencies
Process Step
Role →
Agency ↓
Scenario 2
MPO/RPO

1

2

3

4

5

Identify
Projects

Initial
Project
Coding

Review
Coding

Consultation

Finalize
Project
Coding

X

X

X

X

Adjacent
MPO/RPO

X

PennDOT District AQ
Coordinator

X

X

X

PennDOT
Central Office

X

X

DEP

X

FHWA/FTA

X

EPA

X
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PennDOT District Office

These offices provide key support in the
development of the project lists that comprise the TIP
and LRTP, and have direct access to the details of
the majority of projects, as they are PennDOTsponsored projects. District personnel are most
involved in coding projects with Scenario 1 and
smaller Scenario 2 agencies. For Scenario 1 MPOs/
RPOs, District staff (as designated) will take the lead
role in the initial air quality coding determination of
many or most projects. For Scenario 2 MPOs, the
District staff will provide information and
consultation to the MPO and PennDOT, and answer
questions from other agencies regarding projects.
For all areas, District staff are responsible for
entering the regional air quality coding into the
MPMS system for each project. In addition, they will
assist in identifying transportation projects not on the
TIP or LRTP to the AQ/Federal Initiatives Section in
Central Office and the MPOs.

PennDOT Central Office

Central Office staff in the Air Quality/Federal
Initiatives Section provide overall management of
the regional air quality conformity process in
coordination with other staff in the Center for
Program Development and Management
(particularly the MPO/RPO Coordinators). AQ/
Federal Initiatives Section staff review air quality
project listings and the coding for each project, and
manage the consultation among all agencies on the
finalization of the coding. Section staff will:
 Answer questions regarding the coding process
and definitions and notations to be used.
Clarification of project details should be
directed to those most knowledgeable
regarding the particular project, including the
applicable Central Office MPO/RPO
representative.
 Produce the conformity analyses and the
determination report for Scenario 1 agencies.
 Provide liaison and technical assistance to
Scenario 2 agencies in their performance of the
conformity analysis and drafting a report.
 Receive and review all conformity reports from
all local agencies.
 Submit the reports to FHWA (2 copies) and FTA
(1copy) for federal review and approvals.
FHWA will be responsible for providing locally

6



adopted reports/analysis to EPA.
Maintain liaison with all agencies from initiation
of each conformity process through final FHWA/
FTA approval.

Central Office and District Office staff are
responsible for ensuring the project coding is
entered into the MPMS system.

Local Air Quality Agencies

Allegheny County Health Department
Philadelphia Air Management Services

These agencies may consult with the PennDOT
District and MPO personnel in reviewing conformity
documentation, and may be consulted throughout the
process per local procedures.

DEP

DEP’s Office of Mobile Sources (Waste, Air and
Radiation Management, Bureau of Air Quality,
Division of Air Resource Management) is consulted
throughout the planning for and implementation of
the overall conformity process, and reviews the
proposed air quality coding of each project prior to
the initiation of transportation and emissions
analyses. DEP also reviews the conformity
determination report and provides input to the local
agency, PennDOT Central Office and EPA, FHWA
and FTA on the proposed determination.

EPA

EPA is consulted throughout the process, and reviews
the proposed air quality coding of each project
prior to commencement of the transportation and air
quality analyses. EPA also reviews the conformity
determination report and provides input to FHWA/
FTA on the suitability of the local agency’s
determination.

FHWA and FTA

FHWA and FTA are consulted throughout the
process, and each reviews the proposed air quality
coding of each project prior to commencement of the
transportation and air quality conformity analyses.
FHWA and FTA review the conformity determination
report and input from EPA and any other agencies,
and makes the federal approval determination.
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DEFINITIONS
Projects must be classified as to their regional
significance and exempt status. All regionally
significant, non-exempt projects must be included in
the regional conformity analysis. Projects that are
not regionally significant are generally not included
in the analysis (there are special cases where this
may not be the case) and projects that are exempt
are not generally included in the analysis (there are
special cases where this may not be the case).
Further, it may be the local practice to include
certain types of projects in the analysis (i.e., all
transit bus replacements, all travel demand
management projects) regardless of their
classification. Key definitions pertaining to the air
quality coding of transportation projects are:

Regionally Significant Projects (40 CFR 93.101)
A transportation project (other than an exempt
project) that is on a facility which serves regional
transportation needs (such as access to and from the
area outside of the region, major activity centers in
the region, major planned developments such as new
retail malls, sports complexes, etc., or transportation
terminals as well as most terminals themselves) and
would normally be included in the modeling of a
metropolitan area's transportation network, including
at a minimum all principal arterial highways and all
fixed guideway transit facilities that offer an
alternative to regional highway travel.
Non-Regionally Significant Projects

A project not defined as regionally significant in 40
CFR 93.101.

Exempt Projects

Projects of the types listed in Table 2 of 40 CFR
93.126 (see Exhibit 3), except in cases where the
MPO (Scenario 2 agency) or PennDOT/MPO
(Scenario 1 agency), in consultation with other
agencies, EPA and FHWA (in the case of highway
projects) or FTA (in the case of a transit project)
concur that the project has potentially adverse
emissions impacts for any reason. (see 93.105(c)(1)
(iii))

Table 3 of 40 CFR 93.127 (see Exhibit 4) are
exempt from regional emissions analysis
requirements. The local effects of these projects with
respect to CO concentrations must be considered to
determine if a hot-spot analysis is required prior to
making a project-level conformity determination. The
local effects of projects with respect to PM10 and
PM2.5 concentrations must be considered and a hotspot analysis performed prior to making a projectlevel conformity determination, if a project in Table
3 also meets the criteria in § 93.123(b)(1)
[pertaining to project level hot spot analyses]. These
projects may then proceed to the project
development process even in the absence of a
conforming transportation plan and TIP. A particular
action of the type listed in Table 3 of 40 CFR
93.127 is not exempt from regional emissions
analysis if the MPO in consultation with other
agencies , EPA, and FHWA (in the case of a
highway project) or FTA (in the case of a transit
project) concur that it has potential regional impacts
for any reason. (see 93.105(c)(1)(iii)).
Traffic signal synchronization projects (per 40 CFR
93.128) may be approved, funded, and
implemented without satisfying the requirements of
this subpart [regional conformity analyses].
However, all subsequent regional emissions analyses
required for transportation TIPs/LRTPs must include
such regionally significant traffic signal
synchronization projects. In short, traffic signal
synchronization projects are exempted from the first
regional conformity analysis from which they would
otherwise be included, but the project must be
included in all subsequent analyses.

Non-Exempt Projects

A project not otherwise classified as exempt per 40
CFR 93.126, 127 or 128.

Highway and transit projects of the types listed in
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Exhibit 3: Exempt Project Types (40 CFR 93.126)
TABLE 2 from 40 CFR 93.126
Safety









Railroad/highway
crossing.
Projects that correct,
improve, or eliminate a
hazardous location or
feature.
Safer non-Federal-aid
system roads.
Shoulder improvements.
Increasing sight distance.
Highway safety
improvement program
implementation.
Traffic control devices
and operating assistance









other than signalization
projects.
Railroad/highway
crossing warning
devices.
Guardrails, median
barriers, crash cushions.
Pavement resurfacing
and/or rehabilitation.
Pavement marking.
Emergency relief (23
U.S.C. 125).
Fencing.
Skid treatments.









Safety roadside rest
areas.
Adding medians.
Truck climbing lanes
outside the urbanized
area.
Lighting improvements.
Widening narrow
pavements or
reconstructing bridges
(no additional travel
lanes).
Emergency truck
pullovers.

Mass Transit











Operating assistance to
transit agencies.
Purchase of support
vehicles.
Rehabilitation of transit
vehicles1.
Purchase of office, shop,
and operating equipment
for existing facilities.
Purchase of operating
equipment for vehicles
(e.g., radios, fareboxes,
lifts, etc.).
Construction or
renovation of power,




signal, and
communications
systems.
Construction of small
passenger shelters and
information kiosks.
Reconstruction or
renovation of transit
buildings and structures
(e.g., rail or bus
buildings, storage and
maintenance facilities,
stations, terminals, and
ancillary structures).









Rehabilitation or
reconstruction of track
structures, track, and
trackbed in existing
rights-of-way.
Purchase of new buses
and rail cars to replace
existing vehicles or for
minor expansions of the
fleet1.
Construction of new bus
or rail storage/
maintenance facilities
categorically excluded
in 23 CFR part 771.

Air Quality
Continuation of ride-sharing and van-pooling promotion activities at current levels.
Bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
Other










Specific activities which do not involve or lead directly to construction, such as:
 Planning activities conducted pursuant
 Planning and technical studies.
to titles 23 and 49 U.S.C.
 Grants for training and research
 Federal-aid systems revisions.
programs.
Engineering to assess social, economic, and
 Directional and informational signs.
environmental effects of the proposed action
 Transportation enhancement activities
or alternatives to that action.
(except rehabilitation and operation of
Noise attenuation.
historic transportation buildings, structures,
Emergency or hardship advance land
or facilities).
acquisitions (23 CFR 710.503).
 Repair of damage caused by natural
Acquisition of scenic easements.
disasters, civil unrest, or terrorist acts,
Plantings, landscaping, etc.
except projects involving substantial
Sign removal.
functional, locational or capacity changes.

1

In PM10 and PM2.5 noattainment or maintenance areas, such projects are exempt only if they are in compliance
with control measures in the applicable implementation plan.

8
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Exhibit 4: Exempt Project Types (40 CFR 93.127)

TABLE 3 from 40 CFR 93.127
Projects Exempt from Regional Emissions Analyses






Intersection channelization projects.
Intersection signalization projects at individual
intersections.
Interchange reconfiguration projects.
Changes in vertical and horizontal alignment.
Truck size and weight inspection stations.
Bus terminals and transfer points.
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PROCESS TO DETERMINE PROJECT STATUS
After compiling projects lists and determining any
project scope changes, projects should be classified
as one of the following.




Exempt
Non-Exempt: Regionally Significant
Non-Exempt: Not Regionally Significant

The final determination of project status will require
interagency consultation and review, following
Exhibit 2A (Scenario 1 agencies) or Exhibit 2B
(Scenario 2 agencies).
Exhibit 5 illustrates the process for conducting a
project review and determining the project
significance and exempt status. The process involves
the following steps by each participant in the coding
process:

1. Identification of Exempt Projects
Highway and transit projects that are classified as
exempt do not need to be included in the
transportation conformity analysis and determination
(unless they will have an adverse impact on air
quality). Since the project is exempt from an air
quality analysis, it can be concluded that the project
will not significantly impact air quality nor will cause
or contribute to an exceedance of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards for the applicable
pollutants. These projects may proceed toward
implementation even in the absence of a conforming
transportation TIP and/or LRTP.
The transportation rule provides a list of exempt
projects in CFR 93.126, CFR 93.127, and CFR
93.128 (as illustrated in Exhibit 3 and Exhibit 4).
To facilitate project record keeping and review via
interagency consultation, each exempt project is to
be assigned a category code consisting of a letter
to indicate its grouping (e.g. “S” for safety, “M” for
Mass Transit) and a number indicating the reason for
the coding. Exhibit 6 provides the project coding
system will be used for the 2009 and subsequent
TIP / 12-Year Program and Long Range
Transportation Plan regional conformity
determinations. For example, a safety project

involving an increase in sight distance would be
coded as “S5”). Coding for most projects should be
expedient, as the project list description is selfevident for most projects (i.e., ‘bridge replacement’),
as District staff, MPO/RPO Coordinators and MPO/
RPO personnel each has significant knowledge of
most project’s parameters and has project details
readily available. It is possible that some projects
may fit multiple exemption type categories. In these
cases, a single primary exemption type should be
specified and provided as input to the MPMS
system. If desired, MPOs may have separate
tracking procedures that record all applicable
exemption codes related to each project.
The conformity rule (CFR 93.105c(1)(iii)) identifies
that interagency consultation shall be used to
evaluate whether projects otherwise exempted from
meeting the requirements of subparts 93.126 and
93.127 should be treated as non-exempt regionally
significant in cases where potential adverse
emissions impacts may exist for any reason. It is
anticipated that such cases will be rare. Specific
criteria are not provided in the conformity rule, thus
the interagency consultation partners will be
responsible for identifying such projects.

2. Identification of Non-Exempt Projects That are Not
Regionally Significant
There are several options for handling projects that
are determined to be non-exempt, but not of
regional significance per the definitions in 93.101.
Such projects will often include capacity-enhancing
projects on lower facility types or modifications to
roadways not included in the regional travel
demand model. Potential “not regionally significant”
projects should be identified as such and shared with
the interagency consultation group.
The party responsible for completing the conformity
analysis can then choose one of the following
options:
a. Include and list these projects in the conformity
analysis. If the model or analysis techniques
include sufficient detail, the projects can be
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explicitly modeled and the impacts considered in
the emissions analyses. As long as these projects
are identified as being “not regionally
significant” and the interagency consultation
partners concur, such projects will not be
impacted by a conformity lapse or freeze.
MPOs typically code most projects into their
transportation demand model, where possible,
except those on local/collector roadways.
b. Not include the projects explicitly in the
conformity analysis. However, the conformity
rule does indicate that the emissions portion of
the conformity analysis account for any potential
VMT changes caused by the project (i.e., use of
simplified methods or off-model techniques or
procedures). This approach appears most
applicable when the project is of a type not
typically coded in the local regional travel
demand model, such as a project on a collector
or local roadway or a transit bus route change.

3. Identification of Regionally Significant Projects
Projects that are considered regionally significant (or
are typically included in the region’s travel demand
model) must be included in the conformity
determination and included in any transportation
and emissions modeling conducted for the region.
The project completion schedule, design concept and
scope should be correctly reflected in the
transportation plan and program. Projects should
be coded as “Regionally Significant”.

standards (not in maintenance for any of these
pollutants). The “Exempt Code” box is left blank.
Exempt if it is located in a nonattainment or
maintenance area, and meets the definitions for an
exempt project type. Insert a code from Exhibit 6 in
the “Exempt Code” box. No further coding is
necessary.
Significant if the project meets the definitions for
regionally significant and is non-exempt. No further
coding is necessary. If a project was originally
determined to be “Exempt” per the conformity
reference tables and later changed to “Significant”
per consultation, then the final coding of the project
should be only “Significant”.
Not Significant if the project is non-exempt and not
regionally significant. No further coding is
necessary.
For regional conformity purposes, a printout of the
TIP and LRTP project lists should include the values in
both the Status and Exempt Code boxes.
Coding for projects not in the MPMS system may be
written onto a table or listing of these projects that
should include, at a minimum, the MPMS number,
name, short description, responsible party (i.e.,
MPO, county, city, private party), years funding will
be obligated, Regional Conformity Status (Blank,
Significant, Not Significant, Exempt, or Not
Applicable), and Exempt code (if an exempt
project).

MPMS Coding
The MPMS air quality screen has been modified to
include a box in which to code a project as Exempt,
Not Regionally Significant, or Regionally Significant
for regional air quality conformity. The box uses a
drop-down menu with these three choices. A second
box accepts text for the coding of the type of
exempt project per Exhibit 6. A screen image is
provided in Exhibit 7.
Code a project as follows using Exhibit 5 and the
definitions:
Uncoded-Blank if it is located in an area in
attainment of ozone, PM2.5 and PM10 air quality

12
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Exhibit 5: Project Classification Process Flow Chart
= Interagency Consultation
Required in Conformity Rule

Revisit Prior
Coding

STIP/TIP
& LRTP
Projects

Has project
scope changed
from previous
analysis?

Non-Federal
Fund Projects

Decision Based On
(93.126) (93.127) (93.128)

Identify
Exempt
Projects

Non-Exempt
Projects

Is Project
Regionally
Significant?

Decision Based
On (93.101)
Definition
No

Code:
Not Regionally
Significant

See Exhibits 3 and 4

Potential
Exempt Projects

Does Project
Have Adverse
Impacts on
Regional AQ?

Yes

Yes

Decision Based
On Interagency
Consultation

No

Per: 93.106(a)(2)(ii)

Per: 93.122a(1)

Regionally
Significant
Projects

Non-Regionally
Significant
Projects

Ensure
project VMT
included in
modeling in
reasonable
manner

Process To Determine Project Status

D
t

~I-~ - D
t

0 -------Code:
Exempt
(Exhibit 6
codes)

Include in
travel
modeling for
transport and
emissions
analysis

Code:
Regionally
Significant

Project does not need to
be explicitly modeled
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14
S3
S4
S5

Safer non-Federal-aid system roads

Shoulder improvements

Increasing sight distance

S8
S9
S10
S11
S12
S13
S14
S15
S16
S17
S18
S19
S20

Railroad/highway crossing warning devices

Guardrails, median barriers, crash cushions

Pavement resurfacing and/or rehabilitation

Pavement marking

Emergency relief (23 U.S.C. 125)

Fencing

Skid treatments

Safety roadside rest areas

Adding medians

Truck climbing lanes outside the urbanized area

Lighting improvements

Widening narrow pavements or reconstructing
bridges (no additional travel lanes)

Emergency truck pullovers

S7

S6

S2

Highway safety improvement program
implementation
Traffic control device and operating assistance
other than signalization projects

S1

Projects that correct, improve, or eliminat a
hazardous location or feature

AQ
Code

Railroad/highway crossing

Exempt Project Category 1

Mass Transit Projects
Note:

158
2

1

M2
M3

Purchase of support vehicles
Rehabilitation of transit vehicles 2

40 CFR 93 Sections 126 and 127.
In PM10 non-attainment or maintenance areas, such projects are exempt
only if they are in compliance with control measures in the applicable
implementation plan.

M11

M10

M9

M8

M7

M6

M5

M4

M1

Operating assistance to transit agencies

Purchase of office, shop and operating
equipment for existing facilities
Purchase of operating equipment for vehicles
(e.g., radios, fareboxes, lifts, etc.)
Construction or renovation of power, signal,
and communications systems
Construction of small passenger shelters and
information kiosks
Reconstruction or renovation of transit
buildings and structures
Rehabilitation or reconstruction of track
structures, track, and trackbed in existing rightsof-way
Purchase of new buses and rail cars to replace
existing vehicles or for minor expansions of the
fleet
Construction of new bus or rail storage/
maintenance facilities categorically excluded in
23 CFR part 771

AQ
Code

Exempt Project Category 1
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Exhibit 6: Air Quality Exempt Codes for Projects in TIP and LRPT
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Safety Projects
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Air Quality
Projects

Others

X9
X10
X11

Plantings, landscaping, etc.

Sign removal

Directional and informational signs
Transportation enhancement activities
(except rehabilitation and operation of
historic transportation buildings,
structures, or facilities)
Repair of damage caused by natural
disasters, civil unrest, or terrorist acts,
except projects involving substantial
functional, locational, or capacity changes
X13

X12

X7

X6

X5

X4

X3

X8

X1

Specific activities which do not involve or
lead directly to construction, such as:
Planning and technical studies
X2

A2

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities

Grants for training and research programs
Planning activities conducted pursuant to
title 23 and 49 U.S.C.
Federal-aid systems revisions
Engineering to assess social, economic,
and environmental effects of the proposed
action or alternatives to that action
Noise attenuation
Advance land acquisitions (23 CFR 712 or
23 CFR 771)
Acquisition of scenic easements

A1

Continuation of rid e-sharing and vanpooling promotion activities at current
levels

AQ Code
No Regional Emissions Analysis
Required
Study & Dev’t
Projects

R4
R5
R6

Changes in vertical and horizontal alignment
Truck size and weight inspection stations
Bus terminals and transfer points

SDN

Resulting project of which is likely to be a
non-exempt kind

Note:

NRS

Exhibit 6: Air Quality Exempt Codes for Projects in TIP and LRPT (continued)

Process To Determine Project Status

40 CFR 93 Sections 126 and 127.
In PM10 non-attainment or maintenance areas, such projects are
exempt only if they are in compliance with control measures in
the applicable implementation plan.
2

1

Projects determined to be “Not
Regionally Significant” and do not fit into
an exempt category

DVRPC
AQ
Code

SDX

Resulting project of which is likely to be an
exempt kind

Not Regionally Significant
Project Category3

DVRPC
AQ
Code

Study & Development
Project Category

R2

R1

AQ
Code

R3

Exempt Project Category 1
Intersection channelization projects
Channelized intersections use pavement markings or
raised islands to designate vehicle paths, helping to
direct drivers to and throug h an intersection.
Intersection signalization projects at
individual intersections
Interchange reconfiguration projects

Non
Regionally
Significant
Projects

Exempt Project Category 1
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Project: 86421
Dist:
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D10/SPC SINC-UP Project
County: Butler
Class: Safety Improvement
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MPO Approval Date:

Regional Conformity Determination
Conformity Status Code:

Region Exempt Code:

Regional Conformity Status:
 Blank - Uncoded
 Significant
 Not-Significant
 Exempt
 Not Applicable
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CMAQ Analysis/Emissions Results
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Analysis Date:~
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PM2.5 Pro·ect Level Conformity Determination
Status:
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CO:
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AQDetermination:
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PM2.5 .
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Exhibit 7: MPMS Air Quality Screen

Is Project on Approved TIP?

Manager: Tomaswick
Route/Sect: 191270 Type:
State Highway
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ATTACHMENT A:

NONATTAINMENT MAPS

Exhibit A1: Pennsylvania 8-hour Ozone Areas

PA Ozone Nonattainment Counties
2008 8-hr. 0.075 ppb NAAQS for Ozone
Effective 7-20-12
Nonattainment Designations do not necessarily coincide with MPO or RPO boundaries.

Warren

McKean

Crawford-:.r--_J....r-----1-----

Potter

Tioga

Bradford

Susquehanna

Key
Marginal
Nonattainment

Attainment
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Exhibit A2: Pennsylvania PM2.5 Nonattainment Areas

Annual and 24-Hour PM2.5 Designations for Pennsylvania
June 20, 2010

Warran

McKean
Potter

Crawford

Tioga

Bradford

Siaqueh■ nn■

Mercer

PM2.5 Designations

D
D
D

John9town Annual and 24-Hour

-

Readm~ Annua l onh-

Attainment Co unties
Harrisbw·g-Lebanon-Carlisle Ann ual and 24-Hour

Lancaster Annual and 24-Hour
Philadclohia-Wilminl!lOn /\nnual and 24-Hour
Pillsbur~h Annual anil 24-1lour
L1botv-Clairton Annual and 24-Hour

Allentown 24-Hour only

s Decem ber 17, 2004 Designations and as Amend ed on Ap1il 14, 2005.

1

24-Hour nonottn lnmcnt b"sed on EP 's

18

D

York Annua l Hnd 24-llour
AmmaJ Nonattainm1mt Based on EP

D
D

m•em bc r 13, 2009 Ocslgnuti ons.
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Attachment A: Nonattainment Maps

Exhibit A3: Southwest Pennsylvania PM2.5 Nonattainment Areas

Annual and 24-Hour PMi.s Designations for PittsburghBeaver Valley, Pennsylvania

Venango

7

Merce,r

Fayette
Greene

Pi.t tsburgh Anum1J and 24--Honr Pl\12-5 Nonattaiument A.r-ea*

D

Penns) lvimia Counties

-

Libe11)-Clairton 14-Honr P_ '12. 5 onattaiumentA.1,ea

'8CR.emai.nder of AJJegheny Cmmty, Elderton Borougµ & PJmncreek: and \Vashington Townshi.ps in Armstrong
County, Monongahela Tmll--nship m. Greene County Tmll--nship of Taylor south of ew Castle City in l.a\l.Tence
County, and the full counties ofBeaver Butler, Washington, and Westmoreland
24--Hom· P ·Ii.5 Designations Effedive Deoember 14 2009
Annual.PM25 .Designatious Effective December l • 2004 as Amended on Ap1·il 14,. 2--005
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Exhibit A4: Allegheny County CO Maintenance Areas
Map of CO Maintenance Areas in Pennsylvania: Allegheny County

l ege nd
4.5

18 Miles

-

Rh/er

Major road
O

c ountyboundary

N

A

Note : The CO maintenan ce areas in Allegheny County include the high traffic density areas within the CBD and certa in other high traffic density areas. The CBD is generally the dONntown
triangle bounded by the Allegherfl/ River, the Monongahela River and 1-579; other high traffic density areas is considered the Oakland neighborhood of Pittsburgh

Exhibit A5: Philadelphia County CO Maintenance Areas
Map of CO Maintenance Areas in Pennsylvania: Philadelphia County

16 Miles

-

River

O

countyBoundary

Road

N

A

Note: The CO maintenance areas in Philadelphia County rlclude the high traffic areaswtthin the Central Business Dis1rict (CBD) and certain other high traffic density areas. The CBD
is general~ defined as the area in Philadelphia boonded to the north by Vine Street, to the south by South Street, to the west 1:1)1 the Sct",Jykill River, and to the east by the Delaware River.
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ATTACHMENT B:

RECORD OF CHANGES TO DOCUMENT

Exhibit B1: History of Changes Made To Document

Date

Updates

March 2008

Original Release

April 2009
(4-6-2009)






January 2012
(1-10-2012)




Title Page updated to reflect latest version data
Updated the maps on the cover and Exhibits 1, A1, A2, and A3
Updated the footnote on page 1 to reflect the most recent SIP information
Deleted references to Independent County (IC), as all counties must be part of an MPO or RPO
Added a “Key Issues” bullet point under Step 2 on Page 2 to highlight the importance of detailed
project names and descriptions in the air quality coding process
Clarified Step 5 on Page 2 by recognizing that the PennDOT AQ / Federal Initiatives Section is
responsible for finalizing coding for Scenario 1 Agencies and that Scenario 2 Agencies finalize
their own coding
Updated Exhibits 3, 4, and 6 to reflect the most recent updates to 40 CFR 93.126 and 127
Included a definition of Intersection Channelization in Exhibit 6





Title Page updated to reflect latest version data and revised background map
Page 1 reference to Publication 321 updated (no separate PM screening document)
Page 17 ozone map updated to latest








March 2014
(3-06-14)

Title Page updated to reflect latest version data
Added additional bullet point under Step 1 on Page 2 to initiate contact the transit agency to obtain information on transit projects since they are currently not in the MPMS system
Updated the Exhibit 7 MPMS screen to represent most recent version
Revised page 12 text to list available options for the “Conformity Status Code” entry in the
MPMS screen
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Michael W. Baker, Chief
Air Quality/Federal Initiatives
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation
Center for Program Development & Management
400 North Street, 6th Floor
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120-0064
Phone: 717-772-0796
Fax: 717-787-5247
Email: michaelba@pa.gov
Website: www.dot.state.pa.us/
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Environmental Justice Appendix
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APPENDIX F: ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE (EJ) AND
TITLE VI SUPPORTING DATA AND MAPPING
This appendix includes detailed tables and maps to complement the information provided in Chapter 3. All
tables include data for Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and Philadelphia Counties.
Demographic Analysis

Table F1: Populations Estimates in the DVRPC Region
Population Estimate

Regional
Percentage

4,092,856

100%

2,502,418

61.14%

1,590,438

38.86%

890,705

21.76%

5,471

0.13%

254,658

6.22%

716

0.02%

Some Other Race, Non-Hispanic

9,826

0.24%

Two or more races, Non-Hispanic

78,553

1.92%

Hispanic

350,509

8.56%

573,863

14%

Limited English Proficiency (LEP)

256,112

6.66%

Persons with a Disability

503,602

12.44%

Female Head of Household with Child

106,057

6.92%

Elderly (65 years or older)

610,637

14.92%

Carless Households

242,949

15.84%

Population
Total
White, Non-Hispanic
Minority
Black or African American, Non-Hispanic
American Indian or Alaskan Native, Non-Hispanic
Asian, Non-Hispanic
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

Low Income Population

Other Communities of Concern

Source: American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017.
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Table F2: Cross-tabulations of Low Income and Minority Populations

Poverty Rate Among Racial/Ethnic
Groups, 2017
Total

16%

White

9%

Black

27%

American Indian

28%

Asian

15%

Native Hawaiian

28%

Some Other Race

37%

Two or More

19%

Hispanic

32%
0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

Source: American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017.
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Persons in Poverty
(1 Dot= 250 Persons)

Source: PennDOT, 2020

Commun ities of Concern Concentration
by Census Tract: Low Income Populations
No Data
Well Below Average
Below Average
Average
N

A
0 dvrpc

-

Above Average
Well Above Average

Source: U.S. Census 2014 -2018 American
Community Survey 5- Year Estimates
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Figure F1: Concentrations of Low Income Populations

Equ ity Analysis: Concentrations of Low Income Populations
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Minority Populations (1 Dot= 250 Persons)
Black or African American ,
Non-Hispanic
• Asian alone , Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
American Indian -.nd Alaska Native,
Non-Hispanic
Native Hawaiian and Other
Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Two or more races, Non-Hispanic

Communities of Concern Concentration
by Census Tract: Racial Minority Populations

• Some other race , Non-Hispanic

No Data
Well Below Average
Below Average
Average

Source: PennDOT, 2019

----

.,
0 dvrpc

N

A

-

Above Average
Well Above Average

Source: U.S. Census 2014 -2018American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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Figure F2: Concentrations of Racial Minority Populations

Equity Analysis: Concentrations of Racial Minority Po pulations
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Communities of Concern Concentration
by Census Tract: Ethnic Minority Populations
No Data
Well Below Average
Below Average
Average
N

•

A
ll

~

~ dvrpc

4

=MIi-os

8

Above Average
Well Above Average

Source: U.S. Census 2014 -2018American
Community Survey 5- Year Estimates
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Figure F3: Concentrations of Ethnic Minority Populations

Equity Analysis: Concentrations of Ethnic Minority Populations
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Assessing Conditions and Needs
The following tables and maps provide further background information to supplement Chapter 3.

Table F3: Distribution of Poor Condition Bridges (State and Local) by Low Income Population
Intervals
Percent Low-income by Census Block Group
Population/
Asset
Condition

Well Below
Average
(0% -8.76%)

Below
Average
(8.77% 14.39%)

Average
(14.4% 34.87%)

Above
Average
(34.88% 52.56%)

Well Above
Average
(52.57% 100%)

Total

Total
Population

2,194,892

521,521

894,752

327,123

154,568

4,092,856

Total
Population
in Percent

53.6%

12.7%

21.9%

8.0%

3.8%

100%

Low-income
Population

70,364

90,894

47,524

94,912

270,169

573,863

Low-income
Population
in Percent

12.3%

15.8%

8.3%

16.5%

47.1%

14%

301

228

152

53

13

747

40.3%

30.5%

20.3%

7.1%

1.7%

100%

Poor
Bridges
Poor
Bridges in
Percent

Source: American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017; PennDOT.
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Table F4: Distribution of Poor Condition Bridges (State and Local) by Racial Minority Population
Intervals
Percent Racial Minority by Census Block Group
Population/
Asset
Condition

Well Below
Average
(0% -15.35%)

Below
Average
(15.36% 38.85%)

Average
(38.86% 56.73%)

Above
Average
(56.74% 82.21%)

Well Above
Average
(82.22% 100%)

Total

Total
Population

1,388,771

1,172,765

336,201

380,949

814,170

4,092,856

Total
Population
in Percent

33.9%

28.7%

8.2%

9.3%

19.9%

100%

Racial
Minority
Population

114,812

287,062

156,776

265,926

765,862

1,590,438

Racial
Minority
Population
in Percent

7.2%

18.0%

9.9%

16.7%

48.2%

39%

Poor Bridges

289

249

110

45

54

747

Poor Bridges
in Percent

38.7%

33.3%

14.7%

6.0%

7.2%

100%

Source: American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017; PennDOT.
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BRIDGE CONDITION
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PennDOT State & Local Bridge
Condition
Good
o Fair

o

• Poor

Source: PennDOT, 2019
Communities of Concern Concentration
by Census Tract: Low Income Populations
No Data
Well Be!ow Average
Below Average
Average

N

--

o

0 dvrpc

A

-

◄

a

Above Average
Well Above Average

Source: U.S. Census 2014 -2018 American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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Figure F4: Bridge Condition and Concentrations of Low Income Populations

Equity Analysis: Concentrati ons of Low Income Populations
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BRIDGE CONDITION

PennDOT State & Local Bridge
Condition
• Good
o Fair
• Poor

Source: PennDOT, 2019
Communities of Concern Concentration
by Census Tract: Racial Minority Populations
No Data
Well Below Average
Below Average
Average

N

A
mdvrpc

-

Above Average
Well Above Average

Source: U.S. Census 2014 -2018American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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Figure F5: Bridge Condition and Concentrations of Racial Minority Populations

Equity Analysis: Concentrati ons of Racial Minority Popu lations
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PennDOT State & Local Bridge
Condition
o

Good

o Fair

• Poor
Source: PennDOT, 2019
Communities of Concern Concentration
by Census Tract: Ethnic Minority Populations
No Data
Well Below Average
Below Average
Average

N

A

-

--

o

~

n

Above Average
Well Above Average

Source: U.S. Census 2014 -2018 American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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Figure F6: Bridge Condition and Concentrations of Ethnic Minority Populations

Equity Analysis: Concentrati ons of Ethnic Minority Popu lations

Table F5: Distribution of International Roughness Index (IRI) Values by Low Income Population
Intervals
Percent Low-income by Census Block Group
Population/
Asset
Condition

Well Below
Average
(0% 8.76%)

Below
Average
(8.77% 14.39%)

Average
(14.4% 34.87%)

Above
Average
(34.88% 52.56%)

Well Above
Average
(52.57% 100%)

Total

Total
Population
as Percent

53.6%

12.7%

21.9%

8.0%

3.8%

100%

Low-income
Population
as Percent

12.3%

15.8%

8.3%

16.5%

47.1%

14%

Excellent IRI

97.63

46.68

39.90

5.91

2.11

192.23

Excellent IRI
as Percent

50.8%

24.3%

20.8%

3.1%

1.1%

100%

Poor IRI

663.08

391.72

348.88

107.76

40.05

1,551.49

Poor IRI as
Percent

42.7%

25.2%

22.5%

6.9%

2.6%

100%

Source: American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017; PennDOT.
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Table F6: Distribution of International Roughness Index (IRI) Values by Minority Population Intervals
Percent Racial Minority by Census Block Group
Population/
Asset
Condition

Well Below
Average
(0% -15.35%)

Below
Average
(15.36% 38.85%)

Average
(38.86% 56.73%)

Above
Average
(56.74% 82.21%)

Well Above
Average
(82.22% 100%)

Total

Total
Population
as Percent

33.9%

28.7%

8.2%

9.3%

19.9%

100%

Racial
Minority
Population
as Percent

7.2%

18.0%

9.9%

16.7%

48.2%

39%

Excellent IRI

76.42

57.39

42.17

14.33

1.92

192.23

Excellent IRI
as Percent

39.8%

29.9%

21.9%

7.5%

1.0%

100%

Poor IRI

560.82

513.81

231.18

123.21

122.47

1,551.49

Poor IRI as
Percent

36.1%

33.1%

14.9%

7.9%

7.9%

100%

Source: American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017; PennDOT.
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PAVEMl:NT CONDITION

I

Pavement Condition
(International Roughness Index - IRI )
-

Excellent
Good

-

Fair

-

Poor

Source: PennDOT, 2019
Communities of Concern Concentration
by Census Tract: Low Income Populations
No Data
Well Below Average
Below Average
Average

N

A
mdvrpc

MIies

-

Above Average
Well Above Average

Source: U.S. Census 2014 -2018American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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Figure F7: Pavement Condition and Concentrations of Low Income Populations

Equity Analys is: Concentrations of Low Income Populations
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Pavement Condition
(International Roughness llldex - IRI)
-

Excellent

-

Fair

-

Poor

Good

Source: PennDOT, 2019

Communities of Concern Concentration
by Census Tract Racial Minority Populations
No Data
Well Below Average
Below Average
Average
N

A
~~

-

Above Average
Well Above Average

Source: U.S. Census 2014 -2018 American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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Figure F8: Pavement Condition and Concentrations of Racial Minority Populations

Equity Analysis: Concentrations of Racial Minority Populations
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~'AVE Ml.NT CONDITION

Pavement Condition
(International Roughness Index - IRI)
-----

Excellent
Good

- - Fair
- - Poor
Source: PennDOT, 2019
Communities of Concern Concentration
by Census Tract: Ethnic Minority Populations
No Data
Well Below Average
Below Average
Average
N

A
~'!........J
MIi es

0 dvrpc

-

Above Average
Well Above Average

Source: U.S. Census 2014 -2018American
Community Survey 5- Year Estimates

DVRPC FY2021 TIP FOR PENNSYLVANIA

Figure F9: Pavement Condition and Concentrations of Ethnic Minority Populations

Equity Analysls: Concentrations of Ethnic Minority Popu lations
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Figure F10: Crashes in Communities of Concern - Low Income

Source: DVRPC, PennDOT 2012-2016, NJDOT
2012-2016, US Census ACS 2012-2016
5-Year Estimates
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Figure F11: Crashes in Communities of Concern: Racial Minority

Source: DVRPC, PennDOT 2012-2016, NJDOT
2012-2016, US Census ACS 2012-2016
5-Year Estimates
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Figure F12: Crashes in Communities of Concern: Ethnic Minority

Source: DVRPC, PennDOT 2012-2016, NJDOT
2012-2016, US Census ACS 2012-2016
5-Year Estimates
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Table F7: Distribution of Injury and Fatal Crashes (2013-2017) by Low Income Population Intervals
Percent Low-income by Census Block Group
Population/
Crash Data

Well Below
Average
(0% -8.76%)

Below
Average
(8.77% 14.39%)

Average
(14.4% 34.87%)

Above
Average
(34.88% 52.56%)

Well Above
Average
(52.57% 100%)

Total

Total
Population
as Percent

53.6%

12.7%

21.9%

8.0%

3.8%

100%

Low-income
Population
as Percent

12.3%

15.8%

8.3%

16.5%

47.1%

14%

Injury and
Fatal Crash
Count

51,134

33,520

26,860

15,582

7,743

134,839

Injury and
Fatal Crash
Percentage

37.9%

24.9%

19.9%

11.6%

5.7%

100%

Source: American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017; PennDOT.
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Table F8: Distribution of Injury and Fatal Crashes (2013-2017) by Minority Population Intervals
Percent Racial Minority by Census Block Group
Population/
Crash Data

Well Below
Average
(0% -15.35%)

Below
Average
(15.36% 38.85%)

Average
(38.86% 56.73%)

Above
Average
(56.74% 82.21%)

Well Above
Average
(82.22% 100%)

Total

Total
Population
as Percent

33.9%

28.7%

8.2%

9.3%

19.9%

100%

Racial
Minority
Population
as Percent

7.2%

18.0%

9.9%

16.7%

48.2%

39%

Injury and
Fatal Crash
Count

34,223

41,485

15,487

17,098

26,546

134,839

Injury and
Fatal Crash
Percentage

25.4%

30.8%

11.5%

12.7%

19.7%

100%

Source: American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017; PennDOT.
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Table F9: Distribution of Bicycle and Pedestrian Related Crashes by Low Income Population
Intervals
Percent Low-income by Census Block Group
Population/
Crash Data

Well Below
Average
(0% -8.76%)

Below
Average
(8.77% 14.39%)

Average
(14.4% 34.87%)

Above
Average
(34.88% 52.56%)

Well Above
Average
(52.57% 100%)

Total

Total
Population
as Percent

53.6%

12.7%

21.9%

8.0%

3.8%

100%

Low-income
Population
as Percent

12.3%

15.8%

8.3%

16.5%

47.1%

14%

Bicycle and
Pedestrian
Crash Count

3,633

4,021

2,850

2,762

1,666

14,932

Bicycle and
Pedestrian
Crash
Percentage

24.3%

26.9%

19.1%

18.5%

11.2%

100%

Source: American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017; PennDOT.
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Table F10: Distribution of Bicycle and Pedestrian Related Crashes by Minority Population Intervals
Percent Racial Minority by Census Block Group
Population/
Crash Data

Well Below
Average
(0% -15.35%)

Below
Average
(15.36% 38.85%)

Average
(38.86% 56.73%)

Above
Average
(56.74% 82.21%)

Well Above
Average
(82.22% 100%)

Total

Total
Population
as Percent

33.9%

28.7%

8.2%

9.3%

19.9%

100%

Racial
Minority
Population
as Percent

7.2%

18.0%

9.9%

16.7%

48.2%

39%

Bicycle and
Pedestrian
Crash Count

2,303

4,104

1,064

2,357

5,104

14,932

Bicycle and
Pedestrian
Crash
Percentage

15.4%

27.5%

7.1%

15.8%

34.2%

100%

Source: American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017; PennDOT.
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f'FNNc.Yl VANIA HIGHWAY PROGRAM
IIICHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM (HISP)

DVRPC FY2021 TIP for PA (FY21-24)
Regional HSIP Line Item
Intersection/Interchange Improvement

• 1-

Statewide HSIP Set-Aside
Intersection/Interchange Improvement

• 1-

Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvement

DVRPC Safety Analysis
High Rates of Ks1· and

vu·•

f7~ I Crashes in Communities

Communities of Concern Concentration
by Census Tract: Low Income Populations

of Concern
'Killed and Serious Injury
··vulnerable User
(pedestrian or bicyclist)
Source: Crashes in Commun/ties
of Concern in the Greater
Philadelphia Region
DVRPC Product No: 18022
December 2018

0 dvrpc

No Data
Well Below Average
Below Average
Average
N

A

-

Above Average
Well Above Average

Source: U.S. Census 2014 -2018 American
Community Survey 5- Year Estimates
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Figure F13: Pennsylvania Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) and Concentrations of Low
Income Populations

DVRPC FY202 1 TIP for PA (FY21-FY24)

Equity Ana lysis: Concentrations of Low Income Populations
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DVRPC FY2021 TIP for PA (FY21 -24)
Regional HSIP Line Item
• / - Intersection/Interchange Improvement
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Intersection/Interchange Improvement
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by Census Tract: Racial Minority Populations

•Killed and Serious Injury
..Vulnerable User
(pedestrian or bicyclist)
Source: Crashes in Communities
of Concern in the Greater
Philadelphia Region
DVRPC Product No: 18022
December 2018

0 dvrpc

No Data
Well Below Average
Below Average
Average
N

A

-

Above Average
Well Above Average

Source: U.S. Census 2014 -2018 American
Community Survey 5- Year Estimates
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Figure F14: Pennsylvania Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) and Concentrations of
Racial Minority Populations
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Figure F15: Pennsylvania Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) and Concentrations of
Ethnic Minority Populations
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Figure F16: Highway Projects and Concentrations of Low Income Populations
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Figure F18: Highway Projects and Concentrations of Ethnic Minority Populations
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Figure F20: Transit Projects and Concentrations of Racial Minority Populations
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Figure F21: Transit Projects and Concentrations of Ethnic Minority Populations
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Table F11: List of Unmappable TIP Projects
MPMS #

Project Name

Project Type

12824

2019 Philadelphia ADA Ramps

Streetscape

12842

ADA Ramps 2020 Bucks and Montgomery
Counties

Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvement

12885

ADA Ramps 2020 Chester and Montgomery
Counties

Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvement

12886

ADA Ramps 2020 Philadelphia

Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvement

16178

Construction Management Tasks

Other

16438

PA 309, Connector Project - Phase I

Roadway New Capacity

17876

Road/Resurfacing/Rehabilitation

Roadway Rehabilitation

17928

Air Quality Partnership

Other

46959

I-95 Design Review Manager

Other

48201

DVRPC Competitive CMAQ Program

Other

48202

Regional GIS Support - DVRPC

Other

51095

ITS Program Integrator

Signal/ITS Improvements

57902

City Wide 3R Betterments Line Item

Roadway Rehabilitation

57927

Regional Safety Initiatives (HSIP)

Intersection/Interchange
Improvements

63406

Retrofit for Bike Lanes and Shoulders

Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvement

64652

Transportation Community Development
Initiative (TCDI)

Other

64984

Transportation Alternatives - Urban (TAU) Line
Item

Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvement

65109

Transit Flex - SEPTA

Transit Improvements

66460

TAP Project Engineering and Management DVRPC

Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvement

66461

CMAQ Project Engineering and Management DVRPC

Other

Source: DVRPC, 2020.
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Table F11: List of Unmappable TIP Projects (cont.)
MPMS #

Project Name

Project Type

72738

Transportation Systems Management and
Operations (TSMO)

Signal/ITS Improvements

74828

American Cities/Safe Routes to School-Phase 3

Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvement

75854

District Program Management Services "A"

Other

75855

District Program Management Services "B"

Other

79927

Highway Reserve Line Item-STP

Other

79929

Bridge Reserve Line Item

Other

79980

STU Reserve Line Item

Other

82216

NHPP Reserve Line Item

Other

83743

ADA Ramps Line Item

Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvement

84318

CAQ Reserve Line Item

Other

84457

Signal Retiming Program

Signal/ITS Improvements

86077

Enhance and Maintain Travel Forecasting Tools
- DVRPC

Other

92182

Expressway Service Patrol - Suburban Counties
(2022-2026)

Signal/ITS Improvements

92289

I-95 Consultant Mgmt

Other

96223

Philadelphia Signal Retiming

Signal/ITS Improvements

97311

Transportation Community Development
Initiative (TCDI) Administration

Other

102106

Poor Condition Bridge Line Item

Bridge Repair/Replacement

102107

Bridge On Demand Line Item

Bridge Repair/Replacement

102275

Study Line Item

Other

102665

Signal Upgrade Line Item

Signal/ITS Improvements

104639

Travel Monitoring

Other

106648

Sink Holes Line Item

Roadway Rehabilitation

Source: DVRPC, 2020.
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Table F11: List of Unmappable TIP Projects (cont.)
MPMS #

Project Name

Project Type

106649

Stormwater Permits/Environmental Mitigation

Roadway Rehabilitation

106651

Sign Structure Repair

Roadway Rehabilitation

106654

I-95 Transportation Demand Mgt (TMA)

Other

106708

I-95 Planning Assistance

Other

108098

Citywide ADA Ramps 2

Roadway Rehabilitation

109847

ROW Divestment 6-0

Other

109848

LED Lighting Conversion 6-0

Other

110127

District 6 Modeling Assistance

Other

110429

Mobility Alternatives Programs (MAP)/Share a
Ride Program (SAR)

Other

110460

Commuter Services

Other

110781

Renewing Philadelphia's Historic Streets

Roadway Rehabilitation

110971

Main Street Safety Improvements

Intersection/Interchange
Improvements

111424

Transportation Management Associations
(TMA)

Other

111474

My School on the Move Program

Other

111489

I Love You and Your Brain Too - Bike Helmet
Safety

Other

112527

Citywide ADA Ramps 3

Roadway Rehabilitation

113257

Outdoor Advertising Control

Other

114270

Wynnewood Road Road Diet

Intersection/Interchange
Improvements

115416

2020 Districtwide High Friction Surface
Treatment

Intersection/Interchange
Improvements

115417

2021 Districtwide High Friction Surface
Treatment

Intersection/Interchange
Improvements

Source: DVRPC, 2020.
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Table F11: List of Unmappable TIP Projects (cont.)
MPMS #

Project Name

Project Type

59935

Capital Operating Assistance - Pottstown Area
Rapid Transit (PART)

Transit Improvements

59966

Capital Asset Lease Program

Transit Improvements

59973

Utility Fleet Renewal Program - Non Revenue
Vehicles

Transit Improvements

60275

Debt Service

Transit Improvements

60317

Federal Preventive Maintenance

Transit Improvements

60582

Vehicle Overhaul Program

Transit Improvements

60599

Paratransit Vehicle Purchase

Transit Improvements

60611

SEPTA Key (Fare Collection System/New
Payment Technologies)

Transit Improvements

60638

Regional Rail Car & Locomotive Acquisition

Transit Improvements

60651

Substations and Power Improvements

Transit Improvements

90497

Infrastructure Safety and Renewal Program

Transit Improvements

90512

SEPTA Bus Purchase Program

Transit Improvements

95739

Transportation Capital Improvements

Transit Improvements

102565

Track Improvement Program

Transit Improvements

102571

Communications, Signals, & Technology
Improvements

Transit Improvements

115472

Projects of Significance

Transit Improvements

Source: DVRPC, 2020.
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SOUTHEASTERN PENNSYLVANIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
FINANCIAL CAPACITY ASSESSMENT
May 8, 2020
In accordance with FTA Circular 7800.1A, the following is provided as documentation that the
Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (“SEPTA” or the “Authority”) has the financial
capacity to carry out the operating and capital projects included in the Fiscal Year 2021-2024
Transportation Improvement Program. Notwithstanding the Authority’s long-term financial capacity,
SEPTA acknowledges that the declaration on March 13, 2020, of the national emergency relating to
COVID-19 and related measures, has adversely affected travel and utilization of the Authority’s
services, and may materially adversely affect SEPTA’s operations and financial re sults to a degree that
is currently uncertain. On March 27, 2020 the President signed into law the CARES Act to provide
economic assistance to American workers, businesses and industries impacted by COVID-19. Under
the Act, SEPTA is eligible for $644 million in federal aid to help offset the adverse financial impact noted
above. This assessment does not reflect the financial impact to SEPTA of COVID-19 or the related
CARES Act funding.
A.

Scope of Operations

The Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority was formed by an act of the Pennsylvania
General Assembly in 1964 in order to provide public transportation services to Bucks, Chester,
Delaware, Montgomery and Philadelphia Counties. Over the years, SEPTA acquired the assets of
several private transportation companies. Today, SEPTA is the sixth-largest public transportation
system in the United States and is responsible for operating:








125 Bus Routes (including 5 circulator routes & shuttle services)
13 Regional Rail Lines
8 Trolley Lines
The Broad Street Line and the Market-Frankford Line (subway/elevated)
The Norristown High Speed Line (interurban heavy rail line)
3 Trackless Trolley Routes
Customized Community Transportation (CCT), demand response services for seniors and
individuals with disabilities

In Philadelphia, City Transit Operations provides a network of 90 subway, subway-elevated, trolley,
trackless trolley and bus routes. In Fiscal Year 2019, approximately 788,900 (unlinked) passenger
trips were generated per average weekday.
SEPTA’s Railroad Operations serves all five counties with a network of 13 regional rail lines, serving
approximately 118,800 (unlinked) passenger trips per average weekday in Fiscal Year 2019. This
service also operates to Newark, Delaware and to Trenton and West Trenton, New Jersey.
Suburban Operations (Victory and Frontier Divisions) provides service in the suburbs, north and west
of the City of Philadelphia, with a network of 49 bus, trolley, and heavy rail routes serving
approximately 73,400 (unlinked) passenger trips per average weekday in Fiscal Year 2019.
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SOUTHEASTERN PENNSYLVANIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
FINANCIAL CAPACITY ASSESSMENT
May 8, 2020
Customized Community Transportation (CCT) serves Philadelphia and the surrounding counties and
schedules approximately 5,200 customized trips per average weekday for seniors and persons with
disabilities.
SEPTA’s five bus circulator and shuttle services connect fixed route operations to business, health
and educational centers, as well as to park and ride facilities. In Fiscal Year 2019, these services
provided transportation for approximately 3,558 passengers per average weekday.
B.

Historical Trends

SEPTA’s historical trends are outlined in Appendix A, Financial and Statistical Summary, for each of the
past five fiscal years (Fiscal Year 2015 through Fiscal Year 2019). From FY 2015 to FY 2019 passenger
revenue declined at an average rate of 1.0%.The 6% increase in FY 2018 was due to a fare increase
effective in the beginning of the year. Operating expenses during the five year period increased from
$1.288 billion to $1.411 billion, an average of 2.3% per year. Operating subsidies increased from
$756.3 million in FY 2015 to $893.7 million in FY 2019, an average rise of 4.3% per year. Operations for
Fiscal Years 2015 through 2019 resulted in a relatively small surplus each year as total operating
revenues, subsidies and investment income exceeded total expenses by an average of $281,000 over
the five year period. Investment income for Fiscal Years 2015 through 2019 are shown in the appendix
and reflect financial market conditions and fund balances.
Transportation usage decreased during the five year period at an average of 2.9% per year. The number
of total unlinked passenger trips decreased from 330.1 million in FY 2015 to 292.9 million unlinked
trips in FY 2019. Conversely, total actual vehicle revenue miles increased over the five-year period
from 101.1 million to 101.4 million, an average of 0.1% per year.
SEPTA was able to meet its financial obligations during the five year period and its long-term debt,
incurred for capital expenditures, increased from $519.9 million at June 30, 2015 to $710.4 million at
June 30, 2019. SEPTA’s recovery ratio, expressed as a percentage of total operating revenues to total
operating expenses, decreased by 1.2% per year on average during the five year period but remained
relatively strong ranging between 36.5% and 41.2%.
C.

Current Condition

For FY 2019, the most recent fiscal year for which comparative information is available, total passenger
revenue decreased 1.9% relative to the prior fiscal year. Operating expenses increased 2.9% primarily
due to increases in wages and fringe benefits, material supplies and services, fuel costs, rentals offset
by lower casualty and liability expenses. FY 2019 operating subsidies increased 5.4% over FY 2018
primarily due to the operating expense increase and lower than expected passenger revenue that
resulted from the ridership decrease. FY 2019 ended with an operating surplus of $328,000.
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SOUTHEASTERN PENNSYLVANIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
FINANCIAL CAPACITY ASSESSMENT
May 8, 2020
The Authority’s Fiscal Year 2019 audited financial results are prepared in accordance with generally
accepted accounting principles (GAAP).
D.

Financial Projections

With the passage of Act 44 of 2007, as amended by Act 89 of 2013, a dedicated, long-term funding
solution for transportation in Pennsylvania was enacted. This ended years of uncertainty with regard
to SEPTA’s operating subsidy. Act 89 also provides new bondable revenue sources for transit. In the
future, SEPTA anticipates issuing bonds for certain capital projects, such as rail car acquisitions, to assist
in financing the capital program.
Appendix B, Financial Projections Consolidated Budget, provides the detailed projections through
Fiscal Year 2026.
Forecast Assumptions By Category:
Passenger Revenue
Revenue is expected to grow 1% per year, except in Fiscal Years 2021 and 2024 when fare increases
are scheduled to take effect.
Shared Ride Revenue
This revenue category is forecasted to grow by approximately 1% each year over the five -year period.
Other Income
SEPTA’s Other Revenue category includes income from investments, real estate rentals, advertising,
parking lot fees, scrap sales, and property damage recoveries. Other Revenue is expected to increase
approximately 1% per year.
Expenses
Overall expense growth rate is 3% annually with fringe benefits expected to grow at a higher rate due
to increased healthcare costs.
Subsidy
The subsidy category reflects the anticipated funding levels of the Public Transportation Trust Fund
established by Act 44 of 2007, as amended by Act 89 of 2013. Due to scheduled fare increases in Fiscal
Years 2021 and 2024, the subsidy growth rate is lower in those years as compared to years with no
increases.
E.

Capital Program

The Fiscal Year 2021 Capital Budget was developed based on the following principles:
 Forecasted Federal, State and Local Funding Levels; and
3
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Budgeting based on Annual Cash Flow Projections and Financial Obligations.

Funding Assumptions
The following references were used to develop the programming amounts for SEPTA’s Fiscal Year 2021
Capital Budget and Fiscal Years 2021-2032 Capital Program:





Federal funding levels based on the transportation funding authorization, Fixing America’s
Surface Transportation Act (FAST).
Financial guidance for state funding from Act 89 of 2013.
City/Counties local match requirements on federal and state funding.
Short/long term capital financing to manage cash flow obligations.

Fiscal Year 2021 Projects
SEPTA’s Proposed Fiscal Year 2021 Capital Budget totals $640.22 million, a 5.2% decrease from the FY
2020 Capital Budget. Available funds are allocated among projects that will advance strategic
objectives, bring assets to a state of good repair, meet the Authori ty’s financial obligations, implement
system improvements, and enhance safety and security. Capital investments are focused on the
following areas:
Rebuilding the System
Projects will return the system to a state of good repair via restoration or replacement of transit
infrastructure that has exceeded its useful life. Projects will address the State of Good Repai r backlog
and preserve transit service for current and future customers. Programs include bridges;
communication, signal systems, and technology; maintenance/transportation facilities and roofs;
substations and power; and track and right-of-way.
Safety and Security
Projects include safety and security measures for vehicles and facilities, and interoperable
communications improvements.
Vehicle Acquisitions and Overhauls
Projects include replacing buses and utility vehicles that have exceeded their useful life, acquisition
of multi-level rail cars, and optimizing the fleet through targeted overhaul.
Financial Obligations
This includes payments for SEPTA’s Amtrak trackage lease, other capital leases, and debt service
payments.
SEPTA Key
Project includes the modernization of SEPTA’s fare payment system and companion projects.
4
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FINANCIAL CAPACITY ASSESSMENT
May 8, 2020
Project of Significance
SEPTA continues to seek long term funding to complete major regional projects including Trolley
Modernization; the King of Prussia Rail project; Rail Capacity Improvements; and Comprehensive Bus
Network Redesign. These projects will address regional transportation needs, accommodate the
growing economy and reduce traffic congestion, but they will require additional, bondable revenue
sources to complete. Modest funding is programmed to advance Trolley Modernization and the King
of Prussia Rail project.
F.

Financial Capability

SEPTA has the financial capacity to carry out the projects included in the FY 2021-2024
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).
SEPTA is designated by the Governor of Pennsylvania as the designated recipient of Section 5307
Urbanized Area formula funds for the five-county Southeastern Pennsylvania region of Bucks, Chester,
Delaware, Montgomery, and the City of Philadelphia. As such, the Authority submits, e xecutes, and
administers over $550 million in federal and state grants annually. The final report for the FY 2017
Triennial Review for SEPTA found no deficiencies with FTA requirements for Financial Management
and Capacity. This documentation is on file with the transit operator, as well as with the FTA. Due to
the COVID-19 pandemic, SEPTA’s FY 2020 Triennial Review has been postponed to FY 2021.
The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania’s Public Transportation Trust Fund provides SEPTA with financial
resources for transit capital projects. In order to create a sustainable program and to leverage
transportation investments, the State of Pennsylvania has established the match requirement of the
Federal grant commitments as a top priority of the State Trust Fund. Additionally, local governments,
such as the City of Philadelphia and the Counties of Bucks, Chester, Delaware, and Montgomery
contribute a percentage of the local share. This funding is provided through the Annual Capital Budget
process for each government entity.
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_____________________________________
Leslie S. Richards, General Manager
Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority
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In accordance with Circular 7800.1A and based on the updated operating and capital needs as outlined
in this Financial Capacity Assessment, SEPTA certifies that it has the financial capacity to provide the
services and capital projects included in the DVRPC Fiscal Years 2021-2024 Transit Improvement
Program (TIP).

CERTIFICATION
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May 8, 2020
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Appendices
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Appendix A - SEPTA Financial and Statistical Summary

Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority
Financial and Statistical Sum m ary
For Fiscal Years Ended June 30
(Am ounts in thousands)
Average
Annual

Passenger Revenue

Surplus / (Deficit)
Investment Income

to FY 2019

-1.9%

-1.0%

$ 470,445

$ 441,401

20,003

18,575

17,205

16,351

15,992

-2.2%

-5.4%

496,294

489,020

458,606

489,920

473,701

-1.9%

-1.2%

$ 466,569 $ 457,709

33,756

35,950

35,732

38,749

41,017

5.9%

5.0%

530,050

524,970

494,338

521,669

514,718

-1.3%

-0.7%

756,295

792,303

857,003

847,587

893,747

5.4%

4.3%

1,286,345

1,317,273

1,351,341

1,369,256 1,408,465

2.9%

2.3%

1,287,658

1,318,576

1,351,341

1,371,790 1,411,366

2.9%

2.3%

Operating Subsidies
(a)

to FY 2019

$ 476,291

Total Operating Revenues

Operating Expenses

FY 2015

2017

Other Operating Revenues

Total Revenue

FY 2018
2016

Total Revenues Based on Ridership

2019

% Change

2015

Shared Ride Program

2018

% Change

$ (1,313) $ (1,303) $ (1,733) $ (2,534) $ (2,901)
(b)

Surplus/ (Deficit) After Investment Income
Operating Revenue to Expense Ratio

$

1543

$

1,497

$

1,939

$

$

230

$

194

$

207

$

2,978 $
444

$

3,229
328

41.2%

39.8%

36.5%

38.0%

36.5%

Unlinked Passenger Trips)

330,119

326,085

308,300

302,702

292,857

-3.3%

-2.9%

Actual Vehicle/Car Revenue Miles

101,056

101,155

100,196

100,609

101,449

0.8%

0.1%

Unrestricted Cash and Investments, at Year-end

$ 67,255

$ 70,159

$ 78,801

$ 81,917

$ 81,834

-0.1%

5.0%

Long-term Debt, at Year-end

$ 519,857

$ 532,857

$ 655,788

$ 708,203 $ 710,430

-0.3%

8.1%

Passengers Carried (Annual

(a) Excludes the reserve change related to other postemployment benefits and
pensions
(b) Excludes unrealized investment gains and losses.
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Appendix B - Financial Projections Consolidated Budget

Proposal
Am ounts in thousands (‘000)

REVENUE
Passenger Revenue

Projection

FY 2021

FY 2022

FY 2023

FY 2024

Fare Increase
$

480,574

FY 2025

FY 2026

Fare Increase
$

485,380

$

490,234

$

515,234

$ 520,386

$

525,590

Shared Ride Revenue

16,250

16,413

16,577

16,742

16,910

17,079

Other Income

44,944

45,393

45,847

46,306

46,769

47,237

TOTAL OPERATING REVENUE

$

541,768

$

547,186

$

552,658

$

578,282

$

584,065

$

589,906

EXPENSES
Labor & Fringe Benefits

$ 1,088,773

$ 1,124,230

$ 1,158,028

$ 1,192,943

$ 1,229,017

$ 1,266,293

Materials and Services

331,432

339,718

349,060

358,659

368,522

378,657

Injury & Damage Claims

24,711

25,452

26,216

27,002

27,812

28,647

Propulsion Pow er

27,313

27,859

28,416

28,895

29,564

30,156

Fuel

26,026

26,807

27,745

28,716

29,721

30,761

Other Expenses (Incl. Depreciation)

37,729

33,384

34,051

34,732

35,427

36,135

TOTAL EXPENSES

$ 1,530,984

$ 1,577,450

$ 1,623,516

$ 1,671,037

DEFICIT BEFORE SUBSIDY

$ (989,216) $ (1,030,264)

$ (1,070,858)

$ (1,092,755)

$ 1,720,063 $

1,770,649

$ (1,135,998) $ (1,180,743)

OPERATING SUBSIDY
Federal

$

93,028

93,047

93,804

94,588

95,378

96,337

State

779,842

815,485

848,924

867,281

904,181

942,239

Local

111,986

117,328

123,682

126,394

131,902

137,585

Other

4,360

4,404

4,448

4,492

4,537

4,582

989,216

$ 1,030,264

1,135,998

$ 1,180,743

TOTAL SUBSIDY

$

SURPLUS/(DEFICIT)

$

-

$

-

$

1,070,758

$

-

$

1,092,755

$

-

$

$

-

$

-
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ASSET MANAGEMENT POLICY STATEMENT
SEPT A's mission is to provide safe and reliable multi-modal public transportation services within a 2,200square mile service area in Philadelphia, Bucks, Chester, Delaware, and Montgomeni Counties. The
Authority relies on a diverse portfolio of assets including revenue vehicles, passenger and maintenance
facilities, infrastructure, and equipment to deliver this service. Many of these assets were manufactured
or constructed by legacy operators prior to SEPTA's creation by the State of Pennsylvania in 1964. The
condition of the Authority's assets can have a direct impact to passenger safety, employees'
environment, service delivery, and service quality. SEPTA is committed to bringing the system to a state
of good repair and building for the future. This commitment has been documenteq in the Capital
Budget, and the Strategic Business Plan.
Transit asset management provides the framework for the strategic and systematic processes through
which SEPTA procures, operates, maintains, rehabilitates, and replaces assets to balance risk,
performance, and cost throughout the assets' life cycles. In order to provide a framework for making
data-informed and risk-based decisions for investing limited funds, SEPTA established an Asset
Management Program. The Asset Management Program will allow SEPTA to:
•
•
•
•
•

Make data-informed and risk-based decisions about the procurement, operation, maintenance,
and renewal of assets;
Prioritize investments that optimize safety and reduce risk, while bringing the system to a state
of good repair;
Evaluate the impact of funding and spending scenarios on asset condition and performance;
Evaluate the impact of system modernizations on SEPTA's long-term capital and maintenance
needs while growing capacity for existing and future riders; and
Implementing tools for providing data to the Federal Transit Administration and key planning
partners.

Transit asset management is an integral program to achieving a state of good repair, operating as a
business, and keeping safety as the foundation of capital investment decisions. The Authority has
committed to bringing the system to a state of good repair. To this end SEPTA is committed to providing
staff and resources to create and implement asset management at the Authority.

_(Signature on File) _ _ _ __

Jeffrey D. Knueppel, P.E.
General Manager
Accountable Executive
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Execut ive

Summary

The Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA) has developed this As'Set Management
Plan in accordance with the guidelines given in the 2016 Transit Asset Management Rule (49 CFR part
625). This plan outlines the framework for which vehicle and infrastructure information is evaluated in
developing capital investment plans. The program will also help the Authority to more effectively use its
resources to minimize unacceptable safety concerns and mitigate risk while bringing the system to a
state of good repair.
Data governance is integral to supporting an asset management framework. SEPTA will utilize two
maintenance management systems and a capital investment prioritization tool to support asset
management efforts . . The business processes that are followed to update and utilize these programs
and to provide data for internal and external stakeholders have been incorporated into this Plan.
Ongoing projects to support the Asset Management Program implementation include:
•

SEPTA Transit Asset Management Plan (this document);

•

SGR Asset Inventory (Complete);

•

SGR Targets (To be complete 10/31/18);

•

Vehicle Maintenance Management System (Ongoing, to be complete Winter);

•

Infrastructure Maintenance Management System (Ongoing, to be complete Fall 2019);

•

Decision Support Tool (Complete); and

•

Narrative Report for NTD (Start March 2019, Complete October 2019).

The initial program will be fully implemented by the October 1, 2018 date mandated by the FTA.
However, SEPTA views asset management as a practice that will continue to mature as data is collected.
As such, this plan will be updated periodically to reflect the state of the practice at SEPTA.

Transit Asset Management at SEPTA
Transit Asset Management (TAM) is the strategic and systematic practice of procuring, operating,
inspecting, maintaining, rehabilitating, and replacing transit capital assets to manage their performance,
risks, and costs over their life cycles to provide safe, cost~effective, and reliable public transportation.
TAM uses transit asset condition and associated risks to guide how to manage capital assets and
prioritize funding to achieve or maintain a state of good repair.
SEPTA was created through the consolidation of private transportation providers in the region, some of
whom had been in operation since the mid 1800's. The resulting system is truly multimodal, with
commuter rail, heavy rail, light rail, bus, and paratransit service. Due to the age and complexity of the
system, SEPTA owns, operates, and maintains a vast and diverse inventory of assets. Prioritizing the
maintenance and replacement of these assets requires a balance of potential safety risk, operational
impacts, and costs.
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While SEPTA has always performed some form of asset management, implementation and practices
have varied among the many departments responsible for maintaining the assets. In 2010, SEPTA
applied for and received a grant from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to improve transit asset
management practice. With the grant monies received, SEPTA has been developing an Authority.wide
Transit Asset Management Program. The purpose of SEPTA's Asset Management Team is to develop the
data required to inform decisions regarding t he renewal and replacement of SEPTA's multimodal
infrastructure and fleet. This information will include:
•

State of the System Report and Annual State of Good Repair Backlog Assessment;

•

Establishment and Evaluation of Asset Management Performance Targets;

•

Interface with the System Safety Plan (49 CFR 270) and the Authority Safety Plan (49 CFR 273);

•

Reports to the National Transit Database;

•

Reports to External Stakeholders, including the FTA, Pennsylvania Department of Transportation
(PennDOT), and the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC); and

•

Collaboration with the Planning and Project Coordination Team for project scheduling.

The Asset Management Program includes collaboration with many entities within the Authority,
including Engineering, Maintenance, and Construction; Vehicle Engineering and Maintenance; System
Safety; Operations; and Finance. This collaboration will facilitate a data·informed investment decision
process that supports the overall mission of the Authority to provide safe and reliable public
transportation.
This Asset Management Plan is the documentation of the various business processes that support the
Asset Management Program. The Asset Management Plan was developed in alignment with the Federal
Transit Administration's requirements, as established in the 2016 Transit Asset Management Rule (49
CFR part 625). Per the requirements, this plan outlines how people, processes, and tools work together
to address asset management policy and goals; provides accountability and visibility for furthering
understand ing of asset management practices; and supports planning, budgeting, and communications
to internal and external stakeholders. As SEPTA's practice of asset management matures, this plan will
continue to evolve.

Asset Management Advances SEPTA's Roadmap Forward
In 2015, SEPTA's General Manager established five areas of strategic focus for the Authority. Asset
management is a key enabler in providing information to support these goals.

The Customer Experien ce
The condition and performance of vehicles and infrastructure has a direct impact on SEPTA's service
quality and operational safety. SEPTA must continue to make strategic investments to reduce the risk of
decreased reliability due to asset condition. Moreover, SEPTA must continue to make improvements
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that make public transportation a mode of choice in the Philadelphia Region. These improvements
include increased station accessibility, increased parking capacity, and more reliable vehicles with
increased passenger capacity. SEPTA continues to work on projects to harden the system in the case of
extreme weather events.

Employee Development
Enterprise asset management systems will help the employee on boarding process, and collate
institutional knowledge of more experienced employees. This centralized program will allow personnel
to access asset information and maintenance practices, and reinforce protocols taught in trade-specific
training. The enterprise system will provide a mechanism for transferring knowledge about the assets
that may not otherwise be written down.

Rebuilding the System
As a legacy system, SEPTA's capital program is largely focused on repairing and replacing assets that are
no longer in a state of good repair. Asset management helps to identify potential projects that can
address the state of good repair backlog.

SEPTA as a Business
SEPTA operates on a 12-year fixed capital and operating budget. As a publical ly funded agency, SEPTA
has a responsibility to make prudent decisions about the public funds for which the Authority is
responsible. Asset management can be used to help prioritize SEPTA's investment plan while reducing
overall asset lifecycle costs. Asset maintainers will have the data to perform more preventative, rather
than reactive, maintenance, which is a more cost effective business model.

Safety as the Foundation
Safety is an integral component of SEPTA's employee culture. Asset management can be used to
prioritize projects that mitigate safety risks for passengers and employees. These investments help to
keep t he system running in a safe and reliable manner. Because of the tie to the hew Safety
Management System (SMS) approach promulgated in 49 CFRR 673, the System Safety Division is a key
stakeholder in the Asset Management Program. Future updates to this plan will show the linkage
between these two systems.

SEPTA's Key TAM Stakeholders
The TAM Program interfaces with several departments directly, and others in a support capacity. Here
are some of the roles of key SEPTA stakeholders:
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-----------------------------------Figure 1: SEPTA Asset Management Stakeholders

The Accountable Executive
Per the FTA, the Accountable Executive is the single, identifiable person who has ultimate responsibility
for carrying out the safety management system of a public transportation agency; responsibility for
carrying out transit asset management practices; and control or direction over the human and capital
resources needed to develop and maintain both the agency's safety and asset management plans in
accordance with 49 U.S.C. 5329{d) and 49 U.S.C. 5326. The accountable executive is responsible for the
overall implementation ofthe asset management strategy, and for promoting a culture of safety and
TAM. SEPTA's Accountable Executive is the General Manager, Jeffrey D. Knueppel, P.E.

Deputy General Manager
SEPTA's Deputy General Manager/ Treasurer is responsible for many Divisions that support the Asset
Management program, including Finance, Capital Grants, Procurement, Information Technology, and
Human Resources. The information technology group has a significant role in the deployment and
management of all systems that support TAM. The Deputy General Manager is also responsible for the
development of the Capital and Operating Budgets.

System Safety
The Assistant General Manager of System Safety is a direct report to SEPTA's Accountable Executive. In
this capacity, the System Safety Department reviews all maintenance and inspection procedures,
condition assessments, drawings, and specifications. The System Safety Department is responsible for
evaluating safety-related risk for SEPTA's passengers and employees. They will make recommendations
of immediate or long-term corrective actions or projects in the event that an actionable risk is
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discovered. The System Safety Division reviews the Capital Budget to ensure that that known safety
concerns are addressed within the horizon of the program. The System Safety Division is SEPTA's liasson
with the FTA and PennDOT's State Safety Oversight {SSO). Concerns raised at the SSO are relayed to
appropriate departments for mitigation, includ ing but not limited to the Asset Management group.

Regulatory Link to Safety Management Syst em
On January 19, 2018, the FTA issued a final rule on Public Transportation Agency Safety Plans. This rule
applies the SMS approach to transit system operators. This System Safety Division will be responsible
for implementing a plan that addresses the four pillars of SMS: safety management policy, safety risk
management, safety assurance, and safety promotion. A new safety hazard identification process will
be implemented for both operational and asset renewal activities. The asset management group will
coordinate with the System Safety Division to ensure that the TAM Plan and Asset Inventory can be used
to support the SMS implementation.

Operations
SEPTA's primary mission is to provide transportation through the Philadelphia region. Therefore, all
projects must coordinate with the Operations Division to ensure that service disruptions due to
infrastructure condition, performance, and replacement activities are minimized while maintaining the
safety of passengers, public, and employees. Where appropriate, projects include an evaluation of
whether or not a proposed action has the potential to increase capacity or operational flexibility on the
system.

Vehicle Engineering and Maintenance
The Vehicle Engineering and Maintenance Department is responsible for the maintenance and
procurement of SEPTA's multimodal fleet. This Division consists of personnel who specialize in Bus, Rail,
and Utility Vehicles, as well as an administration group that develops the fleet management and vehicle
overhaul plans.

Engineering, Maintenance, and Construction
The Engineering, Maintenance, and Construction Division is responsible for maintaining SEPTA's
infrastructure, which includes assets on the right of way and at transit facilities. Asset managers within
this group include Bridges and Buildings, Track, Power, Communications and Signals, Administration,
and Capital Construction. The EM&C Division is also responsible for Real Estate.
The asset management team is a function of the Administration Department within EM&C and works
closely with the Vehicle Engineering and Maintenance Division.

October 1, 2018

Page 8 [,:)

~T. "

I

~ SEPTA Transit Asset Management Plan
Planning and Coordination, Operations Control Center
The Planning and Coordination Department serves as an interface between the Operations and EM&C
Divisions. This department develops the five year infrastructure renewal plan and schedule for service
outages. This schedule is developed to ensure that service disruptions due to infrastructure renewal are
minimized, and that all work groups are able to work in a safe manner, compliant with Roadway Worker
rules. These plans may also include the utilization of buses to facilitate passenger flow when rail is out
of service. The five year plan includes large scale capital projects, such as Positive Train Control and
station renewals; maintenance activities, such as tie and surfacing or overhead contact system renewal;
and projects by other agencies that have the potential to impact SEPTA service.

Asset Management Program Technical Enablers
Three pieces of software provide the primary support for SEPTA's TAM Program.

Vehicle Maintenance Information System
The Vehicle Maintenance Information System (VMIS) was initially deployed at SEPTA between 1998
(bus) and 2005 (commuter rail). VMIS is an integral part of work flow at the depots. Moreover, VMIS is
the Authority's system of record for all fleet assets and associated work orders. VMIS generates
enterprise reports, such as the depots' vehicle availability reports, as well as more granular reports, such
as fuel consumption and component maintenance history.
At the time of the publication of this plan, SEPTA is utilizing Trapeze M4 for VMIS, and is currently
upgrading to Trapeze MS.

Infrastructure Maintenance Management System
The Infrastructure Maintenance Management System (IMMS) is the counterpart to VMIS. This work
order management system will serve as the system of record for the asset inventory, condition,
maintenance history, and performance of bridge, power, systems, and track assets. The data in this
system will be utilized to improve lifecycle management and develop SEPTA-specific age and condition
curves for use in the decision making software.
At the time of implementation of this plan, SEPTA is in the process of deploying Asset Works' FA Suite to
the Power and Track Departments within the EM&C Division.

State of Good Repair Database
The State of Good Repair (SGR) Database is a decision support tool. Originally developed by the
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, the SGR Database is used to prioritize investments with a
goal of bringing the system to a state of good repair. The SGR Database utilizes asset age, condition,
performance, ridership impact, replacement cost, and renewal cost to develop a composite State of
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Good Repair score. This score can be used to generate optimized lists of spending actions based on
different levels of spending. This tool is also utilized to model SEPTA's unconstrained needs and SGR
Backlog. The SGR Database inventory is the source of the capital asset inventory included in this plan.
SEPTA started to use an Access version of the SGR Database in 2011, and will adopt a SQL version of the
SGR Database in Fall 2018.

Asset Management Framework for Data-Informed Decision-Making
Prior to the start of the capital planning process, the Asset Management Group will run scenarios in the
State of Good Repair Database. At a minirnum, these scenarios will include:
•

Untonstrained Needs Analysis

•

Investment Prioritization based on Unconstrained Funding Scenario

•

Investment Prioritization based on Projected Funding Scenarios

The output of these scenarios will be provided to the Capital Planning Committee. The Committee will
utilize this input when developing the Capital Plan. However, it is important to recognize that capital
planning requires a balance of many factors. Beyond the goal of bringing the system to a state of good
repair, other needs shape the overall program, such as:

Safety
Passenger and employee safety is SEPTA's highest priority. The mitigation of identified and assessed
hazards and risks takes priority over all other spending. Moreover, System Safety is a key stakeholder in
the review of inspection and maintenance procedures, development of spending plans, and providing
oversight during the design and construction of major transit facilities. In the case of an unforeseen
safety condition, SEPTA must re-evaluate proposed spending and make adjustments so that these
conditions can be remedied as quickly as possible.
SEPTA evaluates the safety of the system continuously, through planned inspections, location-specific
programs, and through location safety committee (LSC) meetings. These processes help to identify
critical safety concerns. The mitigation of safety concerns is a primary selection criterion for capital
project selection. Examples of the inclusion of safety in the 2019-2030 Capital Budget include:
•

Lawndale Station (Includes the construction of a grade-separated pedestrian track crossing);

•

Positive Train Control on the Media-Sharon Hill Line;

•

Fleet management programs that address technical and safety obsolescence.
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Mandates
SEPTA must comply with all mandates issued by the authorities that govern its operation. These
mandates ir,clude installation of positive train control (PTC) on the Regional Railroad, payment to
Amtrak under the terms of the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act (PRIIA) and compliance
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Some
mandates have required SEPTA to take immediate action to accelerate projects to be completed by a
specified date. Others have required SEPTA to incorporate additional elements to a project. Since assets
are not always able to be replaced in kind, future costs may increase.

Operc3tions
Projects must be performed in a manner that minimizes operational impact while maintaining the safety
of passengers, public, and employees. When a piece of infrastructure is taken out of service for an
extended period of time, SEPTA will oftentimes develop a comprehensive plan to repair all assets within
the limits of the service outage. This allows SEPTA to bring an entire corridor of assets to the same
performance standard. This proactive approach to maintenance reduces the risk of unplanned service
disruptions due to infrastructure condition. This also allows SEPTA employees and third party
contractors a safer environment for work. The corridor approach to infrastructure renewal results in a
significant cost savings. Moreover, this approach reduces customer impacts during construction as well
as mitigating the risk of future infrastructure failure.
SEPTA will sometimes extend the useful life of an asset in order to schedule its replacement within a
corridor-wide program. The extension of life can only be performed if this action does not does not
impose additional risk or 'i ntroduce new hazards. Several long term infrastructure renewal pla ns are
providing the framework of these long range infrastructure plans. These include: the installation of
positive train control; the rationalization of the interlocking plant; replacement of the legacy overhead
contact system; and cyclical tie and surfacing of the right of way.

Funding
SEPTA is primarily funded through FTA formula funds and State of Pennsylvania grants. However, some
grants are funded through discretionary grants, such as the Superstorm Sandy Resiliency program, the
former TIGER program, and the BUILD program. The capital program must comply to the requirements
of the funding sources.

Adaptation
Some projects include elements to harden the existing infrastructure against impacts of extreme
weather events. Other adaptation projects have included the addition of infrastructure to provide
operational flexibility in areas of known flooding. SEPTA continues to perform projects to reduce energy
consumption, such as the installation of LED fixtures and the procurement of electric buses.
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Partnership
SEPTA collaborates its program with that of other neighboring agencies. These partnerships allow for
more comprehensive improvements in the communities that the Authority serves. Some of these
partner agencies have included the Ph iladelphia Water Department {for stormwater improvements),
Aqua (minimizing impact of roadway closures for utility installation and track rep lacement), and
Townships (increasing parking capacity or accessibility at stations to facilitate the use of public transit in
areas of potential development, i.e., Transit Oriented Development.)

Growt h
SEPTA continues to perform investments that facilitate additional use of the system and effectively
increase ridership. Some of these investments include projects to increase operational flexibility, such
as the construction of passing sidings or the installation of bi-directional signal systems. Other
investments include improved passenger amenities, such as increased parking capacity, compliance with
the Americans with Disabilities Act {ADA), and the installation of high level platforms. SEPTA has
initiated the procurement of multi-level rail cars to increase passenger capacity of the Regional Ra il road.

l
Asset Maintenance
Data

Capital Asset
Data

Project Development
and Planning

Program
Deliverables

Figure 2 Data Informed Decision Fro me work for Balancing State of Good Repair Needs in the Co pita/ Program.

Docu ments th at Interface w ith t he Asset Management Program
There are many established procedures that provide information integral to the success of the Asset
Management Program and that will continue to be developed and curated by subject matter experts.
When updating the Asset Management Plan, the group must look to the following documents:
•

The System Safety Program (49 CFR 470) and the Authority Safety Plan (49 CFR 673);
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•

Fleet Management and Vehicle Overhaul Plans;

•

Vehicle Technical Information Library;

•

Five Year Outage Plans (Railroad, CTD, STD);

•

Capital Project Summary Reports;

•

Capital Budget;

•

Project Control 10-Year Cash Flow Report; and

•

Asset Inspection Protocols.

External-Facing Deliverables of the Asset Management Program
The Asset Management Program will provide reports rega rding asset age, condition, and performance to
key stakeholders, including the FTA, the Metropolitan Planning Office (DVRPC), and the Pennsylvania
Department of Transportation (PennDOT).

Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
In order to comply with the Asset Management Rule, transit agencies must demonstrate process and
report deliverables, beginning on October 1, 2018. Process deliverables include a compliant Transit
Asset Management Plan, certified by the Accountable Executive. The agency must be able to
demonstrate appropriate recordkeeping to support the plan. Report deliverables include age and
condition data within the National Transit Database asset inventory module and establishment of asset
performance targets for the next year. Beginning in report year 2019, agencies must provide a narrative
that documents changes in transit system conditions and the progress toward achieving the
performance targets established in the previous reporting year.
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Category
Rolling Stock

Equipment

Infrastructure

Assets
Revenue Vehicles by Mode

Performance Measure
Percentage of Revenue Vehicles that
have Exceeded the Agency' s Useful Life
Benchmark
Non-revenue support-service and
Percentage of Non-Revenue Vehicles that
have Exceeded the Agency's Useful Life
maintenance vehicles
Benchmark
Rail fixed-guideway including bridges and Percentage of track segments with
tunnels, track, signals and systems
performance restrictions
Maintenance and administrative
Percentage of assets with condition
facilities; stations, and parking facilities - - ratin~
- below 3.0 on the FTA TERM Scale

--~

Facilities

---

~~~

Notes:
1.) The usefu l life benchmark (ULB) has been developed with input from the Vehicle Engineering
and Maintenance Division. ULB's take into account the asset lifecycle based on equipment
type, operating environment, duty cycle, and performance.
2.) Performance Restrictions are established based on the data in the weekly Speed Restriction
Reports.
3.) Facility Condition Scores are taken from the Structural Engineering Department's condition
assessments and from sample inspections performed by the Asset Management group.

De laware Valley Regiona l Planning Commission (DVRPC)
DVRPC is the Metropolitan Planning Organization for Philadelphia and eight surrounding counties. On
an annua l basis, SEPTA will provide DVRPC with the performance targets that have been established for
that calendar year. Every five years, SEPTA will to provide the 30-year unconstra ined needs assessment
for the development of the long range plan. (SEPTA utilized the State of Good Repair Database to
provide data for DVRPC's 2040 and 2045 long range plans.)

Asset Ma intenance
Data

Ca pital Asset
Data

Figure 3: External Face a/ the Transit Asset Management Plan
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Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (Penn DOT)
Penn DOT utilizes the TransAM system to develop a state-wide asset inventory and condition report for
capital planning purposes. PennDOT requires that an update to the inventory be completed at the end
of each year prior to issuing funding to an agency. The Asset Management Group provides SEPTA's
annual update to TransAM.
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TAM Plan Requirements per 49 CFR part 625

Resources

Figure 4: Relation of TAM Plan Elements. Source: FTA TAM Plan Compliance Checklist, December 2017
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Inventory of Capital Assets
The agency should have an inventory of all capital assets it uses in the provision of public transit. The
asset inventory should be as detailed enough as needed to develop a capital plan.
SEPTA has developed a capital asset inventory in the State of Good Repair Database. As discussed in
previous sections, the asset inventory is structured by asset class at the capita l project level. For
example, a bridge that is made up of several subcomponents is a single asset in the inventory because
that is the level at which capital decisions are made about the asset class. Likewise, the Broad Street
Subway cars are a single asset in the inventory, because SEPTA would choose to overhaul or replace
those cars as a fleet. The capital asset inventory is broken into twelve asset classes, as shown in the
table below. This asset hierarchy was developed to mirror both the FTA TAM Categories as well as the
SEPTA departments accountable for asset maintenance.

SEPTA Asset Class

Typical Elements

Typical Renewal
Activities

FTATAM Category

Bridges

Bridges, Elevated
Structure
Communications
Systems, Radio Towers,
Radios, Cameras, CCTV
Equipment, Fiberoptic
Plant

Painting,
waterproofing
Technical Refresh

Infrastructure

SEPTA
Accountable
Department
B&B

Infrastructure

C&S

Vertical Transportation
Equipment at Stations
and Shops
Turnstyles, fare vending
machines
HVAC, Cranes and Hoists,
Wheel Truing Machines,
Lifts, Hoists, Generators,
Pumps
Surface Parking Lots,
Garage Structures
Traction Power
Substations, Overhead
Contact System, Third Rail
Maintenance Facility
Buildings
Signal System, Control
Center Equipment
Passenger Stations, Loops

Mechanica l
Overhaul

Facilities

B&B

Facilities

Finance

Facilities

B&B

Facilities
Infrastructure

Finance
Civil
Power

Facilities

B&B

Technical Refresh

Infrastructure

C&S

Roof and Canopy
Repair

Facilities

B&B

Tie and Surfacing,
Vegetation
Clearing
Painting, Leak

Infrastructure

Track,
Civil

Infrastructure

B&B

Communications

Elevators and
Escalators
Fare Collection
Industrial
Equipment

Parking
Power

Shops and Yards
Signals
Stations

Track

Tunnels

I

Rail, Ties, Bridge Timbers,
lnterlockings, Sidings,
Switches, Culverts
Tunnel Structure,

Contact Wire
Renewal

J -~11
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Emergency Exits, Vent
Wells

Vehicles

I Revenue Vehicles
Utility Vehicles

Mitigation
Vehicle Overhaul
Program

I

I Rolling Stock
Equipment

I VEM

A copy of the asset inventory is included as an appendix to the asset management plan. This
attachment will be updated annually to reflect current age, condition, and performance for each asset in
the inventory. This inventory will be the primary source of information for external TAM reports.

October 1, 2018
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Cond ition Assessm ent
The agency should assess the condition of all of its assets. The condition assessment should be detailed
enough to support capital plan development.

SEPTA inspects all assets on a continuous basis in order to assess condition and performance . Many of
these inspections are performed at a frequency mandated by oversight organizations, such as the
Federal Railroad Administration or the Department ofTransportation. SEPTA has adopted a FRA-style
inspection frequency for infrastructure on the heavy rail and light rail lines.
The inspection type and frequency by asset class is listed below. Tests are also performed after extreme
weather events or as condition warrants. Unless otherwise stated, inspections are performed by trained
SEPTA personnel.

I

SEPTA Asset Class
Bridges and
Structures
Communications
Elevators and
Escalators
Industrial
Equipment
Parking
Power
Shops and Yards
Signals
Stations

Track

Tunnels
Vehicles

Inspection Frequency
Governing Inspection Practice
B&B Structural Inspection Manua l
Railroad: Annua l; Transit: Biannual; or,
more frequently if condition warrants
Specific to equipment type
C&Sl/ C&S2
Da ily, Weekly, Monthly~S~em
- i--A-nn_u_a_ll_y,- ~Elevator/ Escalator Inspection and
and Annually
Preventative Maintenance Manual
Specific to equipment type
Specific to Individual Equipment
Type
Surface: Every 3 years.
J
B&B Structural Inspection Manual
Stormwater BMPs: Annually.
ET-01, ET-02
Traction Power Substations, Overhead
Contact System, Third Rail
J Every 4 years
B&B Structural Inspection Manua l
Specific to equipment type
C&Sl/ C&S2
B&B Structura l Inspection Manua l
Every 3 years

I

I

Track infrastructure is inspected twice a
week by Track Department personnel,
and annually with the geometry car.
Culverts are inspected every 3 years.
tnnual inspecti~n of tunnels and support
nfrastructure
Daily

1

I

I

SR-01, S'R-02, SMW-100

B&B Structural Inspection Manua l

1

DOT inspection

The asset age, condition, and performance are assessed, and an overall "SGR Score" is calculated for
each asset. The SGR score for all assets is included in the asset inventory attached as an appendix of this
plan.
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Decision Support
A description of analytical processes or decision-support tools that a provider uses to estimate capital
investment needs over time and develop its investment prioritization.
SEPTA utilizes the SGR Database as its decision support tool. The system utilizes the capital asset
inventory with the following information to prioritize projects:

•

Age;

•

Useful Life;

•
•
•
•
•
•

Ridership Impact;
Duration of Fa ilure;
Replacement Cost;
Renewal Activities and Cost;
Condition; and
Performance .

As of 2018, SEPTA has started
to address critical SGR needs.

~
~
SEPTA

Communications

and Signal,
$299.1

6"

Power

$341.8 , 7'6
M ai ntenance
Facilities

S56.S • 21'
Tunnels

Stations

$265.6 , 6"
Track

$597.0 , 13!1,

$412.8 ,9%

Figure 5: Output from the SGR Dotobase. Source: UZ Presentation at Executive Board Session, May 2018
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Proj ect Prioritization
A provider's project-based prioritization of investments, developed in accordance with §625.33 of this
part.

SEPTA's annual capita l budget and 12-year capital program describes the capital improvements SEPTA plans to
undertake with anticipated fund ing. The budget is adopted by SEPTA's Board, and is reflected in the regiona l
Transportation Improvement Program (TI P). The projects that have been identified in SEPTA's Capital Program
have been indicated on the attached Capital Asset Inventory.
A full copy of the current capital budget, which demonstrates how projects are funded through various funding
sources, may be found on SEPTA'S website: http :ljwww.septa.org/strategic-plan/reports/fy-2019-cap-budget 2030-program .pdf. A summary of the program is included below.

FY 2019 Capital Budget - Summary
SEPTA'S FY 2019 Capital Budget tota ls $749.6 mllllon. Projected FY 2019
fund ing is allocated among projects that wi ll bring assets to a state of good

Substatlons ond Power lmprovement.s ($30.6 M) : Modernization of SEPTA's
ra ilroad and transit substations, ongina lly built in the 1920s and 1930s, and
catenary replacement.

repair, meet the Authority's financial obligations, advance strategic objectives,
and Implement system improvements to enhance transit service. Capita l
investments are focused on the following areas:
•

Bride• Procrem ($5.2 M) : lnch,des Regional Rall Stone Arch Bridges • Phase 2,
a bridge on the Norristown High Speed Line, and other bridge repairs,

•

Commu nications, Signal Systoms ond Technology Improvements ($42.0 M):
Includes a variety of improvements to signals, interlockings, dispatching and
operations management systems, real-time information and other technology.

•

Financial Obligations ($103.7 M): Includes SEPTA's Amtrak trackage lease,
other capita l asse leases and debt service payments.

•

lnfrostructure Safety Renewal Pro,ram ($46.5 M): Includes track replacemer>r,
station renewal; rehabilitation of signals, communications equipment, traction
and power systems; and rehabilitation of maintenance facilities.

•

Malnt enanoe/TraMportotlon Shops, Offices & Roofs (S47.6 M) : Rehabilitation
of bus and rail maintenance shops, facilities maintenance shops, and offices o
bring infrastructure and equipment to a ~late of good repair. Includes
e><pansion of Frazer Yard to accommodate planned additions to the Regional
Rail fleet.

•

Safety & Security (S19.6 M): Includes safety and security measures for
vehicles and facilities, ar>d interoperable communications. Also includes
projects competitively funded through the U.S. Department of Homeland
Security (OHS) to provide proteccion from terrorism, major disasters and 0U1er
emergencies .

•

SEPTA Key ($70.2 M): Includes modemjzation of 5EPTA's fare payment system
and companion projects.

Track and Rleht -of-Way Improvements ($7.6 M): To return rail infrastructure loa
state of good repair. Includes tie replacement and continuous weld ed rail (CWR).
•

Vehl cle Acquisition, and Overhauls ($263.7 M) : Replacing vehicles that have
exceeded their useful lrfe, acquisition of additional locomotives, multi-level rai l
cars and utility vehicles, and optimizing the performance of the existing fleet
through targeted overhaul campaigns.
Projects are described in more detail in the Program Descriptions,
$19,6

$30.6
4. 1'6

$35.2

2.6'1

~

4' 7" ---------

Q Service Restoration ($35.2 M) : Elwyn to Wawa Rail Service Restoration,
•

Statlons, Loops and Parkl ne Improveme nts ($77, 7 M): Reconstruction or
rehabilitation of SEPTA stations and parking expansions and improvements
with a focus on accessibility.

Total: $749.6 Million
Figure 6: Capital Budget by Program Area. Source: SEPTA FY 2019-2030 Capital Budget, Published July 1, 2018

Addressing Safety-Critica l Projects with in t he Cap ital Plan
Safety is a fundamental principle of the transit industry and SEPTA has committed to establish a safety
first corporate culture for our employees and customers. In order t o achieve this goal, SEPTA has
developed a number of employee safety committees to discuss safety concerns, including:
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•
•
•

Bi-annual companywide safety days held twice a year at work location to discuss general and
site-specific work concerns;
Location-safety committee meetings; and
Elevated Joint Health and Safety Committee.

One of the results of these meetings is the recognition of needs that may not be identified through age,
condition, and performance data alone. The mitigation of these needs often resu lts in programs that
are included in SEPTA's Capital or Operating Budgets.

Project

J

Schedule

Description

Fern Rock
Pedestrian
Crossing
.
(Mult1modal)

Design 7 :
ncludes c-o-n-st-ru- c-ti_o_n_o_f a grade separated pedestrian
2018- 2019
crossing, replacement of elevator entrances and hoist
C t ct·
equipment and related station modifications.
ans ru ,on
_
2019 2022

Lawndale Station
(RRD - Fox
Chase)

Design
2016 -2018

Broad Street Line
Ridge Spur
Signals
(Subway - Broad
Street Line)
Route 101/102
Positive Train
Control
(Streetcar Rail MSHL)

Construction
2019- 2020
Design
Complete
Construction
2015 - 2019
Design
Complete
Construction
2015- 2019

M-4 Bolster
Repairs

Ongoing

Critical Roof
Program

Ongoing

Construction of a grade separated pedestrian access at
Lawndale Station. This project also includes the installation of
a high level platform and passenger shelters.

$9.6M

Modernization of the signal system on the Broad Street Line's
Broad-Ridge Spur. Work includes signal upgrades to improve
operational reliability for the train control systems on the
portion of track between Fairmount Interlocking and the 8th
and Ridge Terminal Interlocking.

$8.7M

Installation of a new state-of-the art Communications Based
Train Control (CBTC) system for the Route 101/102 trolley
lines. The new system will automatically enforce trolley
separation and provide overspeed and roadway worker
protection. New power switching will be installed to facilitate
operational flexibility.

$76.4M

l

Vehicle overhaul of a critical component of the MarketFrankford Line fleet.

Design/

Replacement of existing roofs at Southern, Midvale, Comly,
Courtland, and Frankford.

$62.83M

Evaluation

Potential Future Asset-Based Safety Projects
There are several assets that are scheduled to be replaced in the further years of the Capital Program,
such as the Kawasaki trolley fleet and the Silverliner IV rai l cars. These assets are scheduled to be
operated beyond their normal estimated useful lives. Like all SEPTA fleets, these vehicles are inspected
on a daily basis and repaired th rough the vehicle overhau l program in order maintain a safe operating
condition. SEPTA's procedures are supplemented by annual third-party inspections. For example, a
contractor is testing commuter rail car components that are prone to failure as the Silverliner IV fleet
approaches the age of 50 years. SEPTA performed strain gauge testing on three fleets (Broad Street
Subway, Market-Frankford Line, and Silverl iner IV) to demonstrate the feasibility of extending the
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vehicles' useful life benchmark. SEPTA may have to adjust the Capital Program to accelerate the
procurement of replacements for the Silverliner IV and Kawasaki trolley fleets if conditions warrant.
SEPTA has started to evaluate funding sources for replacing these two fleets.
SEPTA continues to evaluate future safety enhancement projects. Projects pertaining to signal system
renewal have the highest potential to mitigate risk. Positive train control has recently been installed on
the Regional Railroad and the Media/ Sharon Hill Lines. A similar system, CBTC, was installed in the
Center City Trolley Tunnel. SEPTA is currently developing scopes for projects that could install PTCequivalent systems to the heavy rail lines (Norristown High Speed Line, Broad Street Subway, and
Market-Frankford Lines).

October 1, 2018
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Implementation Stra tegy
The Plan must include an agency's implementation strategy; namely, a transit provider's approach to
carrying out TAM practices, including establishing a schedule, accountabilities, tasks_, dependencies, and
roles and responsibilities.

While SEPTA has had many asset management enablers in place, implementation of the consolidated
asset management program began in 2010. SEPTA's Chief Engineer and Chief Information Officer began
an asset management process improvement initiative. The goal of this program was to consolidate the
disparate data collection methodologies throughout the Authority, particularly for maintenance and
lifecycle costs. The following initial needs were identified:
•

Replacement of the functionally obsolete vehicle information management system;

•

Inclusion of the paratransit fleet into the new vehicle information management system;

•

Implementation of a new infrastructure maintenance management system (or inclusion within
the vehicle information system);

•

A tool that could model state of good repair needs in relationship to condition, age, and funding
levels; and

•

Funding to implement these changes.

SEPTA received a competitive grant to implement these initially identified needs in November 2010.

Ident ification of Asset Management Stakeholders
August 2010 - November 2010

SEPTA identified a core group of asset management stakeholders, including:
•

Assistant General Manager of Engineering, Maintenance, and Construction;

•

Assistant General Manager of Operations;

•

Chief Information Technology Officer;

•

Director of Administration and Finance, EMC; and

•

Chief Engineering Officers of Bridges and Buildings, Power, Communications and Signals, Track,
Bus, and Rail.

Business Process Assessment
January 2011-May 2011

The asset management team, with the aid of a consultant, assessed existing asset inventories,
inspection methodologies, maintenance practices, and documentation. The team reviewed current
plans for rehabilitation and replacement, and assessed the type of information required to make datainformed decisions regarding investment prioritization. Key takeaways from this assessment were:
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1.) Vehicle TAM Process Strengths:

a.

SEPTA has documented processes for vehicle maintenance. These processes are based
on regulatory requirements, manufacturers' recommendations, and institutiohal best
practices. These processes are held in SEPTA's Vehicle Technical Information library.

b. SEPTA's Vehicle Engineering and Maintenance Division has a 20-year fleet management
plan, which includes overhaul and replacement of the fleet.
c.

The VEM plan is based on data collected over the life of the assets.

d. The fleet overhaul component of the plan has been developed through lifecycle
maintenance data. The vehicle overhaul plan includes items for preventative
maintenance for many components, rather than running all components to failure.
e.

The VEM Division was utilizing a legacy maintenance management system, which was
initially implemented in 1998. light rail, heavy rail, and commuter rail were brought into
the system between 2000 and 2005.

f.

The VEM Division utilizes performance metrics for new and overhauled vehicles.

2.) Vehicle TAM Process Deficiencies
a. The enterprise system did not include the paratransit fleet, which is owned by SEPTA
but operated under contract.
b. The maintenance management system did not track consumables, other than fuel.
c.

The system was 15 years old and functionally obsolete.

d. Useful life benchmarks had not been established for the non-revenue fleet.
3.) Infrastructure TAM Process Strengths:
a.

Due to regulatory requirements, many of SEPTA's infrastructure assets had well
documented inspection, maintenance, and replacement protocols.

b. Procedures for non-regulated assets had been created in many cases.
c.

SEPTA had discrete inventories of most infrastructure assets. Methodology and use of
this information varied by maintenance group.

4.) Infrastructure TAM Process Deficiencies:
a.

The majority of SEPTA's infrastructure information was in many different places, mostly
on paper or legacy Access databases.

b. There was no consolidated inventory of record for infrastructure assets.
c.

Failure data of assets, components, or systems was difficult to assemble.

d.

Cost of delay or repair due to severe events was impossible to calculate.

e.

Some assets were not contained in an inventory.

5.) Decision Support TAM Process Strengths:
a.

SEPTA had developed a strong fleet management plan.

b. SEPTA had developed an infrastructure management plan on the railroad and subway
lines, loosely based on a balance of lifecycle data and personnel management.
6.) Decision Support TAM Process Deficiencies
a. SEPTA did not have a full capital planning inventory.
b. SEPTA could not answer questions regarding the state of good repair backlog and long
term funding needs.
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c.

SEPTA could not model the long range implications of budget shortfalls on asset
condition and service reliability. This was especially critical to SEPTA after its Act-44
funding stream dissolved in 2010.

The goal of the infrastructure maintenance management system was to implement software that
supported the mandatory compliance inspection and reporting requirements of the regulatory agencies
that govern SEPTA's transportation operation. A secondary goal was to document current business
practices and develop data-supported process improvements. The initial step for procuring the
maintenance management system was a business process assessment. The process assessment was
conducted by Universal Business Solutions. Potential users at various levels within the Authority were
interviewed and compliance reports and procedures were evaluated. The results of the process
assessment were used to develop a list of technical specifications based on functionality and software.
Software vendors who met these initial requirements were invited to give product demonstrations.
After this evaluation period, SEPTA chose to procure Asset Works' FA Suite for infrastructure
maintenance management. SEPTA chose to upgrade the functionally obsolete VMIS software that
supported vehicle maintenance management but to keep these assets in separate databases.

Development of Data-Informed Decision Framework
The asset management group worked with key agency stakeholders to develop the asset management
framework. These groups included Accounting, Vehicle Engineering, Engineering Maintenance and
Construction, System Safety, Capital Budgets, and Long Range Planning. This framework, as described
earlier in this plan, allowed the asset management team to articulate the role of asset management
within the Authority's decision making process. The framework also allowed the team to develop
requirements for process enablers. The framework, shown below, provides for the flow of asset
information from the operator/ inspector to agency decision makers.
During this time, SEPTA participated as a peer reviewer of the FTA Transit Asset Management Guide.
This effort allowed SEPTA to collaborate with peer agencies and ali_gn the program framework with
available FTA guidance.
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Asset Mafntenance
Data

Capital Asset
Data

Project Development
and Planning

Program
Deliverables

Figure 7: Data Informed Decision Fromework for Balancing State of Good Repair Needs In the Capital Program. The framework
is described in greater detail at the beginning of this asset management plan.

Stat e of Good Re pair Needs M ode!
May 2011 - February 2012

SEPTA retained the services of AECOM to compile a capital asset inventory and to implement a SEPTAspecific version of the State of Good Repair Database, which had been successfully implemented at the
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority in Boston in 2003 . The development of the SGR Database
was SEPTA's initial step in compiling asset information in a single inventory. This project included
identifying asset owners, eva luating existing information, and performing field investigations to
supplement existing records. The asset management group worked with maintenance managers,
engineers, and cost estimating to assign investment costs to each asset. The service planning
department provided the data necessary to assign a ridersh ip impact to each asset. This database was
used to develop SEPTA's first published State of Good Repair backlog, and to demonstrate the impact of
underinvesting in the fleet and infrastructure. SEPTA utilized the State of Good Repair Database to
model the Service Realignment Plan in 2013, which ultimately resulted in the passage of the State of
Pennsylvania's transportation funding bill, Act-89.
The State of Good Repa ir Database is now SEPTA's Decision Support Tool, as described previously in this
Plan.

Deve lopm ent of Baselin e and Annu al TAM Ta rgets
Baseline December 2016, Reported Annuaffy Starting October 2018

Du ri ng the Fall of 2016, the asset management group worked with the vehicle, infrastructure, and
facil ities engineering departments to establish baseline TAM targets, and to develop a methodology for
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setting annual targets in the future. The methodology for each area is described at the beginning of this
asset management plan. The targets for each report year are included as an appendix to this plan.

Compilation of Data for Asset Inventory Report Module

October 2017-August 2018
Beginning in 2018, all transit agencies will be required to submit an asset inventory module to the
National Transit Database. The information that was utilized to develop the TAM targets was an initial
point of discussion for developing the asset inventory module forms. The asset management team
utilized the operating manuals, as well as track charts, speed restriction reports, and the SGR Database,
to develop the initial asset inventory module. The team anticipates that future reports will be
developed utilizing the Infrastructure Maintenance Management System.

Development and Contlnuous Update of the Asset Management Plan

Completion October 1, 2018; Annual updates to follow
The Asset Management Rule requires that agencies update their TAM Plans once every four years.
However, since SEPTA's capital program makes continual updates to the fleet and infrastructure, the
Authority intends to update this plan on ah annual basis.

Future Phase: Utilization ofTools to Develop a "State of the System" Report

Target March 2019
This report will be developed at the asset class level, and will serve as the inventory of record when
responding to inquiries about asset quantities, age, condition, and performance. The document will
include the NTD targets and serve as the basis of the narrative report to be delivered to the National
Transit Database. This document will be used to inform asset owners and members of the capital
planning committee as they develop long term investment plans. This document will also include the
annual State of Good Repair backlog analysis.

Future Phase: Maturation of the Maintenance Management System

To Start Fall 2019
The Infrastructure Maintenance Management System is scheduled to be fully implemented throughout
the Engineering, Maintenance, and Construction Division by Spring 2019. Upon full implementation, the
system will include:
•

An asset inventory developed at a level of granularity determined by the asset owners, taking
regulatory compliance and best practices into account;

•

Installation date, manufacturer, and identification information;
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•

Associated scheduled maintenance and compliance inspections, programmed as work tasks;

•

Condition assessments for each asset as appropriate;

•

Performance and reliability data;

•

Links to manuals and inspection photos; and

•

Maintenance work orders, with associated charges, for each asset.

The project team acknowledges that the initial system implementation is reflective of the best data and
understanding of business processes at the time of deployment; however, as field and office personnel
continue to use the system, additional configuration will be necessary. SEPTA anticipates that an
additional year of system configuration will be necessary after all departments are using the program.

Future Phase: Utilization of Tools to Develop Comprehensive Infrastructure Lifecycle Data
Because of the method by which SEPTA was formed, the asset management team did not have full
lifecycle maintenance or cost data when deploying software. Instead, SEPTA relied on FTA TERM curves
and managers' experiences. However, once the system has been in place, lifecycle costs and reliability
trends may become apparent. Each year, the asset management team will assess the data set and
compare to initial assumptions.

Future Phase: Development of a Project Management Practice to Collect Asset Data at t he Time of
Construction
SEPTA runs a $600 Million capital improvement program. The majority of this program allows for the
replacement and renewal of vehicle and infrastructure assets. The asset management team must
develop a methodology to collect data from project managers at the time of asset deployment. The
team will work with the Business Services Division to ensure that the appropriate language is added to
all contracts.
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Key Activities Requ ired to Implement and Ma intain the Asset Management Plan
The TAM Plan must include a description of key TAM activities that a provider intends to engage in over
the TAM plan horizon period.

SEPTA's maintenance protocols are developed in compliance with regulatory requirements and in
accordance with best industry practice. The TAM program is not changing these protocols. However,
the asset management group will continue to monitor these protocols to ensure that the tools are able
to meet the asset owners' compliance and reporting requirements.
Annual updates to the TAM program include validation of the capital asset inventory, updating financial
and ridership information, and developing a number of reports as discussed in the "Implementation
Strategy" section of this plan. These processes will include:
•

Annual extraction of data from VMIS;

•

Annual extraction of data from IMMS;

•

Annual assessment of infrastructure component performance;

•

Model of State of Good Repair Backlog;

•

Conversations with asset owners in respective classes to determine if predicted useful life and
performance are in line with the predictions made the previous year;

•

Conversations with System Safety to incorporate findings from the SMS that require the
prioritization of renewals;

•

Evaluation of prior year's performance against the established targets; and

•

Establishment of the next year's performance targets.

Table 5: Schedule for Updates to the State of Good Repair Database
Asset Class

Bridges
Communications
Elevators and Escalators
Industrial Equipment
Parkin~
Power
Revenue Equipment
Shops and Yards
Signals
1--=Stations
Track
Tunnels
Vehicles

October 1, 2018

Update to SGR Database
I April (After FRA Bridge Report has been subfl!!tted.)
November
l November
November
October (After annual parking utilization report is submitted)
November
November
November
~
ember
November
November
April (After FRA Bridge Report has been submitted.)
I October (After NTD Inventory Form has been submitted.)

l

J
J
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Resources Required
The plan must include a summary or list of the resources, including personnel, that a provider needs to
develop and carry out the TAM plan.

The success of the SEPTA Asset Management Program is dependent on both administrative and field
personnel. As discussed in the "Condition Assessment" section of this plan, SEPTA has utilized the
existing inspection protocols for vehicle and infrastructure assets to develop the asset inventory and
condition assessment. Therefore, SEPTA does not anticipate a need to increase the size of the staff as a
part of the asset mahagement program. A total of 8 full time personnel are utilized to support the Asset
Management Program.

Asset M anagement Group
3 full time staff
The Asset Management group is composed of three full time employees and one shared employee. The
asset management group has three core responsibilities: compliance, communication, and data
governance. This group is responsible for
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Preparation and administration of the Asset Management Plan;
Collaboration with the System Safety Division for the development of the SMS program;
Preparation of age, condition, and performance reports to support the capital planning and
grant development process;
Implementation of the Infrastructure Maintenance Management System to t he Bridges and
Buildings, Communications and Signals, Power, and Track Departments, including all training;
Administration of the Infrastructure Maintenance Management System and support hardware;
Implementation and Administration of the State of Good Repair Database;
Maintaining the inventory of record for infrastructure assets;
Performing supplemental facility condition assessments;
Collation and documentation of the inspection and maintenance procedures for infrastructure
assets;
Coordination with the Chief Engineering Officers in the EM&C and VEM Divisions;
Developing t he infrastructure and narrative reports for the National Transit Database;
Developing the TAM Performance Targets for the National Transit Database;
Providing updates to TransAM, PennDOT's asset management software;
Collaboration with SEPTA's Metropolitan Planning Organization, as well as other local
stakeholders, such as the City of Philadelphia and Amtrak; and
_
D evelopment of the business rules necessary to maintain an accurate inventory as assets are
procured, maintained, renewed, and retired.

Asset management is a large part of every employee's job function. Therefore, the asset management
group interfaces frequently with subject matter experts within each maintenance department to ensure
data quality and accuracy,
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Information Technology

5 full time staff
The Information Technology department provides overall support for the asset management software.
This support consists of five staff to support the implementation and use of the Vehicle Information
Management System, as well as two database administrators who are assigned to the State of Good
Repair Database and Infrastructure Maintenance Management System. The VMIS staff are full time
dedicated personnel, while the database administrators support the software on an as-needed basis.
Support needs are at the greatest during periods of training or technical refreshes.

Telecommunications Support

No additional staff
The telecommunications group is responsible for maintaining the communications network for SEPTA's
widespread locations. For the implementation of asset management software, the telecommunications
group has been installing the equipment necessary to provide internet access at crew meeting locations,
and will assume maintenance of this equipment thereafter. This work is being performed with existing
SEPTA staff; therefore, no additional personnel will be required.

Technology
Here pieces of software support the Asset Management Program and were procured expressly to
support TAM efforts:
•
•
•

Vehicle Maintenance Management System (Update funded by 2010 Grant);
Infrastructure Maintenance Management System (Procurement funded by 2010 Grant); and
State of Good Repair Database (Procurement funded by 2010 Graht).

The 2010 grant was also used to procure tablet computers for field staff to utilize during inspections.
The need for additional software to supplement TAM efforts will be evaluated over the first two years of
the plan's implementation.

October 1, 2018
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SEPTA Transit Asset Management Plan

Continuous Improvement
An outline of how a provider will monitor, update, and evaluate, as needed, its TAM plan and related
business practices, to ensure the continuous improvement of its TAM practices.

The focus of the first year for this plan will be on the final implementation of the enterprise asset
management software. We will continue to work with asset owners and maintainers to ensure that the
systems can adequately address compliance, reporting, and data collection from field activities.
Of secondary concern will be the utilization of the decision support tool. Over the next year, the project
manager will work to ensure that the capital asset inventory is at an appropriate level of granularity for
each asset class so that information can be updated in a consistent manner, and that the output is an
actionable basis for developing a preliminary project scope and budget for uses in capital planning.
The asset management team recommends that an outreach program for Transit Asset Management be
developed for employees. This outreach may include presentations to various stakeholders, including
System Safety Directors; Finance (especially for NTD submission); information technology; engineering
staff; and maintenance foremen. This outreach will ensure that key stakeholders are aware of SEPTA's
overall TAM process. SEPTA has already started to include asset management messaging in the AIM AD
and Engineer I rotational programs.
As the enterprise asset management svstems are matured, the project team will start to evaluate asset
lifecycle performance data against assumptions made with the FTA TERM curves. The team will focus on
comparing the assumed infrastructure asset useful lives to the field data, and make adjustments to the
software as necessary. The team will also assess if there is a shift towards a preventative maintenance
model.
Once the data systems are in place, the Asset Management Team recommends that a gap assessment
be performed to assess alignment with the International Assent Management framework. The Asset
Management Team recommends that this be performed near the end of a capital program development
schedule.

October 1, 2018
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ExecutiveSummary
Overview
Where is
Transportation
Conformity required?
Nonattainment
Areas: a region that
currently does not
meet the NAAQS.
Maintenance Areas: a
region that previously
violated air quality
standards but currently
meets them and has
an approved Clean Air
Act (CAA) section
175(a) maintenance
plan.

Transportation conformity is the process by which metropolitan planning
organizations (MPOs) or departments of transportation (DOTs)
demonstrate that transportation projects included in a region’s LongRange Plan (Plan) or Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) do not
cause new air quality violations, worsen existing violations, or delay timely
attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
A transportation conformity demonstration is required at least once every
four years or when an MPO: (1) adopts a new Plan or TIP; or (2) amends,
adds, or deletes a regionally significant, nonexempt project in a Plan or
TIP. This conformity demonstration is required due to amendments to the
Connections 2045 Long-range Plan, a new Fiscal Year (FY) 2021 TIP for
Pennsylvania, and the addition of regionally significant and nonexempt
projects to the FY2020 TIP for New Jersey.

The Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) region
includes a complex combination of nonattainment and maintenance areas
for ozone and fine particulate matter (PM2.5). The region’s ozone
nonattainment area encompasses the entire nine-county DVRPC region,
while the PM2.5 maintenance areas encompass various portions of the
region. The region is required to demonstrate transportation conformity for
each of these standards in each of the appropriate geographic areas
covered by the nonattainment and maintenance areas.
This transportation conformity demonstration shows that the Draft Amended Connections 2045 LongRange Plan, Draft FY2021-2024 Pennsylvania TIP, and FY2020-2023 New Jersey TIP are following, or
“conforming to,” the State Implementation Plans (SIP) to meet the NAAQS.
This Executive Summary highlights DVRPC’s conformity demonstration for:
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) and Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) meeting the 1997, 2008, and 2015
Eight-Hour Ozone NAAQS requirements in:

•

the DVRPC portion of the Philadelphia–Wilmington–Atlantic City PA–NJ–MD–DE Ozone
Nonattainment Area; and

Direct PM2.5 and precursor NOx meeting the 1997 Annual, 2006 24-Hour, and 2012 Annual PM2.5
NAAQS requirements in:

•
•
•

the DVRPC portion of the Philadelphia–Wilmington, PA–NJ–DE Annual and 24-Hour PM2.5
Maintenance Area,
the DVRPC portion of the New York–Northern New Jersey–Long Island, NY–NJ–CT Annual and
24-Hour PM2.5 Maintenance Area, and
the Delaware County, PA Annual PM2.5 Maintenance Area.

DVRPC Transportation Conformity Demonstration
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This summary serves as an inclusive document that demonstrates the transportation conformity of the
DVRPC Plan and Pennsylvania and New Jersey TIPs with all applicable SIPs and NAAQS requirements
for the above pollutants within the noted areas. The full conformity determination document is available at
www.dvrpc.org/airquality/conformity.

Analysis Approach
RegionalEmissionsAnalysisofPlanandTIPProjects
The federal Final Conformity Rule requires that all regionally significant and nonexempt projects that are
funded in the Plan and TIP must be included in the regional Transportation Demand Model (TDM).
Emissions from those modeled projects are then quantified using the latest United States Environmental
Protection Agency (US EPA)-approved emissions modelling system. DVRPC uses the Motor Vehicle
Emissions Simulator 2014b (MOVES 2014b) emissions model to demonstrate transportation conformity in
order to meet this requirement.

ConformityTest
Modeled emissions results from the projects in the Plan and TIPs are then compared to Motor Vehicle
Emissions Budgets (MVEBs) contained in the SIPs to meet the NAAQS. When modeled emissions are
less than the SIP budgets, the transportation conformity requirements have been met. This process is
referred to as the “budget test.”
New Jersey and Pennsylvania have approved SIP MVEBs for the 1997 Eight-Hour Ozone Standard,
1997 and 2012 Annual, and 2006 24-Hour PM2.5 standards in both states. These budgets are used to
demonstrate conformity for all of the current NAAQs requirements.

AnalysisYears
When performing the budget test, DVRPC identifies a series of analysis years. Analysis years are
benchmarks for the projects that are included in the TDM and emissions analysis. All projects that are
expected to be open to traffic by the beginning of that analysis year are included in that year’s emissions
analysis. The Final Conformity Rule includes guidance on the selection of analysis years. Analysis years
must include: SIP budget years, the final year of the Plan, and interim analysis years that are no more
than 10 years apart.
MVEBs are established in each state’s SIP for specific years. The MVEBs set the emissions limits moving
forward until the next SIP budget year. For example, the 2017 PM2.5 SIP budgets in Pennsylvania
establish emissions limits for all projects that are open to traffic after 2017 but before the new SIP budget
year of 2025. The 2025 PM2.5 SIP budgets establish emissions limits for all projects that are open to traffic
after 2025 and until such time as a new SIP budget is approved by the US EPA.
To demonstrate conformity for the ozone NAAQS, projected VOC and NOx emissions in all analysis years
must be below the SIP MVEBs for the given analysis years. VOCs and NOx, which are heat-sensitive
ozone precursors, are estimated for a typical summer week workday.
To demonstrate conformity for the PM2.5 NAAQS, emissions are estimated for direct PM2.5 and the PM2.5
precursor chemical NOx. The SIP budgets for PM2.5 are expressed in terms of annual emissions;
therefore, conformity analyses are conducted for annual PM2.5 emissions.

2
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In the DVRPC region, the analysis years are 2025, 2035, and 2045. Delaware County has additional SIP
budget analysis years for annual PM2.5 and the PM2.5 precursor chemical NOx. The additional Delaware
County PM2.5 analysis years are 2022 and 2030.
For this conformity demonstration, the mobile source emissions analysis years are identified in Table 1.

Table 1: Mobile Source Analysis Years
Year

Ozone

2022
2025

√

2030

PM2.5

Note

√

PM2.5 SIP budget year (Delaware County only)

√

Interim Year and PM2.5 SIP budget year

√

PM2.5 SIP budget year (Delaware County only)

2035

√

√

Year within 10 years of previous analysis

2045

√

√

DVRPC Plan horizon year

Source: DVRPC, 2020.

Findings
The DVRPC Plan and the TIPs are found to be in conformity with the current New Jersey and
Pennsylvania SIPs under the CAA. The forecasted emissions levels of VOCs, NOx, and PM2.5 do not
exceed the respective budgets established by the state departments of environmental protection (state
DEP) in accordance with the Final Rule under the current NAAQS governing applicable pollutants.
The transportation conformity analysis meets all applicable conformity criteria, including,
but not limited to, the following:

•
•
•
•
•
•

that the Plan and the TIPs are fiscally constrained [40 CFR 93.108];
that this determination is based on the latest planning assumptions [40 CFR 93.110];
that this determination is based on the latest emissions estimation model available [40 CFR
93.111];
that DVRPC has made the determination according to the applicable consultation procedures [40
CFR 93.112];
that the Plan and the TIPs do not interfere with the timely implementation of transportation control
measures (TCMs) [40 CFR 93.113]; and
that the Plan and the TIPs are consistent with the MVEBs in the applicable SIPs [40 CFR 93.118].

Figures 1 through 6 detail the emissions analysis results for transportation projects included in the Plan
and TIPs for New Jersey and Pennsylvania. The data for these figures is detailed beginning on page 25.
These estimates of emissions results confirm that the transportation projects in the Plan and TIPs
conform to the respective SIP and Final Rule conformity requirements.

DVRPC Transportation Conformity Demonstration
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Figure 1: VOCs Emissions Analysis Results (Tons/Day)
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Source: DVRPC, 2020.

The most recent Eight-Hour Ozone SIP MVEBs will apply to all future analysis years.

Figure 2: NOx Emissions Analysis Results (Tons/Day)
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Source: DVRPC, 2020.

The most recent Eight-Hour Ozone SIP MVEBs will apply to all future analysis years.
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Figure 3: Annual and 24-Hour Direct PM2.5 Emissions Analysis Results (Tons/Year)
1,400

1,200

1,000

800

-

NJ Emissions Estimate

-

PA Emissions Estimate

-

Mercer Emissions Estimate

PA PM 2_5 Budget

-

NJ PM2 _s Budget

Mercer PMu Budget

600

400

200

0

2025

2035

2045

Source: DVRPC, 2020

The most recent MVEBs apply to all future analysis years.

Figure 4: Annual and 24-Hour NOx Precursor Emissions Analysis Results (Tons/Year)
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Source: DVRPC, 2020.

The most recent MVEBs apply to all future analysis years.
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Figur-e 5 : Delaware County Annual Direct PM2.5 Emissions Analysis Results (Tons/Year)
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Source: DVRPC, 2020.

The most recent MVEBs apply to all future analysis years.

Figure 6: Delaware County Annual NOx Precursor Emissions Analysis Results (Tons/Year)
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Source: DVRPC, 2020.

The most recent MVEBs apply to all future analysis years.
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These findings demonstrate transportation conformity of the DVRPC Draft Amended Connections 2045
Long-Range Plan, FY2020 New Jersey TIP, and Draft FY2021 Pennsylvania TIP, with the state SIPs and
the Final Rule requirements under CAA, including:
•
•
•
•

the 1997, 2008, and 2015 Eight-Hour Ozone NAAQS in the Philadelphia–Wilmington–
Atlantic City, PA–NJ–MD–DE Ozone Nonattainment Area;
the 1997 Annual and 2006 24-Hour PM2.5 NAAQS in the Philadelphia–Wilmington, PA–
NJ–DE PM2.5 Maintenance Area;
the 1997 Annual and 2006 24-Hour PM2.5 NAAQS in the DVRPC portion of the New
York–Northern New Jersey–Long Island, NY–NJ–CT PM2.5 Maintenance Area; and
the 2012 Annual PM2.5 Delaware County, Maintenance Area.

DVRPC Transportation Conformity Demonstration
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SUMMARY OF THE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
PROCESS FOR THE FY2021 TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP) FOR
PENNSYLVANIA
The Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) has a long history of public
participation in its planning process. DVRPC firmly believes in public participation and reaches
out to as many populations as possible in an equitable and timely manner. Public participation is
a way to ascertain the interests of a wide variety of residents, including the under involved, the
private sector, special-interest groups, older adults, educators and parents, public officials, and
the mentally and physically disabled, and economically disadvantaged. While today’s residents
may be more sophisticated, and modern standards are more inclusive, the need for public
involvement is inherent to sound decision-making.
Every resident is responsible for becoming involved in regional issues and informing the decisionmaking process; therefore, DVRPC strives to provide as many opportunities as possible for
residents to be informed and aware of the decisions that will affect the future of this region.
DVRPC engages in an extensive public outreach program in order to provide a variety of
opportunities to comment and receive information on the TIP. DVRPC encourages the public to
pose questions about the TIP to state, county, transit, and DVRPC staff through its ongoing public
involvement process, and in particular, during the 30+-day public comment period. The public
comment period for the Draft DVRPC FY2021 TIP for Pennsylvania opened on May 26, 2020, and
closed on June 29, 2020 at 5:00 p.m. (local time). Notice of the public comment period and the
scheduled public meeting were distributed to over 13,000 individuals and organizations that
comprised a variety of stakeholders in the region, including: non-profit organizations; traditional
transportation and transit users; underserved, minority and low income populations; the private
sector; and the general public. Additionally, tribal government contacts received a direct email
and letter describing DVRPC’s Core Planning Documents, which the TIP is a part of, in an effort of
coordination, as appropriate, with each of the Tribal Nations.
Legal notices were placed in the Philadelphia Inquirer, the Philadelphia Tribune, Burlington County
Times, Al Dia, Trentonian, South Jersey Times, and the Courier-Post. An article also appeared in
DVRPC’s monthly newsletter. Announcements were made on DVRPC’s Facebook page and
Twitter feed.
Two virtual public meetings were held on:
Wednesday, June 17, 2020
2:00 PM to 3:00 PM
Registration: https://dvrpc.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_l8Hr6IsaTk--nFbKxD1lLw
Call-in information: 646-558-8656; webinar ID: 928 8347 2086; Password: 0b1&E1fB
Or

Wednesday, June 17, 2020
7:00 PM to 8:00 PM
Registration: https://dvrpc.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_oFLiQk-eRnyyOEpHu4wdOQ
Call-in information: 646-558-8656; Webinar ID: 969 5255 6273; Password: 0b1&E1fB
While participants needed to register beforehand, they were approved automatically and could
register and join the meetings up until the meetings end. Additionally, people who wanted to
participate but did not have internet access or smart phones could call in. Anyone who needed
accommodations, such as closed captioning or interpretation, could contact DVRPC’s Office of
Communications & Engagement at public_affairs@dvrpc.org or 215-238-2929.
DVRPC’s website (www.dvrpc.org) is a vital tool in public outreach, and continued to serve a
useful purpose during this TIP update cycle. The public notice and the entire TIP document was
placed on the DVRPC website, as were the date and location of the public meeting, and other
general information. TIP information and public commenting were made available online as part
of DVRPC’s web-based TIP public comment application at www.dvrpc.org/TIP. Users were able to
submit project-specific or general comments online.
In addition, comments were received by U.S. Mail, fax, and email, via the Office of Capital
Programs (TIP@dvrpc.org), to facilitate the submission of comments.
The draft TIP document was released during a worldwide public health crisis. The DVRPC region
was under various stay-at-home orders issued by the Pennsylvania Governor, the New Jersey
Governor, and the Mayor of Philadelphia. DVRPC’s offices in Philadelphia were closed during the
public comment period. DVRPC offices have since reopened with limited access due to social
distancing guidelines.
At the time of release, public libraries remained closed. DVRPC's Office of Communications and
Engagement contacted a number of large public libraries to see if they had recommendations for
how DVRPC could bridge the “digital divide.” Few had suggestions as they were also struggling
with bridging the divide to meet constituents' needs during a public health emergency. In addition,
all public libraries that received DVRPC's public comment materials were asked to help promote
the public comment period through their online platforms. Additionally, tribal government
contacts received a direct email and letter describing DVRPC’s Core Planning Documents, which
the TIP is a part of, in an effort of coordination, as appropriate, with each of the Tribal Nations.

Blank Page for Summary of Public Comments Tab






INDEXOFCOMMENTSONTHEDRAFT
DVRPCFY2021TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENTPROGRAM(TIP)FOR
PENNSYLVANIA








COMMENTSRECEIVEDASPARTOF
THEPUBLICCOMMENTPERIOD

8LMW4EKI-RXIRXMSREPP]0IJX&PERO

Index of Comments
on the
DVRPC Draft FY2021-2024 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
for PA
ITEM #

SUMMARY OF COMMENT

COMMENTOR

Comments Received from Individuals
Bucks County

MPMS #111471 - Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail
0001
Amanda Albu
Supports project.
0002

Carolyn Duffy

Supports project.

0003

Chase

Supports project.

0004

Daniel Gordon Anderson

Supports project.

0005

Daniel McGrath

Supports project.

0006

Denise Wong

Supports project.

0007

Elijah Gunther

Supports project.

0008

Eugene Friesen

Supports project.

0009

George Benz

Supports project.

0010

Kevin Martin

Supports project.

0011

Kevin O'Brien

Supports project.

0012

Mary Schmitt

Supports project.

0013

Matt Wakeman

Supports project.

0014

Matthew Gordon

Supports project.

0015

Melanie Rychok

Supports project.

0016

Randy Shepard

Supports project.

0017

Rob Goetz

Supports project.

0018

Rose Paddison

Supports project.

0019

Sarah Winawer-Wetzel

Supports project.

0020

Susan Babbitt

Supports project.

0021

William G Nichols

Supports project.

MPMS #12923 - Bristol Road Extension
0022
Jeffrey Coddington

Not supportive of project.

Chester County
MPMS #102708 - PA 41 at PA 841 Improvements
0023
Louis A Kaplan
Supports project; recommends roundabouts at other intersections on PA 41;
recommends coordination with US 1 improvements.
MPMS #102709 - PA 41 & SR 926 Improvements
0024
Louis A Kaplan
Supports project; recommends roundabouts at other intersections on PA 41;
recommends coordination with US 1 improvements.
MPMS #110311 - PA 41 at State Road Intersection
0025
Louis A Kaplan
Supports project; recommends roundabouts at other intersections on PA 41;
recommends coordination with US 1 improvements.
MPMS #113307 - US 1 Expressway Reconstruction: PA/MD Line to PA 472
0026
Louis A Kaplan
Supports project; recommends roundabouts at other intersections on US 1;
recommends coordination with PA 41 improvements.
MPMS #113312 - US 1 Expressway Reconstruction: PA 41 to Schoolhouse Road
Wednesday, July 08, 2020
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0027

Louis A Kaplan

Supports project; recommends roundabouts at other intersections on US 1;
recommends coordination with PA 41 improvements.

MPMS #14581 - US 1 Expressway Reconstruction (Northern Section)
0028
Louis A Kaplan
Supports project; recommends roundabouts at other intersections on US 1;
recommends coordination with PA 41 improvements.
MPMS #59434 - Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
0029
Amanda Albu

Requests the project be moved up.

0030

Carolyn Duffy

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0031

Chase

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0032

Daniel Gordon Anderson

Requests the project be moved up.

0033

Daniel McGrath

Requests the project be moved up.

0034

Denise Wong

Requests the project be moved up.

0035

Elijah Gunther

Requests the project be moved up.

0036

Eugene Friesen

Requests the project be moved up.

0037

George Benz

Supports project.

0038

H B Morrison Jr

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0039

Joseph

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0040

Kevin Martin

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0041

Kevin O'Brien

Requests the project be moved up.

0042

Manuel Menendez

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0043

Maria Tabbut

Requests the project be moved up.

0044

Mary Schmitt

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0045

Matt Wakeman

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0046

Matthew Gordon

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0047

Melanie Rychok

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0048

Meredith Stone

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0049

Randy Shepard

Requests the project be moved up.

0050

Rob Goetz

Requests the project be moved up.

0051

Robert Dredge

Requests the project be moved up.

0052

Rose Paddison

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

Wednesday, July 08, 2020
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0053

Sarah Winawer-Wetzel

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0054

Susan Babbitt

Requests the project be moved up.

0055

William G Nichols

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

Delaware County
MPMS #108910 - I-95 Noise Abatement
0056
Michael Clemmons

Wants explanation why funding has moved out to later years; concerned about
inactivity between funding years; equity concerns; safety concerns.

MPMS #111486 - Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1
0057
Carolyn Duffy
Supports project.
0058

Chase

Supports project.

0059

Daniel Gordon Anderson

Supports project.

0060

Daniel McGrath

Supports project.

0061

Elijah Gunther

Supports project.

0062

Eugene Friesen

Supports project.

0063

H B Morrison Jr

Supports project.

0064

Jimil Ataman

Supports project.

0065

Joseph

Supports project.

0066

Kevin Martin

Supports project.

0067

Kevin O'Brien

Supports project.

0068

Manuel Menendez

Supports project.

0069

Mary Schmitt

Supports project.

0070

Matt Wakeman

Supports project.

0071

Matthew Gordon

Supports project.

0072

Melanie Rychok

Supports project.

0073

Randy Shepard

Supports project.

0074

Rob Goetz

Supports project.

0075

Rose Paddison

Supports project.

0076

Sarah Winawer-Wetzel

Supports project.

0077

Susan Babbitt

Supports project.

0078

William G Nichols

Supports project.

Montgomery County
MPMS #107180 - Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)
0079
Carolyn Duffy
Supports project.
0080

Chase

Supports project.

0081

Daniel Gordon Anderson

Supports project.

Wednesday, July 08, 2020
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0082

Daniel McGrath

Supports project.

0083

Diana Hulboy

Supports project.

0084

Elijah Gunther

Supports project.

0085

Eugene Friesen

Supports project.

0086

George Benz

Supports project.

0087

Jimil Ataman

Supports project.

0088

John Poole

Supports project.

0089

Joseph

Supports project.

0090

Kevin Martin

Supports project.

0091

Kevin O'Brien

Supports project.

0092

Lara Roman

Supports project.

0093

Mary Schmitt

Supports project.

0094

Matt Wakeman

Supports project.

0095

Matthew Gordon

Supports project.

0096

Matthew Gordon

Supports project.

0097

Melanie Rychok

Supports project.

0098

Randy Shepard

Supports project.

0099

Rob Goetz

Supports project.

0100

Rose Paddison

Supports project.

0101

Sarah Winawer-Wetzel

Supports project.

0102

Susan Babbitt

Supports project.

0103

Vanessa Peralta-Mitchell

Supports project.

0104

William G Nichols

Supports project.

Philadelphia County
DB #DR1081 - Reopening Franklin Square (DRPA/PATCO)
0105
Anna Perng
Supports project and appreciates prior community engagement, but due to the
pandemic Chinatown businesses have been severely impacted and there is
concern about the economic impacts of racism against Chinese businesses,
as well as potential gentrification. Encourages DVRPC community
engagement with Mandarin-speaking community, residents, and park users;
encourages PATCO partnership on anti-racism PSAs; encourages PATCO to
write RFPs ensuring that their bids address racial equity and to identify how
the budget will include outreach to the community; encourages PATCO to
resume community engagement meetings and come to an agreement for
community benefits before construction of the station.
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements
0106
Camille Gervasio
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0107

Elizabeth Frantz

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0108

Krista Ciminera

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0109

Nancy Middlebrook

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0110

Sandy Sherman

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

MPMS #102134 - Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
0111
Adam Schreiber
Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
0112

Alicia Santiago

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0113

Alyson Schenberger

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0114

Amy Letson

Requests traffic calming measures, more safety, and speed cameras.

0115

Andrew Porter

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0116

Andrew Pry Ortega

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0117

Anne Spiegelman

Concern about saftey on Henry Ave.

0118

Annie-Rae Rosen

Concerned about congestion on Henry Ave.

0119

Arrick Underhill

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0120

Beth Gaffney

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0121

Bob

Supports 85th percentile speed limits, longer yellow lights, and stop signs only
where needed. Opposed to speed cameras and all forms of automated traffic
enforcement.

0122

Bob Harmon

Requests the project be started immediately.

0123

Bre D'Antonio

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0124

Brent Groce

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0125

Brian Slagle

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0126

Brooke Giles

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0127

Caroline Ashurst

Concerns about speeding.

0128

Carolyn Duffy

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0129

Carolyn Hartman

Recommends signage declaring fatalaties on Henry Ave; recommends
protected bike lanes.

0130

Catherine Sulimay

Requests the project be started immediately; requests immediate funding.
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0131

Charles McPhedran

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0132

Cheyenne Flores

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0133

Chi-Hyun Kim

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0134

Christine Farace

Concern about saftey on Henry Ave.

0135

Claire Casstevens

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0136

Corrinne Fahl

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0137

Dan Chevrette

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0138

Daniel Paschall

Requests speed reduction and traffic volume reduction along Henry Ave;
requests a road diet where possible; requests the addition of multi-use
sidepaths for biking and walking.

0139

David Sorge

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0140

David Weinstein

Requests a road diet and protected bike lanes on Henry Ave.

0141

David Woo

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0142

David Wootton

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0143

Diana Jih

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0144

Don Knieriem

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0145

ELIZABETH G

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0146

Elijah Gunther

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0147

Ellie Lopez

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0148

Emily Kennedy

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0149

Emily Morton-Owens

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0150

Emily Verdi

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0151

Eric Ginsburg

Requests safe passage and prioritization for pedestrians and cyclists;
concerned that the only choice is to make Henry Ave a divided highway.
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0152

Eugene Friesen

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0153

Eugene Friesen

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0154

Gerard Plourde

Supports project; recommends to implement a study once the safety
improvements have been completed to assess their effectiveness and
determine what additional measures need to be considered.

0155

Gia Montemuro

Add repaving to project.

0156

Giacomo DeAnnuntis

Requests a lower speed limit and speed cameras.

0157

Giacomo DeAnnuntis

Requests a lower speed limit and speed cameras.

0158

Giselle Aris

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0159

Gretchen Spencer

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0160

Heidi barr

Requests protected bike lanes and speed cameras on Henry Ave.

0161

Himanshu Vyas

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0162

Isabel Melvin

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0163

Isabel Yannatos

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0164

Jaiden Cohen

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0165

James Hall

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0166

Jason Jensen

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0167

Jen Kollar

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0168

Jennifer Dudek

Requests a lower speed limit and speed cameras; concerned about safe
access to parks and SEPTA bus stops; requests consideration of reducing
Henry Ave to one lane.

0169

Jessica Jones

Concern about saftey on Henry Ave.

0170

Jill McManus

Suggests installing more signage along Henry Ave, such as chevrons and
speed reduction.

0171

Joanne Brown

Concerned about traffic conditions on Henry Avenue that also extend to Ridge
Pike into Lafayette Hill; concerned about lack of police enforcement of speed;
concerned about the fatalities, injuries, and vehicle damage on Henry Ave and
Ridge Pike; recommends to reduce these roads to one lane and use the other
lane to convert to light rail or a protected bicycle lane.

0172

Jordan Czajka

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0173

Joseph

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0174

Joseph T. Piscitello

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0175

Juan Francisco Martinez

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0176

Julie Brask

Requests significant safety improvements beyond what is in the project
description; concerned about aggressive drivers; wants parking outside of
Dalessandro's Restaurant addressed; requests safety as a priority over traffic
flow.

0177

Julie Halsted

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0178

Kara kneidl

Wants to see immediate action to slow down drivers and a more effective
safety plan.

0179

Katie Chockley

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0180

Kelly Gibb Piasecki

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0181

Kelly Russin

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0182

Kevin

Requests a green left turn signal at Henry Ave and School House Ln

0183

Kevin Todd

Requests protected bike lanes.

0184

Kristin Gavin-Wisniewski

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0185

Kyle Hearing

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0186

Kyle Stambaugh

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0187

Laura Richlin

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0188

Laurie Conrad

Concerned about traffic speeds on Henry Avenue; concerned about the safety
and traffic at the intersection of Henry Ave and Walnut Lane; does not support
adding more traffic lights unless they slow speeding; requests improved
turning lanes and coordinated traffic signals at Walnut Lane; requests parking
for the ballfields on Henry Ave.

0189

Leslie Cerf

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0190

Liane Sullivan

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0191

Linda Soffer

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0192

Louis Chang

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0193

Mackenzie King

Requests speed cameras and a road diet on Henry Ave.

0194

Marcus Gilchrist

Requests protected bike lanes.

0195

Margaret Chase

Requests protected bike lanes on Henry Ave; requests an analysis for green
stormwater infrastructure, cost-efficient stormwater management, and
improving aesthetics; requests to improve safety through lane width reductions.

0196

Margaret Rux

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0197

Marissa Perrone

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0198

Marjorie Greenfield

Wants a road diet, two lanes for motor vehicles, physically protected bike
lanes, curb bump outs, and effective traffic calming measures. Does not want
tree removal.

0199

Marjorie Greenfield

Wants a road diet, two lanes for motor vehicles, physically protected bike
lanes, curb bump outs, and effective traffic calming measures. Does not want
tree removal.
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0200

Marjorie Greenfield

Concerned about traffic speed; requests a focus on Level of Safety for all
users; requests traffic calming measures to enforce speed limits beyond
consequences for traveling 10 miles over posted limits; requests road diet,
pedestrian safe zones, curb bump outs, and physically protected bike lanes
beyond pavement markings.

0201

Mark Schenberger

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0202

Maryann DiGiacomo

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0203

Meagan Campion

Requests the project be started immediately.

0204

Meredith Jones

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0205

Meryl Lozano

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0206

Michael McGettigan

Concerned about the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists due to high speeds
along corridor of Henry Ave; concerned about the efficacy of the safety plan;
concerned that designs are more tailored towards Level of Service as
opposed to safety.

0207

Mimi Sheller

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0208

Nancy Becker

Supports project.

0209

Nate Wooten

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0210

Philip Reilly

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0211

Rachel Hruszkewycz

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0212

Rachel Reed

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0213

Randy Shepard

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0214

Raymond Lucci

Does not support project. Wants a roundabout at School House Ln and
Walnut Ln; wants raised intersections at Midvale Ave; wants speed tables at
intersections such as Coulter St and Queen Ln; wants pedestrian bump-outs
at all cross streets; wants reduction of lanes on Henry Ave between Queen Ln
and School House Ln; wants raised pedestrian crossing at Warden St; wants
to reduce lane widths to 10 ft on Henry Ave between Queen Ln and Roberts
Ln; wants raised intersection at Falls Center; wants dedicated bike lanes at
the Henry, Allegheny, and Hunting Park intersections extending to Port Royal;
wants cultivated medians and planned tree plantings; wants Henry Ave
designated as a Parkway.

0215

Rebecca Cweibel

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0216

Rebecca Johnson

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0217

Rebecca Koppel

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0218

Renee Crabill

Requests speed cameras and speed enforcement.

0219

Renee Wagoner

Requests a road diet and protected bike lanes on Henry Ave.

0220

Rob Hewitt

Requests protected bike lanes.

0221

Rob Hewitt

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0222

Robin Lowry

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0223

Roderick MacNeil

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0224

Roy Kardon

Concern about saftey on Henry Ave.

0225

Ryan Sullivan

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0226

Sam Neubardt

Requests a road diet; requests traffic calming measures to induce slower
speeds; requests physically protected bike and bus lanes.

0227

Sandy Sherman

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0228

Sarah Carroll

Requests protected bike lanes.

0229

Shane Watters

Wants a stop light at Barnes and Henry Ave to be synchronized with Hermit
Street; wants a pedestrian crossing at Dalessandro's restaurant; wants speed
cameras; wants retiming of traffic signals.

0230

Stephanie Fedoroff

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0231

Stephen Moosbrugger

Requests protected bike lanes.

0232

Sue Park

Requests protected bike lanes.

0233

Susan Babbitt

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0234

Susan Dannenberg

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0235

Susanna Kramer

Requests speed cameras along Henry Ave, specifically where Henry Ave
meets Hermit Street; requests signal retiming to slow traffic.
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0236

THOMAS J HEAL

Suggests to reduce lanes to one way each direction on Henry Ave; suggests
to add a light rail line in the center of Henry Ave that goes from Andorra to
Center City.

0237

Ted Zellers

Requests protected bike lanes.

0238

Theresa Starrs

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0239

Thomas McCarey

Supports 85th percentile speed limits, longer yellow lights, and stop signs only
where needed. Opposed to speed cameras and all forms of automated traffic
enforcement.

0240

Thomas McCarey

Supports 85th percentile speed limits, longer yellow lights, and stop signs only
where needed. Opposed to speed cameras and all forms of automated traffic
enforcement.

0241

Timothy Ryan

Concern about saftey on Henry Ave.

0242

Tom Halliwell

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0243

Vanessa Peralta-Mitchell

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0244

William Ehrich

Requests bike lanes on Henry from Allegheny Avenue to Monastery Avenue.

0245

William Keyes

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0246

William Tung

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0247

agnes kildisaite

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0248

cheryl terry

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0249

jonathan Pinkett

Requests to integrate bike lanes with the sidewalk, with a high curb separating
the bike lanes from the street traffic, and intersection designs as seen in
Berlin, Germany.

0250

karen Huang

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0251

paul verdi

Requests protected bike lanes.

MPMS #107198 - Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle Network (TAP)
0252
Amanda Albu
Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.
0253

Amanda Benner

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0254

Carolyn Duffy

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0255

Chase

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0256

Chi-Hyun Kim

Requests protected bike lanes.

0257

Daniel Gordon Anderson

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0258

Daniel McGrath

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0259

Denise Wong

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0260

Elijah Gunther

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0261

Eugene Friesen

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0262

George Benz

Requests protected bike lanes.

0263

Giselle Aris

Concerned about the safety on Henry Avenue especially at the Delassandros
restaurant location.

0264

Gretchen Spencer

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0265

H B Morrison Jr

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0266

Heather Shultz

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0267

James Hall

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0268

Jeanne Kohl

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0269

Jennifer MacNaughton

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0270

Jimil Ataman

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.
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0271

Joseph

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0272

Josh Berlin

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0273

Kevin Martin

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0274

Lara Roman

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0275

Leslie Cerf

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0276

Mary Schmitt

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0277

Matt Wakeman

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0278

Matthew Gordon

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0279

Melanie Rychok

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0280

Meredith

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0281

Niamba Baskerville

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0282

Peter Logan

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0283

Randy Shepard

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0284

Richard Grant

Supports project.

0285

Rob Goetz

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0286

Roderick MacNeil

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0287

Rose Paddison

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0288

Sara Nye

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0289

Sarah Winawer-Wetzel

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0290

Susan Babbitt

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0291

Ted Zellers

Encourages parking protected and curb protected bike lanes as opposed to
flex posts.

0292

Tsurah August

Requests immediate funding for the project.

0293

William G Nichols

Supports Complete Streets.

0294

claudia archer

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

MPMS #108095 - Citywide Resurfacing 108
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0295

William G Nichols

Concern about saftey on Henry Ave.

MPMS #111194 - Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements
0296
Amanda Albu
Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.
0297

Carolyn Duffy

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0298

Chase

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0299

Chi-Hyun Kim

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0300

Daniel Gordon Anderson

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0301

ELIZABETH G

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0302

Eugene Friesen

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0303

Giselle Aris

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0304

Gretchen Spencer

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0305

Heather Shultz

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0306

James Hall

Supports 85th percentile speed limits, longer yellow lights, and stop signs only
where needed. Opposed to speed cameras and all forms of automated traffic
enforcement.

0307

Jeanne Kohl

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0308

Joseph

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0309

Kevin Martin

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0311

Leslie Cerf

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0312

Mary Schmitt

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0313

Matt Wakeman

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0314

Melanie Rychok

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0315

Niamba Baskerville

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0316

Philip Reilly

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0317

Rob Goetz

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0318

Roderick MacNeil

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0319

Rose Paddison

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0320

Sarah Winawer-Wetzel

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0321

Susan Babbitt

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0322

William G Nichols

Supports Complete Streets.

MPMS #80104 - Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
0323
ANDRES RECALDE
Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0324

Aaron Bauman

Do not remove trees; reduce Henry Ave to one lane in each direction; add
more traffic controls and speed cameras.

0325

Abigail Rose

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0326

Adriana Jemison

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0327

Alexander Spassoff

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0328

Alisa Wood

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0329

Amanda Albu

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0330

Amanda Benner

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0331

Amanda DeLeo

Supports project.

0332

Andrew McCabe

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0333

Andrew Sandefur

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0334

Andy Johnson

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0335

Anna Kline

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0336

Anthony Faino

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0337

Bob

Supports 85th percentile speed limits, longer yellow lights, and stop signs only
where needed. Opposed to speed cameras and all forms of automated traffic
enforcement.

0338

Bob

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0339

Bob Appel

Does not want a single lane roadway and not supportive of bumpouts.

0340

Brenna Heintz

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0341

Brian Hickey

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0342

Brian Powell

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0343

Brittany Gondos

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0344

Caleb Mactavish

Supports project.

0345

Carol Fleischman

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0346

Carolyn Duffy

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0347

Carolyn Duffy

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0348

Cathy Sulimay

Supports project.

0349

Charlotte Frew

Concerns about speeding.

0350

Chase

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0351

Chi-Hyun Kim

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0352

Chloe Mohr

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0353

Chris Davis

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0354

Christine Jenkinson

Supports project.

0355

Dana Dentice

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0356

Daniel Gordon Anderson

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0357

Daniel McGrath

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0358

Daniela Ascarelli

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0359

Danika Nieves

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0360

Danina Garcia

Request additional stoplights on Henry Ave to reduce speeding.

0361

Daphne Hanford

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0362

David Griesing

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0363

David Weinstein

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0364

Debra Feldman

Not supportive of project.

0365

Denise Wong

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0366

Derek Byrd

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0367

Diana Winters

Supports project.
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0368

ELIZABETH G

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0369

Elisabeth Reinkordt

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0370

Ellen Perry

Redesign Henry Ave with residents in mind, not just commuters.

0371

Emma Mosser

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0372

Eric

Encourages improvements to bicycle infrastructure including protected bike
lanes.

0373

Eric J Anderson

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0374

Erika Wallace

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0375

Eugene Friesen

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0376

Florence Buckley

Suggests a designated bus lane and speed humps in travel lanes. Does not
want trees cut down.

0377

Fredric Graboyes

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0378

Garlen Capita

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0379

Geoffrey Schulz

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0380

George Benz

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0381

Gia Montemuro

Add repaving to project.

0382

Giselle Aris

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0383

Gregory Milewski

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0384

Gretchen Spencer

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0385

Heather Shultz

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0386

Holly Neckermann

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0387

Huston West

Encourages improvements to bicycle infrastructure including protected bike
lanes.

0388

Ilene Hass

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0389

Jacelyn Blank

Does not want trees removed
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0390

Jackie Payton

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0391

Jaiden Cohen

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0392

James Hall

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0393

James Johndrow

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0394

James Kennedy

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0395

Jane Dmochowski

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0396

Jane Glenn

Concerns about speeding.

0397

Jane Piecuch

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0398

Janet Finegar

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0399

Jeanne Kohl

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0400

Jeffrey Frantz

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0401

Jenn Szerlag

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0402

Jenna Hassinger

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0403

Jennifer Rosner

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0404

Jessica Burns

Add designated bike lanes.

0405

Jill Book

Supports adding speed cameras and bike lanes and does not want Henry Ave
to be one lane.

0406

Jill Ellenton

Want safety issues at intersection of Henry and Roxborough addressed.

0407

Jimil Ataman

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0408

John Coppinger

Does not want single lane. Supports enforcing No Truck policy.

0409

John Coppinger

Does not want Valley Ave blocked.

0410

John Paul Golaski

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0411

John Ramsaur

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0412

Joseph

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0413

Juliet Glazer

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0414

Karen Lefkovitz

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0415

Kate Boccella-Perras

Requests additional measures be included in scope of project.

0416

Kate Sparacio

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0417

Katey M.

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0418

Kathryn Barnhardt

Wants more speed limits signs.

0419

Katie VanHorn

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0420

Kelly Russin

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0421

Kevin Loux

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0422

Kevin Martin

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0423

Kevin O'Brien

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0424

Kim Dunphy

Concerned about the safety on Henry Avenue especially at the Delassandros
restaurant location.
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0425

Kirk Fromm

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0426

Kyle Leach

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0427

Kyra Schwartz

Concern about saftey on Henry Ave.

0428

Lara Roman

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0429

Laura Pappas

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0430

Linda Wolfe

Encourages improvements to bicycle infrastructure including protected bike
lanes.

0431

Lisa Bier

Wants parking at Wendover and Henry addressed.

0432

Luke McKinstry

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0433

Lyn Hedrick

Supports project.

0434

Manuel Menendez

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0435

Maria Tabbut

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0436

Mark Schenberger

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0437

Mary Schmitt

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0438

Matt Wakeman

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0439

Matthew Gordon

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0440

Matthew Marcarelli

Do not cut down trees and put in a rounabout at Henry Ave and Walnut Ave.

0441

Matthew Moxey

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0442

Megan Gallagher

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0443

Meghan Comstock

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0444

Melanie Rychok

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0445

Meredith Johnson

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0446

Meredith Stone

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0447

Michelle Lee

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0448

Mike McFall

Concerned about the safety on Henry Avenue especially at the Delassandros
restaurant location.

0449

Monica Djerassi

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0450

Monique Pare

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0451

Mrs. Lora McMeans

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0452

Niamba Baskerville

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0453

Nicole Healy

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0454

Nora Reikosky

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0455

Nora Roberts

Concerns about speeding.

0456

Patricia Schrieber

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0457

Pax Ressler

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0458

Peter Logan

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0459

Philip Reilly

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0460

Rachel Dickerson

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0461

Randall Burson

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0462

Raymond Lucci

Not supportive of project.

0463

Rebecca Cweibel

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0464

Ricardo Hernandez

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0465

Richard Boblenz

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0466

Richard Grant

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0467

Rob Goetz

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0468

Roderick MacNeil

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0469

Rose Paddison

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0470

Russell Selkirk

Supports bike lanes; requests repainting of pavement marks.

0471

Ruth I Birchett

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0472

Sam Levin

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0473

Sara Nye

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0474

Sarah Sweeney-Denham

Add designated bike lanes.

0475

Sarah Winawer-Wetzel

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0476

Sarahann Koenig

Wants bicycles banned on Henry Ave and speed humps installed.

0477

Savannah Lopez

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0478

Sharon Hillman

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0479

Shawn C Smith

Not supportive of project.
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0480

Stephen Hall

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0481

Susan B HARRISON

Not supportive of project.

0482

Susan Dannenberg

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0483

Susan Kahn

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0484

Suzannd Hagner

Supports project.

0485

Suzanne Hagner

Supports a raised, planted medium between Barnes St and Wissahickon
Creek Bridge; supports raised bike/ped path between School House Lane and
Walnut Lane; supports narrowing of Henry Ave; concerns about speeding and
aggressive drivers; requests more red light cameras and speed cameras.

0486

Tammie Wanta

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0487

Tammy Welch

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0488

Taylor Barrett

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0489

Thomas McCarey

Supports 85th percentile speed limits, longer yellow lights, and stop signs only
where needed. Opposed to speed cameras and all forms of automated traffic
enforcement.

0490

Thomas McCarey

Supports 85th percentile speed limits, longer yellow lights, and stop signs only
where needed. Opposed to speed cameras and all forms of automated traffic
enforcement.

0491

Tim Ifill

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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0492

Timothy Evans

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0493

Timothy Gobreski

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0494

Todd Baylson

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0495

Tsurah August

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0496

Vanessa Peralta-Mitchell

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0497

William G Nichols

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0498

William Tung

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0499

chloe lewis

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0500

claudia archer

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0501

kristin atkins

Concerned about the safety on Henry Avenue especially at the Delassandros
restaurant location.
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0502

tayeba batool

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

Recommends safety improvements on 63rd Street in Philadelphia.
0503
William Tung
Concerned about the safety of bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists on 63rd
Street in Philadelphia. Proposing solutions for safety such as a road diet and
dedicated trolley tracks.
Unintelligible
0504
Johnny Shtatman

Comment is unintelligible.

SEPTA
Recommendations for SEPTA.
0505
Saul

Does not support SEPTA Key project (MPMS #60611).

0506

Saul

Suggests passenger service for Amtrak in Allentown/Easton and Reading to
Philadelphia and New York and for Amtrak to sponsor the restoration of the
Broadway Limited line.

0507

Saul

Does not support SEPTA Key project (MPMS #60611).

0508

Saul

Suggests passenger service for Amtrak in Allentown/Easton and Reading to
Philadelphia and New York and for Amtrak to sponsor the restoration of the
Broadway Limited line.

0509

Saul

Suggests passenger service for Amtrak in Allentown/Easton and Reading to
Philadelphia and New York and for Amtrak to sponsor the restoration of the
Broadway Limited line.

0510

Saul

Requests support for SEPTA cars to have at least one restroom equipped car
for every train.

0511

Saul

Requests support for SEPTA cars to have at least one restroom equipped car
for every train.

0512

Saul

Does not support SEPTA Key project (MPMS #60611).

0513

Saul

Requests support for SEPTA cars to have at least one restroom equipped car
for every train.

Various Counties
Book Recommendation
0514
Linda Baldwin

Book Recommendation: How Cycling Can Save the World by Peter Walker.

MPMS #102134 - Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
0515
Benjamin Moores
Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
0516

Jacob Zychick
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0517

John Bryan

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0518

John Ungar

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

MPMS #105291 - The Circuit Line Item
0519
Amanda Albu

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0520

Carolyn Duffy

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0521

Chase

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0522

Daniel Gordon Anderson

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0523

Daniel McGrath

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0524

Denise Wong

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0525

Diana Hulboy

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0526

Elijah Gunther

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0527

Eugene Friesen

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0528

Gretchen Spencer

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0529

Jacob Zychick

Supports project.

0530

Jennifer MacNaughton

Requests a status update on the project.

0531

Jimil Ataman

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0532

John Bryan

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0533

John Ungar

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0534

Joseph

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0535

Kevin Martin

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0536

Kevin O'Brien

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.
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0537

Manuel Menendez

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0538

Mary Schmitt

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0539

Matt Wakeman

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0540

Matthew Gordon

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0541

Melanie Rychok

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0542

Meredith Stone

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0543

Peter Logan

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0544

Randy Shepard

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0545

Rob Goetz

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0546

Rose Paddison

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0547

Sarah Winawer-Wetzel

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0548

Susan Babbitt

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0549

Ted Zellers

Encourages improvements to bicycle infrastructure including protected bike
lanes.

0550

William G Nichols

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

MPMS #107180 - Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)
0551
Benjamin Moores
Supports project.
0552

Jacob Zychick

Supports project.

0553

John Bryan

Supports project.

0554

John Ungar

Supports project.

MPMS #107198 - Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle Network (TAP)
0555
Benjamin Moores
Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.
0556

Jacob Zychick

Supports project.

0557

John Bryan

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0558

John Ungar

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

MPMS #111194 - Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements
0559
Benjamin Moores
Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.
0560

Jacob Zychick
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0561

John Bryan

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

0562

John Ungar

Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.

MPMS #111471 - Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail
0563
Benjamin Moores
Supports project.
0564

Jacob Zychick

Supports project.

0565

John Bryan

Supports project.

0566

John Ungar

Supports project.

MPMS #111486 - Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1
0567
Benjamin Moores
Supports project.
0568

Jacob Zychick

Supports project.

0569

John Bryan

Supports project.

0570

John Ungar

Supports project.

MPMS #59434 - Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
0571
Benjamin Moores

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0572

Jacob Zychick

Supports project.

0573

John Bryan

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

0574

John Ungar

Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.

MPMS #80104 - Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
0575
Benjamin Moores
Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
0576

Jacob Zychick

Supports project; recommends additional traffic calming measures such as
protected bike lanes, pedestrian refuges, the side path between Walnut Lane
and the bridge of Wissahickon Creek, and the addition of a traffic signal at
Barnes Street.

0577

John Bryan

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

0578

John Ungar

Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.

Spam
0579

Johnson Khumalo

Comment is unintelligible.

Comments Received from Planning Partners
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Chester County

MPMS # 87781 - US 30, Coatesville Downingtown Bypass (CER-Eastern Section)
0580
Brian N. O'Leary
Recommends that funding be put back into the US 30, Coatesville
Downingtown Bypass (CER-Eastern Section) project (MPMS #87781) for the
FY21 PA TIP. Requests that the following projects are added to the TIP in the
future: Section 100 of US 202, Section 200 of US 202, the PA 23 corridor
around Phoenixville, improvements on PA 100 at the Exton Train Station, and
PA 113 from US 30 to Peck Road for Highway Projects; and improving rail
stations on the Paoli/Thorndale line, extending rail service to Coatesville and
Parkesburg, and implementing a rapid bus on West Chester Pike for Transit
Projects. Supports SEPTA adding the parking structure elements to the Paoli
and Exton Stations and requests a commitment from SEPTA to partially fund a
structure in Coatesville. There is concern about replacing Act 41 funding and
there is concern about impacts COVID-19 will have on transportation funding.
Supports and encourages collaboration with partners.
SEPTA
Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) Act
0581
Catherine Popp-McDonough
Requests these funds be added to Fiscal Year 2021 of the Draft TIP in the
amount of $644.313M; $612.99M to support operations, maintenance, and
management of the transit system; $6.46M to support security needs; and
$24.85M for the installation of Automatic Passenger Counters, Trolley
Operator Protective Barriers, and Social Distancing Fencing and would like to
add the $24.85M of CARES funding earmarked for the following capital
projects: Vehicle Overhaul Program MPMS #60582 for Automatic Passenger
Counters and Safety & Security Improvements Program MPMS #107011 for
Trolley Operator Protective Barriers and Fencing
MPMS #102565 - Track Improvement Program
0582
Catherine Popp-McDonough
Requests an increase in the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these
projects by $31.062M in fiscal years 2027 through 2032 to fully fund the
Norristown Station Regional Rail 3rd Track project and to meet program needs.
MPMS #102567 - Roof Program
0583
Catherine Popp-McDonough

Requests a decrease in the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these
projects by $13.813M in fiscal years 2027 through 2032 to meet program
needs.

MPMS #102569 - Maintenance & Transportation Facilities
0584
Catherine Popp-McDonough
Requests a decrease in the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these
projects by $16,000 in fiscal years 2027 through 2032 to meet program needs.
MPMS #15407 - Villanova Intermodal Station
0585
Catherine Popp-McDonough

Requests an increase in the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for this
project by $269,000 in fiscal years 2023, 2024, and 2025.

MPMS #60540 - Parking Improvement Program
0586
Catherine Popp-McDonough
Requests a decrease in the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these
projects by $22.969M in fiscal years 2027 through 2032.
MPMS #60540 - Parking Improvements
0587
Catherine Popp-McDonough
MPMS #60574 - Paoli Transportation Center
0588
Catherine Popp-McDonough

Requests a decrease in the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these
projects by $1.974M in fiscal years 2023, 2024, and 2025.
Requests a modification to this project in the Draft TIP to include an additional
$45.28M ($25.28M in FY 2031 and $20.0M in FY 2032) to fully fund Phase 2
of the project.

MPMS #60651 - Substations & Power Program
0589
Catherine Popp-McDonough
Requests a decrease in the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these
projects by $16.851M in fiscal years 2027 through 2032 to meet program
needs.
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MPMS #77183 - Transit & Regional Rail Station Program
0590
Catherine Popp-McDonough
Requests an increase in the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these
projects by $1.705M in fiscal years 2023, 2024, and 2025.
0591

Catherine Popp-McDonough

Requests an increase in the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these
projects by $40.972M in fiscal years 2027 through 2032 to accommodate the
addition of the Swarthmore Station Project ($17.96M) and to meet program
needs.

MPMS #90512 - SEPTA Bus Purchase Program
0592
Catherine Popp-McDonough
Requests a decrease in the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these
projects by $96.307M in fiscal years 2027 through 2032. Supplemental bus
funding in the amount of $204.99M is provided in MPMS #65109 Federal
Highway Transit Flex. These Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Improvement
funds are a critical source of capital that SEPTA has a track record of utilizing
to support various bus procurements. SEPTA will reassess the funding
requirements in the outer years of this program in future TIP Updates.
MPMS #93588 - Exton Station
0593
Catherine Popp-McDonough

Requests a modification to this project in the Draft TIP to include an additional
$32.64M ($16.0M in FY 2031 and $16.64M in FY2032) to fully fund Phase 3,
which includes design and construction of a fully accessible structured parking
facility.

Comments Received from Organizations/Agencies
Bucks County

MPMS #13716 - Headquarters Road Bridge Over Tinicum Creek
0594
Maya K. Van Rossum
Not supportive of project and wants project removed from TIP. Request to
remove the project from the TIP due to the following concerns: desire to
rehabilitate instead of replace the bridge; environmental concerns; historical
and scenic integrity; concerned about encouraging inappropriate development
rather than rural conservation; keeping consistent rural characteristics of one
lane bridges; safety; funding concerns; and Context Sensitive Design.
0595

Maya K. van Rossum

Not supportive of project and wants project removed from TIP. Request to
remove the project from the TIP due to the following concerns: desire to
rehabilitate instead of replace the bridge; environmental concerns; historical
and scenic integrity; concerned about encouraging inappropriate development
rather than rural conservation; keeping consistent rural characteristics of one
lane bridges; safety; funding concerns; and Context Sensitive Design.

MPMS #88083 - Stoopville Road Improvements - Phase 2
0596
Sue Herman
Opposes project's inclusion of intersection expansion. Concerned that project
has abandoned plans for a multi-use trail and stormwater management
improvements. Believes Newtown officials held a special meeting to abandon
the original plan designed to address serious public safety issues along
Stoopville Road in 2012. Believes the project misdirects funds to an
intersection upgrade at Route 413 and Stoopville Road.
Philadelphia County
MPMS #102134 - Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
0597
Elizabeth Harders
Wants more safety improvements; recommends improving
walkability/rideability of the City; wants an increase of jobs; wants physical
barriers for bikeways and walkways; wants an increase of trees; wants an
increase of traffic enforcement presence; wants regular removal of debris and
tree maintenance.
0598

John Boyle Research Director
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Concerned about the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the Henry
Avenue corridor, specifically that driving speeds typically greatly exceed the
speed limit, there are a lack of protected bicycle lanes, and that there have
been multiple fatalities over the years within the limits of the Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1 (MPMS #80104) and Henry Ave
Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (MPMS #102134) project locations.
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MPMS #107198 - Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle Network (TAP)
0599
John Boyle Research Director
Requests a progress report of the project, prioritization of the project, and
acceleration of implementing the protected bicycle network.
MPMS #111194 - Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements
0600
John Boyle Research Director
Recommends adding protected bike lanes to the project.
MPMS #111496 - Franklin Square Pedestrian Access Project
0601
Yue Wu
Supports project.
MPMS #115442 - Vine Street Corridor Safety Improvements
0602
Yue Wu
Supports the study and implementation of the project; requests that the
funding is allocated to implement the safety improvements on Vine Street.
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Bucks County
MPMS:111471
865

By Chase

ItemIDs: 0003

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

By Daniel Gordon
Anderson

ItemIDs: 0004

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

By Daniel McGrath

ItemIDs: 0005

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

By Denise Wong

ItemIDs: 0006

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

By Elijah Gunther

ItemIDs: 0007

By Eugene Friesen

ItemIDs: 0008

By George Benz

ItemIDs: 0009

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111471
891

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111471
808

ItemIDs: 0002

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111471
1193

By Carolyn Duffy

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111471
843

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111471
1144

ItemIDs: 0001

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111471
1034

By Amanda Albu

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111471
1110

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025.

MPMS:111471

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

931

Route 202 bike path is a tremendous success. It is heavily used for recreation. Expanding it east will increase usage
and stimulate economic activity as it makes getting to the river towns for a meal out by bike safe and easy.
MPMS:111471 Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail
By Kevin Martin
ItemIDs: 0010
965

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025.

MPMS:111471
1184

ItemIDs: 0013

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

By Matthew Gordon

ItemIDs: 0014

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

By Melanie Rychok

ItemIDs: 0015

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

By Randy Shepard

ItemIDs: 0016

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

By Rob Goetz

ItemIDs: 0017

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

By Rose Paddison

ItemIDs: 0018

By Sarah WinawerWetzel

ItemIDs: 0019

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025!!

MPMS:111471
876

By Matt Wakeman

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111471
938

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111471
909

ItemIDs: 0012

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111471
857

By Mary Schmitt

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111471
1021

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111471
1008

ItemIDs: 0011

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025.

MPMS:111471
1096

By Kevin O'Brien

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111471
1078

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
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Bucks County
MPMS:111471
912

By Susan Babbitt

ItemIDs: 0020

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025. Thank you for your attention.

MPMS:111471
1059

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail
Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail

By William G Nichols

ItemIDs: 0021

By Jeffrey Coddington

ItemIDs: 0022

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:12923

Bristol Road Extension

I don't see any need for the Bristol Road Extension. Use the money wisely and put a right turn lane in at the
intersection of Butler Avenue (heading north) and Bristol Road. That combined with a traffic light at Moyer Road and
Butler Avenue will provide the traffic smoothing we need in this area. Extending Bristol Road only pushes heavy traffic
loads into residential areas on Park and Ferry Roads. Use what ever balance is left in the budget to repair Butler
Avenue and install traffic calming measures.
Chester County
MPMS:102708 PA 41 at PA 841 Improvements
By Louis A Kaplan
ItemIDs: 0023,
682

0024,
0025,
0026,
0027,
0028
1117

I have been a resident of London Grove Township, Chester County, for 45 years. I use the intersections mentioned
below and am familiar with the traffic issues associated with them.
I support the efforts at intersection improvements for PA 41, including project numbers 102708 (PA 841), 102709 (PA
926) and 110311 (Avondale State Rd.), as well as project number 14581 that impacts both PA 41 and US 1 at the
interchange of two roadways. I also support the other improvements anticipated for US 1 contained in projects 113312
and 113307.
Two of the intersections with PA 41, PA 926 (102709) and PA 841(102708) are on course to install roundabouts (see
PennDOT http://pa41.com/). I believe that the other intersections on PA41 and the expressway exchanges along US
1 would benefit from roundabouts. As stated in the PennDOT guide to roundabouts: “Roundabouts offer improved
safety over other at-grade intersection forms…”
(https://www.penndot.gov/ProjectAndPrograms/RoadDesignEnvironment/RoadDesign/Pages/Roundabouts.aspx).
Roundabouts also offer functionality during power outages without the need for generator backup, they are cheaper for
municipalities to maintain, and are compatible with multi-modal transportation alternatives. Riders of public transit
between the municipalities that parallel US 1 are pedestrians on each end of their bus trip.

I think it also would be beneficial to coordinate the improvements anticipated for PA 41, including the interchange with
US 1, to permit a corridor-wide focus on the Route 41 improvements. A two-lane Route 41 roadway is capable of
handling traffic into a design year of 2043 as long as the intersections function properly (see SR 0001 Sec 200,
SR0041 Interchange Preliminary Traffic Analysis and Findings, London Grove Township, Chester County, April 2019,
Prepared for PennDOT District 6-0 by AECOM). Roundabouts will assist in this regard and a series of roundabouts at
the PA 41 intersections will provide consistency to drivers’ experiences and be sustainable well into the future.
MPMS:59434
By Amanda Albu
ItemIDs: 0029
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
MPMS:59434
By Carolyn Duffy
ItemIDs: 0030
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
866

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
MPMS:59434
By Chase
ItemIDs: 0031
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
1111

1035

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
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Chester County
MPMS:59434
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)

By Daniel Gordon
Anderson

ItemIDs: 0032

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
MPMS:59434
By Daniel McGrath
ItemIDs: 0033
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
1145

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
ItemIDs: 0034
MPMS:59434
By Denise Wong
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
844

1194

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
MPMS:59434
By Elijah Gunther
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
ItemIDs: 0035
Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
ItemIDs: 0036
MPMS:59434
By Eugene Friesen
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
809

884

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025.
ItemIDs: 0037
MPMS:59434
By George Benz
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
932

These bike trails are incredibly popular and well used. Expanding and connecting them will encourage even more
people to get out on their bikes for exercise and relaxation; improving their quality of life. Please make it a priority.
MPMS:59434
By H B Morrison Jr
ItemIDs: 0038
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
MPMS:59434
By Joseph
ItemIDs: 0039
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
1070

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
ItemIDs: 0040
MPMS:59434
By Kevin Martin
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
990

966

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
MPMS:59434
By Kevin O'Brien
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
ItemIDs: 0041
This project should be moved out of Later Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of
Circuit Trails by 2025
MPMS:59434
By Manuel Menendez
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
ItemIDs: 0042
1185

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
ItemIDs: 0043
MPMS:59434
By Maria Tabbut
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
1103

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025I frequently take the
CVT to the SRT on my commute to and from work. I would love to see these trails connected into the 2021-2025
construction plan.
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
ItemIDs: 0044
MPMS:59434
By Mary Schmitt
1176

1079

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025. Thank you.
ItemIDs: 0045
MPMS:59434
By Matt Wakeman
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
1097

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
MPMS:59434
By Matthew Gordon
ItemIDs: 0046
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
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Chester County
1009 Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
ItemIDs: 0047
MPMS:59434
By Melanie Rychok
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
1022

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
MPMS:59434
By Meredith Stone
ItemIDs: 0048
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved from Later
Years to the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
ItemIDs: 0049
MPMS:59434
By Randy Shepard
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
926

858

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025Delaware
MPMS:59434
By Rob Goetz
ItemIDs: 0050
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
MPMS:59434
By Robert Dredge
ItemIDs: 0051
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
911

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
ItemIDs: 0052
MPMS:59434
By Rose Paddison
830

939

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
ItemIDs: 0053
MPMS:59434
By Sarah WinawerSchuylkill River Trail (Q20)
Wetzel
877

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
ItemIDs: 0054
MPMS:59434
By Susan Babbitt
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025, Thank you for your
attention.
Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
ItemIDs: 0055
MPMS:59434
By William G Nichols
915

1060

Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
Delaware County
MPMS:108910 I-95 Noise Abatement
By Michael Clemmons
ItemIDs: 0056
1154

I-95 Noise abatement MPMS #:108910
Since the 2019 TIP, funding has increased for this project, but completion of Construction has moved from 2027 out to
2028. Why is there a complete funding disruption for two 2-year periods (2022-2023 and 2025-2026)? The first
period of inactivity is between Final Design and Right of Way/Utility work. Then there is a 2-year suspension until
Construction begins. This work has languished for too long. The project should not stop for these periods and it
should be completed in 2024. Continuity is important to any project and 2-year disruptions will contribute directly to
increased safety & health risks and increased project delivery delays. These disruptions also increase the probability
of increased costs, contractual issues and the potential for loss of funding.
I-95 was built directly through the City of Chester decades ago. The physical distance between I-95 and the
residences on S. & N. Forwood St. and the adjacent streets is closer than anywhere else in our region. Other Chester
streets and homes also have short physical distances to I-95. Sound barriers are ubiquitous throughout Philadelphia
and the surrounding suburban communities, yet there have never been sound barriers in Chester.
Equity
Chester has one of the highest percentage black populations in the DVRPC region. There is also a higher percentage
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Delaware County
of low-income people than the average in our region. This brings into focus concerns about Title VI and
Environmental Justice. The absence of sound barriers contributes to high traffic noise levels which contributes to
reduced quality of life for these citizens. It also causes acoustic damage to homes. The proximity of several homes in
Chester to I-95, is closer than anywhere in our region. This contributes to reduced safety and increased CMAQ
issues. There are also financial effects such as an inability of home values to increase at normal levels, causing
drastically low housing values and ultimately, low home equity for these homeowners.
Safety
The present situation in some parts of Chester is that there is insufficient protection against potential damage due to I95 vehicles. On S. & N. Forwood Sts., there is only an aging low metal guardrail and cyclone fencing between these
streets and I-95. There is no shoulder on I-95 in this area. The standard in our region is to have at least a 10’
shoulder and/or a concrete Jersey Barrier. Cars and trucks reach speeds upwards of 70 miles an hour on I-95 and
should a driver lose control of a vehicle, the existing barrier may not be able to contain the vehicle’s momentum. This
is especially true for tractor trailers which have a higher vehicle gross weight and higher center of gravity than
automobiles. If a vehicle was to strike the existing barrier at high speed the worst credible outcome is severe damage
to parked vehicles/ residences and severe injuries/fatalities to pedestrians/residents.
MPMS:111486 Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1
By Carolyn Duffy
ItemIDs: 0057
1112

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025.

MPMS:111486
1036

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

By Eugene Friesen

ItemIDs: 0062

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

By H B Morrison Jr

ItemIDs: 0063

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

By Jimil Ataman

ItemIDs: 0064

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

By Joseph

ItemIDs: 0065

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

By Kevin Martin

ItemIDs: 0066

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

By Kevin O'Brien

ItemIDs: 0067

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

By Manuel Menendez

ItemIDs: 0068

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

By Mary Schmitt

ItemIDs: 0069

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025. Thank you!

MPMS:111486
1098

ItemIDs: 0061

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 20255

MPMS:111486
1080

By Elijah Gunther

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111486
1104

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111486
1186

ItemIDs: 0060

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 20255

MPMS:111486
967

By Daniel McGrath

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025.

MPMS:111486
991

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111486
1208

ItemIDs: 0059

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025.

MPMS:111486
1072

By Daniel Gordon
Anderson

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 20255

MPMS:111486
892

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111486
810

ItemIDs: 0058

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111486
845

By Chase

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111486
1146

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

By Matt Wakeman

ItemIDs: 0070

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
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Delaware County
MPMS:111486 Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1
1010

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1
Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1
Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

By Susan Babbitt

ItemIDs: 0077

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

By William G Nichols

ItemIDs: 0078

By Carolyn Duffy

ItemIDs: 0079

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

By Chase

ItemIDs: 0080

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

By Daniel Gordon
Anderson

ItemIDs: 0081

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

By Daniel McGrath

ItemIDs: 0082

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

By Diana Hulboy

ItemIDs: 0083

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

By Elijah Gunther

ItemIDs: 0084

By Eugene Friesen

ItemIDs: 0085

By George Benz

ItemIDs: 0086

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:107180
893

ItemIDs: 0076

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025.

MPMS:107180
811

By Sarah WinawerWetzel

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:107180
880

ItemIDs: 0075

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:107180
846

By Rose Paddison

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:107180
1147

ItemIDs: 0074

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:107180
1037

By Rob Goetz

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

Montgomery County
MPMS:107180 Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)
1113

ItemIDs: 0073

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 20255. Thank you for your attention.

MPMS:111486
1061

By Randy Shepard

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111486
917

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025!!!

MPMS:111486
878

ItemIDs: 0072

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111486
940

By Melanie Rychok

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 20255

MPMS:111486
914

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:111486
859

ItemIDs: 0071

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 20255

MPMS:111486
1023

By Matthew Gordon

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025.

MPMS:107180

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

Please make this a priority. So many people use this bike trail, but some have to drive to it. Expanding the trail
system brings it into safe cycling distance of many more households.
MPMS:107180 Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)
By Jimil Ataman
ItemIDs: 0087
933

1206

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025.

MPMS:107180
812

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

By John Poole

ItemIDs: 0088

By Joseph

ItemIDs: 0089

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:107180

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)
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Montgomery County
993 I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 20255
MPMS:107180
968

By Kevin Martin

ItemIDs: 0090

By Kevin O'Brien

ItemIDs: 0091

By Lara Roman

ItemIDs: 0092

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:107180
1187

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)
Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:107180

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

822

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025. I live in Montgomery County and my little
kids are just learning to ride bikes. As they get older we want to ride on this new trail!
MPMS:107180 Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)
By Mary Schmitt
ItemIDs: 0093
1081

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025. Thank you!

MPMS:107180
1099

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)
Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)
Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)
Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)
Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

ItemIDs: 0097

By Randy Shepard

ItemIDs: 0098

By Rob Goetz

ItemIDs: 0099

By Rose Paddison

ItemIDs: 0100

By Sarah WinawerWetzel

ItemIDs: 0101

By Susan Babbitt

ItemIDs: 0102

By Vanessa PeraltaMitchell

ItemIDs: 0103

By William G Nichols

ItemIDs: 0104

By Anna Perng

ItemIDs: 0105

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

Philadelphia County
MPMS:
721

By Melanie Rychok

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:107180
1062

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025. Thank you for your attention.

MPMS:107180
883

ItemIDs: 0096

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:107180
918

By Matthew Gordon

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025!!!

MPMS:107180
879

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:107180
941

ItemIDs: 0095

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:107180
916

By Matthew Gordon

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:107180
860

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:107180
1025

ItemIDs: 0094

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:107180
1012

By Matt Wakeman

I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025

MPMS:107180
1011

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

As a Chinatown resident and advocate, I am glad to see Franklin Square PATCO mentioned in Draft Connections
2045 Long-Range Plan (LRP) Amendment.
As has been publicly reported, Franklin Square PATCO has opened several times throughout our City’s history. Each
time, government invested millions of dollars only to close the station due to underuse. In its 2018 proposal to U.S.
Department of Transportation, DRPA/PATCO described the changing economic forecast for the region to project an
optimistic vision for why a fourth attempt could be successful.
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Philadelphia County
Over the past year, I have worked with local residents, park users, elected officials, Philadelphia Chinatown
Development Corporation (the RCO), Historic Philadelphia, which manages Franklin Square, Asian Americans United,
FACT Charter School, and local leaders to raise equity concerns. In February, I organized a tour with PATCO officials
and other stakeholders. We had a positive discussion and discussed the development of a community benefits
agreement, which would include using some of the funds to slow traffic and make the park more accessible, bicycle
and pedestrian-friendly.
Sadly, since then, our community has been hard hit by unexpected setbacks. With the President of the United State
calling the coronavirus (COVID19) “Chinese virus” or “Wuhan virus,” our community has experienced an uptick in antiAsian attacks. Chinatown residents have reported safety issues when riding public transportation. Because of those
racially motivated attacks, they began to avoid public transit even though they have needed to access free supports
like free food or their children’s School District-issued Chromebooks. Chinatown business owners have reported as
high as 80% economic loss even before the local and statewide stay-at-home orders took effect. Despite PCDC’s
assistance, several Chinatown businesses were able to access City economic relief, out of over 100 small businesses.
The pandemic has also hurt Historic Philadelphia, which leases and operates Franklin Square from the Philadelphia
Parks and Recreations department. As schools follow public health and state guidelines, they have cancelled school
field trips to Franklin Square. Revenue-generating activities such as the Chinese Lantern Festival and its annual
Evening at the Square fundraiser have been tabled. The elimination of the Office of City Representative means
Historic Philadelphia will lose significant funding. There will be no additional financial support from Philadelphia Parks
and Recreation, which is facing its own budget cuts. Our park, once described by DRPA and PATCO in the 2018 U.S.
Department of Transportation as a regional attraction, now has to fight for survival.
In February, I felt so hopeful that we were finally moving to a space where Philadelphia Chinatown, Franklin Square,
Old City, and Callowhill neighborhoods could unit and advocate for environmental justice, resulting in more
accessibility, economic and social inclusion, too. Now, I worry that the pandemic will permanently wipe out our small
businesses and pave the way for gentrification in an already gentrifying Census tract.
While this $26 million project will bring greatly needed jobs, we must ensure that there is an equitable and inclusive
approach to distributing jobs, contracting opportunities, and other equity goals. I ask DVRPC and other stakeholders to
reconvene community engagement with our Mandarin-speaking community, residents, and park users, and ensure
that the $26 million addresses these current community needs.
- Perhaps in addition to promoting the remaining businesses that have surived, PATCO can partner with us on antiracism PSAs on its transportation lines.
- Perhaps PATCO can write their RFP to ensure that their bids address racial equity and identify how its budget will
outreach to our historically marginalized community.
- Perhaps PATCO can resume community engagement meetings so we have a community benefits agreement before
shovels hit the ground.
By working together and centering historically marginalized communities, we can prevent another beautiful
transportation project from shuttering due to underuse--- and even use this project as an example of how federal funds
helped saved a community that has long been denied access to equitable green space, accessible transportation,
jobs, and recreation.
Thank you for your consideration.
Anna
MPMS:80104
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

By Camille Gervasio

ItemIDs: 0106

My main concerns are bike and pedestrian safety and usability. I was glad to see some projects, like Henry Ave,
included in the plan. As the plan is implemented, I would like to see bike and pedestrian safety at the forefront of
consideration rather than as an afterthought.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Elizabeth Frantz
ItemIDs: 0107
1040

785

Re: Projects #80104 and #102134. The suggestions proposed that are part of these projects are needed, but do not
go far enough to meet the goals of Vision Zero, which should be essential for all transportation projects. Changes must
be made to ensure that no more fatalities occur on this stretch of Henry Avenue, like the tragic bike fatality that
occurred on June 21, 2020. I support the Bicycle Coalition's proposed changes: - A lower speed limit: the current
speed limit is 35 miles per hour, and motorists regularly drive double that.- Speed cameras: Henry Avenue almost
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received much-needed speed cameras in 2018, when the Roosevelt Boulevard bill was moving through the state
Legislature. This enforcement technology should be installed all over Henry Avenue to keep motorists from gaining the
kind of speed that kills pedestrians, cyclists, and other motorists.- Road diet: Just because Henry Avenue is an urban
highway doesn’t mean it needs to be. As long as work is already being done on the Avenue, why not install, or even
pilot, a lane reduction? Lane reductions have been proven to bring down vehicle speeds where used.- Protected bike
lanes: This is a no brainer. Protected bike lanes keep cyclists safer and reduce motor vehicle speed. There are conflict
zones on parts of Henry Avenue that force cyclists to compete with vehicles going at least 35 miles per hour, but
usually more like 60 or 70.- Pedestrian refuges: Henry Avenue goes through several neighborhoods, with all sorts of
businesses and residential buildings — big box stores, restaurants, apartments, houses, schools, gas stations, a golf
course (and, yes, people cross Henry Avenue in golf carts) and entrances to the Wissahickon Park. We need to give
the people crossing Henry Avenue a safe, reliable way to get across the street that doesn’t involve putting their lives in
danger, and pedestrian refuges are a part of that.
MPMS:80104
By Krista Ciminera
ItemIDs: 0108
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
Regarding the Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements Phase 1 MPMS #80104; Phase 2 MPMS #102134This
project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road users.
The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children
in the last 5 years, including a bright, young teenager this past week. More traffic calming measures that will force
drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in
each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding
protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already
in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic
signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0109
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Nancy Middlebrook
1039

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements Phase 1 MPMS #80104; Phase 2 MPMS #102134One preventable death
is too many. This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe
for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims
including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted
speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the
legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire
corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath
between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Sandy Sherman
ItemIDs: 0110,
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
0227
971

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements Phase 1 MPMS #80104; Phase 2 MPMS #102134Suggested Comment –
I have been commuting by bicycle from the Chestnut Hill/Roxborough area for almost 50 years. I try to avoid Henry
Avenue since it is so dangerous but often take it when there are other detours. This project as described on the
PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of
the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children in the last 5 years. More
traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This
includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras
for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at
intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the
bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St. Please help save our lives.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Adam Schreiber
ItemIDs: 0111
1120

This plan doesn't go far enough. Another cyclist death on Henry Ave this past weekend. Must have protected bike
lanes and speed cameras.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Alicia Santiago
ItemIDs: 0112
731

Changes we'd like to see on this stretch are: A lower speed limit Speed cameras Road diet, Protected bike lanes
Pedestrian refuges
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Alyson Schenberger ItemIDs: 0113
750

733

More protected bike lanes , lower speed limits , cameras and anything possible should be put in place ASAP so
another tragic accident does not occur . We need more pedestrian and cyclists safety measures put in place !
ItemIDs: 0114
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Amy Letson
Thursday, July 02, 2020

Page 9 of 78

Comments on the
DVRPC Draft FY2021-2024 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
for PA
Comments Received from Individuals

Philadelphia County
1118 Let's do everything we can to calm the traffic so it's a safe area for walkers, cyclists, and families, rather than a
speedway. I sometimes walk from Hermit Lane to East Falls for exercise and enjoyment but I experience many
moments of fear due to unfolding traffic situations. I'd like to think I could cycle to work but I'm afraid. How many more
have to die here before we get speed cameras?
ItemIDs: 0115
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Andrew Porter
As a driver, biker, and Philadelphia resident, I am commenting to support adding the following elements to the safety
improvements: lower speed limit, add speed camerasfor enforcement, institute a road diet to induce drivers to drive
more slowly, and protected bike lanes and pedestrian refuges to make this road safer for all modes of transportation.
ItemIDs: 0116
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Andrew Pry Ortega
748

756

10 deaths in 5 years is unfathomable ! The suggested fixes do not do nearly enough to address this deadly problem. A
full road diet is needed to begin to address the issues. Maintaining traffic flow is an insane goal , maintaining human
life is the goal. A community is reeling from yet another death through obscene inaction, make this right.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Anne Spiegelman
ItemIDs: 0117
1237

To whom it may concern, Please take seriously improvements to Henry Avenue for safe cycling. I live in West
Germantown and my primary means of transportation is my bicycle. I have been riding in Philadelphia for 20 plus
years and Henry Avenue is on my “to be avoided” list even though there are bike lanes. Cars travel fast and drivers
do not stay in their lanes due to distracted driving/cell phone use. I have had many near misses.
I have every right to use this road and pay as much or more taxes than those traveling in cars. Please do what you
can to spare the lives of those of us who choose a means of travel that is better for public health and the health of the
planet. To see what can be done, I suggest you ride it on a bike.
Stay safe.
Thank you for your consideration.

Anne Spiegelman
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Annie-Rae Rosen

ItemIDs: 0118

There are places on Henry that are so congested there's not room for a bicyclist to bail if necessary (also true on
Ridge, which also contends with overgrowth, but that's not what this particular project is about).
ItemIDs: 0119
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Arrick Underhill
1119

780

This road is currently treated as a residential highway. It sees nearly constant speeding ranging anywhere from 50-65,
and those speeds (again, in a residential area!) are also responsible for the deaths and crashes. Please address this
with road calming measures.
ItemIDs: 0120
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Beth Gaffney
745

Please do not let this promising young man’s tragic death be in vain. Honor him and the others who have been killed
by cars on Henry Avenue by implementing the needed changes ASAP in order to save additional lives. Thank you.
ItemIDs: 0121
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Bob
995

I support 85th percentile speed limits, longer yellow lights, and stop signs only where needed. I am totally opposed to
speed cameras and ALL forms of automated traffic enforcement. Sadly, a special interest group is promoting this type
of technology on here
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Bob Harmon
ItemIDs: 0122
1241

Hello,
I am writing to strongly encourage accelerating bike lane improvement for Henry Ave projects. It has proved again to
be a death trap for people trying to go from here to there or specifically into Philadelphia from points north and west.
Please act on this set of vitally needed projects.

Thank you,
Bob Harmon
Member, Bycicle Coalition of Philadelphia
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
Thursday, July 02, 2020
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Please make changes to this street to include a lower speed limit, speed cameras, a road diet, protected bike lanes,
andpedestrian refuges.
ItemIDs: 0124
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Brent Groce
757

782

Please make this road segment safer by:- lower speed limit- protected bike lane- speed cameras

MPMS:102134

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Brian Slagle

ItemIDs: 0125

More improvements must be made to protect cyclists. The engineering focus has neglected to include adequate
attention for non-motorists.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Brooke Giles
ItemIDs: 0126
763

The city needs to consider the users of this road that are not cars. Pedestrian and bicycle safety needs to be a priority.
How many more people need to die before the city wakes up and stop prioritizing cars?
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Caroline Ashurst
ItemIDs: 0127
790

This is a treacherous intersection, and tragic that ANOTHER life is lost on this ridiculous intersection. I have seen
COUNTLESS vehicles ignore red lights and zoom through this intersection..it's appalling. ALSO, I see people going 65
mph on this road-absolutely unacceptable. There has to be change IMMEDIATELY for the safety of the community. I
live 3 minutes from this intersection and use it daily!!!
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Carolyn Duffy
ItemIDs: 0128,
0347
1115

There absolutely needs be bicycle safety measures included in the improvement for Henry Ave. Just yesterday
afternoon, an all to avoidable son of a dear friend was killed, at the young age of 17.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Carolyn Hartman
ItemIDs: 0129
725

The recent loss of life of Sam Ozer after 5 others have died within 800 feet of the particular intersection was killed on
Sunday is beyond belief. Criminal. Act. Put up signs that say 5 people have been killed in this intersection. Use shock
if you must. Do more. A bike lane with a barrier seems essential. Do more. Do it quickly.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Catherine Sulimay
ItemIDs: 0130
956

I vote and live on Henry Ave. I would like to see these projects funded and started immediately. We have waited too
long for the terrible situation to be rectified
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Charles McPhedran
ItemIDs: 0131
950

The recent death of Samuel Ozer, and ten other fatalities on Henry Avenue over the last five years, highlight the
urgent need to make this road safer. In addition to the measures included with the proposal, I support speed camera
enforcement, a road diet/lane reductions, protected bike lanes, and pedestrian refuges. Please act aggressively to
reduce collisions and fatalities on Henry Avenue.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Cheyenne Flores
ItemIDs: 0132
1045

762

A child was killed Sunday at the intersection of Henry Ave and Hermit Ln who I knew and whose parents are now
devastated and forever lost. Please implement the following changes:
A lower speed limit: the current speed limit is 35 miles per hour, and motorists regularly drive double that.
Speed cameras: Henry Avenue almost received much-needed speed cameras in 2018, when the Roosevelt Boulevard
bill was moving through the state Legislature. This enforcement technology should be installed all over Henry Avenue
to keep motorists from gaining the kind of speed that kills pedestrians, cyclists, and other motorists.
Road diet: Just because Henry Avenue is an urban highway doesn’t mean it needs to be. As long as work is already
being done on the Avenue, why not install, or even pilot, a lane reduction? Lane reductions have been proven to bring
down vehicle speeds where used.
Protected bike lanes: This is a no brainer. Protected bike lanes keep cyclists safer and reduce motor vehicle speed.
There are conflict zones on parts of Henry Avenue that force cyclists to compete with vehicles going at least 35 miles
per hour, but usually more like 60 or 70.
Pedestrian refuges: Henry Avenue goes through several neighborhoods, with all sorts of businesses and residential
buildings — big box stores, restaurants, apartments, houses, schools, gas stations, a golf course (and, yes, people
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cross Henry Avenue in golf carts) and entrances to the Wissahickon Park. We need to give the people crossing Henry
Avenue a safe, reliable way to get across the street that doesn’t involve putting their lives in danger, and pedestrian
refuges are a part of that.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Chi-Hyun Kim
ItemIDs: 0133,
0351
The currently proposed safety improvements for Henry Ave., (#80104 & #102134) are entirely inadequate. On
Sunday June 21st, a 17-year-old cyclist was struck and killed by a driver on Henry Ave. According to data from the
Bicycle Coalition of Philadelphia, "10 people have died in traffic crashes on Henry Avenue over the last five years, ...
Half of those killed have met their fate within 800 feet of the particular intersection where the cyclist was killed on
Sunday."The main contributor to these deaths is dangerously unsafe speeding. Rumble strips won't cut it. Major
physical changes are needed to insure safety, including a serious road diet and a fully protected bike lane. PennDOT
must also work to introduce automated camera enforcement along the entire corridor. Deaths on Henry Ave are a
predictable consequence of infrastructure failure. PennDOT and other agencies are aware of factors that invite
speeding and must exercise their responsibility to prevent more deaths.
ItemIDs: 0134
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Christine Farace
730

1121

This area of Henry ave is dangerous due to people speeding around the curve. People Driving eastbound also use the
Turning lane for Hermit Ave as a passing lane. People speeding also make Turing right or left onto Barnes Street
dangerous.
ItemIDs: 0135
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Claire Casstevens
764

Please adopt the following changes to make this area safer for all: a lower speed limit, speed cameras, road diet,
PROTECTED BIKE LANES, pedestrian refuges.
ItemIDs: 0136
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Corrinne Fahl
751

What we actually need: A lower speed limit Speed cameras Road diet, Protected bike lanes Pedestrian refuges

MPMS:102134
789

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Dan Chevrette

ItemIDs: 0137

This is a terrible section or road for bicyclists. Please take this into consideration on this project. Thank you!

MPMS:102134

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Daniel Paschall

ItemIDs: 0138

Please drastically reduce the speed and volume of traffic along Henry Avenue. Where possible, please use a road diet
to not only reduce vehicular lanes of travel but also add multi-use sidepaths for biking and walking. This is a critical
connector between residential areas, Thomas Jefferson University East Falls Campus, and some of the most popular
trails in the city in the Wissahickon Park. As the death of Samuel Ozer gravely emphasizes, there is no need for this
avenue to be built like a highway.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By David Sorge
ItemIDs: 0139
776

759

Changes we'd like to see on this stretch are: A lower speed limit Speed cameras Road diet, Protected bike lanes
Pedestrian refuges
In the wake of the needless death of Samuel Ozer at the intersection of Henry Ave and Hermit lane on the 21st, I'm
writing to ask for the following changes along Henry Ave:
A lower speed limit: the current speed limit is 35 miles per hour, and motorists regularly drive double that.
Speed cameras: Henry Avenue almost received much-needed speed cameras in 2018, when the Roosevelt Boulevard
bill was moving through the state Legislature. This enforcement technology should be installed all over Henry Avenue
to keep motorists from gaining the kind of speed that kills pedestrians, cyclists, and other motorists.
Road diet: Just because Henry Avenue is an urban highway doesn’t mean it needs to be. As long as work is already
being done on the Avenue, why not install, or even pilot, a lane reduction? Lane reductions have been proven to bring
down vehicle speeds where used.
Protected bike lanes: This is a no brainer. Protected bike lanes keep cyclists safer and reduce motor vehicle speed.
There are conflict zones on parts of Henry Avenue that force cyclists to compete with vehicles going at least 35 miles
per hour, but usually more like 60 or 70.
Pedestrian refuges: Henry Avenue goes through several neighborhoods, with all sorts of businesses and residential
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buildings — big box stores, restaurants, apartments, houses, schools, gas stations, a golf course (and, yes, people
cross Henry Avenue in golf carts) and entrances to the Wissahickon Park. We need to give the people crossing Henry
Avenue a safe, reliable way to get across the street that doesn’t involve putting their lives in danger, and pedestrian
refuges are a part of that.
ItemIDs: 0140
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By David Weinstein
1164

I live just off Henry Ave. and bike on it regularly. The road is always full of speeding and reckless drivers and has
become a death trap for bikers. I endorse the Bicycle Coalition's recommendations especially reducing the road to two
travel lanes with PROTECTED bike lanes. As the Coronavirus showed business as usual i.e. pushing more cars
through is less important than saving lives.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By David Woo
ItemIDs: 0141
797

I walk, bicycle, and drive on the section of Henry Avenue from Abbotsford Avenue to Hermit Lane. Automobiles and
Motorcycles speed regularly because of the almost quarter mile distances (or more) between traffic controls at
intersections.
I observe the general public speeding in their motor vehicles as a I walk, bicycle and drive on Henry Avenue going
north and south.
When I drive I occasionally exceed the posted speed limit myself by five to ten miles and hour and other cars will pass
me and I estimate their speeds to be 15-20 miles faster than I am going. Once in a while a driver will weave around
slower traffic that is exceeding the speed limit already.
Traffic calming as proposed does not go far enough on this section (or all or Henry Avenue for that matter as sections
north of this phase two improvement proposal show worn bicycle lane markings and traffic routinely intrudes into the
Bike lane, I have witnessed that as a driver, pedestrian, and cyclist) because there are no physical barriers to protect
cyclists and pedestrians from speeding motor vehicle traffic.
If drivers continue to recklessly speed, these current proposals do not go far enough and the recent fatality of the
cyclist on Henry Ave on June 21st near the northern terminus of the proposed changes are still probably possible and
the risks to cyclists and pedestrians is not appreciably reduced.
We should all expect that drivers will not cease to speed because, face it, it is fun to drive our modern automobiles fast
and with the exceptional agility engineered into them. There will be drivers who will give into those impulses and
barring any kind of control from distraction, all those around them will be at risk.
Every technology and system of signaling should be made available, such as physical separation not just with
reflective bollards but with concrete barriers should be considered. Reducing that section to one lane of motor vehicle
traffic should be considered. Red light cameras as well as speed cameras should be on the list to bring to bear all
means to communicate to drivers of motor vehicles that they must slow down.

Drivers and motor vehicles will speed on any roadway that presents great distances between controlled intersections
and "S" curves and the lay of the land on this road is already set, so the goal to make this section boring and NOT fun
to drive at high speed should be the paramount strategy to protect cyclists, pedestrians, and drivers on the section of
Henry Avenue.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By David Wootton
ItemIDs: 0142
#102134 - This plan needs to be complimented by adding Speeding cameras along Henry Avenue. Traffic speeds are
typically 10 to 25 MPH above the 35 MPH speed limit, and there are times when it feels unsafe to drive on Henry at
anything less than 45 MPH. In my 19 years living nearby and using Henry Avenue, I have NEVER seen a motorist
receiving a speeding ticket on Henry Avenue. I think inaction and lax enforcement directly contributed to the deaths of
two people and injuries to others in the May 2016 collision. If the two cars involved were traveling at or under the 35
MPH speed limit, there would have been some time to react, and lower collision speed. It is unfortunate that the police
investigator said in the newspaper,"it appears neither excessive speeding nor impairment from alcohol or drugs were
involved in the crash." This shows to me that without speed cameras and a willingness to enforce a reasonable 35
MPH speed limit, police will tolerate speeding that causes severe accidents.
ItemIDs: 0143
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Diana Jih
740

996

Hello, I appreciate these efforts and have additional suggestions in light of the recent death of Samuel Ozer on this
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street. A lower speed limit: the current speed limit is 35 miles per hour, and motorists regularly drive double
that.Speed cameras: Henry Avenue almost received much-needed speed cameras in 2018, when the Roosevelt
Boulevard bill was moving through the state Legislature. This enforcement technology should be installed all over
Henry Avenue to keep motorists from gaining the kind of speed that kills pedestrians, cyclists, and other
motorists.Road diet: Just because Henry Avenue is an urban highway doesn’t mean it needs to be. As long as
work is already being done on the Avenue, why not install, or even pilot, a lane reduction? Lane reductions have been
proven to bring down vehicle speeds where used.Protected bike lanes: This is a no brainer. Protected bike lanes
keep cyclists safer and reduce motor vehicle speed. There are conflict zones on parts of Henry Avenue that force
cyclists to compete with vehicles going at least 35 miles per hour, but usually more like 60 or 70.Pedestrian
refuges: Henry Avenue goes through several neighborhoods, with all sorts of businesses and residential buildings —
big box stores, restaurants, apartments, houses, schools, gas stations, a golf course (and, yes, people cross Henry
Avenue in golf carts) and entrances to the Wissahickon Park. We need to give the people crossing Henry Avenue a
safe, reliable way to get across the street that doesn’t involve putting their lives in danger, and pedestrian refuges are
a part of that.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Don Knieriem
ItemIDs: 0144
This is a city street, not a highway, and needs to be treated as such. I live here and the speed and dangerous driving
is criminal. We need traffic calming, and actual protection for bikes so no more people are murdered by drivers.
People should not be able to drive 50 mph freely on this road.
ItemIDs: 0145,
MPMS:80104
By ELIZABETH G
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
796

0301,
0368
THE IS BLOOD IS ON YOUR HANDS, AND THE LONGER YOU TAKE TO FIX THIS, THE MORE RISK FOR
ADDITIONAL DEATHS AND INJURIES. A 17 year old boy was recently struck and killed by a car on Henry Ave. He
was also captain of his school's mountain biking team, wearing a helmet, and clearly an experienced cyclist. But due
to poor streets, he was killed less than a mile from his house. THE BLOOD IS ON YOUR HANDS, AND THE LONGER
YOU TAKE TO FIX THIS, THERE IS MORE RISK FOR ADDITIONAL DEATHS AND INJURIES.I IMPLORE
YOU:Philadelphia – Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements Phase 1 MPMS #80104; Phase 2 MPMS
#102134– This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe
for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims
including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted
speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the
legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire
corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath
between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.Philadelphia
– Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements. MPMS #111194;Suggested Comment – Protected bike lanes
should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.
MPMS:80104
By Elijah Gunther
ItemIDs: 0146
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
974

805

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Ellie Lopez
ItemIDs: 0147
765

Changes that should be made include:
A lower speed limit: the current speed limit is 35 miles per hour, and motorists regularly drive double that.
Speed cameras: Henry Avenue almost received much-needed speed cameras in 2018, when the Roosevelt Boulevard
bill was moving through the state Legislature. This enforcement technology should be installed all over Henry Avenue
to keep motorists from gaining the kind of speed that kills pedestrians, cyclists, and other motorists.
Road diet: Just because Henry Avenue is an urban highway doesn’t mean it needs to be. As long as work is already
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being done on the Avenue, why not install, or even pilot, a lane reduction? Lane reductions have been proven to bring
down vehicle speeds where used.
Protected bike lanes: This is a no brainer. Protected bike lanes keep cyclists safer and reduce motor vehicle speed.
There are conflict zones on parts of Henry Avenue that force cyclists to compete with vehicles going at least 35 miles
per hour, but usually more like 60 or 70.
Pedestrian refuges: Henry Avenue goes through several neighborhoods, with all sorts of businesses and residential
buildings — big box stores, restaurants, apartments, houses, schools, gas stations, a golf course (and, yes, people
cross Henry Avenue in golf carts) and entrances to the Wissahickon Park. We need to give the people crossing Henry
Avenue a safe, reliable way to get across the street that doesn’t involve putting their lives in danger, and pedestrian
refuges are a part of that.
ItemIDs: 0148
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Emily Kennedy
919

This strip of the road needs a protected bike lane, a road diet, and a lower speed limit. It also needs speed cameras.
After the death of the young 17 year old boy, a few days ago, it is clear this road really needs some intervention to
make it safe to cyclists and pedestrians, rather than the default - cars.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Emily Morton-Owens ItemIDs: 0149
I am devastated by the death of a young person on this road which was already known to be dangerous. I would like to
see a lower speed limit, reinforced by speed cameras and a road diet. We also need protected bike lanes in this part
of our road network.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Emily Verdi
ItemIDs: 0150
749

817

It is scary enough to even drive down Henry. Safety for bikers is a MUST.

MPMS:102134

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Eric Ginsburg

ItemIDs: 0151

The project to redesign the Henry Avenue corridor should consider all elements of Philadelphia's vision zero. Safe
passage and prioritization for pedestrians and cyclists is imperative. Otherwise, if all we have is an unsafe,
undivided highway, then the only choice is to make it a true divided highway with all the inconvenience and
unsightliness that entails. Certainly few if any want this option. Therefore, road users in motor vehicles cannot
determine the best use and condition for our cities roads.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Eugene Friesen
ItemIDs: 0152
775

This stretch of road needs more than reflectors and tree thinning to prevent crashes. It needs measures to slow cars
down: speed leading to crashes is totally predictable. Yesterday’s death of a cyclist makes the point all the more
clearly, in case that wasn’t obvious before.
ItemIDs: 0153,
MPMS:80104
By Eugene Friesen
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
0375
739

885

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Gerard Plourde
ItemIDs: 0154
The proposed improvements are a start. As a long time East Falls resident, I can attest to the fact that too many
drivers treat the road like an expressway - they ignore speed limits and attempt to run traffic signals. While much of
this occurs during rush hours it is not confined to those periods. I would urge that once these measures are
implemented further study be conducted to assess their effectiveness and to determine what additional measures
need to be considered.
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0155,
MPMS:80104
By Gia Montemuro
0381
920

1088

THANK YOU, this improvement (MPMS#80104 and MPMS#102134) is much needed for the safety of our
neighborhood. There is nothing in the project plan about repaving entire sections of the road. Please consider
completely repaving the road entirely between Valley Ave and Gates St if not already covered in the plan. The road
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surface, especially on the hill after the bridge (when driving towards Gates St) is full of dangerous potholes.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Giacomo DeAnnuntis ItemIDs: 0156,
0157
814

Please reduce the speed limit along Henry Ave. and add speed cameras. I live near Henry Ave. and Hermit St.

MPMS:102134

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Giselle Aris

ItemIDs: 0158,
0263,
0303,
0382

1239

1. Philadelphia – Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements Phase 1 MPMS #80104; Phase 2 MPMS #102134
Suggested Comment – This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry
Avenue safe for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5
traffic victims including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to
the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working
with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along
the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the
sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
2. Philadelphia – Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements. MPMS #111194;
Suggested Comment – Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.
3. Philadelphia – Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle Network (TAP) MPMS #107198;
Suggested Comment – The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant
that will implement its Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected
bicycle network.

Thank you,
Giselle Aris
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Gretchen Spencer

ItemIDs: 0159

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. The most recent victim was a family friend. More traffic calming measures that will force
drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in
each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding
protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already
in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic
signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Heidi barr
ItemIDs: 0160
1150

These improvements don’t go far enough to protect cyclists. Henry Avenue needs protected bike lanes. It’s also an
area where people regularly exceed the speed limit by 30mph or more. Installing speed cameras would save lives!
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Himanshu Vyas
ItemIDs: 0161
1128

The neighbors in this project's area have worked really hard with local planners and suggested far more important
interventions. Please listen to the neighbors who use this roadway-- and several of whom have their loved ones die in
avoidable accidents there! Enough with the "Level of Service" and look at this from the perspective of "Level of Safety"
for all users. This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue
safe for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic
victims including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the
posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working
with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along
the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the
sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0162
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Isabel Melvin
946
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770 We need:

A lower speed limit
Speed cameras
Road diet
Protected bike lanes
Pedestrian refuges
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Isabel Yannatos

ItemIDs: 0163

As the death on Sunday shows, this is a dangerous road. I would like a lower speed limit enforced by cameras and
protected bike lanes. The proposed improvements do not address cyclist safety at all.
ItemIDs: 0164,
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Jaiden Cohen
0391
753

I refuse to lose another friend on this road. I refuse to let another family deal with the loss of their lives ones on this
road.The city of Philadelphia knows how dangerous this road is for bikers, pedestrians, and cars. They need to act
NOW.
MPMS:80104
By James Hall
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0165,
0392
723

1063

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Jason Jensen
ItemIDs: 0166
Henry ave and the surrounding area is heavily used by cyclists--in fact, one was just killed on Sunday by a motorist.
The proposed changes need to be much more robust in order to have any appreciable effect on the safety of drivers,
cyclists, and pedestrians. A road diet allowing for protected bike lanes would reduce cars' speed. Explicitly reducing
the speed limit and installing speed cameras would do even more. There's no excuse for unprotected bike lanes, or
worse, no bike lanes, on this heavily-cycled road where motorists travel in excess of 50mph.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Jen Kollar
ItemIDs: 0167
752

Please approve improvements to this corridor. As a person in the neighborhood who walks, bikes and drives through
this area, it is a terrifying experience. Though the speed limit is low, most people tear through this wide corridor without
regard; drivers often speed around the curve and across the bridge at upwards of 50, 60, and 70 mph. I don't believe
the speed limit is enforced with regularity. Tangible, concrete strategies need to be deployed to ensure better
compliance from drivers who exercise no reasonable regard for safety. More devastating fatal accidents can be
expected if we do not act with strategic interventions.
ItemIDs: 0168
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Jennifer Dudek
795

781

A lower speed limit with speed cameras to enforce this. People treat these large double lane roads like highways and
travel too fast through very residential part of Wissahickon. We live out here to be close to the park and nature.
Crossing Henry Ave to access parks or just commute on a SEPA bus are dangerous. Are there areas that can go to
one lane through these parts of neighborhoods.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Jessica Jones
ItemIDs: 0169
Bikers and pedestrians deserve a safer Henry Ave! I own a house in the neighborhood and it feels like drivers treat
Henry Ave like a throughway.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Jill McManus
ItemIDs: 0170
1086

742

I have lived in this area for 45 years. I can recall many tragic car crashes & bike accidents. Please consider installing
several traffic warning chevron [>] yellow arrow signs & post a reduction of speed on both sides of the street around
the curve/near the bridge along Henry Avenue & Hermit Street. It is a very sharp curve & even drivers that are familiar
with the area could easily lose control. Perhaps also consider posting a “High Crash Area” sign in honor of Sam (the
17-year old young man that recently died while riding his bike near this area). I know these type of signs are mostly
utilized on highways but I believe posting several visual sues along both sides of the street in this area (along the trees
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& fence of the golf course) will reduce speed before approaching that area for the North & Southbound side. These
measures are necessary to warn drivers & bicyclists of the potential danger that lies ahead in this particular area to
avoid further deaths.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Joanne Brown
ItemIDs: 0171
1050

I am writing specifically about Henry Avenue in the 19128 zip code; however, my concerns about the dangerous traffic
conditions on Henry Avenue also extend to Ridge Pike into Lafayette Hill. It is never a surprise to me that we
experience horrific and fatal car accidents on Henry Avenue/Ridge Pike, because I use these roads any time I venture
out by car. The other drivers are downright frightening. They seem to view Henry Avenue/Ridge Pike as a highway
because there are two lanes. I have been driving on these roads since the early 1990s and they continually have
gotten more dangerous, most likely because I have never observed any police enforcement of speed on these roads
in spite of my frequent use. The posted speed limit of 35 mph is a joke - 45 mph is the normal speed on these roads
and if you go 45 mph other drivers consider you slow and tailgate, pass on the right on the shoulder, or otherwise
harass you to speed up. It is important to focus on the fatalities, but there are many other impacts as well, including
injuries and vehicle damage. Please consider radical solutions to address this problem. One idea might be to reduce
these roads to one lane, like Germantown Avenue, and use the other lane to convert to light rail or a protected bicycle
lane. Either of these solutions would help with the traffic flow issue resulting from slowing down Henry Avenue/Ridge
Pike. Even one of the souls we have lost are certainly worth a lot more than satisfying someone's desire to speed
recklessly for any reason.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Jordan Czajka
ItemIDs: 0172
This is a dangerous area for car traffic and especially for cyclist. I have driven and ridden a biker here many times and
have seen numerous accidents. A kid was recently killed riding his bike. This needs to be fixed!
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Joseph
ItemIDs: 0173
774

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0174
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Joseph T. Piscitello
985

I suggest that the following items be ADDED to this project: A lower speed limit: the current speed limit is 35 miles
per hour, and motorists regularly drive double that.Speed cameras: Henry Avenue almost received much-needed
speed cameras in 2018, when the Roosevelt Boulevard bill was moving through the state Legislature. This
enforcement technology should be installed all over Henry Avenue to keep motorists from gaining the kind of speed
that kills pedestrians, cyclists, and other motorists.Road diet: Just because Henry Avenue is an urban highway
doesn’t mean it needs to be. As long as work is already being done on the Avenue, why not install, or even pilot, a
lane reduction? Lane reductions have been proven to bring down vehicle speeds where used.Protected bike lanes:
This is a no brainer. Protected bike lanes keep cyclists safer and reduce motor vehicle speed. There are conflict zones
on parts of Henry Avenue that force cyclists to compete with vehicles going at least 35 miles per hour, but usually
more like 60 or 70.Pedestrian refuges: Henry Avenue goes through several neighborhoods, with all sorts of
businesses and residential buildings — big box stores, restaurants, apartments, houses, schools, gas stations, a golf
course (and, yes, people cross Henry Avenue in golf carts) and entrances to the Wissahickon Park. We need to give
the people crossing Henry Avenue a safe, reliable way to get across the street that doesn’t involve putting their lives in
danger, and pedestrian refuges are a part of that.
ItemIDs: 0175
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Juan Francisco
Martinez
824

849

This project does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for cyclists. The 1000 foot segment of the road between
Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming
measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing
Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length
of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. As someone
who uses this road often I have noticed how the curves on Henry Ave can be blinding to road users of traffic ahead.
This is important. This will save lives. SAVE HUMAN LIVES.
ItemIDs: 0176
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Julie Brask
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1170 As someone who lives only a few blocks from where a 17 year old was killed by a car less than a week ago on Henry
Ave, I urge you to implement even more significant changes than what is listed above. Cars routinely speed 20mph or
more above the speed limit on Henry Ave. I frequently encounter cars that are traveling so fast around the curves that
they can't even stay in their lanes. I get tailgated and passed aggressively if I follow the speed limit. Folks park in the
right lane outside of Dalessandro's in Roxborough, taking up an entire lane and forcing the speeding traffic to slam on
their brakes and merge left rapidly. The items listed above are a good start, but Henry Ave needs more measures to
reduce speed. Improving traffic flow should not be your top priority - saving lives should be.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Julie Halsted
ItemIDs: 0177
As a member of the community - the Henry ave. corridor has become a 4 line highway which is not compatible with
residential, recreational and educational uses. There have been a number of fatalities most recently the tragic loss of a
young man in our community. We advocate for any and all safety improvements to make a safer environment for
everyone - most importantly slowing down the traffic.
ItemIDs: 0178
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Kara kneidl
953

735

It is unacceptable that more is not being done to slow drivers down and save lives. People are dying, a child is dead,
and the best we can do is remove trees?I've driven down this stretch of road many times, and drivers fly down Henry
Ave often at 60+ mph. None of these "improvements" will effectively slow drivers down, and crashes will continue.
People will continue to die without immediate action. Reading the proposed "safety" improvements is almost insulting
when looking at the rate of speed and crashes that happen on Henry Ave.You have the power to save lives with a
little more creativity and care than "removing trees" and painting better lines.
ItemIDs: 0179
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Katie Chockley
747

Hello,As someone who bikes for transportation in Philly, I'm especially concerned about our deadly roads. I think it
would be important to make some of the following updates to this stretch of road so we can avoid more preventable
deaths.A lower speed limit - people are much more likely to survive a collision with a vehicle traveling more
slowly.Speed cameras - speed cameras provide the consistent enforcement needed to change behavior.Road
diet - shrinking the width of the road helps drivers slow down without relying on fines or enforcement.Protected bike
lanes - this is crucial for our safety and for encouraging more people to take up biking.Pedestrian refuges - this helps
people cross the road more safely, particularly our most vulnerable pedestrians like elderly people, children, and
people with disabilities. Thank you for taking the time to read my comment, and I hope you take action to save lives
going forward. Best,Katie
ItemIDs: 0180
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Kelly Gibb Piasecki
758

This stretch needs traffic calming/ slowing. It is dangerous for pedestrians and bicyclists because car drivers speed
thru this area.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Kelly Russin
ItemIDs: 0181
1225

Hi DVRPC,
My name is Kelly Russin and I'm a homeowner from zip code 19129.
I'm urgently writing regarding the Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements Phase 1 MPMS #80104 + Phase 2 MPMS
#102134.
Unfortunately, this project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue
safe for all road users, pedestrians OR even drivers. We need urgent action to keep Philadelphians safe.
The segment of the road between Warden Drive & W. Coulter has seen a traumatic increase in crashes over the 12
months. The number of crashes that end with cars on the sidewalk means it's only a matter of time before a pedestrian
is killed.
Please see attached PDF for just a few photographs of these crashes to understand the severity and urgency. (And
these are just the ones I've seen when I am at home, in my living room!)
More effective (and immediate) traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 25
mph are needed, including:
- reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction
- approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road
- adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections
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- electronic speed feedback signs between Warden & W. Coulter
I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over
Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
Thank you for making our community safer and stronger,
Kelly Russin
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Kevin

ItemIDs: 0182

1226

My child goes to William Penn Charter school and Jefferson University is located at Henry and School House Lane.
There needs to be a green left turn signal at Henry and School House lane when traveling eastbound. It is near
impossible and dangerous to make a left turn on green with no left turn green signal during rush hour and most of the
day and morning commute. School children and parents at out at risk. Many vehicles need to make a left turn at that
intersection and aren’t able to do so or not safely with the current set up. The ness should do a story on this if it
doesn’t get fixed.
ItemIDs: 0183
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Kevin Todd
815

WE NEED PROTECTED BIKE LANES ON HENRY. I almost got killed on the 3300 block!

MPMS:102134

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Kristin GavinWisniewski

ItemIDs: 0184

791

Anything that you can do to reduce speed on this strip of Henry (and all of Henry) and increase bike/ped safety is
necessary and long overdue.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Kyle Hearing
ItemIDs: 0185
On Henry Ave: Lower the speed limit, introduce automated enforcement, and add protected bike lanes and pedestrian
refuges to protect vulnerable road users.
ItemIDs: 0186
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Kyle Stambaugh
890

760

As a resident of the neighborhood, I say it is imperative that traffic cameras and protected bike lanes are installed on
Henry Avenue. There needs to be enforcement of the speed limits, or people are going to keep getting hurt. Stop
ignoring the needs of local residents!
ItemIDs: 0187
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Laura Richlin
754

PA needs to do better job of protecting its bikers!The death of a 17yo who was obeying all the safety laws is
HORRENDOUS!Fix Henry Avenue!
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Laurie Conrad
ItemIDs: 0188
1049

Traffic speeds are my main concern as an Upper Roxborough resident who regularly uses Henry Avenue. Also the
intersection at Walnut Lane is such a snarl, then complicated by the traffic around the popular cheesesteak shops just
above Walnut Lane.I am not a fan of more traffic lights, and people drive so fast between them anyway. But anything
that will slow the speeding on this road would be welcome, along with improved turning lanes and coordinated traffic
signals at Walnut Lane, coupled with better control of parking between Walnut and the ballfields on Henry.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Leslie Cerf
ItemIDs: 0189,
0275,
0311
1238

Dear DRVPC,
My friend's son, a skilled bicyclist, was killed in Roxborough section recently. I feel the utmost thought should go into
protecting bicyclist's, esoecially since there are more and more commuters on roads like Henry Ave. They don't need
to be 2 lanes. One lane should be protected in each way for bicycle commuters. And other safety measure as listed
below would go a long way in helping drivers learn to respect other road users' space on the road.
Please see below, which I agree with from Phila. Bicycle Coalition.
Thank you,
Leslie Cerf
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MPMS #102134
This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
Philadelphia – Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements. MPMS #111194;
Suggested Comment – Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.
Philadelphia – Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle Network (TAP) MPMS #107198;
Suggested Comment – The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant
that will implement its Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected
bicycle network.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Liane Sullivan
ItemIDs: 0190
It is essential that we drastically increase the safety of Henry Ave by taking the following measures. An innocent life
was taken by a vehicle this week and this is unacceptable. We must protect the safety of our community. 1. A lower
speed limit: the current speed limit is 35 miles per hour, and motorists regularly drive double that.2. Speed cameras:
Henry Avenue almost received much-needed speed cameras in 2018, when the Roosevelt Boulevard bill was moving
through the state Legislature. This enforcement technology should be installed all over Henry Avenue to keep
motorists from gaining the kind of speed that kills pedestrians, cyclists, and other motorists.3. Road diet: Just
because Henry Avenue is an urban highway doesn’t mean it needs to be. As long as work is already being done on
the Avenue, why not install, or even pilot, a lane reduction? Lane reductions have been proven to bring down vehicle
speeds where used.4. Protected bike lanes: This is a no brainer. Protected bike lanes keep cyclists safer and reduce
motor vehicle speed. There are conflict zones on parts of Henry Avenue that force cyclists to compete with vehicles
going at least 35 miles per hour, but usually more like 60 or 70.5. Pedestrian refuges: Henry Avenue goes through
several neighborhoods, with all sorts of businesses and residential buildings — big box stores, restaurants,
apartments, houses, schools, gas stations, a golf course (and, yes, people cross Henry Avenue in golf carts) and
entrances to the Wissahickon Park. We need to give the people crossing Henry Avenue a safe, reliable way to get
across the street that doesn’t involve putting their lives in danger, and pedestrian refuges are a part of that.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Linda Soffer
ItemIDs: 0191
746

1236

Dear DVRCP,
This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.

Thank you for taking the time to read this comment.
Linda Soffer
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Louis Chang

ItemIDs: 0192

743

Please seriously address the speeding vehicle issue on Henry Ave between Walnut Lane and School House Lane. I
live right off Henry Ave and have seen numerous car accident from people speeding around the curved roads,
accidents where people attempts a left turn and get hit by on coming traffic, the lack of safe bike and pedestrian lanes,
numerous street lamp post getting demolished, etc. It happens so often that this need to stop. Implement no left turns
where traffic lights do not exist, protected bike and pedestrian walk lanes, rumble strips along every curved section,
speed camera, have a state trooper posted in the area to set up a speed trap, etc. No signs, reduction of speed limit,
or barrier will reduce people’s need to speed upwards of 70-80 mph. Please help! Thanks.
ItemIDs: 0193
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Mackenzie King
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798 I’d like to see speed cameras in place on Henry Ave and a road diet implemented to deter traffic from speeding
through the neighborhoods there.
ItemIDs: 0194
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Marcus Gilchrist
744

Please consider adding protected bike lanes

MPMS:102134

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Margaret Chase

ItemIDs: 0195

755

I would like to see Protected bike lanes in Henry Ave. Also, I would like to see an analysis for consideration of green
stormwater infrastructure features that can have multiple functions: improve safety through lane width reductions,
improve aesthetics and cost-efficient stormwater management.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Margaret Rux
ItemIDs: 0196
1229

Good morning. I’m certain you’re well aware of the premature and senseless death of young Samuel Ozer after being
struck by a car this past Father’s Day on Henry Ave. He was literally on his way home from work at a bike shop to join
his parents-as an only child- for Father’s Day dinner. Needless to say he never made it home.
I don’t believe it’s productive for me to recite the recommendations being made by the Bicycle Coalition of Phila as I’m
sure you’re very familiar with them at this point. As an avid cyclist and family friend of Samual Ozer, I implore you to
consider these safety enhancements. Our city is often cited as being one of the more bike-friendly cities in our
country, however, in the case of the well-documented flaws with the safety of Henry Ave, we fall well short.

Thank you for your consideration.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Marissa Perrone

ItemIDs: 0197

823

I would like to suggest the following additional components be added to this Project: A lower speed limit: the
current speed limit is 35 miles per hour, and motorists regularly drive double that.Speed cameras: Henry Avenue
almost received much-needed speed cameras in 2018, when the Roosevelt Boulevard bill was moving through the
state Legislature. This enforcement technology should be installed all over Henry Avenue to keep motorists from
gaining the kind of speed that kills pedestrians, cyclists, and other motorists.Road diet: Just because Henry
Avenue is an urban highway doesn’t mean it needs to be. As long as work is already being done on the Avenue, why
not install, or even pilot, a lane reduction? Lane reductions have been proven to bring down vehicle speeds where
used.Protected bike lanes: This is a no brainer. Protected bike lanes keep cyclists safer and reduce motor vehicle
speed. There are conflict zones on parts of Henry Avenue that force cyclists to compete with vehicles going at least 35
miles per hour, but usually more like 60 or 70.Pedestrian refuges: Henry Avenue goes through several
neighborhoods, with all sorts of businesses and residential buildings — big box stores, restaurants, apartments,
houses, schools, gas stations, a golf course (and, yes, people cross Henry Avenue in golf carts) and entrances to the
Wissahickon Park. We need to give the people crossing Henry Avenue a safe, reliable way to get across the street
that doesn’t involve putting their lives in danger, and pedestrian refuges are a part of that.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Marjorie Greenfield
ItemIDs: 0198
I live off School House Lane below Henry, less than a mile from from Henry and School House Lane. The plan for
Henry from Hermit to Abbottsford is totally inadequate. PennDOT focuses on how to move motor vehicles. Safety for
all users is secondary. Rumble strips and deflectors have marginal effect. Drivers know but ignore these signals as
well as speed limit signs. After the latest rash of crashes just North of School House, the City installed flashing lights
and a solid stripe between lanes on the curve. Crashes and speeding continues. [See the photos and info submitted
by Raymond Lucci]The PennDot plan does not address speed in any meaningful way. We need a road diet, two
lanes for motor vehicles, physically protected bike lanes, curb bump outs to protect pedestrians. And don't cut down
trees. They are not the problem.The road runs through a residential area. It bisects the Jefferson (Philadelphia)
University campus ( lots of foot traffic across Henry), continues past McMichael Park (soon to be home to a
playground for young children), passes two charter schools on the former Medical College of Pennsylvania property. It
must be made safe for all users. Jeff U should not have to hire off duty police to stand at the corner of School House
Lane for the safety of its students. Henry Ave is not a highway. It should not be drivable at highway speeds. That
means we must have effective traffic calming measures. The City's installation of flashing lights just North of School
House Lane hasn't slowed traffic or prevented crashes. After the fact tickets for red light running and speeding don't
stop speeding. They may deter some people but they don't make speeding difficult or pedestrians and cyclists safer.
How many more serious crashes and deaths will it take to get meaningful change? This is on you. Let the half baked
plan proceed and you will be responsible for the future deaths and injuries.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Marjorie Greenfield
ItemIDs: 0199
1155

1156

I live off School House Lane below Henry, less than a mile from from Henry and School House Lane. The plan for
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Henry from Hermit to Abbottsford is totally inadequate. PennDOT focuses on how to move motor vehicles. Safety for
all users is secondary. Rumble strips and deflectors have marginal effect. Drivers know but ignore these signals as
well as speed limit signs. After the latest rash of crashes just North of School House, the City installed flashing lights
and a solid stripe between lanes on the curve. Crashes and speeding continues. [See the photos and info submitted
by Raymond Lucci]The PennDot plan does not address speed in any meaningful way. We need a road diet, two
lanes for motor vehicles, physically protected bike lanes, curb bump outs to protect pedestrians. And don't cut down
trees. They are not the problem.The road runs through a residential area. It bisects the Jefferson (Philadelphia)
University campus ( lots of foot traffic across Henry), continues past McMichael Park (soon to be home to a
playground for young children), passes two charter schools on the former Medical College of Pennsylvania property. It
must be made safe for all users. Jeff U should not have to hire off duty police to stand at the corner of School House
Lane for the safety of its students. Henry Ave is not a highway. It should not be drivable at highway speeds. That
means we must have effective traffic calming measures. The City's installation of flashing lights just North of School
House Lane hasn't slowed traffic or prevented crashes. After the fact tickets for red light running and speeding don't
stop speeding. They may deter some people but they don't make speeding difficult or pedestrians and cyclists safer.
How many more serious crashes and deaths will it take to get meaningful change? This is on you. Let the half baked
plan proceed and you will be responsible for the future deaths and injuries.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Marjorie Greenfield
ItemIDs: 0200
I fully adopt and support position of Bicycle Coalition of Greater Philadelphia. As a resident of East Falls living just off
School House Lane below Henry Ave., I see everyday the excessive speed andvtragic consequences of this horribly
designed road that taints our residrntial neighborhood. PennDOT must change its focus from LOS for vehicles, instead
of Level of Safety for all users.(My husband and I bike.) We need real traffic calming measures, measures that force
drivers to obey speed limits, not just measures to punish if they go more than 10 miles over posted limits. This means
a road diet, pedestrian safe zones, curb bump outs to protrct pedestrians and slow turning vehicles. We need fully
protected, i.e., physically protected, bike lanes, not just stripes on the pavement.
ItemIDs: 0201,
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Mark Schenberger
0436
1139

729

Unfortunately, the current project seems to value speed and vehicle throughput over safety. As you know, a 17 year
old was killed in large part due to Henry Ave promoting fast vehicle speeds. The proposed changes don't really seem
to address that and lack basic safety measures like protected cycle tracks, and lane reductions that have been
implemented successfully elsewhere with little impact to vehicle travel times. Henry Ave is a neighborhood street, not
an interstate, and it's design and lane width/amount should better reflect that. Please consider adding stronger safety
measures, so that we can have fewer tragic crashes caused by unsafe road designs.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Maryann DiGiacomo ItemIDs: 0202
1242

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0203
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Meagan Campion
1116

Please take action on this ASAP. too many lives have been lost.

MPMS:102134

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Meredith Jones

ItemIDs: 0204

804

We absolutely need more safety measures on Henry Avenue. As a Manayunk resident I am constantly horrified by the
speeds at which people travel on that road. This week a teenager was senselessly killed while biking on Henry avenue
at an intersection which is known to be particularly dangerous. Drivers routinely drive over 50mph on that road, and
measures have to be taken to stop the habitual speeding before more people lose their lives.
ItemIDs: 0205
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Meryl Lozano
852

Among the changes to the street PennDOT does not propose, but should:A lower speed limit: the current speed limit
is 35 miles per hour, and motorists regularly drive double that.Speed cameras: Henry Avenue almost received muchneeded speed cameras in 2018, when the Roosevelt Boulevard bill was moving through the state Legislature. This
enforcement technology should be installed all over Henry Avenue to keep motorists from gaining the kind of speed
that kills pedestrians, cyclists, and other motorists.Road diet: Just because Henry Avenue is an urban highway
doesn’t mean it needs to be. As long as work is already being done on the Avenue, why not install, or even pilot, a
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lane reduction? Lane reductions have been proven to bring down vehicle speeds where used.Protected bike lanes:
This is a no brainer. Protected bike lanes keep cyclists safer and reduce motor vehicle speed. There are conflict zones
on parts of Henry Avenue that force cyclists to compete with vehicles going at least 35 miles per hour, but usually
more like 60 or 70.Pedestrian refuges: Henry Avenue goes through several neighborhoods, with all sorts of
businesses and residential buildings — big box stores, restaurants, apartments, houses, schools, gas stations, a golf
course (and, yes, people cross Henry Avenue in golf carts) and entrances to the Wissahickon Park. We need to give
the people crossing Henry Avenue a safe, reliable way to get across the street that doesn’t involve putting their lives in
danger, and pedestrian refuges are a part of that
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Michael McGettigan
ItemIDs: 0206
You are too late, as usual, PennDOT and DVRPC: your cars first mentality has killed Samuel Ozer, an experienced
young cyclist. That's because you designed Henry Avenue to make it easy to speed. Speed is the primary cause of
death for pedestrians and cyclists struck by motorists. Your new plan won't do enough, you are all motorists, and you
don't really care about the costs of your lifestyle, not even when it affects your own friends or family. I'd ask for real
improvements, but after decades of watching your traffic engineers design for Level Of Service over life, I have no
hope any more. Sam was 17.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Mimi Sheller
ItemIDs: 0207
784

This road has been dangerous all my life since I lived near here as a child and drive here frequently today. It has
always been too fast and has plenty of space to trim back lanes and create protected bike lanes. I strongly support the
proposals for making Henry Ave. safer. Including especially the following:A lower speed limitSpeed camerasRoad
dietProtected bike lanesPedestrian refuges
ItemIDs: 0208
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Nancy Becker
761

1230

Neighbor weighing in with support to make safely improvements along Henry Avenue.

MPMS:102134
794

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Nate Wooten

ItemIDs: 0209

Additional changes to the street PennDOT should consider:
Speed cameras: Henry Avenue almost received much-needed speed cameras in 2018, when the Roosevelt Boulevard
bill was moving through the state Legislature. This enforcement technology should be installed all over Henry Avenue
to keep motorists from gaining the kind of speed that kills pedestrians, cyclists, and other motorists.
Road diet: Just because Henry Avenue is an urban highway doesn’t mean it needs to be. As long as work is already
being done on the Avenue, why not install, or even pilot, a lane reduction? Lane reductions have been proven to bring
down vehicle speeds where used.
Protected bike lanes: This is a no brainer. Protected bike lanes keep cyclists safer and reduce motor vehicle speed.
There are conflict zones on parts of Henry Avenue that force cyclists to compete with vehicles going at least 35 miles
per hour, but usually more like 60 or 70.

Pedestrian refuges: Henry Avenue goes through several neighborhoods, with all sorts of businesses and residential
buildings — big box stores, restaurants, apartments, houses, schools, gas stations, a golf course (and, yes, people
cross Henry Avenue in golf carts) and entrances to the Wissahickon Park. We need to give the people crossing Henry
Avenue a safe, reliable way to get across the street that doesn’t involve putting their lives in danger, and pedestrian
refuges are a part of that.
MPMS:80104
By Philip Reilly
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0210,
0316,
0459
896

I believe the Henry Ave recommendations do not go far enough. We need protected bike lanes, speed cameras, and a
light at. Barnes, where numerous pedestrians have been injured and killed. I would also like to see protected bike
lanes on Castor Ave from Comly to Rhawn Sts. I support continuing the commitment to building 500 miles of circuit
trails and working to connect them.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Rachel Hruszkewycz ItemIDs: 0211
886

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
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approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Rachel Reed
ItemIDs: 0212
1028

I appreciate you addressing the need for significant changes to the road design for Henry Ave, but I believe there must
be additional considerations. As you know, ten people have lost their lives on this street in the past 5 years, and many
of these have been avoidable if you will consider the following: -A lower speed limit: the current speed limit is 35
miles per hour, and motorists regularly drive double that.-Speed cameras: Henry Avenue almost received muchneeded speed cameras in 2018, when the Roosevelt Boulevard bill was moving through the state Legislature. This
enforcement technology should be installed all over Henry Avenue to keep motorists from gaining the kind of speed
that kills pedestrians, cyclists, and other motorists.-Road diet: Just because Henry Avenue is an urban highway
doesn’t mean it needs to be. As long as work is already being done on the Avenue, why not install, or even pilot, a
lane reduction? Lane reductions have been proven to bring down vehicle speeds where used.-Protected bike
lanes: This is a no brainer. Protected bike lanes keep cyclists safer and reduce motor vehicle speed. There are conflict
zones on parts of Henry Avenue that force cyclists to compete with vehicles going at least 35 miles per hour, but
usually more like 60 or 70.-Pedestrian refuges: Henry Avenue goes through several neighborhoods, with all sorts
of businesses and residential buildings — big box stores, restaurants, apartments, houses, schools, gas stations, a
golf course (and, yes, people cross Henry Avenue in golf carts) and entrances to the Wissahickon Park. We need to
give the people crossing Henry Avenue a safe, reliable way to get across the street that doesn’t involve putting their
lives in danger, and pedestrian refuges are a part of that.Families, residents, pedestrians, cyclists, and drivers
deserve to commute without the risk of losing their lives or the lives of their loved ones through avoidable accidents.
ItemIDs: 0213
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Randy Shepard
738

Safety for pedestrians and cyclists is of the highest importance and urgency. The death of a 17 year old cyclist on
Sunday June 21 2020 and many others in the same proximity was absolutely unnecessarily. A fix is urgently needed!
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Raymond Lucci
ItemIDs: 0214
1165

As a life long resident of Philadelphia for 65 years, as a homeowner in the East Falls neighborhood, as a taxpayer, a
retired educator and a sitting member of the East Falls Community Council’s Traffic Committee I am voicing my
opposition to the planned “improvements” (as proposed by PennDOT) to be made on Henry Avenue as it courses
through the neighborhoods of Roxborough and East Falls. I oppose the proposal/plan because its conception is
seriously flawed and the outlined “improvements” do not meet international standards of traffic calming.
When reading the description of Project # 80104, Henry Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase I, I am struck
by the language of stated improvements that seem arcane and distant in the modern world of refashioning streets to
meet the needs of ALL users; motorists, pedestrians and cyclists! In the project’s description, we see old model
remedies such as; reflective pavement markers, rumble strips and selective removal of trees, There is nothing in the
proposal to suggest even remotely, that there is any intention to upgrade, refashion and redesign this city street to fully
utilize world class traffic calming measures to compel all motorists to slow down to the posted and legal and to provide
for a safe place for all users!
You betray your real intention in the phrase, “ to reduce congestion’. News for all of you, Henry Avenue for its full
length of approx. 7 miles is only congested during ¼ of the entire day during the two 3-hour rush hours. For most of
the other 18 hours, it is characterized by a low volume of traffic and mostly all motorists are observed traveling well
above the posted speed limit of 35 MPH , many at excessively high speeds. Additionally, IF you were honest in your
meetings and proposals to the good people of these communities, you would have revealed that stats demonstrate
that this is the time period most collisions have occurred.
Let’s face some unpleasant and inconvenient truths here. When the 1961 east river expressway or manyyank
expressway was killed by then Mayor James Tate in 1967, the state was faced with a burdensome conundrum. It
failed to get a proposed solution on the east side of the river to the overburdened and under-engineered_1-76 pushed
through. And the prevailing paradigm of that time insisted that the solution had to be on the east side of the river.
Consequently, traffic engineers then had to come up with a plan B. Later on, in the 1970s and 80s, much to the
consternation of the residents of this section of Northwest Philadelphia, Plan B was to morph the Henry Avenue
thoroughfare in Roxborough into more of a expressway on the east side of the river. Highway grade barriers along the
street from near W. B. Saul School and down to the golf course convey to the driver the subliminal message “you’re
driving on an expressway”. Pedestrian amenities such as bump outs or at least crossing medians to elevate the
visibility of other users of the street are absent and reinforce their status as 2nd or 3rd class users and are at chronic
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risk. The lack of these structures only serves to support and reinforce all motorist’s notions that the other users are
“not there”.
Henry Avenue in its current incarnation is an excellent example of now outmoded and reviled paradigms of civil
engineering. It is a cobbled together “stroad” snaking through residential streets lined with homes, stores, parks and
schools. All of its users are at risk when they venture forth out on it whether, they are driving , walking or on a bike.
We are soon to meet as a committee and will recommend and will petition for world class traffic calming measures to
include the following; a round-about at School House Lane and possiblely another at Walnut lane, raised intersections
at Midvale Ave. , speed tables at other intersections such as Coulter St. and Queen Ln., pedestrian bump-outs at all
cross streets, reduction of lanes to one in each direction between Queen Ln. and School House Ln., raised pedestrian
crossing at Warden St. reduce lane widths to legal city street dimension of 10 ft. between Queen Lane and Roberts.
Raised intersection at Falls Center, dedicated bike lanes where possible from the intersection of Henry, Allegheny &
Hunting Park all the way west/north to the city/county line at Port Royal, cultivated medians with planned tree plantings
of professionally site selected species to be supervised jointly by Dept. of Parks and Rec. and PHS. We are also
going to pursue a course of having the street removed from PennDOT’s purview/jurisdiction and have it designated as
a Parkway.
Most of all, there are now many people in these communities and beyond who want to seek justice for all victims of a
dangerous paradigm maintained by PennDOT. Far too many folks have perished and needlessly. If world class traffic
calming techniques had been employed as we have suggested to PennDOT and the City of Philadelphia over the past
15 years, all the data suggests they would still be with us.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Rebecca Cweibel
ItemIDs: 0215,
0463
724

Please install protected bike lanes on Henry Ave, and consider reducing a motor vehicle traffic lane.

MPMS:102134

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Rebecca Johnson

ItemIDs: 0216

897

Please schedule and accomplish this safety work on Henry Avenue as soon as possible! There have been too many
deaths along this roadway, which now serves as a high-speed thoroughfare through a residential neighborhood.
ItemIDs: 0217
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Rebecca Koppel
Changes we'd like to see on this stretch are:A lower speed limitSpeed camerasRoad dietProtected bike
lanesPedestrian refuges
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Renee Crabill
ItemIDs: 0218
813

Henry Avenue continues to be a place of multiple motor vehicle accidents resulting in serious injury and in some
cases, death. More most be done to deter speeding on this road. I believe that speed light cameras and enforcement
will help deter speeding.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Renee Wagoner
ItemIDs: 0219
1132

I support a protected bike lane and a road diet for Henry Avenue. Ten deaths in 5 years is a tragic loss of life that is
preventable is smart road design is prioritized.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Rob Hewitt
ItemIDs: 0220
732

737

Yes to protected bike lanes- please protect us with more than paint and plastic!

MPMS:102134

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Rob Hewitt

ItemIDs: 0221

It is time for Henry Avenue to support protected bike lanes, implement a lower speed limit, enforce the lower speed
limit so cars aren't traveling 60 miles per hour, and give Henry Ave a road diet. Please protect all our neighbors- not
just those in cars. We can have a people centric response to Henry Ave- not a car centric one.
ItemIDs: 0222
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Robin Lowry
736

1233

DVRPC,
I am very concerned that the plans to improve traffic conditions on Henry Ave. do not go nearly far enough. The
section of the road which curves around the Walnut La. golf course near Hermit Lane has been hazardous and the
cause of multiple serious accidents for many years. More than 20 years ago my son nearly lost his life when the car
he was driving hit wet leaves, causing the car to go into spin, hitting a telephone pole on that curve. He survived only
because there were doctors playing on the golf course who attended to him and Medical College Hospital was so
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close by at the time.

My attempt to raise concerns about this section of the roadway then went nowhere, as I was told that the road was
safe. In spite of multiple accidents even then.
The accidents, injuries and deaths have only increased. While I appreciate the plans to add a traffic signal light at
Barnes, much more is needed to calm traffic and improve the safety of this road. Traffic cameras are needed.
Barriers protecting bike lanes as well as other methods of slowing traffic down on this dangerous curved road should
be part of the plan. Perhaps fewer lanes. And certainly safer pedestrian amenities.
It is my hope that the known and on-going dangerous conditions of this roadway will finally be addressed. Too many
people have been seriously injured or lost their lives because of the lack of adequate engineering and infrastructure.
Please don't let anyone else become a victim.
MPMS:80104
By Roderick MacNeil
ItemIDs: 0223,
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
0286,
0318,
0468
Philadelphia – Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements Phase 1 MPMS #80104; Phase 2 MPMS #102134
This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. I don't even like to drive on Henry Avenue--it is dangerous in a car. Speed limits are routinely ignored. In
particular, the 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. Most recently a 17 year old young man was killed this past week. More traffic calming
measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing
Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length
of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also
support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over
Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
Philadelphia – Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements. MPMS #111194;
Suggested Comment – Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.
Philadelphia – Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle Network (TAP) MPMS #107198;
Suggested Comment – The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant
that will implement its Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected
bicycle network.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Roy Kardon
ItemIDs: 0224
1042

1231

To Whom It May Concern
One of the improvements is Henry Avenue where 17 year old Samuel Ozer was tragically killed a few days ago. Ten
(10) other cyclists have also been killed there in the last five (5) years.
Cycling does all we want in terms of transportation from environmentally friendly to cutting down on congestion.

Thank you for your attention.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
741

By Ryan Sullivan

ItemIDs: 0225

Samuel Ozer did not need to die.
Ten (10) people have been killed on Henry Ave in the last five years. Five (5) of whom were killed within 800 feet of
where Sam lost his life.
Any projects to improve Henry Ave should be dedicated to preventing death, needless death, and the pain is causes to
all the victims.
Please consider adding speed enforcement cameras to the 2021 (or sooner!) project to improve Henry Ave.
Please also consult with the Bicycle Coalition of Greater Philadelphia for additional life saving proposals.
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I'd also like to propose we rename Henry Ave to "Ozer Bicycle Boulevard". This naming would be a consistent
reminder, to all road users, that Sam is remembered, and that people utilizing all modes of transportation are humans,
and brothers and sisters, in our city.
Thank you for your consideration.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Sam Neubardt

ItemIDs: 0226

927

This road is terrifying even as a driver. It's no surprise that people drive so fast on this road when it's built like a
highway. I feel strongly that a significant road diet is needed. Structural traffic calming measures to induce slower
speeds will make the area safer for everyone. Physically protected bike and bus lanes can help too.
ItemIDs: 0228
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Sarah Carroll
829

We need bike lanes on Henry! My husband bikes to work daily via Henry and I am nervous every day. When I try to
bike to work I have to add miles onto my trip to avoid Henry. The avenue is wide enough for bike lanes, lets show
prioritization of our environment and neighbors with bike lanes. Thank you.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Shane Watters
ItemIDs: 0229
Every day I drive up Barnes and cross over to hermit St using hermit ln, so I can use the stoplight to turn left onto
Henry. Hermit ln is basically a driveway and wasn't designed for all of the extra traffic from residents who don't want to
be the sixth person to die in five years at the Barnes and Henry Ave intersection. A stop light at Barnes and Henry
timed in sync with hermit St, would save lives! Safe pedestrian crossing between Cubby's and delasandros is also
needed, I see pedestrians crossing five Lanes of traffic at highway speeds to get lunch all the time. speed cameras
and timing the traffic lights along Henry would also reduce congestion and save lives. I've lived in the the wissahickon
neighborhood for a decade and own a home but I've seriously looked at moving because accessing the neighborhood
from ridge and Henry is a nightmare, and I feel like I'm risking my family's lives and my life just leaving the house every
day.
ItemIDs: 0230
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Stephanie Fedoroff
1100

972

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of
the road and adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also
support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over
Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Stephen Moosbrugger ItemIDs: 0231
734

I support protected bike lanes for Henry Avenue to save lives

MPMS:102134

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Sue Park

ItemIDs: 0232

Bike lanes along Henry Ave. need protective barriers to hopefully prevent another death. Sam Ozer, 17, was an
experienced bike rider when he was plowed down on Henry Ave. near Hermit Lane. Protective barriers would have
prevented his tragic death.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Susan Babbitt
ItemIDs: 0233
1228

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0234,
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Susan Dannenberg
0482
902

726

This project cannot come soon enough. How many people must die to get teh safety measures our citizens deserve.

MPMS:102134
766

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2

By Susanna Kramer

ItemIDs: 0235

Please install speed cameras all along Henry Avenue, but particularly at the Hermit Street intersection. I live on Hermit
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Street and drive on Henry Avenue regularly. People drive 50-60 mph on Henry Avenue constantly. Also timing lights to
force people to go the speed limit would help also.
ItemIDs: 0236
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By THOMAS J HEAL
1085

Reduce lanes to one way each direction and add a light rail line in the center that goes from Andorra to center
city.This would reduce speed and congestion on the road and reduce overcrowding on buses and Norristown line.
ItemIDs: 0237
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Ted Zellers
777

On Sunday I started riding my bike on Henry Ave (in Roxborough, so a little up the road), only to give up after a couple
blocks. I would love to see real, protected bike lanes that create a safe travel environment for everyone. Henry Ave is
a local road and shouldn't be designed like a highway.
ItemIDs: 0238
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Theresa Starrs
847

I have concerns about the safety of Henry avenue for cyclists. The road has many blind turns coupled with the lack of
safety barriers or a proper bike lane escalates these concerns
ItemIDs: 0239
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Thomas McCarey
1052

Dear Sir:I support posting speed limits at the 85th Percentile Speed, the safest speed. 85th Percentile Speeds are
mandated in Title 75, the Pennsylvania Vehicle Code.I support longer yellow lights, the duration of which should
be calculated according to prevailing vehicle speed (the 85th Percentile Speed) rather than the posted speed.I
support only using stop signs to determine right-of-way and not using them to slow traffic, which is illegal in
Pennsylvania.I am totally opposed to speed cameras and ALL forms of automated traffic enforcement as they are
part of an enforcement-for-profit racket, and not for safety. Sadly, a special interest group is promoting this type of
technology on this siteSincerely,Tom McCarey Member, National Motorists Association
ItemIDs: 0240
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Thomas McCarey
1051

Dear Sir:I support posting speed limits at the 85th Percentile Speed, the safest speed. 85th Percentile Speeds are
mandated in Title 75, the Pennsylvania Vehicle Code.I support longer yellow lights, the duration of which should
be calculated according to prevailing vehicle speed (the 85th Percentile Speed) rather than the posted speed.I
support only using stop signs to determine right-of-way and not using them to slow traffic, which is illegal in
Pennsylvania.I am totally opposed to speed cameras and ALL forms of automated traffic enforcement as they are
part of an enforcement-for-profit racket, and not for safety. Sadly, a special interest group is promoting this type of
technology on this siteSincerely,Tom McCarey Member, National Motorists Association
ItemIDs: 0241
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Timothy Ryan
1160

This area is incredibly dangerous. It is nearly impossible for a pedestrian to safely walk in this area of Henry unless
you use the Walnut lane cross walk, and even using that there are no safe areas to walk along Henry unless you want
to walk on a small strip of sidewalk within feet of cars zooming by at 50+ MPH., which is unfortunate and at odds with
all the hiking trails in the areas.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Tom Halliwell
ItemIDs: 0242
1227

To whom it may concern:
This email is to let you know that I support traffic calming improvements and better bicycle infrastructure on Henry
Ave., and throughout Philadelphia.
The Henry Ave. project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe
for all road users. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph
are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving
speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian
refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave
and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Tom Halliwell
MPMS:80104
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
Thursday, July 02, 2020
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882

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0244
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By William Ehrich
Bike lanes are a no brainer for Henry Avenue. Look at Google Maps cycling reveal. There are no bike Lanes running
from North Philadelphia to Northeast Philadelphia through this section of the city. There needs to be a bike lane on
Henry from Allegheny Avenue to Monastery Avenue
ItemIDs: 0245
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By William Keyes
783

786

A lower speed limit - 25 through the densely populated areas, especially the mile around the intersection of Shurs and
Henry;
Speed cameras with increased fines for speeding on such a dangerous stretch;
Road diet - Lane reductions, rumble strips, reflectors, speed bumps in high-pedestrian areas;
Protected bike lanes - physical separation of bike lanes from traffic;
Pedestrian refuges - stoplight-protected crosswalks and more pedestrian crossing points
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By William Tung
ItemIDs: 0246,
0498
This section of Henry Ave is quite deadly and scary even as a driver. I am asking you to consider lowering the speed
limit, installing speed cameras, a road diet, protected bike lanes, and installing pedestrian refuges to this stretch to
make it safer for everybody.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By agnes kildisaite
ItemIDs: 0247
727

868

Bicycle ridership has increased during the pandemic, indicating citizens desire to ride when they feel safe to do so;
with vehicular traffic at an all time low, cycling has seen an all time in ridership. Subsequently, now more than ever, it
is important to help citizens to choose cycling as a mode of transportation, to reduce carbon emissions, reduce wear
on infrastructure, promote safe cycling as transportation for citizens of all races and socio-economic backgrounds.

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0248
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By cheryl terry
793

The entire length of Henry Ave. needs safety upgrades. all of it should have a 30MPH speed limit enforced by speed
cameras. This plan does not go far enough. How about one lane of traffic in each direction. Flanked by sidewalk, curb,
dedicated bike lane with a grass and shade tree edge between bike lane and traffic. Dream big Philly.
ItemIDs: 0249
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By jonathan Pinkett
792

Someone from the city needs to take a look at how Bike lanes are constructed in Berlin Germany. The lanes are
integrated with the sidewalk not the street, with a high curb separating the bike lanes from the street traffic. There was
also a brilliant design for the intersections also
ItemIDs: 0250
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By karen Huang
please create a protected bicycle lane, take actions that truly reduce vehicle speeds on this street, eg a lower speed
limit with speed cameras, Pedestrian refuges to protect pedestrians and cyclists who need to cross Henry Ave.
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By paul verdi
ItemIDs: 0251
788

Henry is extremely dangerous and troublesome to navigate when I am forced to ride on it with my bicycle. Having a
bike lane would be extremely helpful for the local community.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Amanda Albu
ItemIDs: 0252
816
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861 The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
ItemIDs: 0253
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Amanda Benner
839

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Carolyn Duffy
ItemIDs: 0254
The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network
ItemIDs: 0255
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Chase
1108

1032

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Chi-Hyun Kim
ItemIDs: 0256
The City of Philadelphia should accelerate the rollout of protected bike lanes across the city (#107198). Those of us
that bike to get around Philadelphia have waited far too long for a comprehensive network of safe routes. Both the
health of Philadelphians and of the climate depend on the quick rollout of projects like this one.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Daniel Gordon
ItemIDs: 0257
Anderson
1090

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Daniel McGrath
ItemIDs: 0258
1142

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Denise Wong
ItemIDs: 0259
841

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
ItemIDs: 0260
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Elijah Gunther
1191

806

As a Philadelphia resident who both bikes for commuting and recreation, safe bike paths are important to me. The City
should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its Vision Zero
Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
ItemIDs: 0261
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Eugene Friesen
888

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
ItemIDs: 0262
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By George Benz
929

To make greater Philadelphia a leading 21st century metropolitan area appealing to younger workers, significant
investment in biking infrastructure is essential. Please prioritize this project.
ItemIDs: 0264
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Gretchen Spencer
1152

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By H B Morrison Jr
ItemIDs: 0265
The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
ItemIDs: 0266
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Heather Shultz
1071

982

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By James Hall
ItemIDs: 0267
1065

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
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MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N

By Jeanne Kohl

ItemIDs: 0268

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Jennifer
ItemIDs: 0269
MacNaughton
1001

802

As the Bicycle Coalition suggested, we need a progress report on this plan. I've seen improvements on 11th Street but
not much else. The current network is too fragmented and the non-protected lanes are too intimidating to be
appropriate for children or less-confident cyclists.
ItemIDs: 0270
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Jimil Ataman
The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Joseph
ItemIDs: 0271
1209

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
ItemIDs: 0272
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Josh Berlin
988

942

Proposal 107198 represents a minimum of resources devoted to improving safety and accessibility of public roadways
for cyclists and demonstrates a lack of commitment from DVRPC to rebalance the utility of roadways to accommodate
all vehicles. Given the low cost of adding protected bicycle lanes and adding bicycle lane markings on surface roads,
the targets for this project should be dramatically increased. Studies available from the Bicycle Coalition of
Philadelphia and similar organizations provide a clear blue print for how to rationally expand the cycling network in the
Philadelphia region with minimal impact on motor vehicle traffic.
ItemIDs: 0273
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Kevin Martin
963

Philadelphia should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
ItemIDs: 0274
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Lara Roman
821

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Mary Schmitt
ItemIDs: 0276
The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Matt Wakeman
ItemIDs: 0277
1076

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
ItemIDs: 0278
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Matthew Gordon
1094

1005

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Melanie Rychok
ItemIDs: 0279
In accordance with its goals for its Vision Zero Action Plan, the City should report on progress to date on the goals
stated in the description of this grant by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle
network.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Meredith
ItemIDs: 0280
1019

The City should report on progress made on the goals stated in this grant that will implement its Vision Zero Action
Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Niamba Baskerville
ItemIDs: 0281
924

960

The City should prioritize and accelerate the implementation of the protected bicycle network and should also report
on progress to date on goals stated in the above description. COVID-19 has created a profound increase in the
numbers of cyclists. With additional barriers to using public transit and greater reliance on active transportation like
cycling and walking, it is even more urgent that the DOT make progress toward these Vision Zero goals and create a
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safer environment for cyclists and pedestrians alike.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N

By Peter Logan

ItemIDs: 0282

850

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Randy Shepard
ItemIDs: 0283
The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
ItemIDs: 0284
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Richard Grant
855

1015

This would be a significant improvement for bicyclists over a very busy road.

MPMS:107198

Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N

By Rob Goetz

ItemIDs: 0285

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Rose Paddison
ItemIDs: 0287
906

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
ItemIDs: 0288
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Sara Nye
936

1127

I fully support protected bike lanes throughout the city. Please report on progress to date regarding the goals stated in
the description of this grant that will implement its Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the
implementation of the protected bicycle network.
ItemIDs: 0289
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Sarah WinawerWetzel
874

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
ItemIDs: 0290
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Susan Babbitt
907

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network. Thank
you for your attention.
ItemIDs: 0291
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Ted Zellers
779

Flex posts are a nice thought, but a significant number of posts I see around the city are broken, missing, and are
unfixed for months or years. Not only are parking and curb protected bike lanes safer, they retain that safety even
when maintenance is inadequate. Let's take the next step for safety and maintenance sustainability and move toward
parking protected and curb protected bike lanes.
ItemIDs: 0292
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By Tsurah August
832

Funding must be made immediately- lives are at stake!

MPMS:107198

Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N

By William G Nichols

ItemIDs: 0293

1057

COMPLETE STREETS! Protected bike lanes. Depaving low traffic roads and installing bumpouts and other green
stormwater infrastructure. The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant
that will implement its Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected
bicycle network.
ItemIDs: 0294
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By claudia archer
1043

The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
ItemIDs: 0295
MPMS:108095 Citywide Resurfacing 108
By William G Nichols
1066

The City is overpaving the right-of-way. Streets needs to shift priorities to reducing paved surfaces and increase
greening of the right-of-way. Greater collaboration needed with PWD to install green stormwater infrastructure. Partner
with Bicycle Coalition to emphasize protected bike lanes, slow traffic with stop signs, narrow lanes, two-way traffic, and
speed bumps. Let's stop paving paradise and make this a city for the people, not a bunch of damn cars.
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MPMS:111194 Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements
863

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

By Carolyn Duffy

ItemIDs: 0297

Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.

MPMS:111194
1031

ItemIDs: 0296

Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.

MPMS:111194
1107

By Amanda Albu

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

By Chase

ItemIDs: 0298

Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.

MPMS:111194

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

By Chi-Hyun Kim

ItemIDs: 0299

1091

Please include physically protected bike lanes for the project to make full use of this opportunity to make the street
safer for everyone who travels on it.
ItemIDs: 0300
MPMS:111194 Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements
By Daniel Gordon
Anderson
1141

Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.

MPMS:111194
887

By Heather Shultz

ItemIDs: 0305

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

By James Hall

ItemIDs: 0306

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

By Jeanne Kohl

ItemIDs: 0307

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

By Joseph

ItemIDs: 0308

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

By Kevin Martin

ItemIDs: 0309

Protected bike lanes need to be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.

MPMS:111194
1181

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.

MPMS:111194
962

ItemIDs: 0304

Suggested Comment – Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.

MPMS:111194
987

By Gretchen Spencer

Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.

MPMS:111194
1000

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.

MPMS:111194
1064

ItemIDs: 0302

Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.

MPMS:111194
981

By Eugene Friesen

Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.

MPMS:111194
1151

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

By Kevin O'Brien

ItemIDs: 0310

Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.

MPMS:111194

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

By Mary Schmitt

ItemIDs: 0312

1075

My grandmother lived at Castor and Longshore Aves for years and I'm familiar with the area. Protected bike lanes
should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.
ItemIDs: 0313
MPMS:111194 Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements
By Matt Wakeman
1093

Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.

MPMS:111194
1018

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

By Niamba Baskerville

ItemIDs: 0315

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

By Rob Goetz

ItemIDs: 0317

Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.

MPMS:111194
935

ItemIDs: 0314

Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St

MPMS:111194
905

By Melanie Rychok

The area from Comly St to Rhawn St. needs protected bike lanes to ensure the safety of those riding along this area.

MPMS:111194
959

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

By Rose Paddison

ItemIDs: 0319

Please add protected bike lanes from Comly St to Rhawn St!
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MPMS:111194 Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements
873

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

By Susan Babbitt

ItemIDs: 0321

Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St. Thank you for your attention.

MPMS:111194
1056

ItemIDs: 0320

Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.

MPMS:111194
904

By Sarah WinawerWetzel

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

By William G Nichols

ItemIDs: 0322

Come on! Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St. Complete streets people!

MPMS:80104

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

By ANDRES RECALDE

ItemIDs: 0323

1220

his project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St
ItemIDs: 0324
MPMS:80104
By Aaron Bauman
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
825

This is not a good use of funds. Removing trees will encourage faster vehicle speeds - the opposite of what's needed
here. Narrow the road to one lane in each direction. Add more traffic controls and work with PA legislature to add
speed cameras throughout. This road is a death trap, and your proposal is little more than window dressing, and The
blood of theses deaths are on your hands.
MPMS:80104
By Abigail Rose
ItemIDs: 0325
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0326
MPMS:80104
By Adriana Jemison
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1195

1207

This proposal does not do enough to ensure the safety of all road users of Henry Ave. The section of road between
Barnes St. and Hermit Ln. has seen 5 traffic accidents with pedestrians or cyclists in 5 years. More measures must be
taken to reduce speeding including adding cameras or reducing the road to one lane. Protecting the bike lane would
also go a long way to ensure the safety of all users in addition to the proposed plan to include a sidepath and new
traffic signal in this area. Thank you.
MPMS:80104
By Alexander Spassoff
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0327
1048

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St. My wife and I live a block from
the latest accident and my wife knows the 17 year young man and his mother. Please please begin this project before
more people die. Thank you.
ItemIDs: 0328
MPMS:80104
By Alisa Wood
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1174

If you’ve ever ridden a bicycle on Henry Ave then you know it is very dangerous and scary. Speeding cars & winding
turns are a bad combination. A protected bike lane is necessary to make this road safe for all vehicles.
MPMS:80104
By Amanda Albu
ItemIDs: 0329
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
862

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
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children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0330
MPMS:80104
By Amanda Benner
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
838

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0331
MPMS:80104
By Amanda DeLeo
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1182

Please please do this! We need to save cyclists lives! This is so important!

MPMS:80104

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

By Andrew McCabe

ItemIDs: 0332

This project does not go far enough in increasing safety on the road for all users (vehicles/bicycles/pedestrians). This
stretch of road has had multiple fatalities (including children) over the past 5 years. Lack of calming measures makes
the 35MPH speed limit unenforceable and vehicles routinely drive 50+MPH. Measures such as protected bike lanes,
pedestrian refuges, and speeding cameras should be included in this improvement project.
MPMS:80104
By Andrew Sandefur
ItemIDs: 0333
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
898

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0334
MPMS:80104
By Andy Johnson
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
837

1013

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0335
MPMS:80104
By Anna Kline
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
944

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor, and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0336
MPMS:80104
By Anthony Faino
913

This stretch of road regularly sees traffic speeds much faster than the posted speed limit and has proved
unnecessarily dangerous. I believe car traffic should be reduced to one lane in each direction, and a protected bike
lane should be installed in each direction. In addition this stretch of road should include speed cameras.
ItemIDs: 0337
MPMS:80104
By Bob
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
992

I support 85th percentile speed limits, longer yellow lights, and stop signs only where needed. I am totally opposed to
speed cameras and ALL forms of automated traffic enforcement. Sadly, a special interest group is promoting this type
of technology on here, which was called 3-card monte by a judge in Ohio.
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MPMS:80104
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

By Bob

ItemIDs: 0338

Mandate 85th percentile speed limits, longer yellow lights, stop signs only where needed, and BAN all forms of
automated traffic enforcement.
MPMS:80104
By Bob Appel
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0339
994

You CANNOT make this roadway ONELANE the project DOES NOT CALL FOR SUCH! The car count is far too high
for a one lane road. So don’t listen to the bicycle Coalition they want to remove the rights of drivers. You need to be
advised of bumpouts that prevent turns. Removing the ability to make turns. Causes congestion increases travel time.
And as a result of drivers being caught at such is unnecessary. So what turns a Pryor safe intersection into a
dangerous one as drivers do dangerous things to get around these unnecessary bottlenecks.
MPMS:80104
By Brenna Heintz
ItemIDs: 0340
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
818

1212

As described on the PENNDOT Project site - this does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road users.
There have been 5 traffic victims, including 3 children, in the last 5 years in the 1000 foot segment of the road between
Barnes St and Hermit Lane. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This should include: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the
legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire
corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between
Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Brian Hickey
ItemIDs: 0341
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1203

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments. I am a biker and concerned Philadelphia citizen who believes the
city can do more to protect its bikers. This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to
make Henry Avenue safe for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane
has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to
adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each
direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected
bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan
including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at
Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0342
MPMS:80104
By Brian Powell
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
872

We need Henry Avenue (in Philly) to become a reliable thoroughfare for bikes into and out of Montgomery County.
The Forbidden Drive is way too crowded now (with bikes and runners) and it is ruining the risk of becoming too
dangerous for kids and hikers.
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0343
MPMS:80104
By Brittany Gondos
955

Please make changes to Henry Avenue near the bridge connecting Roxborough and East Falls.Please set a
reduced speed (similar to school zones) during daylight hours, as well as a new street light before crossing the bridge
to the East Falls side. Speed and pedestrian safety is a huge problem on Henry Ave, particularly in this area but also
right before it- between Roxborough Ave and Walnut Lane. At stop signs in this area, many try to make left hand turns.
It is difficult due to the amount of traffic and the speeding and has resulted in accidents in the past. This is one of the
major roadways for the NW part of the city and is very unsafe.
MPMS:80104
By Caleb Mactavish
ItemIDs: 0344
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
I believe that Henry Ave. is in dire need of safety improvements. For as long as I can remember, this has felt like a
super-highway that's facilitated poor driving habits and dangerous interactions between drivers and road infrastructure.
I full-heatedly agree with each of the recommendations set forth in this Draft because I care about the lives and safety
of my community and don't want anybody to experience any more loss due to reckless road conditions. Thank you for
considering!
ItemIDs: 0345
MPMS:80104
By Carol Fleischman
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1123

922

These proposed improvements do not go far enough in terms of safety for cyclists and pedestrians. The section of
Henry Avenue between Barnes and Hermit Lane has seen five fatalities in the last 5 years. The most recent of those
fatalities was my son's good friend Samuel Ozer. Stronger traffic calming measures are needed. Henry Avenue should
be reduced to one lane in each direction, with protected bike lanes and pedestrian refuges. There should be very strict
enforcement of the speed limit on Henry with signage and cameras. Since we know that lives are being lost on this
stretch of road, it is our reponsibility to create an adequate mitigation plan.
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0346
MPMS:80104
By Carolyn Duffy
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1106 The area between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has had 5 traffic victims in the last 5 years. The last on being very
recently, Sunday, June 21, 2020. These sections needs more traffic calming measures that will force drivers to go the
posted speed limit of 35mph. Calm measures includes reducing Henry Avenue to one line in each direction, approving
speed camera for the entire length, adding protected bike lines to the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at the
intersection. I also support existing elements in the plan including sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge
over Wissahickon Creek and new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Cathy Sulimay
ItemIDs: 0348
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
I vote and live on Henry Ave. I would like to see these projects funded and started immediately. We have waited too
long for the terrible situation to be rectified.
ItemIDs: 0349
MPMS:80104
By Charlotte Frew
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
949

1125

Reduce Henry Avenue to one lane traveling in each direction. Enforce existing speed limits. I frequently walk on the
sidewalk along this stretch of Henry Avenue. It is frequently terrifying to watch cars racing at 10+ mph over the limit,
jockeying for position to outgun each other before the next light.
ItemIDs: 0350
MPMS:80104
By Chase
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1030

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0352
MPMS:80104
By Chloe Mohr
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
970

As a cyclist who uses Henry Avenue, I support many of these improvements. However, I would like to see additional
traffic calming and I do not support the removal of trees. Although they can reduce visibility, trees also have a traffic
calming effect, not to mention the environmental benefits. I believe that a goal for this corridor should be a bike/ped
side path separated by a planted median. Many of the traffic calming measures on the lower portion of Lincoln Drive
could be used here as well. Please consider long-term redesign that prioritizes bicycle safety on this important corridor.
MPMS:80104
By Chris Davis
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0353
I just drove the entire length of Henry Ave. today on my way back from the Andorra Meadows in the Wissahickon. I am
an avid cyclist and mostly cycle, but happened to be driving. The road is simply too fast, it is designed to be a
suburban highway. The road needs to have the speed limit lowered, changed to single lane, with a green divider
between directions. At the very minimum the bicycle lane needs posts. The road also passes hundreds of houses
where people live, and have to endure having cars go 70+ mph right in front of their homes. First and foremost, make
people stop driving so fast and you will save lives. Bicycle dividers are great, but speed reduction is imperative.
MPMS:80104
By Christine Jenkinson ItemIDs: 0354
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
826

1134

I fully support new and improved safety measures along Henry Avenue but completely agree with removing the trees
in the medians. Roxborough is a large green space in the city. Those trees serve more than a cosmetic purpose.
Removing them I think would encourage even more of a highway mentality. Preventing left turns onto Henry avenue
from intersections without traffic lights would be better.
MPMS:80104
By Dana Dentice
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0355
1214

This "stroad" has taken the lives of too many. The Tree Tenders community is devastated by the loss of Sam Ozer.

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More world class traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted
speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, adding protected
bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges/bumpouts at intersections. Properly sited street trees and
landscaping have been proven to be effective at slowing traffic and reducing accidents. PennDot, city and PHS
Tree Tenders could all partner on the planting and maintenance of trees. As a PHS Tree Tenders manager feel free
to reach out to me on this.
ItemIDs: 0356
MPMS:80104
By Daniel Gordon
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
Anderson
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1140 This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Daniel McGrath
ItemIDs: 0357
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0358
MPMS:80104
By Daniela Ascarelli
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
840

969

Just last week the life of a promising 17 year old ended when he was struck by a car while riding his bicycle on Henry
Avenue-- which is used like a highway as it winds it's way through residential neighborhoods in Philadelphia.This
has to change-- as we have seen during the COVID 19 crisis, biking is not just a leisurely activity, but a lifeline and a
means of transportation for so many. Why is it that the safety of bikers ( and pedestrians) is less important than the
needs/safety of motorists?It is time to realize that our roads are not just for drivers, but for walkers, riders,
skateboarders, skaters, etc. as well.
ItemIDs: 0359
MPMS:80104
By Danika Nieves
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1041

I live on the 5900 block of Henry Avenue and am always fearful of a tragedy. The speed limit needs to be reduced to
25 and Henry Ave needs a road diet to slow down cars and add a bike path, pedestrian trail and speed bumps.
Please expedite making Henry Ave substantially safer before we have more horrible accidents and more people die.
MPMS:80104
By Danina Garcia
ItemIDs: 0360
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
For my entire life in East Falls (35 years) Henry Avenue has been a danger. Additional stoplights, particularly in the
area between Barnes St and Thomas Jefferson University East Falls, are needed for pedestrian and driver safety in an
area with extremely poor visibility where I regularly see cars going 60 or 70 mph.
ItemIDs: 0361
MPMS:80104
By Daphne Hanford
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1024

Another tragic death this week along Henry Avenue. Samuel Ozer's death is one of many. I have been a resident of
East Falls for more than 25 years and have become numb to the horror of these tragedies. I urge the board to go act
faster as recommended by the East Falls Traffic Committee of the East Falls Community Council and The Philadelphia
Bicycle Coalition to make more extensive improvements along this corridor. I don't want to be the person hearing that
another neighbor, friend or family member has been killed along Henry Avenue.This project as described on the
PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of
the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children in the last 5 years. More
traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This
includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras
for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at
intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the
bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By David Griesing
ItemIDs: 0362
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1084

I have lived in the East Falls section of Phila just off Henry for almost 40 years. Many motorists significantly exceed
the posted speed limits on a regular basis, there is no traffic enforcement, and the pell-mell rush needs to be reduced
significantly. Your proposal does not appear to accomplish that. In addition, there needs to be one or two turn signals
into our community (at Midvale and School House Lane) so that right and left turns from Henry don't have to be taken
after the lights turn red at most times of day. This is a dangerous condition and the subject of prior comments by me
and others in this neighborhood. Your goal seems to be to move drivers through East Falls and other residential
neighborhoods as quickly as possible. Our goal is live and drive here safely. Your current plan does not serve
neighborhood safety objectives.
MPMS:80104
By David Weinstein
ItemIDs: 0363
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1200
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1163 I live just off Henry Ave. and bike on it regularly. The road is always full of speeding and reckless drivers and has
become a death trap for bikers. I endorse the Bicycle Coalition's recommendations especially reducing the road to two
travel lanes with PROTECTED bike lanes. As the Coronavirus showed business as usual i.e. pushing more cars
through is less important than saving lives.
MPMS:80104
By Debra Feldman
ItemIDs: 0364
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
I oppose the improvements described as they do not adequately address the real problem of excessive speeding and
inability to enforce. There are much better, proven ways to change the paradigm. After 14 years on the traffic
committee and observing how nothing has been changed despite our begging fir change, I am quite disappointed that
even the death of a 17 year-old last week leaves us with the status quo.
MPMS:80104
By Denise Wong
ItemIDs: 0365
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1171

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0366
MPMS:80104
By Derek Byrd
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1190

854

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0367
MPMS:80104
By Diana Winters
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1027

I agree with all of these improvements, particularly the rumble strips. But reducing speed limits and ENFORCING
THEM are the major things that will help.
MPMS:80104
By Elisabeth Reinkordt
ItemIDs: 0369
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
Especially with the recent death of a 17-year-old cyclist, killed by a driver on Henry Avenue, it is clear that safety
considerations have not been a priority on this pseudo-highway. Please, rather than just repainting something that has
not prevented several deaths, actually rebuild this to slow down car traffic and protect pedestrians and cyclists.
MPMS:80104
By Ellen Perry
ItemIDs: 0370
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1135

All of Henry Ave. should be redesigned.from West Abbottsford to Port Royal. This redesign only helps commuters and
not locals who are forced to cross Henry Ave, when cars go to fast too often and go through red lights. It's a horror
show. Please reconsider neighborhoods not just car traffic.
ItemIDs: 0371
MPMS:80104
By Emma Mosser
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
978

952

I think more stop lights could help solve the problem, as well as rumble strips on both the median and the outer lines of
the lanes. I’ve been almost hit numerous times on Henry, and there needs to be serious thought put into how to make
this street safer. The speed limit is 35 mph but NO ONE observes this and it’s a death trap. There needs to be a better
way to implement the actual speed limit and keep people from swerving in and out of lanes.
MPMS:80104
By Eric
ItemIDs: 0372
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
Henry ave needs additional measures to protect bikers. Protected bike lanes on a main road like this should be the
minimum. Please listen to residents and address this major concern.
ItemIDs: 0373
MPMS:80104
By Eric J Anderson
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1149

1082

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
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Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Erika Wallace
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

ItemIDs: 0374

947

I have ridden my bike along the stretch of Henry between Walnut Lane and Schoolhouse Lane many times. And many
times I have chosen to go out of my way to avoid it. Cars travel at a high rate of speed and rarely respect the rights of
bicycles. There is plenty of space to create protected bike lanes. The design of bike heavy corridors that connect to
downtown, including Henry Avenue, should be revisited during this time when more people are using bikes as
transportation. It's past time to make the safety of your biking citizens a priority.More traffic calming measures that
will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one
lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road,
adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements
already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a
new traffic signal at Barnes St.
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0376
MPMS:80104
By Florence Buckley
All this money for a 4 mile stretch of road seems like an awful waste of our tax money... I would suggest a designated
bus lane and both local and express buses ever 15minutes and speed humps in the car lanes. More cost effective
and get people out of their cars. Don’t cut trees they clean our air, unlike cars. Is it really 500 million or 5 billion or
what exactly?
MPMS:80104
By Fredric Graboyes
ItemIDs: 0377
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1067

Seeding on Henry Avenue between Walnut Lane and Jefferson University is out of control and their have been many
accidents crossing Henry is tretcherous. Installing speed bumps would slow traffic down. It's a 35 mph zone with
people frequently exceeding 50 mph.
ItemIDs: 0378
MPMS:80104
By Garlen Capita
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1089

I would like to request that the roadway is better designed to significantly reduce the auto speeds and make the
corridor safer for bikes and pedestrians. 1. Slow vehicular traffic with physical controls like speed bumps2. increase
the sidewalk widths and add a separated and protected bike lane with a barrier between the street and sidewalk. 3.
Better timed lighting and better signage
MPMS:80104
By Geoffrey Schulz
ItemIDs: 0379
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1026

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0380
MPMS:80104
By George Benz
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1087

928

Henry Avenue is a major bike commuter route, especially from Walnut Lane Bridge (connecting to Mt Airy and Montco)
to School House Lane (where Warren Drive connects to Kelly Drive bike path). The bike lanes between those two
cross streets needs to be CONTINUOUS and well maintained. If the road is not wide enough to support this, then the
sidewalk needs to be widened and paved over to create a pedestrian and biking safe route along this corridor. There
is very little pedestrian use of those sidewalks.
ItemIDs: 0383
MPMS:80104
By Gregory Milewski
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1002

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0384
MPMS:80104
By Gretchen Spencer
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1148

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. The most recent victim was a family friend. More traffic calming measures that will force
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drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in
each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding
protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already
in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic
signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0385
MPMS:80104
By Heather Shultz
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
980

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0386
MPMS:80104
By Holly Neckermann
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1188

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I do support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0387
MPMS:80104
By Huston West
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1180

I bicycle everywhere I go in philly, it’s tragic hearing about cyclists struck and killed. It’s scary out there sharing the
road. Please implement more protected lanes and other bicycle safety infrastructure. Thank you
ItemIDs: 0388
MPMS:80104
By Ilene Hass
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
976

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St. and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Jacelyn Blank
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0389
899

As a PHS Tree Tender and ISA certified arborist, I am upset and appalled that this plan calls for removal of trees. As
stated in the following article, trees are considered to reduce stress on drivers and decreases crashes by 46% in
vegetated arterial streets. The removal of trees will undoubtedly increase drivers speeds and decrease the well being
of the environment and the physical and mental health of those who live in that
area.https://depts.washington.edu/hhwb/Thm_SafeStreets.htmlAs a friend and someone who has worked closely
with Mindy Maslin for over 13 years, Sid Ozer and their son Sam, who was killed in Monday's accident on this stretch
of road, are part of my family. This plans removal of trees goes against EVERYTHING that their family stands for and
for those who love them and work along side them; environmental justice. Their dedicated and hard work has been to
INCREASE Philadelphia's tree canopy. If "improvements" for this stretch of road were to remove current trees to
create a "safer space", it would be another blow to their family! Another blow to our city's overall health! We need to
stop prioritizing roads and cars over pedestrians, bicyclist and humans in general. We don't need more roads, we
need more green spaces!
MPMS:80104
By Jackie Payton
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0390
1007

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
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MPMS:80104
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

By James Johndrow

ItemIDs: 0393

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0394
MPMS:80104
By James Kennedy
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
945

1224

I am writing in favor of a protected bike lane or path on Henry Avenue. All arterial projects should include a protected
bike lane without anyone needing to comment. It should just be common sense.
MPMS:80104
By Jane Dmochowski
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0395
I have been nearly hit on my bicycle on this road on multiple occasions. I use this road via both bike and car. This
project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road users.
The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children
in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph
are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving
speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian
refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave
and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St"
MPMS:80104
By Jane Glenn
ItemIDs: 0396
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1211

Enforce the speed limit. The police must be given radar and enforce the entire road all the time. It's an outrage that the
speed limit has never been enforced.
MPMS:80104
By Jane Piecuch
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0397
948

I will no longer ride my bike on Henry Ave until there are wide clearly marked bike lanes. Those alone won’t protect
bicyclists. In addition there needs to be speed reduction measures put into place. I’ve know Sam Ozer and his parents
for 15 years. His death could have been prevented if someone cared enough to see how unsafe Henry Ave is for
bicyclists. If another person dies and nothing is done to make that zone safer. SHAME on all that fail to act.
MPMS:80104
By Janet Finegar
ItemIDs: 0398
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1219

While I appreciate that this is a major access road and congestion is an issue, public safety on Henry Avenue is a far
more serious concern, and the proposed changes will not do enough to make the road safer. Like many others in the
city, I am currently filled with grief at last week's death of Sam Ozer (child of my friends), and infuriated to learn that he
is one of FIVE people killed on Henry Avenue in the last five years. Significant traffic calming measures to keep drivers
at the speed limit and protect cyclists and pedestrians --as well as drivers -- are much past due. I beg you to take this
opportunity to make significant changes to reduce reckless speed on Henry Avenue and create safe spaces for all
road users.
ItemIDs: 0399
MPMS:80104
By Jeanne Kohl
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1068

999

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0400
MPMS:80104
By Jeffrey Frantz
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1138

While safety upgrades are certainly needed on Henry Avenue, I do not believe this plan goes far enough. As a
neighborhood resident, more needs to be done to slow cars and protect pedestrians and cyclists. With that in mind, at
minimum, this project should include:-- Protected pedestrian islands-- Barrier protected bike lanes-- More forced
stops for cars (I am not a traffic safety engineer, so I will leave it to the professionals, but the end result should make it
clear that Henry Avenue is a city street and not a highway).-- This project should be done in conjunction with the
introduction of speed cameras along this stretch of Henry Avenue.
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0401
MPMS:80104
By Jenn Szerlag
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828 This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Jenna Hassinger
ItemIDs: 0402
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St
MPMS:80104
By Jennifer Rosner
ItemIDs: 0403
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1178

983

The area between Hermit Lane and Barnes Street is a known hazard and this plan does not do enough to slow traffic
down and make it safer for everyone: drivers, pedestrians, and bicyclists. Please consider the following:More traffic
calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes:
reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the
entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections.
I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over
Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0404
MPMS:80104
By Jessica Burns
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1159

In honor of Sam and other cyclists now and in the future, please add designated bike lanes. If it saves one life it will be
worth it. How can you not, considering the life already lost?
MPMS:80104
By Jill Book
ItemIDs: 0405
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
I support adding speed cameras and bike lanes. However, it would be crazy to reduce Henry Avenue to one lane what a traffic nightmare.
MPMS:80104
By Jill Ellenton
ItemIDs: 0406
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
901

Please please please do something at the intersection of Henry & Roxborough. I Iive right at that corner & there are
accidents almost every day it seems. And they are serious accidents. When traveling east bound it’s hard to see over
the hill & the cars (going too fast) always hit the cars heading westbound who are trying to turn left onto Roxborough
Ave. I think they need a turning arrow there. A high collision intersection sign. Something please!!! It’s so scary!! Thank
you!
ItemIDs: 0407
MPMS:80104
By Jimil Ataman
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1122

1177

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users! The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years, with another tragic death occurring just two weeks ago - a 17-year-old. More traffic calming
measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing
Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length
of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor, and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also
support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over
Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St. Failure by PennDot to immediately make these shifts, will
result in more deaths, and is blatant negligence! Please invest in these changes to protect the lives of cyclists.
ItemIDs: 0408
MPMS:80104
By John Coppinger
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
853

You can not reduce Henry Ave to one lane in each direction by Barnes St. it will cause too much
congestion.Enforcing the No Trucks on Henry Ave would be huge. It is not enforced.
MPMS:80104
By John Coppinger
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

ItemIDs: 0409

1047

Blocking Valley Ave is only going to cause more traffic and congestion on the 700 block of Livezey Lane. There are
houses on both sides of Livezey with children living there. Valley Ave only has the condos on the one side with no kids.
MPMS:80104
By John Paul Golaski
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0410
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1169

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By John Ramsaur
ItemIDs: 0411
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
930

Construct protected bike lanes on Henry Ave

MPMS:80104

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

By Joseph

ItemIDs: 0412

986

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0413
MPMS:80104
By Juliet Glazer
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1218

As a concerned Philadelphia resident who depends on bike riding for my daily commute, I wish to comment on the
following: This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe
for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims
including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted
speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the
legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire
corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath
between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St
MPMS:80104
By Karen Lefkovitz
ItemIDs: 0414
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
Please give this project immediate attention! We need zero deaths, we can't wait. This project as described on the
PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of
the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children in the last 5 years. More
traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This
includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras
for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at
intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the
bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Kate Boccella-Perras ItemIDs: 0415
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
819

1167

Hello-I am a resident in East Falls. I live on Tilden and Henry Ave. It feels like I live on a highway. I was in shock when
I realized the speed limit is 35mph on Henry Ave.
I believe we need to sporadically have speed bumps along Henry Ave from Midvale until Indian Queen St. Speed
bumps are recommended for areas under 45mph. I think this would be the most effective means to peacefully, yet
forcefully slow down traffic.
There are residences all along HenryAve, yet people use this road as a private race track. It is disruptive and
dangerous.
There should be one lane for each direction of traffic to prevent people from weaving and speeding around each other.
The second lanes should be roped off, painted an alternative color, and turned into bike lanes.
This is a wonderful opportunity to evolve this region of Philadelphia and make the neighborhood more safe for all. I
can imagine the improvements will draw families and additional development opportunities, making the area overall
more profitable. There is so much opportunity for growth in this already highly desirable neighborhood.
Please do not forget about helping the East Falls section of Henry Ave when implementing safety features.
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Thank you!!!
Best, Kate Boccella-Perras
MPMS:80104
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

By Kate Sparacio

ItemIDs: 0416

1136

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Katey M.
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0417
1199

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic mediating measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit
of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the side-path between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Kathryn Barnhardt
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0418
1201

MORE Speed Limit Signs, More BIGGER, BOLDER Speed Limit Signs, Put a Speed Limit Sign on EVERY darn pole.
Current signs are too few, and too far apart. No driver should ever be out of sight of a Speed Limit Sign. Not that they'll
comply, but don't let them claim "I didn't know." The moment a driver passes one sign, the next should be
visible.Also, repaint the lane lines NOW, don't wait. There are sections where lane lines are essentially
gone.Create a safe, physically protected bike lane.The whole stretch from Schoolhouse in East Falls, on up to
Andorra, is treated as a raceway by reckless drivers, and drivers who are too scared to slow down because of the
drivers who are reckless bullies.
MPMS:80104
By Katie VanHorn
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0419
921

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0420
MPMS:80104
By Kelly Russin
834

I'm a proud East Falls resident, living on the 3900 block of Henry Avenue (between Warden/Coulter). This part of
Henry Ave is 25mph, yet it's one of the busiest and most dangerous in the area.The first week of June ALONE, we
had FOUR, yes four gruesome accidents. All ended with cars on the sidewalk, where families and pedestrians
walk.I'm desperate to help make this road a safer place. We need speed cameras and speed reduction techniques
that actually make a difference. I have many photos of these accidents and incidents. It's getting really scary.
MPMS:80104
By Kevin Loux
ItemIDs: 0421
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1166

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.Drivers routinely average well
over the 35 MPH speed limit from Henry and Midvale ave to Henry and Abbottsford, in order to make it to the Route 1
expressway before hitting lights. Reducing the road to one lane each way, and protected bike lanes would force
drivers to not weave, pass, and speed their way along the length of Henry Ave.
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MPMS:80104
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

By Kevin Martin

ItemIDs: 0422

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0423
MPMS:80104
By Kevin O'Brien
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
961

1179

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0424
MPMS:80104
By Kim Dunphy
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
881

Something needs to be done about all the people double parking at DelAssandros. There have been numerous close
calls with cars and delivery trucks just stopping in the middle of busy Henry Avenue. Also people park and run across
Henry Avenue even with small children. I’m waiting for a horrific accident. I live on Jamestown Street and see thus on
the daily.
MPMS:80104
By Kirk Fromm
ItemIDs: 0425
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
Because of a lack of any visible speed enforcement, Henry Ave is treated by drivers as a defacto highway and drivers
drive at highways speeds, easily upwards of 60mph and more. The simplest and most effective solution would be to
add some means of speed enforcement through cameras and ticketing. Especially in the area between Walnut Lane
and Roxborough Ave, where the restaurants generate a lot of unsafe vehicle and pedestrian interaction. That
particular area might even have a reduced speed to 25mph, as it's simply unsafe for all the cars parking and/or doing
U-turns, people crossing, etc to have cars moving any faster.
ItemIDs: 0426
MPMS:80104
By Kyle Leach
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
975

1217

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0427
MPMS:80104
By Kyra Schwartz
957

The safety of this intersection needs to be addressed! Too many collisions and deaths!

MPMS:80104

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

By Lara Roman

ItemIDs: 0428

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0429
MPMS:80104
By Laura Pappas
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
820

870

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
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pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0430
MPMS:80104
By Linda Wolfe
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1222

Hi, I believe these are a good start but do not go far enough. We need more measures to protect pedestrians and
cyclists such as reducing the lanes to one and adding protecting bike lanes.
ItemIDs: 0431
MPMS:80104
By Lisa Bier
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1105

I live at Wendover and Henry and people park all crazy on Wendover at the corner blocking your view of seeing traffic
coming up and down just to go and get a cheesesteak. They also park in the one lane on Henry blocking traffic coming
up Henry so people have to merge after the light. This needs to end. Someone is going to lose their life. There has
been 3 accidents there in the part 3 weeks. Dalessandros needs a parking lot for their customers. Wendover street
residents need permit parking so they can actually park on their own street. It is a mess at Wendover and Henry and
something needs to change and fast.
MPMS:80104
By Luke McKinstry
ItemIDs: 0432
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.As a city resident I do not
own a car and rely on cycling for transportation for work, personal errands, and recreation. Please take these steps
outlined above to make my community more hospitable to my lifestyle.
ItemIDs: 0433
MPMS:80104
By Lyn Hedrick
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
895

835

I support the above listed projects, especially the Henry Ave improvements, including protected lanes, pedestrian
islands, speed reduction measures and enforcement of same.
MPMS:80104
By Manuel Menendez
ItemIDs: 0434
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0435
MPMS:80104
By Maria Tabbut
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1101

1175

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0437
MPMS:80104
By Mary Schmitt
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1074

I used to live on Rochelle Ave which is close to this project area. This project as described on the PENNDOT Project
site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between
Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming
measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing
Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length
of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also
support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over
Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Matt Wakeman
ItemIDs: 0438
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1092

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
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users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Matthew Gordon
ItemIDs: 0439
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1004

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0440
MPMS:80104
By Matthew Marcarelli
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1016

Why cut down median trees? If people crash into trees it is the drivers fault for speeding, so why sacrifice the beauty of
the avenue when mitigating speed should be the primary objective? PUT A CIRCLE IN AT HENRY AMD WALNUT
AND HAVE DALESSANDROS PAY FOR IT
ItemIDs: 0441
MPMS:80104
By Matthew Moxey
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1083

I used to live on Rochelle Ave -- very close to the project area. I was very sorry to hear of a very recent fatality in this
area. This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all
road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims
including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted
speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the
legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire
corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath
between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Megan Gallagher
ItemIDs: 0442
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Meghan Comstock
ItemIDs: 0443
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
998

1197

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0444
MPMS:80104
By Melanie Rychok
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1017

The proposed project does not make Henry Ave safer. There have been 5 traffic victims, including 3 children, in the
last 5 years within the 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane . More traffic calming
measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. A great change would to be
to reduce Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the
entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections.
The sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St
are some good ideas to start, but are not taking into account greater measures for the safety of bicyclists and
pedestrians where deaths have occurred.
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MPMS:80104
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

By Meredith Johnson

ItemIDs: 0445

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0446
MPMS:80104
By Meredith Stone
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1133

923

This proposed project does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road users. Henry Ave between Barnes
St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic-calming measures to
force drivers to adhere to the 35 mph speed limit are needed: - Reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each directionAdding speed cameras for the entire length of the road - Adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridorAdding pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support the sidepath between Walnut Lane and the bridge over
Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St. (already in the plan)
ItemIDs: 0447
MPMS:80104
By Michelle Lee
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
This section of Henry Ave is the site of REPEATED and preventable deaths. Immediate ACTION is needed to make
this a safe highway because AGAIN a precious life has been loss due to PENNDOT’s failure to eliminate longstanding,
life threatening problems along this state roadway. Samuel Ozer’s life matters, this 17 year old, college bound, highly
experienced biker and son of devoted community servants had his youthful zest for life tragically ended on Henry
Ave.This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for
all road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims
including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted
speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes:- Reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction- Working with
the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the
entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections.I also strongly support elements already in the plan including
the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Mike McFall
ItemIDs: 0448
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1131

I think you should consider adding a parking lane at Arrow Field. I also think your should change the direction of traffic
on Wendover and Rector Streets to help with the flow of traffic at Dalessandro’ and Fiesta. I would also add a wall
barrier along that stretch of Henry so cars can’t make u-turns there and so people stop darting across the street to
Dalessandro’s. People should be forced to cross at the light for their safety. You also need more no truck signage(with
possible flashing lights) on mast arms. I think you need to somehow straighten the curve of Henry at Roxborough
Avenue. And please make sure you maintain the lines every so often on Henry and all roads for that matter. Most lines
on Henry are nonexistent. Thank you
MPMS:80104
By Monica Djerassi
ItemIDs: 0449
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1114

1168

Living one home back along the described stretch of Henry Avenue at Schoolhouse Lane has been dangerous for
the 15 plus years we have lived in East Falls. We have watched countless people have headon collisions or spinning
out of control and landing in our neighbors walls, front yards, or flipping over in the middle of the street. Two children
have been hit along this stretch, one the bike rider who was killed and one a cross country runner from GFS. We saw
an patron to the JeffU basketball get run down and there are even more to track in the data. Something is very wrong,
the data backs up the necessary changes we so desperately need to save lives in our community. Maybe its taking the
hills and curves out of the road, maybe it is making it into a narrower road. The markers or blinking lights are not the
answer. What we have now does not work. We need to have walkers bikers and vehicles to be safe, this road is not
safe. So many people use this road to bike and run into Fairmount Park. This is an unforgivable stretch as it is now
designed. Please fix it.
ItemIDs: 0450
MPMS:80104
By Monique Pare
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1157

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
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MPMS:80104
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

By Mrs. Lora McMeans

ItemIDs: 0451

1003

The curves on Henry ave. have been an issue for decades. People can not navigate the curves for a few reasons
but the biggest issue by FAR is speeding. People go in excess of 60MPH all the time. Because of the curves and
not being able to see far ahead, they don't have TIME to REACT to the traffic lights, people, bicyclists, obstacles and
especially traffic that enters from streets that don't have traffic lights. By the time you see them coming out, if you are
speeding, it's too late.Because people lose control whether it's speed or distracted driving or buzzed driving,
section with no median strips are the most dangerous. It only takes a few inched to clip an oncoming car. There
needs to be a barrier between the two flows of traffic. You can't avoid a head-on crash as easily as you can avoid an
accident with someone traveling in the same direction. There also needs to be CLEAR bike lanes. If there can't be
a lane for bikes, IMO, they should not be in traffic. There is no way for someone to avoid a bike, even if it's being
walked without swerving or stopping quickly even at safe speeds. Again, just a few inches off and the cyclist has no
chance. Thank you for allowing input.
MPMS:80104
By Niamba Baskerville
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0452
This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Nicole Healy
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0453
958

1216

I reside on the 600 block of Barnes Street and have lived here for the past 11+ years. I am also the President of the
Wissahickon Interested Citizens Association (WICA), the Registered Community Organization (RCO) for the
Wissahickon enclave in Roxborough. The Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements project falls within our boundaries
from East Hermit Lane to Hermit Street.I am concerned that this project as described on the PennDOT project site
does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between
Barnes St and E Hermit Ln has seen five traffic victims including three children in the last five years. More traffic
calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are desperately needed. This
includes working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected
bike lanes along the entire corridor, and pedestrian refuges at intersections.I personally drive my vehicle, walk,
bike, and even catch the 32 Septa bus on Henry Ave. The speeds that I witness people traveling on Henry on a daily
basis are frightening. Also alarming is the speed that vehicles turning off of Henry Ave onto Barnes St maintain. In fact
in spring of 2019, my parked vehicle in front of my house was rear-ended and totaled by a driver coming off Henry Ave
at unsafe speeds. Barnes is a residential street with children, dog walkers, and people heading into the Wissahickon
Valley Park for recreation. The appropriate safety measures must be put in place to prevent another tragedy.I
support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane and the bridge over Wissahickon
Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes Street.
MPMS:80104
By Nora Reikosky
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0454
1196

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0455
MPMS:80104
By Nora Roberts
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
Please consider some sort of enforced speed reduction, maybe even speed bumps or raised rumble lines? I biike
commute this exact stretch of Henry to get to and from work. Cars are going so fast that I don't even feel safe riding on
the sidewalk, which I do on this stretch because the road is completely unsafe.
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0456
MPMS:80104
By Patricia Schrieber
979

1137

I am making a comment about Phase 1 of the Henry Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements as a heartbroken friend of
the family of Samuel Ozer who was killed on Henry Avenue last Sunday, June 21, a month before his 18th birthday.
Sam was an experienced bicyclist who was returning home from work on Father's Day and died on the scene after
being hit by a motor vehicle going at a high speed. This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not
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do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and
Hermit Lane, where Samuel was killed, has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic
calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes:
reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the
entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections.
I also support elements already in the plan including the side path between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over
Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Pax Ressler
ItemIDs: 0457
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1221

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St
MPMS:80104
By Peter Logan
ItemIDs: 0458
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
848

This stretch of Henry Ave. is deadly right now, with cars regularly traveling at 50-60 mph through residential
neighborhoods. Your measure do not include anything to restrict traffic to the posted speed limit--something essential
if we are going to improve safety on this roadway. Just 3 nights ago, a 17-year-old boy on his bike was killed at the
intersection of Henry and Barnes Street. There is no bike lane there, and this proposal will do nothing to protect
cyclists who literally take their life in their hands to ride on Henry Ave. I support a protected bike lane on both sides of
Henry, as well as more traffic-calming measures to reduce excess speeding at all hours of the day and night on this
major thoroughfare. Safety first, second, and last.
MPMS:80104
By Rachel Dickerson
ItemIDs: 0460
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1204

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Randall Burson
ItemIDs: 0461
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1198

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Raymond Lucci
ItemIDs: 0462
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1161

As a life long resident of Philadelphia for 65 years, as a homeowner in the East Falls neighborhood, as a taxpayer, a
retired educator and a sitting member of the East Falls Community Council’s Traffic Committee I am voicing my
opposition to the planned “improvements” (as proposed by PennDOT) to be made on Henry Avenue as it courses
through the neighborhoods of Roxborough and East Falls. I oppose the proposal/plan because its conception is
seriously flawed and the outlined “improvements” do not meet international standards of traffic calming.
When reading the description of Project # 80104, Henry Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase I, I am struck
by the language of stated improvements that seem arcane and distant in the modern world of refashioning streets to
meet the needs of ALL users; motorists, pedestrians and cyclists! In the project’s description, we see old model
remedies such as; reflective pavement markers, rumble strips and selective removal of trees, There is nothing in the
proposal to suggest even remotely, that there is any intention to upgrade, refashion and redesign this city street to fully
utilize world class traffic calming measures to compel all motorists to slow down to the posted and legal and to provide
for a safe place for all users!
You betray your real intention in the phrase, “ to reduce congestion’. News for all of you, Henry Avenue for its full
length of approx. 7 miles is only congested during ¼ of the entire day during the two 3-hour rush hours. For most of
the other 18 hours, it is characterized by a low volume of traffic and mostly all motorists are observed traveling well
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above the posted speed limit of 35 MPH , many at excessively high speeds. Additionally, IF you were honest in your
meetings and proposals to the good people of these communities, you would have revealed that stats demonstrate
that this is the time period most collisions have occurred.
Let’s face some unpleasant and inconvenient truths here. When the 1961 east river expressway or manyyank
expressway was killed by then Mayor James Tate in 1967, the state was faced with a burdensome conundrum. It
failed to get a proposed solution on the east side of the river to the overburdened and under-engineered_1-76 pushed
through. And the prevailing paradigm of that time insisted that the solution had to be on the east side of the river.
Consequently, traffic engineers then had to come up with a plan B. Later on, in the 1970s and 80s, much to the
consternation of the residents of this section of Northwest Philadelphia, Plan B was to morph the Henry Avenue
thoroughfare in Roxborough into more of a expressway on the east side of the river. Highway grade barriers along the
street from near W. B. Saul School and down to the golf course convey to the driver the subliminal message “you’re
driving on an expressway”. Pedestrian amenities such as bump outs or at least crossing medians to elevate the
visibility of other users of the street are absent and reinforce their status as 2nd or 3rd class users and are at chronic
risk. The lack of these structures only serves to support and reinforce all motorist’s notions that the other users are
“not there”.
Henry Avenue in its current incarnation is an excellent example of now outmoded and reviled paradigms of civil
engineering. It is a cobbled together “stroad” snaking through residential streets lined with homes, stores, parks and
schools. All of its users are at risk when they venture forth out on it whether, they are driving , walking or on a bike.
We are soon to meet as a committee and will recommend and will petition for world class traffic calming measures to
include the following; a round-about at School House Lane and possiblely another at Walnut lane, raised intersections
at Midvale Ave. , speed tables at other intersections such as Coulter St. and Queen Ln., pedestrian bump-outs at all
cross streets, reduction of lanes to one in each direction between Queen Ln. and School House Ln., raised pedestrian
crossing at Warden St. reduce lane widths to legal city street dimension of 10 ft. between Queen Lane and Roberts.
Raised intersection at Falls Center, dedicated bike lanes where possible from the intersection of Henry, Allegheny &
Hunting Park all the way west/north to the city/county line at Port Royal, cultivated medians with planned tree plantings
of professionally site selected species to be supervised jointly by Dept. of Parks and Rec. and PHS. We are also
going to pursue a course of having the street removed from PennDOT’s purview/jurisdiction and have it designated as
a Parkway.
Most of all, there are now many people in these communities and beyond who want to seek justice for all victims of a
dangerous paradigm maintained by PennDOT. Far too many folks have perished and needlessly. If world class traffic
calming techniques had been employed as we have suggested to PennDOT and the City of Philadelphia over the past
15 years, all the data suggests they would still be with us.
As a life long resident of Philadelphia for 65 years, as a homeowner in the East Falls neighborhood, as a taxpayer, a
retired educator and a sitting member of the East Falls Community Council’s Traffic Committee I am voicing my
opposition to the planned “improvements” (as proposed by PennDOT) to be made on Henry Avenue as it courses
through the neighborhoods of Roxborough and East Falls. I oppose the proposal/plan because its conception is
seriously flawed and the outlined “improvements” do not meet international standards of traffic calming.
When reading the description of Project # 80104, Henry Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase I, I am struck
by the language of stated improvements that seem arcane and distant in the modern world of refashioning streets to
meet the needs of ALL users; motorists, pedestrians and cyclists! In the project’s description, we see old model
remedies such as; reflective pavement markers, rumble strips and selective removal of trees, There is nothing in the
proposal to suggest even remotely, that there is any intention to upgrade, refashion and redesign this city street to fully
utilize world class traffic calming measures to compel all motorists to slow down to the posted and legal and to provide
for a safe place for all users!
You betray your real intention in the phrase, “ to reduce congestion’. News for all of you, Henry Avenue for its full
length of approx. 7 miles is only congested during ¼ of the entire day during the two 3-hour rush hours. For most of
the other 18 hours, it is characterized by a low volume of traffic and mostly all motorists are observed traveling well
above the posted speed limit of 35 MPH , many at excessively high speeds. Additionally, IF you were honest in your
meetings and proposals to the good people of these communities, you would have revealed that stats demonstrate
that this is the time period most collisions have occurred.
Let’s face some unpleasant and inconvenient truths here. When the 1961 east river expressway or manyyank
expressway was killed by then Mayor James Tate in 1967, the state was faced with a burdensome conundrum. It
failed to get a proposed solution on the east side of the river to the overburdened and under-engineered_1-76 pushed
through. And the prevailing paradigm of that time insisted that the solution had to be on the east side of the river.
Consequently, traffic engineers then had to come up with a plan B. Later on, in the 1970s and 80s, much to the
consternation of the residents of this section of Northwest Philadelphia, Plan B was to morph the Henry Avenue
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thoroughfare in Roxborough into more of a expressway on the east side of the river. Highway grade barriers along the
street from near W. B. Saul School and down to the golf course convey to the driver the subliminal message “you’re
driving on an expressway”. Pedestrian amenities such as bump outs or at least crossing medians to elevate the
visibility of other users of the street are absent and reinforce their status as 2nd or 3rd class users and are at chronic
risk. The lack of these structures only serves to support and reinforce all motorist’s notions that the other users are
“not there”.
Henry Avenue in its current incarnation is an excellent example of now outmoded and reviled paradigms of civil
engineering. It is a cobbled together “stroad” snaking through residential streets lined with homes, stores, parks and
schools. All of its users are at risk when they venture forth out on it whether, they are driving , walking or on a bike.
We are soon to meet as a committee and will recommend and will petition for world class traffic calming measures to
include the following; a round-about at School House Lane and possiblely another at Walnut lane, raised intersections
at Midvale Ave. , speed tables at other intersections such as Coulter St. and Queen Ln., pedestrian bump-outs at all
cross streets, reduction of lanes to one in each direction between Queen Ln. and School House Ln., raised pedestrian
crossing at Warden St. reduce lane widths to legal city street dimension of 10 ft. between Queen Lane and Roberts.
Raised intersection at Falls Center, dedicated bike lanes where possible from the intersection of Henry, Allegheny &
Hunting Park all the way west/north to the city/county line at Port Royal, cultivated medians with planned tree plantings
of professionally site selected species to be supervised jointly by Dept. of Parks and Rec. and PHS. We are also
going to pursue a course of having the street removed from PennDOT’s purview/jurisdiction and have it designated as
a Parkway.
Most of all, there are now many people in these communities and beyond who want to seek justice for all victims of a
dangerous paradigm maintained by PennDOT. Far too many folks have perished and needlessly. If world class traffic
calming techniques had been employed as we have suggested to PennDOT and the City of Philadelphia over the past
15 years, all the data suggests they would still be with us.
As a life long resident of Philadelphia for 65 years, as a homeowner in the East Falls neighborhood, as a taxpayer, a
retired educator and a sitting member of the East Falls Community Council’s Traffic Committee I am voicing my
opposition to the planned “improvements” (as proposed by PennDOT) to be made on Henry Avenue as it courses
through the neighborhoods of Roxborough and East Falls. I oppose the proposal/plan because its conception is
seriously flawed and the outlined “improvements” do not meet international standards of traffic calming.
When reading the description of Project # 80104, Henry Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase I, I am struck
by the language of stated improvements that seem arcane and distant in the modern world of refashioning streets to
meet the needs of ALL users; motorists, pedestrians and cyclists! In the project’s description, we see old model
remedies such as; reflective pavement markers, rumble strips and selective removal of trees, There is nothing in the
proposal to suggest even remotely, that there is any intention to upgrade, refashion and redesign this city street to fully
utilize world class traffic calming measures to compel all motorists to slow down to the posted and legal and to provide
for a safe place for all users!
You betray your real intention in the phrase, “ to reduce congestion’. News for all of you, Henry Avenue for its full
length of approx. 7 miles is only congested during ¼ of the entire day during the two 3-hour rush hours. For most of
the other 18 hours, it is characterized by a low volume of traffic and mostly all motorists are observed traveling well
above the posted speed limit of 35 MPH , many at excessively high speeds. Additionally, IF you were honest in your
meetings and proposals to the good people of these communities, you would have revealed that stats demonstrate
that this is the time period most collisions have occurred.
Let’s face some unpleasant and inconvenient truths here. When the 1961 east river expressway or manyyank
expressway was killed by then Mayor James Tate in 1967, the state was faced with a burdensome conundrum. It
failed to get a proposed solution on the east side of the river to the overburdened and under-engineered_1-76 pushed
through. And the prevailing paradigm of that time insisted that the solution had to be on the east side of the river.
Consequently, traffic engineers then had to come up with a plan B. Later on, in the 1970s and 80s, much to the
consternation of the residents of this section of Northwest Philadelphia, Plan B was to morph the Henry Avenue
thoroughfare in Roxborough into more of a expressway on the east side of the river. Highway grade barriers along the
street from near W. B. Saul School and down to the golf course convey to the driver the subliminal message “you’re
driving on an expressway”. Pedestrian amenities such as bump outs or at least crossing medians to elevate the
visibility of other users of the street are absent and reinforce their status as 2nd or 3rd class users and are at chronic
risk. The lack of these structures only serves to support and reinforce all motorist’s notions that the other users are
“not there”.
Henry Avenue in its current incarnation is an excellent example of now outmoded and reviled paradigms of civil
engineering. It is a cobbled together “stroad” snaking through residential streets lined with homes, stores, parks and
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schools. All of its users are at risk when they venture forth out on it whether, they are driving , walking or on a bike.
We are soon to meet as a committee and will recommend and will petition for world class traffic calming measures to
include the following; a round-about at School House Lane and possiblely another at Walnut lane, raised intersections
at Midvale Ave. , speed tables at other intersections such as Coulter St. and Queen Ln., pedestrian bump-outs at all
cross streets, reduction of lanes to one in each direction between Queen Ln. and School House Ln., raised pedestrian
crossing at Warden St. reduce lane widths to legal city street dimension of 10 ft. between Queen Lane and Roberts.
Raised intersection at Falls Center, dedicated bike lanes where possible from the intersection of Henry, Allegheny &
Hunting Park all the way west/north to the city/county line at Port Royal, cultivated medians with planned tree plantings
of professionally site selected species to be supervised jointly by Dept. of Parks and Rec. and PHS. We are also
going to pursue a course of having the street removed from PennDOT’s purview/jurisdiction and have it designated as
a Parkway.
Most of all, there are now many people in these communities and beyond who want to seek justice for all victims of a
dangerous paradigm maintained by PennDOT. Far too many folks have perished and needlessly. If world class traffic
calming techniques had been employed as we have suggested to PennDOT and the City of Philadelphia over the past
15 years, all the data suggests they would still be with us.
MPMS:80104
By Ricardo Hernandez
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0464
Dear DVRPC’s board members, I´m sure you are aware that this past weekend 17 Year old Sam Ozer, of
Germantown was killed on the intersection of Henry Avenue and Hermit Lane while riding his bicycle. Please act
soon!This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for
all road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims
including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted
speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the
legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire
corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath
between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Richard Boblenz
ItemIDs: 0465
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
943

1162

Good Afternoon,I would like to suggest additional improvements to the Henry Avenue Corridor project. While these
proposed improvements are needed, they do not go far enough to address the safety issues that plague Henry
Avenue, particularly the intersections at Barnes Street and Hermit Lane.Speed cameras (similar to those used for
the Roosevelt Boulevard project) would vastly improve safety along Henry Avenue. Drivers routinely break the 35
MPH speed limit on this road with unfortunately deadly results to pedestrians, bicyclists, and other drivers.A traffic
light with a green left turn arrow is also badly needed at the Barnes intersection. The danger of this intersection is
caused by a blind curve facing northbound. A protected bicycle lane along both directions of Henry Avenue is also
needed. Bicyclists have no protection on Henry Avenue, which runs alongside the Wissahickon Valley Park, a haven
for bicyclists. A protected bicycle lane would remove some danger.Thank you for considering these requests for
improved safety along the Henry Ave Corridor.
MPMS:80104
By Richard Grant
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0466
This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. Just recently a 17 year old died in this stretch of road. More traffic calming measures that
will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: working with the legislature
on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor
and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between
Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Rob Goetz
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0467
1014

903

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Rose Paddison
ItemIDs: 0469
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
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934 This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane HAS SEEN 5 TRAFFIC VICTIMS
INCLUDING 3 CHILDREN IN THE LAST 5 YEARS. THAT IS UNACCEPTABLE. More traffic calming measures that
will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one
lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road,
adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements
already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a
new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Russell Selkirk
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0470
Henry Avenue is dangerous as heck at the best of times, but no more than recently when a young man lost his life
riding his bicycle there. There are bike lanes, but most of the paint is gone because people drive on them all the time.
We need protected bike lanes there where possible, and redo the paint markings for the rest of it as well. It won't help
with every possibility, but it will help at least somewhat. Even one life saved is worth it.
MPMS:80104
By Ruth I Birchett
ItemIDs: 0471
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
836

DVRPC FY2021 draft plan for Henry Ave in Philadelphia is inadequate. Immediate ACTION is needed to make this a
safe highway because AGAIN a precious life has been loss due to PENNDOT's failure to eliminate longstanding, life
threatening problems along this state aerial roadway. Samuel Ozer's life matters, this 17 year old, college bound,
highly experienced biker and son of devoted community servants had his youthful zest for life tragically ended on
Henry Ave.This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue
safe for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic
victims including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the
posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working
with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along
the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the
sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Sam Levin
ItemIDs: 0472
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
977

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Sara Nye
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0473
1069

1126

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safer. The 1000
foot segment between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children in the last 5 years.
More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This
includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras
for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at
intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the
bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0474
MPMS:80104
By Sarah SweeneyDenham
951

This area has had so many tragic accidents. I recommend reduced speed such as in a school zone, and an additional
traffic light that results in people having to slow down around this blind corner.
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0475
MPMS:80104
By Sarah WinawerWetzel
871

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
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MPMS:80104
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1029

By Sarahann Koenig

ItemIDs: 0476

speed bumps along the bridge and curve, no bike cycles on Henry Ave, similar to No Trucks.

MPMS:80104

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

By Savannah Lopez

ItemIDs: 0477

Changes that should be made include: A lower speed limit: the current speed limit is 35 miles per hour, and
motorists regularly drive double that.Speed cameras: Henry Avenue almost received much-needed speed cameras
in 2018, when the Roosevelt Boulevard bill was moving through the state Legislature. This enforcement technology
should be installed all over Henry Avenue to keep motorists from gaining the kind of speed that kills pedestrians,
cyclists, and other motorists.Road diet: Just because Henry Avenue is an urban highway doesn’t mean it needs to
be. As long as work is already being done on the Avenue, why not install, or even pilot, a lane reduction? Lane
reductions have been proven to bring down vehicle speeds where used.Protected bike lanes: This is a no brainer.
Protected bike lanes keep cyclists safer and reduce motor vehicle speed. There are conflict zones on parts of Henry
Avenue that force cyclists to compete with vehicles going at least 35 miles per hour, but usually more like 60 or
70.Pedestrian refuges: Henry Avenue goes through several neighborhoods, with all sorts of businesses and
residential buildings — big box stores, restaurants, apartments, houses, schools, gas stations, a golf course (and, yes,
people cross Henry Avenue in golf carts) and entrances to the Wissahickon Park. We need to give the people crossing
Henry Avenue a safe, reliable way to get across the street that doesn’t involve putting their lives in danger, and
pedestrian refuges are a part of that.
ItemIDs: 0478
MPMS:80104
By Sharon Hillman
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
827

1213

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0479
MPMS:80104
By Shawn C Smith
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1173

A new world class proposal / solution is required to address the true needs of our community. I do not support your
current proposal as submitted because it has not gone far enough to calm traffic. A new more community based
mindset is needed to address this - and in the current form, it will not save lives for those using the “race track” called
Henry Ave.
MPMS:80104
By Stephen Hall
ItemIDs: 0480
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
The project description is very light with respect to bicycle safety. Motorists treat Henry Avenue as a speedway.
Despite the Avenue's width and wide shoulders, bikes are under attack. But wide shoulders do not even exist in the
closer in sections, especially around Barnes Avenue where there have been several bicycle fatalities including one
last weekend.More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are
needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving
speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian
refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave
and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Susan B HARRISON ItemIDs: 0481
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
867

I oppose the proposals in #80104. Tree removal is unneeded and will create a barren highway that will only increase
speeding and spoil the residential and park-like route through the area. The proposal does not offer any incentive to
reduce speed. Rumble strips and signage will not improve the roadway. These have been tried and resulted in no
improvement. Automobile speed is the single most important issue to be addressed. In no way is it addressed in
#80104.
ItemIDs: 0483
MPMS:80104
By Susan Kahn
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1189

954

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
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Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By Suzannd Hagner
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

ItemIDs: 0484

1172

I support the plan for Henry Ave from Walnut Lane to the Wissahickon Creek bridge. A group of us from the
immediate neighborhood worked with the PennDOT engineers in getting this part of the project defined. We are now
in #1 place when the project begins.The only thing I would add is speed cameras. With Roosevelt Blvd having
speed cameras installed after 4 years of advocating for them, they should be added to this plan.
MPMS:80104
By Suzanne Hagner
ItemIDs: 0485
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
833

I support the plan for a raised, planted medium between Barnes St and Wissahickon Creek Bridge. I also support
Penn Dot's plan for a raised bike/pedestrian path that runs from School House Lane to Walnut Lane. Narrowing Henry
Ave to one lane in each direction is also part of the Project.
Installing the delineators that prevented drivers from entering the One Way DO NOT Enter Hermit Lane was a huge
help.(there were 4 Do Not Enter signs at the entrance where drivers were ignoring the signs and entering...A bike
commuter was hit from behind on Hermit Lane and a boy was knocked off his skate board. Neighbors who live by
Hermit Lane worked together with me to have Streets install the delineators so drivers could not illegally enter the
lane....the delineators also slowed drivers going by the very dangerous curve that saw 4 deaths before the
delineators were installed. 3 were children.
However. drivers are still speeding and there have been many vehicles that have crashed into the golf course.
The main problem is speeding and aggressive drivers A traffic light coordinated with the other traffic lights is part of
the Wissahickon section of Penn DOT project.
The only red light that is seldom "run' is the one at Walnut Lane.....and that is because there is a red light camera
there. I believe that along with the above design we also need automated speed cameras as well as red light cameras.
I have been working with PennDOT to address Henry Ave for 4 years and with other neighbors we were waiting for the
new design...However even though this section was in first place when the project begins...this wonderful young 17 yr
old's life was taken. Lost to a speeding driver who has not been charged for taking a life. This is so tragic.
The project is taking too long to get off the ground. I know the pandemic hit and take that into consideration, but more
lives will be lost at the rate the project will start. There are more bike commuters from NW Phila than ever before.
Also neighbors are out walking, riding, running, and kids are on scooters/bikes. This is a positive outcome to being on
"lockdown". It is good for health and the environment.
Again, i want to say that PennDOT and Streets engineers have been responsive to our small group of neighbors. But
we need to see this project start asap. Otherwise we will lose more lives.

I am a volunteer with Bicycle Coalition and a member of Families For Safe Streets as well as attending DVRPC Traffic
meetings. I have been to Harrisburg several times to advocate for traffic calming on our roads. I have lived in other
cities and, yes, there are traffic problems but I have not seen the aggressive driving behaviors that are in Phila and
sadly, accepted.
ItemIDs: 0486
MPMS:80104
By Tammie Wanta
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1158

Although there are elements in this plan that are very good, such as creating shared-used sidepaths and installing a
much-needed traffic signal at Barnes Street, the current proposal does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe.
The speed limit on Henry Ave is 35 miles per hour, but the actual speed at which traffic normally flows is much faster,
and the plan should do more to address that specific problem. Speed cameras and red light cameras should certainly
be installed, and other measures to slow traffic--such as reducing the number of lanes to one way in each direction or
installing speed bumps--should be considered.
ItemIDs: 0487
MPMS:80104
By Tammy Welch
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
894

Hello. More safety measures are needed someplace where I won the Henry Avenue corridor. There is a stretch of rude
that it's more than a thousand feet and many tragic accidents have happened there. So what is needed for measures
to ensure that traffic obeys the speed limit. What is needed is reducing the amount of lanes 1 Henry Avenue,
Speedlight, a protected bike lane on that entire stretch on Henry Avenue. Please help us to keep bikers and cyclists
like myself and others safe. We don't want another tragedy to happen. Thank you
MPMS:80104
By Taylor Barrett
ItemIDs: 0488
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
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1202 This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0489
MPMS:80104
By Thomas McCarey
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1053

Dear Sir:I support posting speed limits at the 85th Percentile Speed, the safest speed. 85th Percentile Speeds are
mandated in Title 75, the Pennsylvania Vehicle Code.I support longer yellow lights, the duration of which should
be calculated according to prevailing vehicle speed (the 85th Percentile Speed) rather than the posted speed.I
support only using stop signs to determine right-of-way and not using them to slow traffic, which is illegal in
Pennsylvania.I am totally opposed to speed cameras and ALL forms of automated traffic enforcement as they are
part of an enforcement-for-profit racket, and not for safety. Sadly, a special interest group is promoting this type of
technology on this siteSincerely,Tom McCarey Member, National Motorists Association
ItemIDs: 0490
MPMS:80104
By Thomas McCarey
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1054

Dear Sir:I support posting speed limits at the 85th Percentile Speed, the safest speed. 85th Percentile Speeds are
mandated in Title 75, the Pennsylvania Vehicle Code.I support longer yellow lights, the duration of which should
be calculated according to prevailing vehicle speed (the 85th Percentile Speed) rather than the posted speed.I
support only using stop signs to determine right-of-way and not using them to slow traffic, which is illegal in
Pennsylvania.I am totally opposed to speed cameras and ALL forms of automated traffic enforcement as they are
part of an enforcement-for-profit racket, and not for safety. Sadly, a special interest group is promoting this type of
technology on this siteSincerely,Tom McCarey Member, National Motorists Association
MPMS:80104
By Tim Ifill
ItemIDs: 0491
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1130

This is an extremely dangerous section of road, as evidenced by the recent death of a 17-year-old very experienced
cyclist. Cars move through at near highway speeds, and the current plan does little to discourage this. A major
rethinking of this roadway is in order. This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough
to make Henry Avenue safe for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane
has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to
adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each
direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected
bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan
including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at
Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0492
MPMS:80104
By Timothy Evans
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
Please do not remove the trees, they are not a problem and they are integral to the well being of this area. Thank
you.#80104 Henry Avenue improvements.
MPMS:80104
By Timothy Gobreski
ItemIDs: 0493
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1073

There must be a designated bicycle lane especially the part through roxborough. Ideally the bikenlane should be
separated from traffic.
MPMS:80104
By Todd Baylson
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
ItemIDs: 0494
973

I live off School House Lane near Henry Avenue bridge. Motorists speed through the curves by the golf course and the
straightaway of the Henry Avenue bridge mindlessly. Most are on their phones. My friends son was just killed in this
area. It is astonishing that PennDOT will not take the need to curb speeds in this areas more seriously. Who are you
helping by letting mindless motorists checking their text messages routinely exceed the stated speed limit. Curb
speeds through a better road design please. How many more people need to die for you to see the importance of a
road design that will curb speeds here!
MPMS:80104
By Tsurah August
ItemIDs: 0495
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1129

831

These improvements must be made now. We must prevent more lives , like Sam Ozer ‘s from being lost !

MPMS:80104
1055

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

By William G Nichols

ItemIDs: 0497

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
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children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
ItemIDs: 0499
MPMS:80104
By chloe lewis
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1215

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St
ItemIDs: 0500
MPMS:80104
By claudia archer
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1044

My friend's son was killed on this stretch of Henry Avenue, while biking, on June 21st. This project as described on the
PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of
the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children in the last 5 years. More
traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This
includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras
for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at
intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the
bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:80104
By kristin atkins
ItemIDs: 0501
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
we NEED traffic calming the entire way along Henry from Midvale to Port Royal. The double parking around
Delassandro's need to be stopped. Leave the trees be, focus on controlling speeders.
MPMS:80104
By tayeba batool
ItemIDs: 0502
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
1038

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road
users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3
children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of
35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:
By William Tung
ItemIDs: 0503
1205

63rd street is extremely unsafe and is on Philadelphia's high injury network. I urge you to consider whether this streets
needs to maintain all of its lanes. A road diet and dedicated trolley tracks can do a lot to make this road safer for all
users.
ItemIDs: 0504
MPMS:80104
By Johnny Shtatman
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
728

1124

Yay

SEPTA
MPMS:60611

SEPTA Key (Fare Collection System/New Payment Techn

By Saul

ItemIDs: 0505,
0506,
0510

SEPTA must have at least one restroom-equipped car for every train. They must get rid of the KEY system, which
exploits riders and steals money from them, while wasting millions. Go back to the old system that worked, with free
transfers for all, paper. Tokens and passes.If Amtrak service cannot expand in PA, then the state should begin
passenger service from Allentown/Easton and Reading to Philadelphia and New York. It should sponsor restoration of
the Broadway Limited.
ItemIDs: 0507,
MPMS:60611
By Saul
SEPTA Key (Fare Collection System/New Payment Techn
702

0508,
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0513
703

SEPTA must have at least one restroom-equipped car for every train. They must get rid of the KEY system, which
exploits riders and steals money from them, while wasting millions. Go back to the old system that worked, with free
transfers for all, paper. Tokens and passes.If Amtrak service cannot expand in PA, then the state should begin
passenger service from Allentown/Easton and Reading to Philadelphia and New York. It should sponsor restoration of
the Broadway Limited.
MPMS:60611
By Saul
ItemIDs: 0509,
SEPTA Key (Fare Collection System/New Payment Techn
0511,
0512
701

SEPTA must have at least one restroom-equipped car for every train. They must get rid of the KEY system, which
exploits riders and steals money from them, while wasting millions. Go back to the old system that worked, with free
transfers for all, paper. Tokens and passes.If Amtrak service cannot expand in PA, then the state should begin
passenger service from Allentown/Easton and Reading to Philadelphia and New York. It should sponsor restoration of
the Broadway Limited.
Various Counties
MPMS:
By Linda Baldwin
ItemIDs: 0514
If our politicians and leaders would read Peter Walker's book, "How Cycling Can Save the World," they would see how
valuable safe cycling routes have been in other countries (e.g. Netherlands, Denmark, Germany). Safe and convenient
bicycle lanes make it more desirable for people (of all ages) to choose bikes over cars, making the roads safer, people
healthier and the air cleaner. This is a win win win situation. Please read the book and vote to make the US a cycling
haven.
MPMS:80104
By Benjamin Moores
ItemIDs: 0515,
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
900

0551,
0555,
0559,
0563,
0567,
0571,
0575
1234

Good Afternoon,
Submitting TIP comments with project IDs associated below for consideration - thank you for reviewing!
Ben Moores
Philadelphia Resident
1. Philadelphia – Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements Phase 1 MPMS #80104 This project as described on the
PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of
the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children in the last 5 years. More
traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This
includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
2. Philadelphia – Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements. MPMS #111194; Protected bike lanes should be
added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.
3.

Philadelphia – Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle Network (TAP) MPMS #107198; The City
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should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its Vision Zero
Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network
4. Bucks – Aquetong Park Segment – Route 202 Cross-County Trail MPMS #111471;
I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
5. Chester – Schuylkill River Trail Chester County MPMS #59434;
Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
6. Delaware Octoraro Trail Construction – Phase 1 MPMS #111486;
I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
7. Montgomery – Powerline Trail Connection – Phase 1 (TAP) MPMS #107180;
I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Jacob Zychick

ItemIDs: 0516,
0529,
0552,
0556,
0560,
0564,
0568,
0572,
0576

1240

Dear Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission,
On behalf of the American Heart Association (AHA) and its more than 40 million volunteers and supporters from
across the country, we thank you for what you have done so far in responding to the needs of communities and
citizens affected by COVID-19, especially those who are most vulnerable. However, as the pandemic continues and
we prepare for recovery, we are learning that much more must be done to support access to care, active
transportation, child nutrition, food security and public health infrastructure.
In Philadelphia, about one third of households do not own or have access to an automobile. The city has one of the
highest rates of bike-commuters in the nation. The Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC), City of
Philadelphia, regional partners, and community organizations have shown their commitment to Vision Zero's core
principles of reducing traffic deaths to zero by 2030. To achieve this goal, we must continue to invest in equitable
active transportation that improves safety and leads to increased use.
Investments in bike and pedestrian infrastructure make neighborhoods more livable and help ensure all people can
get safely to where they need to go—work, school, the library, grocery stores, or parks. By providing safe opportunities
for all to be more physically active, these investments can help to prevent heart disease, diabetes, and stroke as well
as result in cleaner air and experience fewer traffic related crashes and deaths.
That is why the American Heart Association submits public comment in support of the following projects:
• Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements MPMS #111194
• Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building A Protected Bicycle Network (TAP) MPMS #107198
• The Circuit Line Item #105291
• Route 202 Cross County Trail MPMS #111471
• Schuylkill River Trail Chester County MPMS #59434
• Delaware Octoraro Trail Construction Phase 1 MPMS #111486
• Powerline Trail Connection Phase 1 (TAP) MPMS #10718
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Additionally, we are supportive of investments to make the Henry Avenue Corridor safer (projects phase 1 MPMS
#80104 and Phase 2 MPMS # 102134) but believe additional calming measures could be made to the proposal. The
1000-foot segment road between Barnes Street and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims in the past 5 year, including
3 children. We propose the addition of protected bike lanes and pedestrian refuges at intersections, along with the
current proposed side path between Walnut Lane Avenue and the bridge of Wissahickon Creek and addition of a
traffic signal at Barnes Street.
We are excited to support these investments to greatly improve safety for pedestrians and cyclists by constructing
protected bike lanes, implementing traffic calming measures, and creating side pathways. Additionally, these projects
will help the region meet its goal of 500 miles of circuit trails by 2035.
The American Heart Association continues to applaud the efforts in the Delaware Valley region to invest In healthier
communities. These projects will greatly Improve safety that will help encourage our youth to participate in physical
activity. Numerous research studies have shown the Importance of physical activity to Improve health outcomes. A
2016 study found that people who bike regularly have a 15% fewer heart attacks than those who do not ride a bike.
From our humble beginnings, the American Heart Association has grown into the nation’s oldest and largest voluntary
organization with more than 33 million supporters and volunteers committed to fighting heart disease and stroke.
During these challenging and unprecedented times, we appreciate the Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission's efforts to invest in safe and equitable active transportation options.
Sincerely,
Jacob Zychick
Community Advocacy Director, American Heart Association
MPMS:80104
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

By John Bryan

ItemIDs: 0517,
0532,
0553,
0557,
0561,
0565,
0569,
0573,
0577

984

Philadelphia – Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements Phase 1 MPMS #80104; Phase 2 MPMS #102134
Comment – This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe
for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims
including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted
speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the
legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire
corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath
between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
Philadelphia – Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements. MPMS #111194;
Comment – Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.
Philadelphia – Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle Network (TAP) MPMS #107198;
Comment – The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will
implement its Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle
network.
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All – The Circuit Line Item #105291;
Comment: The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status
update of these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of
Circuit Trails by 2025
Bucks – Aquetong Park Segment – Route 202 Cross-County Trail MPMS #111471;
Comment –I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
Chester – Schuylkill River Trail Chester County MPMS #59434;
Comment – Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out
of Later Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
Delaware Octoraro Trail Construction – Phase 1 MPMS #111486;
Comment – I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 20255
Montgomery – Powerline Trail Connection – Phase 1 (TAP) MPMS #107180;
Comment –I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
MPMS:80104
By John Ungar
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1

ItemIDs: 0518,
0533,
0554,
0558,
0562,
0566,
0570,
0574,
0578

1232

I would like to provide the following comments for the FY 2021 TIP>
1.
2. Philadelphia – Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements Phase 1 MPMS #80104 This project as described on the
PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of
the road between Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children in the last 5 years, and one
deadly accident just this week. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit
of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on
approving speed cameras for the entire length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and
pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut
Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St. I drive on this road regularly
and know how fast cars travel, and how with the right safety measures, cars and bikes could safely share this road.
3. Philadelphia – Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements. MPMS #111194;
Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St. – again, in effort to promote cycling
as a safe alternative.
4. Philadelphia – Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle Network (TAP) MPMS #107198;
The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
5. All – The Circuit Line Item #105291;
The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
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these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
6. Bucks – Aquetong Park Segment – Route 202 Cross-County Trail MPMS #111471;
I support this project as another component to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
7. Chester – Schuylkill River Trail Chester County MPMS #59434;
Chester County has communicated that this project will start construction in 2020. It should be moved out of Later
Years and moved into the 2021-2025 TIP to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
8. Delaware Octoraro Trail Construction – Phase 1 MPMS #111486;
I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 20255
9. Montgomery – Powerline Trail Connection – Phase 1 (TAP) MPMS #107180;
I support this project to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
John C. Ungar
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item

By Amanda Albu

ItemIDs: 0519

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Carolyn Duffy
ItemIDs: 0520
864

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
ItemIDs: 0521
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Chase
1109

1033

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Daniel Gordon
ItemIDs: 0522
Anderson
The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
ItemIDs: 0523
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Daniel McGrath
1143

842

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
ItemIDs: 0524
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Denise Wong
1192

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Diana Hulboy
ItemIDs: 0525
The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025.
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Elijah Gunther
ItemIDs: 0526
869

807

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
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MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item

By Eugene Friesen

ItemIDs: 0527

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Gretchen Spencer
ItemIDs: 0528
889

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
ItemIDs: 0530
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Jennifer
MacNaughton
1153

803

As the Bicycle Coalition suggested, we need a status update on this project. If the goal is 500 miles of Circuit Trails by
2025, I'm sure not seeing any progress.
ItemIDs: 0531
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Jimil Ataman
1210

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
ItemIDs: 0534
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Joseph
989

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Kevin Martin
ItemIDs: 0535
The commitment for funds to build these projects dates all the way back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status
update of these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to ensure completion of 500 miles
of Circuit Trails by 2025.
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Kevin O'Brien
ItemIDs: 0536
964

The funds to build these projects has been committed for 5 years. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
ItemIDs: 0537
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Manuel Menendez
1183

1102

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Mary Schmitt
ItemIDs: 0538
The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025. Thank you.
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Matt Wakeman
ItemIDs: 0539
1077

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
ItemIDs: 0540
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Matthew Gordon
1095

1006

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
ItemIDs: 0541
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Melanie Rychok
1020

It has been over five years since the the commitment for funds to build these projects was given. The Counties should
provide a status update of these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete
500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025
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MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item

By Meredith Stone

ItemIDs: 0542

The Counties should provide status updates, and the Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help
complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails by 2025.
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Peter Logan
ItemIDs: 0543
925

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Randy Shepard
ItemIDs: 0544
851

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Rob Goetz
ItemIDs: 0545
856

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
ItemIDs: 0546
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Rose Paddison
908

937

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025!!! In this time of uncertainty, bike trails provide a safe alternative to public transportation. Please do not deter
people from acting in thier best interest by unsafe biking roads.
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Sarah WinawerItemIDs: 0547
Wetzel
The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Susan Babbitt
ItemIDs: 0548
875

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025. Thank you for your attention.
ItemIDs: 0549
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By Ted Zellers
910

Pittsburgh is eclipsing us in terms of improvements to bike infrastructure and improvements to bike-to-work numbers.
As a flatter city with more money and more routing options (fewer bridge and hill chokepoints), this should give us
pause. I'm looking forward to more protected bike lanes to give more people real choices about how to get around.
Let's design for everyone, not just road warriors.
ItemIDs: 0550
MPMS:105291 The Circuit Line Item
By William G Nichols
778

1058

The commitment for funds to build these projects dates back to 2015. The Counties should provide a status update of
these projects. The Board should prioritize and accelerate these projects to help complete 500 miles of Circuit Trails
by 2025
MPMS:
By Johnson Khumalo
ItemIDs: 0579
1223

There was only an attachmend to this email and was deemed Spam.

Comments Received from Planning Partners

Chester County
MPMS:87781
US 30, Coatesville Downingtown Bypass (CER-Eastern S
722

By Brian N. O'Leary

ItemIDs: 0580

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment on the DRAFT FY21 PA TIP. The following
comments reflect Chester County’s perspective regarding the changes occurring in this year’s
update and what can be done moving forward to improve not only our position but the entire
region’s.
Regarding the Highway portion of the TIP, we understand that it was a PennDOT Central Office
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decision to direct additional funding toward the Interstate Management Program to address rapidly
declining roadway conditions due to a long term lack of federal funds being allocated to that system.
This occurred in not only our region, but also statewide. This shift resulted in an approximate $1.3
billion reduction from DVRPC’s Regional Highway Program.
Almost one half of the reduction is coming at the expense of Chester County with nearly $600
million in programmed construction funding for the Eastern Section of the US 30 CoatesvilleDowningtown Bypass project being pushed out beyond the twelve-year plan. This disproportionate
share of the region’s funding burden was not our proposed solution, but one that was more or less
determined by the overall size and scope of the project and where it stands for project delivery
relative to other projects in the region. The US 30 Bypass remains one of our most heavily traveled
and congested roadways, and much like I-95 in Philadelphia, the longer we defer addressing its
needed improvement the more costly it will become. We recommend that full funding for this
project be put back into the DRAFT FY21 PA TIP.
We have other highway projects that are not being funded in this TIP that should be added now or in
the future. These include Section 100 of US 202, Section 200 of US 202, the PA 23 corridor around
Phoenixville, improvements on PA 100 at the Exton Train Station, and PA 113 from US 30 to Peck
Road. These are identified in our 2019 report, Transportation Priority Projects.
Regarding the Transit TIP, we are glad to see that SEPTA’s initial proposal to remove the parking
structure elements from the Paoli and Exton Stations was revisited and reinstated in the later years
of the plan and we thank you for your assistance in making that happen. We understand that
parking structures are high cost items and programming for them impacts SEPTA’s ability to
program funding for other priority initiatives. However, additional parking capacity at regional rail
stations increases SEPTA’s ability to garner additional revenue and promote public transit use. We
would like to see a commitment from SEPTA to partially fund a structure in Coatesville to correlate
to their pledge to return service to Coatesville once the new station is open.
We have other transit projects that are not being funded in this TIP that should be added now or in
the future. These include improving rail stations on the Paoli/Thorndale line, extending rail service
to Coatesville and Parkesburg, and implementing a rapid bus on West Chester Pike. These are
identified in our 2019 report, Transportation Priority Projects. In addition, we would like to
eventually see passenger rail service restored to Phoenixville and West Chester.
We must all work together to solve the looming transportation funding crisis and find a means to
replace the $450 Million annually paid to PennDOT from the Turnpike Commission once Act 41 is
sunset. It also remains to be seen what the long-term impacts of the current COVID-19 pandemic
will have on our transportation funding and system as a whole.
With these challenges in mind, we look forward to working with our regional partners toward
solving these complex issues and advancing our collective interest for an improved, efficient, and
reliable transportation system for all.
Thank you again for this opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
Brian N. O’Leary, AICP
Executive Director
SEPTA
MPMS:77183

Transit and Regional Rail Station Program

By Catherine PoppMcDonough

ItemIDs: 0581,
0582,
0583,
0584,

Thursday, July 02, 2020

Page 68 of 78

Comments on the
DVRPC Draft FY2021-2024 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
for PA
Comments Received from Planning Partners
SEPTA

0585,
0586,
0587,
0588,
0589,
0590,
0591,
0592,
0593
1243

Dear Mr. Seymour:
The Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA) requests the assistance of the Delaware Valley
Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) to modify several Transit Programs of Projects included in the Draft
Pennsylvania FY 2021-2024 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). These changes are designed to better align
the Draft Transit TIP with SEPTA’s Fiscal Year 2021 Capital Budget and Fiscal Years 2021-2032 Capital Program,
which was approved by the SEPTA Board on June 25, 2020.
SEPTA submitted its Draft TIP program of projects in March 2020 based on the development of our Draft Fiscal Year
2021 Capital Budget and 12-Year Capital Program. Since that time, changes were made to the 12-Year Capital
Program as a result of several factors including input through the public participation and stakeholder engagement
process. A summary of the changes we are requesting to the Draft TIP is provided in the ensuing paragraphs, with the
year by year detail of the changes included in the attached financial constraint charts.
FY 2023 – 2025 Changes
Transit & Regional Rail Station Program MPMS #77183
The Draft TIP includes $122.015M for this program in fiscal years 2023, 2024, and 2025. SEPTA requests an increase
in the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these projects by $1.705M over the same period.
Villanova Intermodal Station MPMS #15407
The Draft TIP includes $10.45M for this project in fiscal years 2023, 2024, and 2025. SEPTA requests an increase in
the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for this project by $269,000 over the same period.
Parking Improvements MPMS #60540
The Draft TIP includes $28.759M for this program in fiscal years 2023, 2024, and 2025. SEPTA requests a decrease
in the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these projects by $1.974M over the same period.
FY 2027 – 2032 Changes
Transit & Regional Rail Station Program MPMS #77183
The Draft TIP includes $260.574M for this program in fiscal years 2027 through 2032. SEPTA requests an increase in
the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these projects by $40.972M over the same period to accommodate the
addition of the Swarthmore Station Project ($17.96M) and to meet program needs.
SEPTA Bus Purchase Program MPMS #90512
The Draft TIP includes $611.287M for this program in fiscal years 2027 through 2032. SEPTA requests a decrease in
the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these projects by $96.307M over the same period. Although SEPTA
anticipates additional funding will be required to support future bus procurements; it is important to note that
supplemental bus funding in the amount of $204.99M is provided in MPMS #65109 Federal Highway Transit Flex.
These Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Improvement funds are a critical source of capital that SEPTA has a track
record of utilizing efficiently and effectively to support various bus procurements. We will reassess the funding
requirements in the outer years of this program in future TIP Updates.
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Exton Station MPMS #93588
In the Draft TIP, $3 million is programmed in both FY 2031 and FY 2032 to complete Phase 2 of the Exton Station
project, which includes the construction of bus circulation loops with bus shelters. SEPTA requests a modification to
this project in the Draft TIP to include an additional $32.64M ($16.0M in FY 2031 and $16.64M in FY2032) to fully fund
Phase 3, which includes design and construction of a fully accessible structured parking facility.
Parking Improvement Program MPMS #60540
The Draft TIP includes $165.107M for this program in fiscal years 2027 through 2032. SEPTA requests a decrease in
the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these projects by $22.969M over the same period to meet program needs.
Paoli Transportation Center MPMS #60574
The Paoli Transportation Center project is currently programmed in the Draft TIP with $2.5 million in both FY 2031 and
FY 2032 to partially support the development of Phase 2. Phase 2 includes an intermodal station complex complete
with an additional high-level platform on the outbound side, passenger amenities, enhanced bus facilities, and a 600plus space commuter parking garage. SEPTA requests a modification to this project in the Draft TIP to include an
additional $45.28M ($25.28M in FY 2031 and $20.0M in FY 2032) to fully fund Phase 2 of the project.
Roof Program MPMS #102567
The Draft TIP includes $42,923M for this program in fiscal years 2027 through 2032. SEPTA requests a decrease in
the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these projects by $13.813M over the same period to meet program needs.
Track Improvement Program MPMS #102565
The Draft TIP includes $28.536M for this program in fiscal years 2027 through 2032. SEPTA requests an increase in
the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these projects by $31.062M over the same period to fully fund the
Norristown Station Regional Rail 3rd Track project and to meet program needs.
Substations & Power Program MPMS #60651
The Draft TIP includes $198.818 for this program in fiscal years 2027 through 2032. SEPTA requests a decrease in
the funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these projects by $16.851M over the same period to meet program needs.
Maintenance & Transportation Facilities MPMS #102569
Draft TIP includes $39.513 for this program in fiscal years 2027 through 2032. SEPTA requests a decrease in the
funding programmed in the Draft TIP for these projects by $16,000 over the same period to meet program needs.
In addition to the changes above, SEPTA received funding through the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic
Security (CARES) Act. SEPTA is requesting these funds be added to Fiscal Year 2021 of the Draft TIP.
On March 27, 2020, the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) Act was signed into law. The
CARES Act provides more than $2 trillion of federal funding nationwide to respond to the COVID-19 pandemic. The
public transportation provisions of the CARES Act provide $25 billion in emergency relief funds for transit operators to
prevent, prepare for, and respond to coronavirus. On April 2, 2020, the FTA released apportionments for the FFY 2020
CARES Act funding and SEPTA was allocated $644,313,203.
SEPTA plans to utilize the vast majority of CARES Act funding ($612.99M) to support operations, maintenance, and
management of the transit system. In accordance with FTA requirements, SEPTA will use 1% of its CARES Act
funding ($6.46M) to support security needs. These costs will include Transit Police Department direct labor, materials,
and overhead costs. Finally, SEPTA will use $24.85M of CARES Act funding for capital expenses directly related to
the COVID-19 pandemic including:
- Installation of Automatic Passenger Counters (APCs) on 1,100 revenue vehicles ($13.95M);
- Installation of Trolley Operator Protective Barriers on all 188 service vehicles ($1.4M); and
- Installation of social distancing Fencing along the Center City Concourses and Fare Line Relocation at Frankford,
Norristown, and 69th Street Transportation Centers ($9.5M).
As part of this request for changes to the Draft TIP, SEPTA would like to add the $24.85M of CARES funding
earmarked for capital projects to FY2021 of the Draft TIP as follows:
- Vehicle Overhaul Program MPMS #60582- $13.95M for APCs
- Safety & Security Improvements Program MPMS #107011- $10.9M for the installation of Trolley Operator Protective
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Barriers and installation of Fencing along the Center City Concourse & Fare Line Relocation at Frankford, Norristown,
and 69th Street Transportation Centers
As mentioned above, the attached fiscal constraint charts provide details of the aforementioned summary of changes
by funding source. Please contact Brian McFadden, Manager, Capital Grant Development, if you have any questions
regarding these changes to the Draft TIP.
We appreciate DVRPC’s efforts over the last year in facilitating the development of the FY2021 Draft TIP and want to
thank you for providing the opportunity to submit these public comments.
Sincerely,
Catherine Popp-McDonough
Director, Capital Budget and Grant Development

Comments Received from Organizations/Agencies

Bucks County
MPMS:13716
787

Headquarters Road Bridge Over Tinicum Creek

By Maya K. Van Rossum ItemIDs: 0594

I am writing on behalf of the Delaware Riverkeeper Network to submit the following comments on the Draft FY21-24
TIP for Pennsylvania. These comments are in addition to the June 2nd comments we previously submitted.
First and foremost, the description of the Headquarters Road Bridge in your TIP documents presents a wholly
inaccurate picture of this picturesque, historically unique, bridge that could and should be re-opened after rehabilitation
by the state. In the documents you will see attached to this comment is ample evidence that rehabilitation is the most
beneficial path forward for serving the region’s needs as well as protecting a unique and irreplaceable part of history
and protecting the Exceptional Value/Wild & Scenic stream that will be impacted by PADOT’s current proposed option.
In the June 17, 2020 online zoom presentation DVRPC staff emphasized the value of preservation vs new
construction in transportation projects. Experts have made clear that preservation of the Historic, over 200 year old,
unique Headquarters Road Bridge will accomplish the transportation goals of the community and of PennDOT, and will
result in a safe and functional bridge that will be supported by the entire community and avoid the tremendous
opposition, including legal opposition, that the proposed demolition/construction project now shown in the draft TIP
has caused. Preservation for this bridge, as was discussed for other projects in the TIP will be the most time efficient
and cost efficient approach.
The proposed demolition/construction plan is highly controversial with tremendous public opposition. As you will see
from the attached documents it is also contrary to the land use planning and preservation efforts of the community.
The oversized bridge being proposed will have adverse consequences for the entire community and is simply not
needed – a rehabilitation approach is smarter.
In the June 17 presentation DVRPC noted the tremendous reduction in state funding that is anticipated, and the
likelihood of reduced federal funding. While the new draft TIP fails to reflect the cost reductions, it is clear they are
coming and will be sizable. Rehabilitating the Headquarters Road bridge will be less costly than demolishing the
historic bridge and replacing it with the bigger bridge proposed, a point we have proven and that PennDOT has
conceded. The savings are even greater when taking into account the continued public opposition and anticipated
litigation stemming from PennDOT’s stubborn defense of its demolish-and-replace scheme. If the DVRPC region
would like to make its limited dollars go futher in terms of transportation projects, taking construction of a new
Headquarters Road Bridge out of the plan is one smart way to do that.
The TIP shows the Headquarters Road Bridge being constructed over a 3 year time frame but clearly construction
cannot begin until all the funds have been secured and project construction can be taken from start to finish. PennDOT
is suggesting to the community that this project will be completed within the coming year, but looking at the draft TIP
this is clearly not the plan. In fact the funds will not be in place until 2023. Is that the true anticipated date of
construction? What is the true plan?
The TIP asserts the project will cost $4,404,000. We have heard different figures in the past. What is the true
anticipated cost of this project?
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We attach to these comments reports from engineers, traffic experts and environmental experts that document the
values of preservation and rehabilitation of the Headquarters Road Bridge and the harms that the current proposed
demolition/construction approach will unnecessarily inflict on the Bucks County region.
We respectfully reiterate our request that the proposed Headquarters Road Bridge replacement project (MPMS#
13716) in Tinicum Township, Bucks County be removed from the draft TIP.
MPMS:13716
By Maya K. van Rossum ItemIDs: 0595
Headquarters Road Bridge Over Tinicum Creek
681

I am writing on behalf of the Delaware Riverkeeper Network to submit the following comments on the Draft FY21-24
TIP for Pennsylvania.
We respectfully request that the proposed Headquarters Road Bridge replacement project (MPMS# 13716) in Tinicum
Township, Bucks County be removed from the draft TIP.
PennDOT’s plan to demolish the 200-year old, one-lane Headquarters Road Bridge in the Ridge Valley Rural Historic
District in Upper Bucks County and replace it with a modern, wider, longer, two-lane bridge is an irresponsible misuse
of public funds. The project should be defunded until such time as PennDOT agrees to work with the community to
develop a plan to restore the old bridge and protect Tinicum Creek, an Exceptional Value Stream that is part of the
Lower Delaware Wild and Scenic River.
Our specific objections to the current project are:
1. Although PennDOT has asserted that the Headquarters Road Bridge must be replaced, we have demonstrated,
through development of preliminary design plans by a leading engineering firm that specializes in restoring old stone
bridges, that rehabilitation is a sound, practical option.
2. Construction of the proposed new bridge would involve relocating the stream channels of the Tinicum Creek,
relocating one of the bridge abutments, and constructing new retaining walls, all of which would lead to significant
erosion of creek banks and major damage to both upstream and downstream flows, habitats, and environments for
this wild and scenic river resource.
3. Construction of the proposed larger bridge would cause significant damage to the historical and scenic integrity of
the Ridge Valley Rural Historic District, for which the current bridge is a contributing element.
4. Building a new, bigger bridge would promote inappropriate development rather than rural conservation, in
contradiction to the DVRPC Connections 2045 Long-Range Plan, which assigns most of Tinicum Township to Rural
Resource, Greenspace Network, and Priority Conservation Areas.
5. Building a new two-lane bridge is inconsistent with the existing roadway network and rural character of Tinicum
Township, where the roads are narrow, hilly, and winding and where two-thirds of the bridges (and half of PennDOT
bridges) are one-lane.
6. We have demonstrated through detailed analysis by expert traffic engineers – and PennDOT has finally conceded
despite earlier false assertions – that there is no crash history supporting the idea of a “site-specific safety problem” at
the bridge. PennDOT continues to claim that there is a “site-specific safety problem” based solely on the existence of
“substandard” narrow, hilly, and winding roads approaching the bridge, even though they have no plans to address
those “problems,” which would be impractical and unwarranted anyway.
7. The replacement option, which PennDOT has chosen, is more expensive than the rehabilitation option, a fact which
we have documented through a detailed analysis by a leading bridge construction cost analyst, and which even
PennDOT has conceded.
8. Construction of a new bridge violates PennDOT’s own Context Sensitive Design policies, which call for collaborative
planning that respects the character of the community (see PennDOT Connects and the Smart Transportation
Guidebook).
9. We know that PennDOT can, if it chooses, sensitively restore one-lane, stone masonry bridges for ongoing service
to the public. They have done so in many instances using the Stone Arch Bridge Maintenance Manual and using
“emergency” design plans, as in the case of the Route 32 Golden Pheasant Bridge in Tinicum Township.
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A time of falling traffic volumes – and falling transportation revenues – is no time to be building bigger, wider,
unnecessary bridges. Acting PennDOT Secretary Yassmin Gramian, in her May 12 testimony before the
Pennsylvania Senate Transportation Committee, stated that in today’s circumstances, “Bridge replacement efforts will
shift to lower cost preservation activities.” We agree!
The draft TIP cannot be adopted because it fails the financial constraint test.
Federal law requires that the TIP include a financial plan that “indicates resources from public and private sources that
are reasonably expected to be available to carry out the program” (23 U.S.C. §134(j)(2)(B)(ii), emphasis added).
Fiscal constraint has been a “key component of the statewide and metropolitan transportation planning processes”
since 1991 and means that the TIP must “include sufficient financial information to demonstrate that the projects in the
... TIP … can be implemented using committed, available, or reasonably available Federal, State, local, and private
revenues” (Federal Highway Administration, “Clarifying Fiscal Constraint Guidance,” May 15, 2017,
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/clarify_fiscal_constraint_guidance.cfm
As you know, the COVID-19 pandemic has led to a major decline in vehicle miles traveled in Pennsylvania, which has
in turn led to a precipitous fall-off in revenues from motor fuels taxes. The rapid drop in VMT in your MPO area was
documented by DVRPC staff in a report to the May 28 Board meeting (“Impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on travel
in the DVRPC region using real-time location data”). Acting PennDOT Secretary Yassmin Gramian called attention to
this major shortfall in her May 12 testimony before the Pennsylvania Senate Transportation Committee, saying
“projected transportation revenue impacts in the short term as a result of COVID-19 will mean at least $800 million
less in our construction and maintenance programs, and over $100 million less available for Multimodal initiatives... In
previous years, PennDOT’s annual lettings ranged from $2.2 billion to $2.4 billion. With the projected reductions in
revenue, we are anticipating the program being between $1.8 and $1.9 billion for calendar year 2020.”
True, Acting Secretary Gramian held out hope that Congress would make up some of the gap through an emergency
funding bill. However, the truth of the matter is that no legislation has been passed and none is sure to pass. And
even if some relief legislation is enacted, it will likely be only partial and short-term. There is simply no way to avoid
the conclusion that there are no “reasonably available” funds to make up the shortfall. There is also no way to tell
when - if ever - VMT and therefore motor fuels-based revenues - will return to pre-pandemic levels. Many employers
and employees have transitioned to work-from-home routines, many of which are likely to continue. More commuters
are switching where possible to walking and biking, and electric vehicles are beginning to replace fossil fuel powered
vehicles on a broad basis.
In short, the draft TIP is not fully funded through committed, available, or reasonably available financial resources and
therefore fails the fiscal constraint requirement.
Although the transportation funding shortfall the DVRPC region is facing is indeed serious, we believe that it should be
looked at as an opportunity not just to “downsize” but to “rightsize” the region’s transportation program. We believe
that we need fewer big highway projects and more bicycle and pedestrian projects. We need fewer “big ticket”
projects and more locally-sensitive projects. We should be doing fewer new construction projects and more
aggressive preservation, restoration, and maintenance projects. Indeed, Acting Secretary Gramian, in her testimony
referred to above, stated that “Bridge replacement efforts will shift to lower cost preservation activities.” The
Headquarters Road Bridge should be a “poster child” for this change of emphasis. The Delaware Riverkeeper
Network stands ready to assist in the effort to refit our region’s transportation program to meet our new and
challenging needs.
Sincerely,
Maya K. van Rossum
the Delaware Riverkeeper
MPMS:88083
Stoopville Road Improvements - Phase 2
1244

By Sue Herman

ItemIDs: 0596

Draft DVRPC FY 2021 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for Pennsylvania
WRITTEN TESTIMONY SUBMISSION: June 17, 2020 # Pages: 372, #Attachments: 10+flash drive
RE: Project Name: Stoopville Road Improvements - Phase 2 (MPMS# 88083)
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OBJECTIVE:
1) On March 28, 2012, Newtown Township officials held a special meeting to solidify a new plan for Stoopville Road
Improvements-Phase 2, essentially abandoning the original plan designed to address serious public safety issues
along Stoopville Road in accordance with "Complete Streets" policy. The original plan included installation of a much
needed Multi-Use Trail along the full length of Stoopville Road and mitigation of storm water management issues
along the full length of the road.
(See Attachment I; 3/30/12 Bucks County Courier Times article titled "Engineers discuss phase two of Stoopville Road
Improvement Project" and Advance of Bucks County article dated 4/5 - 4/11/12 titled "Stoopville Road project enters
phase two").
The new plan, which is the current FY2021 Stoopville Road Improvements - Phase 2 (MPMS# 88083), misdirects
funds to an intersection upgrade at Route 413 and Stoopville Road. This intersection expansion is inappropriate and
not necessary. The new plan misses a serious safety problem with storm water management along the entire length of
Stoopville Road. Stoopville Road Improvements- Phase 2 (MPMS# 88083) should have addressed storm water
management flooding problems and funds should have been allocated to address safety issues along Stoopville Road
before being reallocated to upgrade and expand any intersections.
The current plan calls for the UPGRADE and EXPANSION of an intersection in neighboring Wrightstown Township.
This expansionary project is consistent with the "Northern Bypass" (now called an "Emerging/ Regional Corridor" by
the DVRPC), an expressway that the DVRPC and certain politicians continue to attempt to construct in bits and
pieces. It is both inappropriate and dangerous to construct this expressway in this heavily residentially- developed
area.
2) Residents for Regional Traffic Solutions, Inc. (RRTS) implores the Regional Technical Committee and the DVRPC
Board to oppose the intersection expansion in Stoopville Road Improvements - Phase 2, MPMS# 88083.
This expansion project will exacerbate an already volatile public safety issue that exists on Stoopville and Lindenhurst
Roads. With great disregard for the safety of residents and travelers along these roads, the DVRPC and certain
politicians continue their quest to construct an expressway in bits and pieces along Stoopville, Lindenhurst, and
Swamp Roads. The expressway will facilitate future connection of Interstate 78 to Interstate 95, a "Northern Bypass".
In the DVRPC's published plan titled 1988 Newtown Township Traffic Study, there will be two (2) southern ends of the
expressway: one that runs along Stoopville and Lindenhurst Roads (the plan shows it running along an extended
Silver Lake Road, but due to development impacts, it will now run along Lindenhurst Road) and one that runs along
Swamp Road.
It is wrong to construct an expressway here. The dangerous traffic conditions that already exist along these roads - as
a result of the high volume of heavy truck traffic coming from four (4) Swamp Road quarries - have been well
documented, both in writing and in the public forum. During winter conditions, rainy seasons, and heavy construction
periods, the problem is even more exacerbated.
• Attachment II is a 7 /29/08 letter from RRTS to the Regional Traffic Planning Task Force RE: Presentation of
inventories of RRTS letters to the Regional Traffic Planning Task Force (RTPTF) at the 7/29/08 RTPTF meeting. The
7/29/08 letter, which is 189 pages long, clearly describes the volatile public safety issue that exists on our roads. Note
that State Representatives David Steil and Scott Petri were Co-Chairs of the Regional Traffic Planning Task Force.
• Attachment Ill is RRTS's 6/3/04 Written Testimony Submission to the DVRPC regarding the Draft DVRPC FY2005
TIP (PA), Project Name: Stoopville Road Rehabilitation Project. Amongst other things, this 67-page document
includes: communications from the Pennsbury and Council Rock School Districts and Grey Nun Academy that focus
on the traffic safety crisis, a resolution from Eagleton Farms Homeowners Association, and a CD-ROM entitled
"BYPASSING THE BYPASS" that graphically shows the dangers of heavy truck traffic running through heavily
residentially developed neighborhoods. (Note: We've enclosed a flash drive that contains the video from the CD-ROM.)
SUMMARY:
• Residents for Regional Traffic Solutions, Inc. (RRTS) is a non-profit organization founded in August, 2001. Its
purpose is to engage in public awareness as to traffic issues in the Central Bucks County area. RRTS focuses on
issues related to transportation, infrastructure and the impact of transportation-related decisions on regional
populations.
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• The project, as currently written, has abandoned the Multi-Use Trail, and much-needed accompanying storm water
management, that was to run the full-length of Stoopville Road in the original plan for Stoopville Road ImprovementsPhase 2. The Multi-Use Trail would have connected thousands of residents who live in neighborhoods along this
dangerous road. Stoopville Road is a Minor Collector Road comprised of a heavily developed residential community,
with the potential for a minimum of several hundred additional homes, making the safety of residents and their children
a major concern. Even with the benefits of traffic calming installed in Stoopville Road Improvements-Phase 1,
Stoopville Road continues to be a volatile public safety issue due to the high volume of truck traffic coming from the
four (4) Swamp Road quarries. Quarry truck traffic is compelled to push the speed limit, as drivers are paid by the load
and the industry often promises on- time deliveries.
• Residents who live along Stoopville Road are prisoners in their neighborhoods. It is unconscionable that this project
abandons the "Complete Streets" goal of providing a safe way for residents to walk and bike to: each other's homes,
two (2) churches located on Stoopville Road, a convenience store at Stoopville Road and Route 532, the future Bucks
County Veterans Park at Route 532 and Highland Road, the Federal Veterans Cemetery on Highland Road, and the
Lower Makefield Township trail system which leads to the Garden of Reflection 9-11 Memorial on Woodside Road
AND the Delaware Canal.
• Instead, Phase 2 of the project has been changed to accomplish the upgrade and expansion of an intersection in
neighboring Wrightstown Township, the intersection of Stoopville Road and Route 413 (Durham Road). RRTS
OPPOSES the expansion of this intersection as, per the DVRPC's 1988 Newtown Township Traffic Study ("1988
Study"), this upgrade is a critical part of construction of a major North/South expressway that will connect lnterstate-78
to lnterstate-95. In the "1988 Study", this North/ South expressway was known as the "Northern Bypass". Today, it is
known as an "Emerging/ Regional Corridor".
• In addition to jeopardizing the safety of residents and travelers, this back door effort to construct the expressway in
bits and pieces sells out the residents of Bucks County who cherish the unique and priceless open space character
that exists today. The expressway will create uncontrollable growth and building that will significantly change the
character and quality of life in our region.
• In the DVRPC's published study titled 1988 Newtown Township Traffic Study, there will be two (2) southern ends of
the expressway: one that runs along Stoopville and Lindenhurst Roads (the study shows it running along an extended
Silver Lake Road, but due to development, it will now run along Lindenhurst Road) and one that runs along Swamp
Road. Page 1 of Attachment IV is a map of the North/ South expressway that was discussed by a regional Traffic
Advisory Committee back in the early 1990's. Meeting minutes document the discussions.
• Pages 2 -3 of Attachment IV show a map of the North/ South expressway that appeared in a March 2006 DVRPC
publication titled "EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: LIMITING TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND ACHIEVING REGIONAL
GOALS”. The expressway runs along Route 611 to lnterstate-95 and is referenced in the legend as an "Emerging/
Regional Corridor".
• In the DVRPC's 1988 Newtown Township Traffic Study, the "Northern Bypass Alternative" was studied. One end was
along Stoopville Road and an extended Silver Lake Road on the East side of Newtown Borough. The other end was
along Swamp Road on the West side of Newtown Borough. The following excerpts are from the section of the 1988
Newtown Township Traffic Study that was titled "Northern Bypass Alternative":
(a) Page #61 (see pages 4-5, Attachment IV) is a map titled "Year 2000 Highway Network Northern Bypass Scenario".
This map continues to be relevant today, as it is customary for the DVRPC to do Long Range Planning (federal
mandate is for a minimum 20-year planning horizon). The map shows the "Northern Bypass" as an upgraded
Stoopville Road connected to an extended Upper Silver Lake Road. Today, because of development impacts, the
"Northern Bypass" would run along Lindenhurst Road rather than an extended Upper Silver Lake Road.
NOTE THE UPGRADED INTERSECTION AT STOOPVILLE ROAD AND ROUTE 413 (Durham Road).
(b) Page #62 states, "It is further recommended that Buck Road, Swamp Road, and Durham Road be widened to 4
lanes … " Note that in the not too distant past, PennDOT - working with the DVRPC - tried to expand Swamp Road to
accommodate the 4-lane plan. The community rejected this despite pressure from Penn DOT and it has, at least
temporarily, been stopped.
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c) Page #64 states, "Some of the benefits of the northern bypass scenario, in particular the diversion of gravel trucks,
may be achieved with limited improvements to Stoopville Road."
(d) Page #60 states, "Level of service on … Durham Road [Route 413] will be a function of the signalized
intersections."
e) Page #73 states,
"Highway Improvement Program,
Five Year Plan
Durham Road/ Stoopville Road Turn Lane & Signalization"
NOTE THAT THESE ARE THE IMPROVEMENTS BEING DONE IN THE CURRENT FY2019 Stoopville Road
Improvements-Phase 2 (MPMS# 88083)
• In 2001, under the leadership of State Representative David Steil, there was a plan made to construct the "Northern
Bypass" along Stoopville and an extended Silver Lake Road. The plan was stopped due to opposition from citizens.
Today, because of development impacts, the "Northern Bypass" would have to be constructed along Stoopville and
Lindenhurst Roads where there is in excess of 130 points of access, most residential driveways. (To view the points of
access, see Traffic Flow Map on page 11, Attachment 111.)
• In 2007 /2008, residents successfully opposed the roundabout that Representatives David Steil and Scott Petri and
the DVRPC advocated for at the intersection of Stoopville and Washington Crossing Roads, as it would have
realigned Stoopville Road to facilitate construction of a future expressway. The dead give-away that the roundabout
was a key component of the "Northern Bypass" (now known as an "Emerging/Regional Corridor") can be found in a
5/12/08 Bucks County Courier Times Letter to the Editor written by David Steil and Jay Roth Ill, an engineer consultant
for the DVRPC's Bucks County Regional Traffic Study. In the Letter to the Editor titled "Don't scoff at better, modern
roundabouts", Representative Steil recommended the roundabout because of "the unique geometric and traffic
conditions in an area poised for growth and change." (See Attachment V)
Representative Steil's view was consistent with a previous statement he made in a 6/20/02 letter to the President of
RRTS in which he stated, “I would disagree with your characterization of Stoopville Road as a 'residential route' and a
later reference as it being a 'minor residential collector road'. It is neither of those. It is a state highway. It is clearly an
arterial route, routing traffic flows over four municipalities. Again, that is my opinion." (See Attachment VI)
• Residents were highly concerned about the proceedings of the Regional Traffic Planning Task Force (RTPTF), which
was headed by State Representatives David Steil and Scott Petri from June 17, 2004 through July 29, 2008.
(a) At the first RTPTF meeting on 6/17 /04, Representative Steil dictated that no formal minutes would be taken.
Residents opposed this and fought to have minutes taken (see page 11, Attachment II: 7/20/04 letter from RRTS to
Representative Steil and Steve Santarsiero RE: RTPTF/ Southeastern Bucks League of Municipalities- Request for
separate meeting dates and formal minutes).
(b) At the 3/31/05 RTPTF meeting, residents were shocked to learn that the DVRPC would be the consultant for the
RTPTF (see Attachment VII, "Public comment made by Sue Herman at the 4/13/05 Newtown Township Board of
Supervisors meeting"). The RTPTF had promised one thing and delivered another. The minutes from the January
2005 RTPTF meeting stated that PennDOT Harrisburg would use Gannett Flemming to do the regional traffic study for
the RTPTF. Residents liked this, as Gannett Flemming's main office was located outside of the region. It seemed that
this would provide much-needed objectivity, since for over thirty years, there had been a history of truck traffic being
manipulated within our region (see Attachment Ill).
c) After four (4) years of RTPTF meetings, at a cost to taxpayers of four hundred thousand dollars ($400,000), the
DVRPC published its recommendations in a document titled Bucks County Regional Traffic Study (BCRTS). It was no
surprise that the outcome of the BCRTS was what was wanted in the first place- it supported the construction of the
"Northern Bypass or Emerging/Regional Corridor", the North/South expressway to connect lnterstate-78 to lnterstate95.
(d) The DVRPC mishandled the publication of the BCRTS, neglecting to take into account the comments that the
seven (7) participating municipalities made regarding the Draft BCRTS and neglecting to give the municipalities an
opportunity to discuss their comments at a RTPTF meeting. (See pages 84-87, Attachment II: 12/10/07 letter from
RRTS to Barry Seymour RE: Residents demand addendum to 10/07 Bucks Co. Regional Traffic Study Final Report.)
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e) Due to pressure from the municipalities and RRTS, the DVRPC published an Addendum to the BCRTS in hard copy
and on its website. In January 2008, RRTS downloaded the Addendum from the project website (see Attachment VIII,
1/11/08 memorandum from Jerry Coyne to the Managers of the seven participating municipalities, SUBJECT:
Addendum to the Bucks County Regional Traffic Study Final Report (October 2007) - Copies of Municipal/Task Force
Correspondence. This Attachment contains 86 pages.)
Also, the DVRPC neglected to put its logo on the label of the CD-ROM titled "Bucks County Regional Traffic Study". It
is alarming that Mr. Seymour declined RRTS's request that a replacement CD-ROM be issued that includes the
January 2008 Addendum to Final Report and is properly labeled with the DVRPC's logo [see pages 91-92, Attachment
II: 3/18/08 letter from RRTS to Barry Seymour, Don Shanis, and Jerry Coyne SUBJECT: Mr. Seymour's 3/5/08 letter to
RRTS Re: Bucks County Regional Traffic Study (BCRTS) Report Addendum]. A picture of the CD-ROM label without
the DVRPC logo can be found in Attachment IX, along with Barry Seymour's 3/5/08 letter to RRTS Re: BCRTS Report
Addendum.
RRTS is currently unable to access the January 2008 Addendum to Final Report when doing a search on the
DVRPC's website regarding the Bucks County Regional Traffic Study (BCRTS). We respectfully request that the
DVRPC Public Affairs Department provide instruction as to how to access this addendum and accompanying BCRTS.
• Attachment X is a resolution that was approved at the 3/19/08 Lower Makefield Township Board of Supervisors
meeting. The resolution is titled “Resolution Regarding the Bucks County Regional Traffic Study Report (dated
October 2007) and the January 2008 Addendum to the Report". The last sentence of the resolution says, "BE IT
FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Lower Makefield Township Board of Supervisors opposes the BCRTS and the
January 2008 Addendum to Final Report."
[NOTE: The full 372-page comment, including 10 attachments and flash drive, is available in the DVRPC Resource
Center for review.]
Philadelphia County
MPMS:102134 Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
By Elizabeth Harders
ItemIDs: 0597
1046

Dear PennDOT - Based on the outlined improvements provided on dvroc.org for Henry Ave, I adamently feel that
these efforts are only a beginning of the improvements needed to make this street safe for drivers, bicyclists, and
pedestrians. In our goals to green the city, improve the walkability/rideability of the city, and increase jobs - I strongly
believe our city can do far better to make improvements with these goals in mind. I specifically ask for the
consideration of physical barriers for bikeways and walkways, an INCREASE of trees on this road with regular
maintenance (including pruning), and an increase of traffic enforcement presence. Lastly, I strongly believe that
regular removal of debris from our streets will ensure that vehicles, cyclists, and pedestrians can stay within their
designated lanes. All of these suggestions would work toward the aforementioned goals of our city as cited on
phila.govThank you for your attention to this critical matter. Sincerely,Elizabeth HardersBlue Bell Hill, Phila
19144
MPMS:80104
By John Boyle Research ItemIDs: 0598
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
Director
799

Comment from the Bicycle Coalition of Greater Philadelphia:This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site
does not do enough to make Henry Avenue safe for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between
Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children in the last 5 years. More traffic calming
measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing
Henry Ave to one lane in each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire length
of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian refuges at intersections. I also
support elements already in the plan including the sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over
Wissahickon Creek and a new traffic signal at Barnes St.
MPMS:107198 Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle N
By John Boyle Research ItemIDs: 0599
Director
801

Comments from the Bicycle Coalition of Greater Philadelphia:
The City should report on progress to date on the goals stated in the description of this grant that will implement its
Vision Zero Action Plan by prioritizing and accelerating the implementation of the protected bicycle network.
MPMS:111194 Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements
By John Boyle Research ItemIDs: 0600
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Director
800

Comment from the Bicycle Coalition of Greater Philadelphia;
Protected bike lanes should be added to the project from Comly St to Rhawn St.
MPMS:111496 Franklin Square Pedestrian Access Project
By Yue Wu
1235

ItemIDs: 0601,
0602

Dear DVRPC,
I'm Yue Wu, Community Planner at Philadelphia Chinatown Development Corporation. On behalf of my organization, I
would like to submit the following comments on two projects mentioned in the Draft FY2021 Transportation
Improvement Program for Pennsylvania.
1. #115442 | Vine Street Corridor Safety Improvements
The Vine Street Expressway is a physical and psychological barrier, which has divided communities, especially
Chinatown which has 29% poverty, along Vine Street from Ben Franklin Parkway to Franklin Square.1 This highway
infrastructure was designed and constructed for the convenience of automobile commuters and not people and
communities living next to it. The highway and other urban renewal projects caused the loss of 25% of Chinatown’s
land, disrupted the cultural and ethnic fabric, and leaves a lasting negative impact on Chinatown residents’ health,
safety, and quality of life.
DVRPC’s Reviving Vine report has set out a good plan to improve the safety and pedestrian experience on Vine Street
Corridor.2 PCDC supports the plan and the proposed funding from Highway Safety Improvement Program. We
request that the funding is allocated to implement the safety improvements on Vine Street.
The COVID-19 pandemic has severely harmed minority communities disproportionately; efforts to mitigate the highway
cannot be delayed. It is now more important than ever to advance health equity. According to a study from the Union
of Concerned Scientists, Chinatown is one of the census tracts with the most auto-related pollution as the neighbor to
the Expressway.3 Mayor Jim Kenney also acknowledged in 2016 the toll the Expressway took on Chinatown. The
Expressway continues to threaten Chinatown residents’ health and safety.
Finally, we urge the City of Philadelphia and Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to support and fund the recommendation
to partial capping of the Expressway from 10th to 11th Street to reduce the pollution, create green space and
development opportunities.4
2. #111496 | Franklin Square Pedestrian Access Project
Franklin Square has been the only green space within walking distance to Chinatown for decades, however, the fourlane Race Street has been a barrier for kids and elders to visit the park safely. Thousands of children and seniors in
Chinatown have to cross numerous pedestrian-unfriendly intersections every single day simply to have access to a
place to play, exercise or relax. Following recommendations from Renewing Race Street Mobility Study, Franklin
Square Pedestrian Access Project is an important step to make crossing the street safer for Chinatown residents.
We are glad to see that the construction of these improvements on Race Street are funded by TAP. We would like to
express the support for the project and see a safe route from Chinatown to Franklin Square created soon in the future.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Yue Wu
Community Planner
Philadelphia Chinatown Development Corporation
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DVRPC TIP Capital Programs <tip@dvrpc.org>

Please Make Henry Avenue Safer
1 message

Jeff Friedman
To: "TIP@dvrpc.org" <TIP@dvrpc.org>

Mon, Jun 29, 2020 at 10:12 PM

I lived in East Falls for years, so I know how dangerous Henry Avenue can be. It's a speedway. It's scary. All
manner of traﬃc calming soluons need t o be engineered into the roadway to slow people down and make
it safer.
My son knew the young man killed on the bicycle the other week. Absolutely tragic.
Thanks for listening.
Jeﬀ Friedman
2019 East York Street
Philadelphia, PA 19125

DVRPC TIP Capital Programs <tip@dvrpc.org>

Henry Avenue project
1 message

Heidi Heller
To: tip@dvrpc.org

Tue, Jun 30, 2020 at 4:58 PM

This project as described on the PENNDOT Project site does not do enough to make
Henry Avenue safe for all road users. The 1000 foot segment of the road between
Barnes St and Hermit Lane has seen 5 traffic victims including 3 children in the last 5
years. More traffic calming measures that will force drivers to adhere to the posted
speed limit of 35 mph are needed. This includes: reducing Henry Ave to one lane in
each direction, working with the legislature on approving speed cameras for the entire
length of the road, adding protected bike lanes along the entire corridor and pedestrian
refuges at intersections. I also support elements already in the plan including the
sidepath between Walnut Lane Ave and the bridge over Wissahickon Creek and a new
traffic signal at Barnes St.
Thank you.
Heidi Heller
3401 W. Penn Street, 19129

DVRPC TIP Capital Programs <tip@dvrpc.org>

MPMS# 74813 Ambler sidewalk improvement
1 message

Madge Monser
To: "TIP@dvrpc.org" <TIP@dvrpc.org>

Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 7:28 PM

To whom it may concern,

It is noted that not all municipalities take into consideration the importance of putting in best management practices when
installing new features such as sidewalks. There seems to be quite a lag from when a best management practice is put in
place and when municipalities engage in actively assuring they take advantage of opportunities to make improvements in
storm water management.

As a resident and volunteer in the Ambler community located within the impaired Wissahickon Watershed, the Ambler
EAC has been implementing a program to educate our residents about stormwater, why they should care about it, and
what they can do about it. Through a Growing Greener Grant our residents are able to subsidize rain gardens, permeable
pavers, rain barrels, and down spout planter boxes.

The Ambler sidewalk improvement plan #74813 lies in an area that is prone to flooding. We have conducted over 50
stormwater assessments throughout our less than 1 square mile of our very impervious, dense, built out community
called Ambler Borough. We have noted many areas where flooding and stormwater runoff is a concern.

The area noted in this improvement plan along Orange Ave, Highland, Park, and Southern Avenues is an area for
concern with stormwater management. With few options for major GSI, we rely on private properties to become stewards
of our community.

I am requesting that another look is taken at this project and that rather than cement sidewalks be put in place, that
porous or permeable sidewalks be required.

This technique was previously used by Ridley park for ADA curb ramps, Penn DOT project # 102834.

It is my hope that as we move towards a sustainable future, projects like this are required to have porous or pervious
surfaces.

Thank you for your time and consideration with an alternative solution that would be a benefit to all the residents who live
in this area of Ambler and are struggling with stormwater runoff.

Madge Monser
Ambler Borough

DVRPC TIP Capital Programs <tip@dvrpc.org>

Barnes/Henry intersection
1 message

Victoria McGuigan
To: TIP@dvrpc.org

Wed, Jul 1, 2020 at 8:27 PM

To whom it may concern:
In the wake of the death of Samuel Ozer, a cyclist fatally struck by a vehicle at Barnes Street and Henry Avenue on June
21st, I'd like to add my voice to those petitioning for traffic controls at this intersection. I have been a resident of the CookWissahickon section of Roxborough for the past 21 years and during that time there have been countless collisions at this
precise location. It is the hope of myself and my neighboring community that the traffic controls necessary to safeguard
against these tragedies are installed without further delay.
Respectfully,
Victoria McGuigan
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Summary of Agency Responses

On the
DVRPC Draft FY2021Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
for PA
Comments Received from the Individuals
Bucks County

MPMS #111471 - Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail
Item ID: 0001, 0002, 0003, 0004, 0005, 0006, 0007, 0008, 0009, 0010, 0011, 0012, 0013, 0014, 0015, 0016, 0017, 0018, 0019,
0020, 0021, 0563, 0564, 0565, 0566
Agency Response by PennDOT:
Thank-you for your support of the Aquetong Park Segment-Route 202 Cross County Trail project, we look forward to the
completion of the project as well.
Agency Response by Bucks County:
Bucks County also supports this important trail project in Solebury Township as it will add another link to The Circuit Trail System.
MPMS #12923 - Bristol Road Extension
Item ID: 0022
Agency Response by PennDOT:
Thank you for your comment on the Bristol Road Extension. Other improvements were evaluated to determine if traffic
congestion could be alleviated in the borough of Chalfont. However, through evaluating traffic impacts, coordinating with
municipal offices and with local stakeholders, it was determined that the Bristol Road Extension provides the best solution to meet
the project purpose and need. Some of the items included in the purpose and need include improvements to traffic congestion
and providing additional routes for emergency services. Thank you for taking the time to comment.
Agency Response by Bucks County:
Bucks County has coordinated with Chalfont Borough, New Britain Borough and New Britain Township on this project. Based
upon this coordination, we believe this project is necessary and justified and therefore, we support the project.
Chester County
MPMS #102708 - PA 41 at PA 841 Improvements
Item ID: 0023
Agency Response by Chester County:
Thank you for your support of the intersection improvements for both the PA 41 and US 1 projects. Roundabouts are being
considered by PennDOT as alternatives for all of the US 1 interchanges to be modified as part of the project, and for intersections
along PA 41. In addition to the benefits regarding maintenance of electrified signals vs. roundabouts, there are safety benefits as
well. While roundabouts do not necessarily reduce the total number of accidents, they significantly reduce the number of head-on
and side impact crashes which are more severe. PennDOT and Chester County continue to meet with each of the municipalities
in which these intersections are located as part of the mandatory PennDOT Connects policy. These meetings allow municipalities
to offer their input at the beginning of the design process toward the design and inclusion of other multimodal elements including
sidewalks for pedestrians, facilities for bicycle use, and even horse and buggy travel which is common in the southern and
western Chester County municipalities.
MPMS #102709 - PA 41 & SR 926 Improvements
Item ID: 0024
Agency Response by Chester County:
Thank you for your support of the intersection improvements for both the PA 41 and US 1 projects. Roundabouts are being
considered by PennDOT as alternatives for all of the US 1 interchanges to be modified as part of the project, and for intersections
along PA 41. In addition to the benefits regarding maintenance of electrified signals vs. roundabouts, there are safety benefits as
well. While roundabouts do not necessarily reduce the total number of accidents, they significantly reduce the number of head-on
and side impact crashes which are more severe. PennDOT and Chester County continue to meet with each of the municipalities
in which these intersections are located as part of the mandatory PennDOT Connects policy. These meetings allow municipalities
to offer their input at the beginning of the design process toward the design and inclusion of other multimodal elements including
sidewalks for pedestrians, facilities for bicycle use, and even horse and buggy travel which is common in the southern and
western Chester County municipalities.
MPMS #110311 - PA 41 at State Road Intersection
Item ID: 0025
Agency Response by Chester County:
Thank you for your support of the intersection improvements for both the PA 41 and US 1 projects. Roundabouts are being
considered by PennDOT as alternatives for all of the US 1 interchanges to be modified as part of the project, and for intersections
along PA 41. In addition to the benefits regarding maintenance of electrified signals vs. roundabouts, there are safety benefits as
well. While roundabouts do not necessarily reduce the total number of accidents, they significantly reduce the number of head-on
and side impact crashes which are more severe. PennDOT and Chester County continue to meet with each of the municipalities
in which these intersections are located as part of the mandatory PennDOT Connects policy. These meetings allow municipalities
to offer their input at the beginning of the design process toward the design and inclusion of other multimodal elements including
sidewalks for pedestrians, facilities for bicycle use, and even horse and buggy travel which is common in the southern and
western Chester County municipalities.
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MPMS #113307 - US 1 Expressway Reconstruction: PA/MD Line to PA 472
Item ID: 0026
Agency Response by Chester County:
Thank you for your support of the intersection improvements for both the PA 41 and US 1 projects. Roundabouts are being
considered by PennDOT as alternatives for all of the US 1 interchanges to be modified as part of the project, and for intersections
along PA 41. In addition to the benefits regarding maintenance of electrified signals vs. roundabouts, there are safety benefits as
well. While roundabouts do not necessarily reduce the total number of accidents, they significantly reduce the number of head-on
and side impact crashes which are more severe. PennDOT and Chester County continue to meet with each of the municipalities
in which these intersections are located as part of the mandatory PennDOT Connects policy. These meetings allow municipalities
to offer their input at the beginning of the design process toward the design and inclusion of other multimodal elements including
sidewalks for pedestrians, facilities for bicycle use, and even horse and buggy travel which is common in the southern and
western Chester County municipalities.
MPMS #113312 - US 1 Expressway Reconstruction: PA 41 to Schoolhouse Road
Item ID: 0027
Agency Response by Chester County:
Thank you for your support of the intersection improvements for both the PA 41 and US 1 projects. Roundabouts are being
considered by PennDOT as alternatives for all of the US 1 interchanges to be modified as part of the project, and for intersections
along PA 41. In addition to the benefits regarding maintenance of electrified signals vs. roundabouts, there are safety benefits as
well. While roundabouts do not necessarily reduce the total number of accidents, they significantly reduce the number of head-on
and side impact crashes which are more severe. PennDOT and Chester County continue to meet with each of the municipalities
in which these intersections are located as part of the mandatory PennDOT Connects policy. These meetings allow municipalities
to offer their input at the beginning of the design process toward the design and inclusion of other multimodal elements including
sidewalks for pedestrians, facilities for bicycle use, and even horse and buggy travel which is common in the southern and
western Chester County municipalities.
MPMS #14581 - US 1 Expressway Reconstruction (Northern Section)
Item ID: 0028
Agency Response by Chester County:
Thank you for your support of the intersection improvements for both the PA 41 and US 1 projects. Roundabouts are being
considered by PennDOT as alternatives for all of the US 1 interchanges to be modified as part of the project, and for intersections
along PA 41. In addition to the benefits regarding maintenance of electrified signals vs. roundabouts, there are safety benefits as
well. While roundabouts do not necessarily reduce the total number of accidents, they significantly reduce the number of head-on
and side impact crashes which are more severe. PennDOT and Chester County continue to meet with each of the municipalities
in which these intersections are located as part of the mandatory PennDOT Connects policy. These meetings allow municipalities
to offer their input at the beginning of the design process toward the design and inclusion of other multimodal elements including
sidewalks for pedestrians, facilities for bicycle use, and even horse and buggy travel which is common in the southern and
western Chester County municipalities.
MPMS #59434 - Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
Item ID: 0029, 0030, 0031, 0032, 0033, 0034, 0035, 0036, 0037, 0038, 0039, 0040, 0041, 0042, 0043, 0044, 0045, 0046, 0047,
0048, 0049, 0050, 0051, 0052, 0053, 0054, 0055, 0571, 0572, 0573, 0574
Agency Response by DVRPC:
Thank you for your comment. The funding for this project has already been obligated and the project is anticipated to begin
construction in July 2020. It is anticipated that this project will be completed within two years. This project is not on the Draft
FY2021 TIP, but has been reflected in previous TIPs.
Agency Response by PennDOT:
Thank you for your comment, this project was recently put out for bid in April 2020. Construction is anticipated to start in July
2020 and should be finished within 2 years. This project is not included in the 2021 TIP.
Agency Response by Chester County:
Thanks to the Bicycle Coalition for their advocacy to advance Circuit Trails development. While not actually included in the
DRAFT FY21 TIP update due to its advanced status, the Chester County Facilities Department has already bid the project and
selected a contractor to complete construction for the TIP funded Schuylkill River Trail segment from Parker Ford to the new US
422 bridge nearest Kenilworth that will carry the trail into Montgomery County. In addition to the trail, this project will include
development of two new trailheads – one at Parker Ford and one at Frick’s Lock Village - and resurfacing the existing trail
between Parker Ford and the Cromby Trailhead from stone dust to macadam. Construction is scheduled to begin this summer
(2020). Once complete – which should be well ahead of 2025 - all portions of the Schuylkill River Trail in Chester County will be
open for use.
Delaware County
MPMS #108910 - I-95 Noise Abatement
Item ID: 0056
Agency Response by PennDOT:
Thank you for the comment. The I-95 Noise abatement project is tasked with studying noise levels and designing and
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constructing mitigation for noise along I-95 between I-476 and SR 322 Conchester Highway in Delaware County. This project
does not include any reconstruction or widening of the highway. Preliminary engineering for the I-95 Noise abatement project is
underway as it was funded and initiated by a prior TIP. The Department anticipates being ready to begin final design in mid2021. The Department agrees that continuity is very important. The final design phase which is funded beginning in 2021 will
take approximately 5 years because noisewall type, size and location has to be designed to state requirements and then those
locations have to be approved by the property owners in those areas. Once this concurrence occurs, the potential right of way
required to construct sound barriers in this congested, urbanized area can begin to be acquired. Final design once initiated in
2021, will not stop until it is finished when bids are opened and the construction phase commences. Once the right of way phase
is initiated, it will continue until right of way is acquired and the project is able to be advertised for construction. 2024 is the best
estimate of when the right of way funds are needed, but they can be advanced if designs are ready sooner. Construction funds
are currently programmed in 2027, but the funds can be advanced depending on how the project develops over the next few years.
Agency Response by Delaware County:
Delaware County strongly supports this project and encourages a focus to maintain or expedite this project timeline.
MPMS #111486 - Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1
Item ID: 0057, 0058, 0059, 0060, 0061, 0062, 0063, 0064, 0065, 0066, 0067, 0068, 0069, 0070, 0071, 0072, 0073, 0074, 0075,
0076, 0077, 0078, 0567, 0568, 0569, 0570
Agency Response by PennDOT:
Thank you for your comment, we support the project as well and look forward to its completion.
Agency Response by Delaware County:
Thank you for your comment. The Octoraro Trail is both a part of the regional circuit and the County’s own Primary Trail Network
that was conceptually planned in the 2015 Countywide Greenway Plan. Also in 2015, Concord Township adopted its own
Greenways and Open Space and Network Plan. Following a recommendation in that plan, Concord Township, with Chester
Heights Borough as a partner, developed the Octoraro Greenway Feasibility Study in 2016. This project represents development
of one of the most feasible phases of the trail studied in that feasibility study. Delaware County has contributed a grant from its
own municipal open space and greenways fund, known as the Delco Green Ways grant program, to help fund the design and/or
development of this segment of trail. This funding was awarded in the fall of 2019, and requires additional matching funds to
further the project to completion.
From the County viewpoint, this trail is essential to connect the potential multi-municipal network, both connecting this trail to
neighborhoods and destinations, and to junctions with other existing and planned trails. This is a major spine in the township,
county, and regional trail networks. It has the potential to be used for commuting, as it connects people closer to commercial
centers and jobs. This will be the first phase of the Octoraro Trail to be built, and so should generate excitement and support for
future phases.
Montgomery County
MPMS #107180 - Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)
Item ID: 0079, 0080, 0081, 0082, 0083, 0084, 0085, 0086, 0087, 0088, 0089, 0090, 0091, 0092, 0093, 0094, 0095, 0096, 0097,
0098, 0099, 0100, 0101, 0102, 0103, 0104, 0551, 0552, 0553, 0554
Agency Response by PennDOT:
Thank you for your support of this segment of the Power Line Trail. We also look forward to its completion.
Agency Response by Montgomery County:
Thank you for your support of this segment of the Power Line Trail. We also look forward to its completion.
Philadelphia County
DB #DR1081 - Reopening Franklin Square (DRPA/PATCO)
Item ID: 0105
Agency Response by DRPA/PATCO:
Thank you for providing the comments on the Franklin Square Re-Opening Project. The DRPA/PATCO remains committed to
this project and working with the Community to cross promote local businesses. The DRPA has a long history of ensuring equal
employment and contracting opportunities beginning with our shared values of Diversity & Inclusion, and Fairness & Equity. For
more than 25 years, our Office of Business Development & Equal Opportunity has led an award-winning Disadvantaged Business
Enterprise (DBE) Program. The Franklin Square project will include DBE participation goals as this is a standard with all of our
projects. These goals are closely evaluated and monitored over the course of the project to ensure compliance with the goals set
forth for this project.
We are approaching the completion of engineering design & coordination with local agencies. We estimate that we will advertise
this project for construction bid in the fall. We appreciate your support for this important project.
Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements
Item ID: 0106, 0107, 0108, 0109, 0110
Agency Response by PennDOT:
The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, in coordination with the City of Philadelphia and the Delaware Valley Regional
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Planning Commission, is developing two safety improvement projects along the Henry Avenue Corridor in Philadelphia, PA. This
multi-year project has been developed through several public meetings and other public outreach means. As a result of extensive
public input, the following are key facets of the projects to enhance multi-modal safety and travel:
- Building a separate shared-use bicycle and pedestrian path along the eastern side of Henry Avenue between Walnut lane and
Schoolhouse Lane;
- Constructing raised and widened median areas throughout the corridor to encourage slower travel speeds and to provide trafficcalming along the corridor;
- Reconstructing curb ramps throughout the corridor to meet ADA compliance;
- Installing curb bump-outs to reduce the distance pedestrians must traverse within the crosswalk. Bump-outs are also a
recognized traffic calming measure;
- Adding 35 mph pavement markings adjacent to speed limit signs along with electronic speed limit feedback signs;
- Installing oversized speed limit signs with orange diamonds; and
- Installation of wider pavement marking line striping, raised pavement markers, center line and edge line rumble strips.
Specifically, at the intersection of Henry Avenue and Barnes Street, the plan includes:
- Adding a traffic signal at the intersection of Barnes Street and Henry Avenue, including bump-outs, sidewalk, and ADAcompliant curb ramps;
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs on Henry Avenue south of Barnes Street;
- Placing High-Friction surface treatments on Henry Avenue at the curves between Hermit Lane and the Wissahickon Bridge;
- Constructing vegetated raised center median to deflect travel lanes onto the shoulder from the Wissahickon Creek bridge to
Barnes Street;
- Installing high visibility continental crosswalks;
- Constructing a separate shared-use bicycle and pedestrian path along the east side of Henry Avenue from the Wissahickon
Creek bridge to Walnut Lane; and
- Installing a green stormwater bumpout south of Barnes Street to provide water quality benefits.
The Henry Avenue safety-improvement projects also includes the following safety measures:
- Signalized Intersection Modifications
- Upgrading traffic signals at: Abbotsford Avenue; the Medical College Driveway; Queen Lane; Midvale Avenue; Coulter Street;
Schoolhouse Lane; the Jefferson University driveway; Hermit Street; Roxborough Avenue; Monastery Avenue; Dupont Street;
Gates Street; Livezey Lane; Cinnaminson Street; Wigard Avenue; Wise Mill Road; Summit Avenue; and Port Royal Avenue. Traffic signal improvements include new mast arms, controllers, and signal heads; timing optimization; and the addition of
pedestrian countdown timers. The plan includes new ADA-compliant curb ramps if not previously updated by the city.
- Adding bump-outs, sidewalk and/or ADA compliant curb ramps at the following intersections: Roberts Avenue; Abbotsford
Avenue; Medical College driveway; Indian Queen Lane; Bowman Street; Ainslie Street; Tilden Street; Queen Lane; Penn Street;
Midvale Avenue; Coulter Street; Warden Drive; Schoolhouse Lane; the Jefferson University driveway; Hermit Street; Seville
Street; Markle Street; Walnut Lane; Wendover Street; Jamestown Avenue; Rector Street; Gerhard Street; Monastery Avenue;
Dupont Street; Leverington Avenue; Hermitage Street; Gates Street; Valley Avenue; Livezey Lane; Crease Lane; Cinnaminson
Street; Valley Green Court; Wigard Avenue; Wises Mill Road; Palairet Road; Henry on the Park Apartment Complex Driveway;
Cheswick Road; Summit Avenue; Crestview Road; Keely Court; and Port Royal Avenue.
- Adding street lighting at the Schoolhouse Lane intersection.
- Installing interconnect and coordination infrastructure at the traffic signals.
- Adding a southbound left turn lane on Henry Avenue at its intersection with Midvale Avenue.
- Updating traffic signal timing at Walnut Lane and Henry on the Park.
- Maintaining Automated Red-Light Enforcement Camera at Walnut Lane.
- Eliminating the channelized right turn lanes at the Gates Street and Wigard Avenue intersections by extending the curb radius
into the intersection and eliminating the raised concrete island.
- Lengthening the northbound left turn lane at Livezey Lane to account for the additional left turns due to adding the median at
Valley Avenue.
- Installing a red “flashing signal ahead” sign north of the Port Royal intersection.
Traffic Calming Measures
- Adding vegetated raised center medians south of Abbotsford Avenue, south of the Medical College Driveway, and north of
Schoolhouse Lane.
- Adding concrete raised center medians at the Medical College driveway, Queen Lane, and Coulter Street.
- Installing a median deflection south of Abbotsford Avenue.
- Enlarging the traffic island at Warden Drive to reduce the turning radius for vehicles traveling south on Henry Avenue and
turning right onto Warden Drive.
- Providing a raised intersection at Schoolhouse Lane.
- Adding a raised concrete median at Valley Avenue to eliminate left turns entering and exiting Valley Avenue.
- Widening the median to deflect travel lanes onto the shoulder south of Hermitage Street, north of Gates Street, and north of
Cinnaminson Street.
Signing and Pavement Marking Upgrades
Monday, July 20, 2020

Page 4 of 22

Summary of Agency Responses

On the
DVRPC Draft FY2021Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
for PA
- Installing gateway signing south of Abbotsford Avenue and south of the Wissahickon Creek Bridge.
- Installing speed reduction pavement markings south of Ainslie Street and north of the Jefferson University driveway.
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs on Henry Avenue south of Bowman Street, south of Tilden Street and north of the
Jefferson University driveway.
- Updating signs, delineators and pavement markings to meet current standards.
- Installing “Hidden Driveway” signs between Coulter Street and Warden Drive.
- Extending the southbound restricted parking lane (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) between Monastery Avenue and Walnut Lane south to
Hermit Street.
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs north of Leverington Avenue and north of Cinnaminson Street.
- Placing speed limit signs on the median side of the road with 35 mph pavement markings south of Cinnaminson Street, and
installing “Hidden Driveway” signs between Cinnaminson Street and Livezey Lane.
Roadway Improvements
- Placing High-Friction surface treatments and advisory speed pavement markings on Henry Avenue at the curves north of
Coulter Street.
- Tree trimming along the entire corridor.
- Updating guide rail and end treatments to meet current standards.
- Milling and resurfacing the entire corridor to match existing grades and cross slopes.
- Installing green stormwater bump-outs north of Roberts Avenue, north of Warden Drive, and south of Port Royal Avenue to
provide water quality benefits
Additionally, the possibility of implementing a Road Diet approach for this corridor is not feasible due to operational
considerations. Such an approach would result in unintended consequences such as diversion of traffic to other local residential
streets. Further, Automated Speed Limit Enforcement is currently not permitted by regulation; and thereby, cannot be included
within these corridor improvements.
The anticipated schedule for the commencement of construction activities along Henry Avenue is:
- Spring 2021 for the northern portion of the corridor, MPMS 080104, which runs from the Wissahickon Bridge north to Port Royal
Avenue, and
- Late Summer 2021 for the southern portion of the corridor, MPMS 102134, which runs from Abbotsford Avenue to the
Wissahickon Bridge.
Agency Response by Philadelphia County:
The City supports increased traffic calming, high quality bicycle facilities, and automated enforcement on Henry Avenue.
MPMS #102134 - Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
Item ID: 0111, 0112, 0113, 0114, 0115, 0116, 0117, 0118, 0119, 0120, 0121, 0122, 0123, 0124, 0125, 0126, 0127, 0128, 0129,
0130, 0131, 0132, 0133, 0134, 0135, 0136, 0137, 0138, 0139, 0140, 0141, 0142, 0143, 0144, 0145, 0146, 0147, 0148, 0149,
0150, 0151, 0152, 0153, 0154, 0155, 0156, 0157, 0158, 0159, 0160, 0161, 0162, 0163, 0164, 0165, 0166, 0167, 0168, 0169,
0170, 0171, 0172, 0173, 0174, 0175, 0176, 0177, 0178, 0179, 0180, 0181, 0182, 0183, 0184, 0185, 0186, 0187, 0188, 0189,
0190, 0191, 0192, 0193, 0194, 0195, 0196, 0197, 0198, 0199, 0200, 0201, 0202, 0203, 0204, 0205, 0206, 0207, 0208, 0209,
0210, 0211, 0212, 0213, 0214, 0215, 0216, 0217, 0218, 0219, 0220, 0221, 0222, 0223, 0224, 0225, 0226, 0227, 0228, 0229,
0230, 0231, 0232, 0233, 0234, 0235, 0236, 0237, 0238, 0239, 0240, 0241, 0242, 0243, 0244, 0245, 0246, 0247, 0248, 0249,
0250, 0251, 0515, 0516, 0517, 0518, 0597
Agency Response by PennDOT:
The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, in coordination with the City of Philadelphia and the Delaware Valley Regional
Planning Commission, is developing two safety improvement projects along the Henry Avenue Corridor in Philadelphia, PA. This
multi-year project has been developed through several public meetings and other public outreach means. As a result of extensive
public input, the following are key facets of the projects to enhance multi-modal safety and travel:
- Building a separate shared-use bicycle and pedestrian path along the eastern side of Henry Avenue between Walnut lane and
Schoolhouse Lane;
- Constructing raised and widened median areas throughout the corridor to encourage slower travel speeds and to provide trafficcalming along the corridor;
- Reconstructing curb ramps throughout the corridor to meet ADA compliance;
- Installing curb bump-outs to reduce the distance pedestrians must traverse within the crosswalk. Bump-outs are also a
recognized traffic calming measure;
- Adding 35 mph pavement markings adjacent to speed limit signs along with electronic speed limit feedback signs;
- Installing oversized speed limit signs with orange diamonds; and
- Installation of wider pavement marking line striping, raised pavement markers, center line and edge line rumble strips.
Specifically, at the intersection of Henry Avenue and Barnes Street, the plan includes:
- Adding a traffic signal at the intersection of Barnes Street and Henry Avenue, including bump-outs, sidewalk, and ADAcompliant curb ramps;
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- Placing electronic speed feedback signs on Henry Avenue south of Barnes Street;
- Placing High-Friction surface treatments on Henry Avenue at the curves between Hermit Lane and the Wissahickon Bridge;
- Constructing vegetated raised center median to deflect travel lanes onto the shoulder from the Wissahickon Creek bridge to
Barnes Street;
- Installing high visibility continental crosswalks;
- Constructing a separate shared-use bicycle and pedestrian path along the east side of Henry Avenue from the Wissahickon
Creek bridge to Walnut Lane; and
- Installing a green stormwater bumpout south of Barnes Street to provide water quality benefits.
The Henry Avenue safety-improvement projects also includes the following safety measures:
- Signalized Intersection Modifications
- Upgrading traffic signals at: Abbotsford Avenue; the Medical College Driveway; Queen Lane; Midvale Avenue; Coulter Street;
Schoolhouse Lane; the Jefferson University driveway; Hermit Street; Roxborough Avenue; Monastery Avenue; Dupont Street;
Gates Street; Livezey Lane; Cinnaminson Street; Wigard Avenue; Wise Mill Road; Summit Avenue; and Port Royal Avenue. Traffic signal improvements include new mast arms, controllers, and signal heads; timing optimization; and the addition of
pedestrian countdown timers. The plan includes new ADA-compliant curb ramps if not previously updated by the city.
- Adding bump-outs, sidewalk and/or ADA compliant curb ramps at the following intersections: Roberts Avenue; Abbotsford
Avenue; Medical College driveway; Indian Queen Lane; Bowman Street; Ainslie Street; Tilden Street; Queen Lane; Penn Street;
Midvale Avenue; Coulter Street; Warden Drive; Schoolhouse Lane; the Jefferson University driveway; Hermit Street; Seville
Street; Markle Street; Walnut Lane; Wendover Street; Jamestown Avenue; Rector Street; Gerhard Street; Monastery Avenue;
Dupont Street; Leverington Avenue; Hermitage Street; Gates Street; Valley Avenue; Livezey Lane; Crease Lane; Cinnaminson
Street; Valley Green Court; Wigard Avenue; Wises Mill Road; Palairet Road; Henry on the Park Apartment Complex Driveway;
Cheswick Road; Summit Avenue; Crestview Road; Keely Court; and Port Royal Avenue.
- Adding street lighting at the Schoolhouse Lane intersection.
- Installing interconnect and coordination infrastructure at the traffic signals.
- Adding a southbound left turn lane on Henry Avenue at its intersection with Midvale Avenue.
- Updating traffic signal timing at Walnut Lane and Henry on the Park.
- Maintaining Automated Red-Light Enforcement Camera at Walnut Lane.
- Eliminating the channelized right turn lanes at the Gates Street and Wigard Avenue intersections by extending the curb radius
into the intersection and eliminating the raised concrete island.
- Lengthening the northbound left turn lane at Livezey Lane to account for the additional left turns due to adding the median at
Valley Avenue.
- Installing a red “flashing signal ahead” sign north of the Port Royal intersection.
Traffic Calming Measures
- Adding vegetated raised center medians south of Abbotsford Avenue, south of the Medical College Driveway, and north of
Schoolhouse Lane.
- Adding concrete raised center medians at the Medical College driveway, Queen Lane, and Coulter Street.
- Installing a median deflection south of Abbotsford Avenue.
- Enlarging the traffic island at Warden Drive to reduce the turning radius for vehicles traveling south on Henry Avenue and
turning right onto Warden Drive.
- Providing a raised intersection at Schoolhouse Lane.
- Adding a raised concrete median at Valley Avenue to eliminate left turns entering and exiting Valley Avenue.
- Widening the median to deflect travel lanes onto the shoulder south of Hermitage Street, north of Gates Street, and north of
Cinnaminson Street.
Signing and Pavement Marking Upgrades
- Installing gateway signing south of Abbotsford Avenue and south of the Wissahickon Creek Bridge.
- Installing speed reduction pavement markings south of Ainslie Street and north of the Jefferson University driveway.
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs on Henry Avenue south of Bowman Street, south of Tilden Street and north of the
Jefferson University driveway.
- Updating signs, delineators and pavement markings to meet current standards.
- Installing “Hidden Driveway” signs between Coulter Street and Warden Drive.
- Extending the southbound restricted parking lane (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) between Monastery Avenue and Walnut Lane south to
Hermit Street.
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs north of Leverington Avenue and north of Cinnaminson Street.
- Placing speed limit signs on the median side of the road with 35 mph pavement markings south of Cinnaminson Street, and
installing “Hidden Driveway” signs between Cinnaminson Street and Livezey Lane.
Roadway Improvements
- Placing High-Friction surface treatments and advisory speed pavement markings on Henry Avenue at the curves north of
Coulter Street.
- Tree trimming along the entire corridor.
- Updating guide rail and end treatments to meet current standards.
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- Milling and resurfacing the entire corridor to match existing grades and cross slopes.
- Installing green stormwater bump-outs north of Roberts Avenue, north of Warden Drive, and south of Port Royal Avenue to
provide water quality benefits
Additionally, the possibility of implementing a Road Diet approach for this corridor is not feasible due to operational
considerations. Such an approach would result in unintended consequences such as diversion of traffic to other local residential
streets. Further, Automated Speed Limit Enforcement is currently not permitted by regulation; and thereby, cannot be included
within these corridor improvements.
The anticipated schedule for the commencement of construction activities along Henry Avenue is:
- Spring 2021 for the northern portion of the corridor, MPMS 080104, which runs from the Wissahickon Bridge north to Port Royal
Avenue, and
- Late Summer 2021 for the southern portion of the corridor, MPMS 102134, which runs from Abbotsford Avenue to the
Wissahickon Bridge.
Agency Response by Philadelphia County:
The City supports increased traffic calming, high quality bicycle facilities, and automated enforcement on Henry Avenue.
MPMS #107198 - Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle Network (TAP)
Item ID: 0252, 0253, 0254, 0255, 0256, 0257, 0258, 0259, 0260, 0261, 0262, 0263, 0264, 0265, 0266, 0267, 0268, 0269, 0270,
0271, 0272, 0273, 0274, 0275, 0276, 0277, 0278, 0279, 0280, 0281, 0282, 0283, 0284, 0285, 0286, 0287, 0288, 0289, 0290,
0291, 0292, 0293, 0294, 0555, 0556, 0557, 0558
Agency Response by PennDOT:
The Safe Spaces for Cyclists project MPMS 107198 & 108012 is currently wrapping up the design phase and should be in
construction late 2020 or early 2021.
Agency Response by Philadelphia County:
The City is commited to building a high quality bicycle network. The Safe Spaces for Cyclists projects are in final design and
moving forward towards construction. There are parking protected bike lanes as part of this project and the City is examining curb
protection for other projects.
MPMS #108095 - Citywide Resurfacing 108
Item ID: 0295
Agency Response by Philadelphia County:
The City evaluates all corridors identified for federally-funded rehabilitation for bicycle and pedestrian improvements, traffic
calming, and other low-cost safety improvements wherever possible. All reconstructions and other projects involving significant
excavation are screened for possible collaboration with the Water Department's GSI unit, though this work cannot typically be
acommodated within the limited scope & budget of a rehabilitation project.
MPMS #111194 - Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements
Item ID: 0296, 0297, 0298, 0299, 0300, 0301, 0302, 0303, 0304, 0305, 0306, 0307, 0308, 0309, 0310, 0311, 0312, 0313, 0314,
0315, 0316, 0317, 0318, 0319, 0320, 0321, 0322, 0559, 0560, 0561, 0562
Agency Response by PennDOT:
The project is in the design phase and protected bike lanes are being evaluated.
Agency Response by Philadelphia County:
The City is working with PennDOT and SEPTA to incorporate complete streets treatments into the project.
MPMS #80104 - Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
Item ID: 0323, 0324, 0325, 0326, 0327, 0328, 0329, 0330, 0331, 0332, 0333, 0334, 0335, 0336, 0337, 0338, 0339, 0340, 0341,
0342, 0343, 0344, 0345, 0346, 0347, 0348, 0349, 0350, 0351, 0352, 0353, 0354, 0355, 0356, 0357, 0358, 0359, 0360, 0361,
0362, 0363, 0364, 0365, 0366, 0367, 0368, 0369, 0370, 0371, 0372, 0373, 0374, 0375, 0376, 0377, 0378, 0379, 0380, 0381,
0382, 0383, 0384, 0385, 0386, 0387, 0388, 0389, 0390, 0391, 0392, 0393, 0394, 0395, 0396, 0397, 0398, 0399, 0400, 0401,
0402, 0403, 0404, 0405, 0406, 0407, 0408, 0409, 0410, 0411, 0412, 0413, 0414, 0415, 0416, 0417, 0418, 0419, 0420, 0421,
0422, 0423, 0424, 0425, 0426, 0427, 0428, 0429, 0430, 0431, 0432, 0433, 0434, 0435, 0436, 0437, 0438, 0439, 0440, 0441,
0442, 0443, 0444, 0445, 0446, 0447, 0448, 0449, 0450, 0451, 0452, 0453, 0454, 0455, 0456, 0457, 0458, 0459, 0460, 0461,
0462, 0463, 0464, 0465, 0466, 0467, 0468, 0469, 0470, 0471, 0472, 0473, 0474, 0475, 0476, 0477, 0478, 0479, 0480, 0481,
0482, 0483, 0484, 0485, 0486, 0487, 0488, 0489, 0490, 0491, 0492, 0493, 0494, 0495, 0496, 0497, 0498, 0499, 0500, 0501,
0502, 0575, 0576, 0577, 0578
Agency Response by PennDOT:
The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, in coordination with the City of Philadelphia and the Delaware Valley Regional
Planning Commission, is developing two safety improvement projects along the Henry Avenue Corridor in Philadelphia, PA. This
multi-year project has been developed through several public meetings and other public outreach means. As a result of extensive
public input, the following are key facets of the projects to enhance multi-modal safety and travel:
- Building a separate shared-use bicycle and pedestrian path along the eastern side of Henry Avenue between Walnut lane and
Schoolhouse Lane;
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- Constructing raised and widened median areas throughout the corridor to encourage slower travel speeds and to provide trafficcalming along the corridor;
- Reconstructing curb ramps throughout the corridor to meet ADA compliance;
- Installing curb bump-outs to reduce the distance pedestrians must traverse within the crosswalk. Bump-outs are also a
recognized traffic calming measure;
- Adding 35 mph pavement markings adjacent to speed limit signs along with electronic speed limit feedback signs;
- Installing oversized speed limit signs with orange diamonds; and
- Installation of wider pavement marking line striping, raised pavement markers, center line and edge line rumble strips.
Specifically, at the intersection of Henry Avenue and Barnes Street, the plan includes:
- Adding a traffic signal at the intersection of Barnes Street and Henry Avenue, including bump-outs, sidewalk, and ADAcompliant curb ramps;
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs on Henry Avenue south of Barnes Street;
- Placing High-Friction surface treatments on Henry Avenue at the curves between Hermit Lane and the Wissahickon Bridge;
- Constructing vegetated raised center median to deflect travel lanes onto the shoulder from the Wissahickon Creek bridge to
Barnes Street;
- Installing high visibility continental crosswalks;
- Constructing a separate shared-use bicycle and pedestrian path along the east side of Henry Avenue from the Wissahickon
Creek bridge to Walnut Lane; and
- Installing a green stormwater bumpout south of Barnes Street to provide water quality benefits.
The Henry Avenue safety-improvement projects also includes the following safety measures:
- Signalized Intersection Modifications
- Upgrading traffic signals at: Abbotsford Avenue; the Medical College Driveway; Queen Lane; Midvale Avenue; Coulter Street;
Schoolhouse Lane; the Jefferson University driveway; Hermit Street; Roxborough Avenue; Monastery Avenue; Dupont Street;
Gates Street; Livezey Lane; Cinnaminson Street; Wigard Avenue; Wise Mill Road; Summit Avenue; and Port Royal Avenue. Traffic signal improvements include new mast arms, controllers, and signal heads; timing optimization; and the addition of
pedestrian countdown timers. The plan includes new ADA-compliant curb ramps if not previously updated by the city.
- Adding bump-outs, sidewalk and/or ADA compliant curb ramps at the following intersections: Roberts Avenue; Abbotsford
Avenue; Medical College driveway; Indian Queen Lane; Bowman Street; Ainslie Street; Tilden Street; Queen Lane; Penn Street;
Midvale Avenue; Coulter Street; Warden Drive; Schoolhouse Lane; the Jefferson University driveway; Hermit Street; Seville
Street; Markle Street; Walnut Lane; Wendover Street; Jamestown Avenue; Rector Street; Gerhard Street; Monastery Avenue;
Dupont Street; Leverington Avenue; Hermitage Street; Gates Street; Valley Avenue; Livezey Lane; Crease Lane; Cinnaminson
Street; Valley Green Court; Wigard Avenue; Wises Mill Road; Palairet Road; Henry on the Park Apartment Complex Driveway;
Cheswick Road; Summit Avenue; Crestview Road; Keely Court; and Port Royal Avenue.
- Adding street lighting at the Schoolhouse Lane intersection.
- Installing interconnect and coordination infrastructure at the traffic signals.
- Adding a southbound left turn lane on Henry Avenue at its intersection with Midvale Avenue.
- Updating traffic signal timing at Walnut Lane and Henry on the Park.
- Maintaining Automated Red-Light Enforcement Camera at Walnut Lane.
- Eliminating the channelized right turn lanes at the Gates Street and Wigard Avenue intersections by extending the curb radius
into the intersection and eliminating the raised concrete island.
- Lengthening the northbound left turn lane at Livezey Lane to account for the additional left turns due to adding the median at
Valley Avenue.
- Installing a red “flashing signal ahead” sign north of the Port Royal intersection.
Traffic Calming Measures
- Adding vegetated raised center medians south of Abbotsford Avenue, south of the Medical College Driveway, and north of
Schoolhouse Lane.
- Adding concrete raised center medians at the Medical College driveway, Queen Lane, and Coulter Street.
- Installing a median deflection south of Abbotsford Avenue.
- Enlarging the traffic island at Warden Drive to reduce the turning radius for vehicles traveling south on Henry Avenue and
turning right onto Warden Drive.
- Providing a raised intersection at Schoolhouse Lane.
- Adding a raised concrete median at Valley Avenue to eliminate left turns entering and exiting Valley Avenue.
- Widening the median to deflect travel lanes onto the shoulder south of Hermitage Street, north of Gates Street, and north of
Cinnaminson Street.
Signing and Pavement Marking Upgrades
- Installing gateway signing south of Abbotsford Avenue and south of the Wissahickon Creek Bridge.
- Installing speed reduction pavement markings south of Ainslie Street and north of the Jefferson University driveway.
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs on Henry Avenue south of Bowman Street, south of Tilden Street and north of the
Jefferson University driveway.
- Updating signs, delineators and pavement markings to meet current standards.
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- Installing “Hidden Driveway” signs between Coulter Street and Warden Drive.
- Extending the southbound restricted parking lane (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) between Monastery Avenue and Walnut Lane south to
Hermit Street.
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs north of Leverington Avenue and north of Cinnaminson Street.
- Placing speed limit signs on the median side of the road with 35 mph pavement markings south of Cinnaminson Street, and
installing “Hidden Driveway” signs between Cinnaminson Street and Livezey Lane.
Roadway Improvements
- Placing High-Friction surface treatments and advisory speed pavement markings on Henry Avenue at the curves north of
Coulter Street.
- Tree trimming along the entire corridor.
- Updating guide rail and end treatments to meet current standards.
- Milling and resurfacing the entire corridor to match existing grades and cross slopes.
- Installing green stormwater bump-outs north of Roberts Avenue, north of Warden Drive, and south of Port Royal Avenue to
provide water quality benefits
Additionally, the possibility of implementing a Road Diet approach for this corridor is not feasible due to operational
considerations. Such an approach would result in unintended consequences such as diversion of traffic to other local residential
streets. Further, Automated Speed Limit Enforcement is currently not permitted by regulation; and thereby, cannot be included
within these corridor improvements.
The anticipated schedule for the commencement of construction activities along Henry Avenue is:
- Spring 2021 for the northern portion of the corridor, MPMS 080104, which runs from the Wissahickon Bridge north to Port Royal
Avenue, and
- Late Summer 2021 for the southern portion of the corridor, MPMS 102134, which runs from Abbotsford Avenue to the
Wissahickon Bridge.
Agency Response by Philadelphia County:
The City supports increased traffic calming, high quality bicycle facilities, and automated enforcement on Henry Avenue.
Recommends safety improvements on 63rd Street in Philadelphia.
Item ID: 0503
Agency Response by Philadelphia County:
While 63rd St. is not on the TIP, the City is currently drafting a Transit Plan to prioritize transit improvements and improve
efficiency, safety, and accessibility of transit to all users; and will continue to seek funding opportunities to implement Vision Zero
safety improvements across the High Injury Network.
Unintelligible
Item ID: 0504
Agency Response by DVRPC:
The comment was unintelligible.
SEPTA
Recommendations for SEPTA.
Item ID: 0505, 0506, 0507, 0508, 0509, 0510, 0511, 0512, 0513
Agency Response by SEPTA:
Thank you for your comment. SEPTA has evaluated the feasibility of installing restroom facilities on trains. During the
specification development and acquisition planning for the 45 new Multi-Level Railcars (currently being manufactured),
consideration was given to including restroom facilities. SEPTA consulted sister agencies who have these facilities, but did not
find a system that was entirely odor-free or reliable enough to justify the additional cost of fleet wide installation and maintenance.
Additionally, installation of restrooms on just a portion of the fleet would have created a false level of confidence that specific
trains would have a restroom, leading to disappointment (at a minimum) of or riders. Installing restrooms and the attendant
supporting infrastructure was determined to be an inefficient use of public funds.
SEPTA is working diligently to ensure that SEPTA Key remains an efficient, effective, and equitable fare system. The old system
of paper passes and metal tokens offered limited and sometimes inconvenient purchase options for customers, while the Key
system expands Debit/Credit Card payments to all stations and allows for employer sponsored card loads, remote purchases, and
web capabilities. With SEPTA Key, accessibility has been expanded through a broad external retail network and customers can
obtain balance protection by registering their cards. Last month SEPTA completed public hearings concerning a restructuring of
fares, and at the June 25, 2020 Board meeting, the Board approved SEPTA management’s fare restructuring proposal which
included one free transfer on Transit taken within 120 minutes of an initial trip. These benefits were only made possible by the
SEPTA Key Electronic Fare System. The Board also approved free rides for children under the age of 12 on all modes of travel
whenever accompanied by a fare paying adult.
Allentown/Easton to Philadelphia and New York services and the Broadway Limited are not included in the region’s long range
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transportation plan, Connections 2045. Transit service to Pottstown is included in the unfunded, vision projects listed in
Connections 2045. SEPTA is participating in traffic and transit planning efforts on the 422 Corridor from King of Prussia to
Pottstown, as well as planning studies by Phoenixville Borough, Chester County, Reading Chamber of Commerce, and
PENNDOT to consider rail restoration to Phoenixville and the City of Reading.
Any service between Philadelphia and the Lehigh Valley would operate over a portion of the rail track or right-of-way known as the
Bethlehem Branch. SEPTA is working with the municipalities along the Bethlehem Branch and Bucks and Northampton Counties
to determine if any of that rail should be converted to trails. Whether or not SEPTA and these governmental bodies, along with
PennDOT and the U.S. DOT, decide to convert some or all of this rail to trails, the right-of-way along the Bethlehem Branch will be
protected against any man-made or natural encroachments to allow for future development of service between Philadelphia and
the Lehigh Valley.
Various Counties
Book Recommendation
Item ID: 0514
Agency Response by Delaware County:
Thank you for your comment. Delaware County is working with state agencies and local municipalities to encourage more active
transportation options, including bicycling, as established in the 2017 Delaware County Transportation Plan. The PennDOT road
re-paving program to build bicycle-friendly infrastructure has been successfully implemented in our County. We will continue to
encourage and provide methods and processes for establishing bicycle-friendly communities across Delaware County.
MPMS #102134 - Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2
Item ID: 0111, 0112, 0113, 0114, 0115, 0116, 0117, 0118, 0119, 0120, 0121, 0122, 0123, 0124, 0125, 0126, 0127, 0128, 0129,
0130, 0131, 0132, 0133, 0134, 0135, 0136, 0137, 0138, 0139, 0140, 0141, 0142, 0143, 0144, 0145, 0146, 0147, 0148, 0149,
0150, 0151, 0152, 0153, 0154, 0155, 0156, 0157, 0158, 0159, 0160, 0161, 0162, 0163, 0164, 0165, 0166, 0167, 0168, 0169,
0170, 0171, 0172, 0173, 0174, 0175, 0176, 0177, 0178, 0179, 0180, 0181, 0182, 0183, 0184, 0185, 0186, 0187, 0188, 0189,
0190, 0191, 0192, 0193, 0194, 0195, 0196, 0197, 0198, 0199, 0200, 0201, 0202, 0203, 0204, 0205, 0206, 0207, 0208, 0209,
0210, 0211, 0212, 0213, 0214, 0215, 0216, 0217, 0218, 0219, 0220, 0221, 0222, 0223, 0224, 0225, 0226, 0227, 0228, 0229,
0230, 0231, 0232, 0233, 0234, 0235, 0236, 0237, 0238, 0239, 0240, 0241, 0242, 0243, 0244, 0245, 0246, 0247, 0248, 0249,
0250, 0251, 0515, 0516, 0517, 0518, 0597
Agency Response by PennDOT:
The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, in coordination with the City of Philadelphia and the Delaware Valley Regional
Planning Commission, is developing two safety improvement projects along the Henry Avenue Corridor in Philadelphia, PA. This
multi-year project has been developed through several public meetings and other public outreach means. As a result of extensive
public input, the following are key facets of the projects to enhance multi-modal safety and travel:
- Building a separate shared-use bicycle and pedestrian path along the eastern side of Henry Avenue between Walnut lane and
Schoolhouse Lane;
- Constructing raised and widened median areas throughout the corridor to encourage slower travel speeds and to provide trafficcalming along the corridor;
- Reconstructing curb ramps throughout the corridor to meet ADA compliance;
- Installing curb bump-outs to reduce the distance pedestrians must traverse within the crosswalk. Bump-outs are also a
recognized traffic calming measure;
- Adding 35 mph pavement markings adjacent to speed limit signs along with electronic speed limit feedback signs;
- Installing oversized speed limit signs with orange diamonds; and
- Installation of wider pavement marking line striping, raised pavement markers, center line and edge line rumble strips.
Specifically, at the intersection of Henry Avenue and Barnes Street, the plan includes:
- Adding a traffic signal at the intersection of Barnes Street and Henry Avenue, including bump-outs, sidewalk, and ADAcompliant curb ramps;
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs on Henry Avenue south of Barnes Street;
- Placing High-Friction surface treatments on Henry Avenue at the curves between Hermit Lane and the Wissahickon Bridge;
- Constructing vegetated raised center median to deflect travel lanes onto the shoulder from the Wissahickon Creek bridge to
Barnes Street;
- Installing high visibility continental crosswalks;
- Constructing a separate shared-use bicycle and pedestrian path along the east side of Henry Avenue from the Wissahickon
Creek bridge to Walnut Lane; and
- Installing a green stormwater bumpout south of Barnes Street to provide water quality benefits.
The Henry Avenue safety-improvement projects also includes the following safety measures:
- Signalized Intersection Modifications
- Upgrading traffic signals at: Abbotsford Avenue; the Medical College Driveway; Queen Lane; Midvale Avenue; Coulter Street;
Schoolhouse Lane; the Jefferson University driveway; Hermit Street; Roxborough Avenue; Monastery Avenue; Dupont Street;
Gates Street; Livezey Lane; Cinnaminson Street; Wigard Avenue; Wise Mill Road; Summit Avenue; and Port Royal Avenue. Monday, July 20, 2020

Page 10 of 22

Summary of Agency Responses

On the
DVRPC Draft FY2021Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
for PA
Traffic signal improvements include new mast arms, controllers, and signal heads; timing optimization; and the addition of
pedestrian countdown timers. The plan includes new ADA-compliant curb ramps if not previously updated by the city.
- Adding bump-outs, sidewalk and/or ADA compliant curb ramps at the following intersections: Roberts Avenue; Abbotsford
Avenue; Medical College driveway; Indian Queen Lane; Bowman Street; Ainslie Street; Tilden Street; Queen Lane; Penn Street;
Midvale Avenue; Coulter Street; Warden Drive; Schoolhouse Lane; the Jefferson University driveway; Hermit Street; Seville
Street; Markle Street; Walnut Lane; Wendover Street; Jamestown Avenue; Rector Street; Gerhard Street; Monastery Avenue;
Dupont Street; Leverington Avenue; Hermitage Street; Gates Street; Valley Avenue; Livezey Lane; Crease Lane; Cinnaminson
Street; Valley Green Court; Wigard Avenue; Wises Mill Road; Palairet Road; Henry on the Park Apartment Complex Driveway;
Cheswick Road; Summit Avenue; Crestview Road; Keely Court; and Port Royal Avenue.
- Adding street lighting at the Schoolhouse Lane intersection.
- Installing interconnect and coordination infrastructure at the traffic signals.
- Adding a southbound left turn lane on Henry Avenue at its intersection with Midvale Avenue.
- Updating traffic signal timing at Walnut Lane and Henry on the Park.
- Maintaining Automated Red-Light Enforcement Camera at Walnut Lane.
- Eliminating the channelized right turn lanes at the Gates Street and Wigard Avenue intersections by extending the curb radius
into the intersection and eliminating the raised concrete island.
- Lengthening the northbound left turn lane at Livezey Lane to account for the additional left turns due to adding the median at
Valley Avenue.
- Installing a red “flashing signal ahead” sign north of the Port Royal intersection.
Traffic Calming Measures
- Adding vegetated raised center medians south of Abbotsford Avenue, south of the Medical College Driveway, and north of
Schoolhouse Lane.
- Adding concrete raised center medians at the Medical College driveway, Queen Lane, and Coulter Street.
- Installing a median deflection south of Abbotsford Avenue.
- Enlarging the traffic island at Warden Drive to reduce the turning radius for vehicles traveling south on Henry Avenue and
turning right onto Warden Drive.
- Providing a raised intersection at Schoolhouse Lane.
- Adding a raised concrete median at Valley Avenue to eliminate left turns entering and exiting Valley Avenue.
- Widening the median to deflect travel lanes onto the shoulder south of Hermitage Street, north of Gates Street, and north of
Cinnaminson Street.
Signing and Pavement Marking Upgrades
- Installing gateway signing south of Abbotsford Avenue and south of the Wissahickon Creek Bridge.
- Installing speed reduction pavement markings south of Ainslie Street and north of the Jefferson University driveway.
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs on Henry Avenue south of Bowman Street, south of Tilden Street and north of the
Jefferson University driveway.
- Updating signs, delineators and pavement markings to meet current standards.
- Installing “Hidden Driveway” signs between Coulter Street and Warden Drive.
- Extending the southbound restricted parking lane (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) between Monastery Avenue and Walnut Lane south to
Hermit Street.
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs north of Leverington Avenue and north of Cinnaminson Street.
- Placing speed limit signs on the median side of the road with 35 mph pavement markings south of Cinnaminson Street, and
installing “Hidden Driveway” signs between Cinnaminson Street and Livezey Lane.
Roadway Improvements
- Placing High-Friction surface treatments and advisory speed pavement markings on Henry Avenue at the curves north of
Coulter Street.
- Tree trimming along the entire corridor.
- Updating guide rail and end treatments to meet current standards.
- Milling and resurfacing the entire corridor to match existing grades and cross slopes.
- Installing green stormwater bump-outs north of Roberts Avenue, north of Warden Drive, and south of Port Royal Avenue to
provide water quality benefits
Additionally, the possibility of implementing a Road Diet approach for this corridor is not feasible due to operational
considerations. Such an approach would result in unintended consequences such as diversion of traffic to other local residential
streets. Further, Automated Speed Limit Enforcement is currently not permitted by regulation; and thereby, cannot be included
within these corridor improvements.
The anticipated schedule for the commencement of construction activities along Henry Avenue is:
- Spring 2021 for the northern portion of the corridor, MPMS 080104, which runs from the Wissahickon Bridge north to Port Royal
Avenue, and
- Late Summer 2021 for the southern portion of the corridor, MPMS 102134, which runs from Abbotsford Avenue to the
Wissahickon Bridge.
Monday, July 20, 2020
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Agency Response by Philadelphia County:
The City supports increased traffic calming, high quality bicycle facilities, and automated enforcement on Henry Avenue.
MPMS #105291 - The Circuit Line Item
Item ID: 0519, 0520, 0521, 0522, 0523, 0524, 0525, 0526, 0527, 0528, 0529, 0530, 0531, 0532, 0533, 0534, 0535, 0536, 0537,
0538, 0539, 0540, 0541, 0542, 0543, 0544, 0545, 0546, 0547, 0548, 0549, 0550
Agency Response by DVRPC:
Thank you for your comment. The six projects in the Circuit Line Item (MPMS #105291) are all in different stages of development,
but each project is either in, entering, or advancing toward construction. The Newtown Branch Rail Trail is currently in construction
with completion expected in 2020, the Bridge Street Crossing Project is due to be let for construction in the coming months, the
Chester Valley Trail Extension is currently in construction, the Lindberg Blvd-84th Street Trail has is in the final stages of design,
and the State and Rhawn Crossing of the Pennypack Trail and the Spring Garden Street Greenway are both actively being
advanced by the City of Philadelphia through the design process. DVRPC will inform the relevant counties of your desire to have
them provide periodic status updates on those projects that have not yet entered the construction phase.
Thank you for your comment. City departments including the Philadelphia City Planning Commission, the Mayor’s Office of
Transportation, Infrastructure and Sustainability, Department of Street, and the Department of Parks and Recreation, as well as
PennDOT, are largely responsible for developing bike infrastructure in Philadelphia. DVRPC participates in peer exchanges, which
include cities like Pittsburgh, to coordinate, and share knowledge on shared objectives for developing and improving bike
infrastructure. Many bike infrastructure projects are currently being planned or developed in the city. We recommend following
up with the relevant city departments for more details. DVRPC has forwarded your comment to the appropriate city agencies.
Agency Response by Delaware County:
Thank you for your comment. Delaware County supports this project and all efforts to enhance, expand, and construct the Circuit
Trails Program. The County’s own Primary Trail Network was conceptually planned in the 2015 Countywide Greenway Plan. We
continue to work hand in hand with our municipalities who have taken steps to complete the network. There is much work to do.
Of the 132 miles that comprise the Countywide Primary Trail Network, 36 miles have been constructed (28%) and 96 more miles
are planned. Currently 0.37 miles is under construction and 13.13 miles (10%) are currently in design, including the Octoraro Trail,
Phase 1. There are 39.38 miles of proposed trails that have been studied for feasibility, but not yet designed (30%). The
remaining 42.83 miles (32%) of the Network are conceptually identified and/or recommended, but not yet studied.
Agency Response by Montgomery County:
Montgomery County received funding from The Circuit Line Item MPMS project to complete design for the Chester Valley Trail
Extension. This project has been awarded to a contractor and will begin construction in the summer of 2020. We look forward to
making this important connection in The Circuit.
Agency Response by Philadelphia County:
Thank you in for your interest in trail planning. The most recent City of Philadelphia Trail Master Plan update is located here:
http://phl.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapJournal/index.html?appid=98edd5dc2301432abbc0382f6d5ad5d7#
The Philadelphia City Planning Commission is working on a 2020 update set for release later this year.
MPMS #107180 - Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)
Item ID: 0079, 0080, 0081, 0082, 0083, 0084, 0085, 0086, 0087, 0088, 0089, 0090, 0091, 0092, 0093, 0094, 0095, 0096, 0097,
0098, 0099, 0100, 0101, 0102, 0103, 0104, 0551, 0552, 0553, 0554
Agency Response by PennDOT:
Thank you for your support of this segment of the Power Line Trail. We also look forward to its completion.
Agency Response by Montgomery County:
Thank you for your support of this segment of the Power Line Trail. We also look forward to its completion.
MPMS #107198 - Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle Network (TAP)
Item ID: 0252, 0253, 0254, 0255, 0256, 0257, 0258, 0259, 0260, 0261, 0262, 0263, 0264, 0265, 0266, 0267, 0268, 0269, 0270,
0271, 0272, 0273, 0274, 0275, 0276, 0277, 0278, 0279, 0280, 0281, 0282, 0283, 0284, 0285, 0286, 0287, 0288, 0289, 0290,
0291, 0292, 0293, 0294, 0555, 0556, 0557, 0558
Agency Response by PennDOT:
The Safe Spaces for Cyclists project MPMS 107198 & 108012 is currently wrapping up the design phase and should be in
construction late 2020 or early 2021.
MPMS #111194 - Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements
Item ID: 0296, 0297, 0298, 0299, 0300, 0301, 0302, 0303, 0304, 0305, 0306, 0307, 0308, 0309, 0310, 0311, 0312, 0313, 0314,
0315, 0316, 0317, 0318, 0319, 0320, 0321, 0322, 0559, 0560, 0561, 0562
Agency Response by PennDOT:
The project is in the design phase and protected bike lanes are being evaluated.
Agency Response by Philadelphia County:
The City is working with PennDOT and SEPTA to incorporate complete streets treatments into the project.
MPMS #111471 - Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County Trail
Monday, July 20, 2020
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Item ID: 0001, 0002, 0003, 0004, 0005, 0006, 0007, 0008, 0009, 0010, 0011, 0012, 0013, 0014, 0015, 0016, 0017, 0018, 0019,
0020, 0021, 0563, 0564, 0565, 0566
Agency Response by PennDOT:
Thank-you for your support of the Aquetong Park Segment-Route 202 Cross County Trail project, we look forward to the
completion of the project as well.
Agency Response by Bucks County:
Bucks County also supports this important trail project in Solebury Township as it will add another link to The Circuit Trail System.
MPMS #111486 - Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1
Item ID: 0057, 0058, 0059, 0060, 0061, 0062, 0063, 0064, 0065, 0066, 0067, 0068, 0069, 0070, 0071, 0072, 0073, 0074, 0075,
0076, 0077, 0078, 0567, 0568, 0569, 0570
Agency Response by PennDOT:
Thank you for your comment, we support the project as well and look forward to its completion.
MPMS #59434 - Schuylkill River Trail (Q20)
Item ID: 0029, 0030, 0031, 0032, 0033, 0034, 0035, 0036, 0037, 0038, 0039, 0040, 0041, 0042, 0043, 0044, 0045, 0046, 0047,
0048, 0049, 0050, 0051, 0052, 0053, 0054, 0055, 0571, 0572, 0573, 0574
Agency Response by DVRPC:
Thank you for your comment. The funding for this project has already been obligated and the project is anticipated to begin
construction in July 2020. It is anticipated that this project will be completed within two years. This project is not on the Draft
FY2021 TIP, but has been reflected in previous TIPs.
Agency Response by PennDOT:
Thank you for your comment, this project was recently put out for bid in April 2020. Construction is anticipated to start in July
2020 and should be finished within 2 years. This project is not included in the 2021 TIP.
Agency Response by Chester County:
Thanks to the Bicycle Coalition for their advocacy to advance Circuit Trails development. While not actually included in the
DRAFT FY21 TIP update due to its advanced status, the Chester County Facilities Department has already bid the project and
selected a contractor to complete construction for the TIP funded Schuylkill River Trail segment from Parker Ford to the new US
422 bridge nearest Kenilworth that will carry the trail into Montgomery County. In addition to the trail, this project will include
development of two new trailheads – one at Parker Ford and one at Frick’s Lock Village - and resurfacing the existing trail
between Parker Ford and the Cromby Trailhead from stone dust to macadam. Construction is scheduled to begin this summer
(2020). Once complete – which should be well ahead of 2025 - all portions of the Schuylkill River Trail in Chester County will be
open for use.
MPMS #80104 - Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 1
Item ID: 0323, 0324, 0325, 0326, 0327, 0328, 0329, 0330, 0331, 0332, 0333, 0334, 0335, 0336, 0337, 0338, 0339, 0340, 0341,
0342, 0343, 0344, 0345, 0346, 0347, 0348, 0349, 0350, 0351, 0352, 0353, 0354, 0355, 0356, 0357, 0358, 0359, 0360, 0361,
0362, 0363, 0364, 0365, 0366, 0367, 0368, 0369, 0370, 0371, 0372, 0373, 0374, 0375, 0376, 0377, 0378, 0379, 0380, 0381,
0382, 0383, 0384, 0385, 0386, 0387, 0388, 0389, 0390, 0391, 0392, 0393, 0394, 0395, 0396, 0397, 0398, 0399, 0400, 0401,
0402, 0403, 0404, 0405, 0406, 0407, 0408, 0409, 0410, 0411, 0412, 0413, 0414, 0415, 0416, 0417, 0418, 0419, 0420, 0421,
0422, 0423, 0424, 0425, 0426, 0427, 0428, 0429, 0430, 0431, 0432, 0433, 0434, 0435, 0436, 0437, 0438, 0439, 0440, 0441,
0442, 0443, 0444, 0445, 0446, 0447, 0448, 0449, 0450, 0451, 0452, 0453, 0454, 0455, 0456, 0457, 0458, 0459, 0460, 0461,
0462, 0463, 0464, 0465, 0466, 0467, 0468, 0469, 0470, 0471, 0472, 0473, 0474, 0475, 0476, 0477, 0478, 0479, 0480, 0481,
0482, 0483, 0484, 0485, 0486, 0487, 0488, 0489, 0490, 0491, 0492, 0493, 0494, 0495, 0496, 0497, 0498, 0499, 0500, 0501,
0502, 0575, 0576, 0577, 0578
Agency Response by PennDOT:
The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, in coordination with the City of Philadelphia and the Delaware Valley Regional
Planning Commission, is developing two safety improvement projects along the Henry Avenue Corridor in Philadelphia, PA. This
multi-year project has been developed through several public meetings and other public outreach means. As a result of extensive
public input, the following are key facets of the projects to enhance multi-modal safety and travel:
- Building a separate shared-use bicycle and pedestrian path along the eastern side of Henry Avenue between Walnut lane and
Schoolhouse Lane;
- Constructing raised and widened median areas throughout the corridor to encourage slower travel speeds and to provide trafficcalming along the corridor;
- Reconstructing curb ramps throughout the corridor to meet ADA compliance;
- Installing curb bump-outs to reduce the distance pedestrians must traverse within the crosswalk. Bump-outs are also a
recognized traffic calming measure;
- Adding 35 mph pavement markings adjacent to speed limit signs along with electronic speed limit feedback signs;
- Installing oversized speed limit signs with orange diamonds; and
- Installation of wider pavement marking line striping, raised pavement markers, center line and edge line rumble strips.
Specifically, at the intersection of Henry Avenue and Barnes Street, the plan includes:
Monday, July 20, 2020
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- Adding a traffic signal at the intersection of Barnes Street and Henry Avenue, including bump-outs, sidewalk, and ADAcompliant curb ramps;
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs on Henry Avenue south of Barnes Street;
- Placing High-Friction surface treatments on Henry Avenue at the curves between Hermit Lane and the Wissahickon Bridge;
- Constructing vegetated raised center median to deflect travel lanes onto the shoulder from the Wissahickon Creek bridge to
Barnes Street;
- Installing high visibility continental crosswalks;
- Constructing a separate shared-use bicycle and pedestrian path along the east side of Henry Avenue from the Wissahickon
Creek bridge to Walnut Lane; and
- Installing a green stormwater bumpout south of Barnes Street to provide water quality benefits.
The Henry Avenue safety-improvement projects also includes the following safety measures:
- Signalized Intersection Modifications
- Upgrading traffic signals at: Abbotsford Avenue; the Medical College Driveway; Queen Lane; Midvale Avenue; Coulter Street;
Schoolhouse Lane; the Jefferson University driveway; Hermit Street; Roxborough Avenue; Monastery Avenue; Dupont Street;
Gates Street; Livezey Lane; Cinnaminson Street; Wigard Avenue; Wise Mill Road; Summit Avenue; and Port Royal Avenue. Traffic signal improvements include new mast arms, controllers, and signal heads; timing optimization; and the addition of
pedestrian countdown timers. The plan includes new ADA-compliant curb ramps if not previously updated by the city.
- Adding bump-outs, sidewalk and/or ADA compliant curb ramps at the following intersections: Roberts Avenue; Abbotsford
Avenue; Medical College driveway; Indian Queen Lane; Bowman Street; Ainslie Street; Tilden Street; Queen Lane; Penn Street;
Midvale Avenue; Coulter Street; Warden Drive; Schoolhouse Lane; the Jefferson University driveway; Hermit Street; Seville
Street; Markle Street; Walnut Lane; Wendover Street; Jamestown Avenue; Rector Street; Gerhard Street; Monastery Avenue;
Dupont Street; Leverington Avenue; Hermitage Street; Gates Street; Valley Avenue; Livezey Lane; Crease Lane; Cinnaminson
Street; Valley Green Court; Wigard Avenue; Wises Mill Road; Palairet Road; Henry on the Park Apartment Complex Driveway;
Cheswick Road; Summit Avenue; Crestview Road; Keely Court; and Port Royal Avenue.
- Adding street lighting at the Schoolhouse Lane intersection.
- Installing interconnect and coordination infrastructure at the traffic signals.
- Adding a southbound left turn lane on Henry Avenue at its intersection with Midvale Avenue.
- Updating traffic signal timing at Walnut Lane and Henry on the Park.
- Maintaining Automated Red-Light Enforcement Camera at Walnut Lane.
- Eliminating the channelized right turn lanes at the Gates Street and Wigard Avenue intersections by extending the curb radius
into the intersection and eliminating the raised concrete island.
- Lengthening the northbound left turn lane at Livezey Lane to account for the additional left turns due to adding the median at
Valley Avenue.
- Installing a red “flashing signal ahead” sign north of the Port Royal intersection.
Traffic Calming Measures
- Adding vegetated raised center medians south of Abbotsford Avenue, south of the Medical College Driveway, and north of
Schoolhouse Lane.
- Adding concrete raised center medians at the Medical College driveway, Queen Lane, and Coulter Street.
- Installing a median deflection south of Abbotsford Avenue.
- Enlarging the traffic island at Warden Drive to reduce the turning radius for vehicles traveling south on Henry Avenue and
turning right onto Warden Drive.
- Providing a raised intersection at Schoolhouse Lane.
- Adding a raised concrete median at Valley Avenue to eliminate left turns entering and exiting Valley Avenue.
- Widening the median to deflect travel lanes onto the shoulder south of Hermitage Street, north of Gates Street, and north of
Cinnaminson Street.
Signing and Pavement Marking Upgrades
- Installing gateway signing south of Abbotsford Avenue and south of the Wissahickon Creek Bridge.
- Installing speed reduction pavement markings south of Ainslie Street and north of the Jefferson University driveway.
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs on Henry Avenue south of Bowman Street, south of Tilden Street and north of the
Jefferson University driveway.
- Updating signs, delineators and pavement markings to meet current standards.
- Installing “Hidden Driveway” signs between Coulter Street and Warden Drive.
- Extending the southbound restricted parking lane (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) between Monastery Avenue and Walnut Lane south to
Hermit Street.
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs north of Leverington Avenue and north of Cinnaminson Street.
- Placing speed limit signs on the median side of the road with 35 mph pavement markings south of Cinnaminson Street, and
installing “Hidden Driveway” signs between Cinnaminson Street and Livezey Lane.
Roadway Improvements
- Placing High-Friction surface treatments and advisory speed pavement markings on Henry Avenue at the curves north of
Coulter Street.
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- Tree trimming along the entire corridor.
- Updating guide rail and end treatments to meet current standards.
- Milling and resurfacing the entire corridor to match existing grades and cross slopes.
- Installing green stormwater bump-outs north of Roberts Avenue, north of Warden Drive, and south of Port Royal Avenue to
provide water quality benefits
Additionally, the possibility of implementing a Road Diet approach for this corridor is not feasible due to operational
considerations. Such an approach would result in unintended consequences such as diversion of traffic to other local residential
streets. Further, Automated Speed Limit Enforcement is currently not permitted by regulation; and thereby, cannot be included
within these corridor improvements.
The anticipated schedule for the commencement of construction activities along Henry Avenue is:
- Spring 2021 for the northern portion of the corridor, MPMS 080104, which runs from the Wissahickon Bridge north to Port Royal
Avenue, and
- Late Summer 2021 for the southern portion of the corridor, MPMS 102134, which runs from Abbotsford Avenue to the
Wissahickon Bridge.
Agency Response by Philadelphia County:
The City supports increased traffic calming, high quality bicycle facilities, and automated enforcement on Henry Avenue.
Spam
Item ID: 0579
Agency Response by DVRPC:
This email and attachment was considered spam email.

Comments Received from the Planning Partners
Chester County

MPMS # 87781 - US 30, Coatesville Downingtown Bypass (CER-Eastern Section)
Item ID: 0580
Agency Response by DVRPC:
Thank you for your comment. We acknowledge that funding for the DVRPC Regional Highway Program in the Draft FY2021 TIP
is less than previous TIPs, but higher for the Statewide Interstate Management Program. There are several factors/challenges
that need to be addressed. The first is that the Pennsylvania Budget Projections for state funding, which are derived from the
state Motor License Fund for state highway and bridges, prior to the Covid-19 pandemic, were projected to be $289 million lower
for the Commonwealth over the four year time period of FY21–FY24. With the Covid-19 pandemic we expect the loss in state
funding to be much higher, but it is unclear how this loss will impact the capital program. At this point in time, PennDOT is
estimating a loss, due to Covid-19, to be in excess of $800 million. This means that there is a smaller statewide “pie” for projects
that can use state highway funds. The second factor is that more funding statewide is being directed to the Interstate
Management Program (IMP). The IMP funding levels have been stagnant for 10 years since it was established at $370 million
annually. Current investment in Pennsylvania’s Interstates is between $450 - $500 million per year, using the set-aside plus funds
from the Secretary’s of Transportation SPIKE discretionary funding. The funding that has been programmed in the past for the
IMP is not keeping up with the need of the infrastructure addressed by this program . The identified need for Pennsylvania’s
Interstates is $1.2 Billion per year, and federal performance measures and the Pennsylvania Transportation Asset Management
Plan(TAMP) which is required by FHWA, drove PennDOT and their Planning Partners to agree to increase the IMP funding over
time to eventually reach $1 Billion in FY27 (year 7 of the program) for the IMP. The third challenge to this funding issue is that the
region must program projects that will aide in Pennsylvania meeting the federally mandated performance measures which include
pavement condition and bridge condition data which accounts for significant funding within the TIP, congestion and travel time
data, or daily traffic data.
Chester County’s US 30 Eastern Section project may have the majority of the funding that was pushed out of the 12 year
program, $695 Million, however when compared to projects programmed within their own county, Bucks County had 40% of their
funding from the last 8 years shifted out, Chester County had 46% of their funding from the last 8 years shifted out, and Delaware
County had 43% of their funding from the last 8 years shifted out to the long range plan period. Even with $695 million pushed
out, Chester County still has $797 million programmed in the last 8 years, while the next closest county, Philadelphia has $445
million, and the rest of the region has less than $300 million each. Plus the Various Counties section of the program contains
$657 million over the last 8 years which all counties from the entire region benefit from.
With regards to adding new projects, DVRPC will continue to work with PennDOT and the entire region on addressing priority
projects during TIP updates, while also adhering to federal and state regulations and guidelines for performance measures and
the Transportation Asset Management Plan. We look forward to continuing our work with Chester County in addressing the
challenges of the day and of the future.
Agency Response by SEPTA:
SEPTA offers the following responses to the comments submitted in the Draft TIP Public Comment letter provided by Brian N.
O’Leary, Executive Director of the Chester County Planning Commission, dated June 19, 2020.
Paoli & Exton Station Project
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SEPTA appreciates the County’s partnership to complete Phase 1 of the Paoli Transportation Center and Exton Station projects.
We are committed to continued coordination when design for subsequent phases of these two projects commences.
Coatesville Station and Extending Service to Coatesville and Parkesburg
With respect to funding a parking structure at Coatesville Station, SEPTA is not the owner of the station. Therefore, SEPTA is not
able to dedicate limited capital funding resources to project work at Coatesville until several necessary capital components are
fully committed to and completed by PennDOT and Amtrak. There is capital work associated with the design and reconstruction
of Coatesville Station for which PennDOT is the responsible party. This is only one component of capital investments required
beyond SEPTA.
Regarding the request to extend rail service to Coatesville and Parkesburg, any future commitment to restoring service must
follow actions first taken by Amtrak (track ROW owner). Amtrak is the responsible party for the rail infrastructure work needed in
order to restore SEPTA service to Coatesville and Parkesburg. These components are in the Northeast Corridor (NEC) Capital
Investment Plan covered under the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 (PRIIA). There is a cost allocation
per PRIIA, which would require SEPTA to partially fund the infrastructure work. SEPTA cannot program funds for this work, until
we know what the cost and schedule will be.
Paoli/Thorndale Line Station Improvements
SEPTA has completed major station work at Paoli and Exton stations in the last year and improvements to several other
Paoli/Thorndale stations including Malvern and Devon, are programmed in the Authority’s 12-Year Capital Program.
West Chester Pike Rapid Bus
SEPTA continues to participate in the West Chester Pike Coalition and their mission to bring better bus service to the corridor.
This past year SEPTA created an innovative new combined bus schedule for the “trunk” of West Chester Pike that highlights the
frequent all-day service on the corridor as a part of our 15 MAX bus service. SEPTA also continues to advance expansion of our
bus rapid transit light - “Direct Bus” – service though the DVRPC’s current study on the topic. Comprehensive Bus Network
Redesign will also work to improve our entire bus network in the coming years by providing more efficient service that allows more
people to go further, faster. Finding of these studies are not available yet, but we will continue to work with Chester County to
provide the best bus service possible.
Passenger Service to Phoenixville and West Chester
SEPTA is currently undertaking restoration of rail service to Middletown, in Delaware County, an extension of the Media/Elwyn
Regional Rail line. This restoration of service furthers the ability for SEPTA to continue service Wester Chester, if one day
deemed feasible. Additionally, SEPTA is participating in traffic and transit planning efforts on the 422 Corridor from King of
Prussia to Pottstown, as well as planning studies by Phoenixville Borough, Chester County, Reading Chamber of Commerce, and
PENNDOT to consider rail restoration to Phoenixville and the City of Reading.
Transportation Funding
We appreciate Chester County’s participation in the Southeast Partnership for Mobility, which is focused on addressing
transportation funding issues in the region. DVRPC is working on options that continue to advance the concepts of the Southeast
Partnership Mobility report. Clearly these funding issues remain a deep concern and have only become more difficult with the
likely impact that the COVID-19 pandemic will have on transportation funding sources. We agree that we all must continue to
work together to address the long term funding crisis during this unprecedented time.
SEPTA
Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) Act
Item ID: 0581
Agency Response by DVRPC:
DVRPC thanks you for your detailed review of the Draft TIP and will make the requested changes to the projects referenced in the
public comment letter from SEPTA. We also appreciate the associating fiscal charts that were sent to help in making the changes
to the TIP database.
MPMS #102565 - Track Improvement Program
Item ID: 0582
Agency Response by DVRPC:
DVRPC thanks you for your detailed review of the Draft TIP and will make the requested changes to the projects referenced in the
public comment letter from SEPTA. We also appreciate the associating fiscal charts that were sent to help in making the changes
to the TIP database.
MPMS #102567 - Roof Program
Item ID: 0583
Agency Response by DVRPC:
DVRPC thanks you for your detailed review of the Draft TIP and will make the requested changes to the projects referenced in the
public comment letter from SEPTA. We also appreciate the associating fiscal charts that were sent to help in making the changes
to the TIP database.
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MPMS #102569 - Maintenance & Transportation Facilities
Item ID: 0584
Agency Response by DVRPC:
DVRPC thanks you for your detailed review of the Draft TIP and will make the requested changes to the projects referenced in the
public comment letter from SEPTA. We also appreciate the associating fiscal charts that were sent to help in making the changes
to the TIP database.
MPMS #15407 - Villanova Intermodal Station
Item ID: 0585
Agency Response by DVRPC:
DVRPC thanks you for your detailed review of the Draft TIP and will make the requested changes to the projects referenced in the
public comment letter from SEPTA. We also appreciate the associating fiscal charts that were sent to help in making the changes
to the TIP database.
MPMS #60540 - Parking Improvement Program
Item ID: 0586
Agency Response by DVRPC:
DVRPC thanks you for your detailed review of the Draft TIP and will make the requested changes to the projects referenced in the
public comment letter from SEPTA. We also appreciate the associating fiscal charts that were sent to help in making the changes
to the TIP database.
MPMS #60540 - Parking Improvements
Item ID: 0587
Agency Response by DVRPC:
DVRPC thanks you for your detailed review of the Draft TIP and will make the requested changes to the projects referenced in the
public comment letter from SEPTA. We also appreciate the associating fiscal charts that were sent to help in making the changes
to the TIP database.
MPMS #60574 - Paoli Transportation Center
Item ID: 0588
Agency Response by DVRPC:
DVRPC thanks you for your detailed review of the Draft TIP and will make the requested changes to the projects referenced in the
public comment letter from SEPTA. We also appreciate the associating fiscal charts that were sent to help in making the changes
to the TIP database.
MPMS #60651 - Substations & Power Program
Item ID: 0589
Agency Response by DVRPC:
DVRPC thanks you for your detailed review of the Draft TIP and will make the requested changes to the projects referenced in the
public comment letter from SEPTA. We also appreciate the associating fiscal charts that were sent to help in making the changes
to the TIP database.
MPMS #77183 - Transit & Regional Rail Station Program
Item ID: 0590, 0591
Agency Response by DVRPC:
DVRPC thanks you for your detailed review of the Draft TIP and will make the requested changes to the projects referenced in the
public comment letter from SEPTA. We also appreciate the associating fiscal charts that were sent to help in making the changes
to the TIP database.
MPMS #90512 - SEPTA Bus Purchase Program
Item ID: 0592
Agency Response by DVRPC:
DVRPC thanks you for your detailed review of the Draft TIP and will make the requested changes to the projects referenced in the
public comment letter from SEPTA. We also appreciate the associating fiscal charts that were sent to help in making the changes
to the TIP database.
MPMS #93588 - Exton Station
Item ID: 0593
Agency Response by DVRPC:
DVRPC thanks you for your detailed review of the Draft TIP and will make the requested changes to the projects referenced in the
public comment letter from SEPTA. We also appreciate the associating fiscal charts that were sent to help in making the changes
to the TIP database.
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Comments Received from the Organizations/Agencies
Bucks County

MPMS #13716 - Headquarters Road Bridge Over Tinicum Creek (Delaware Riverkeeper Network)
Item ID: 0594, 0595
Agency Response by DVRPC:
Thank you for your comment. As you acknowledge, and DVRPC acknowledges as well, the Covid-19 pandemic has taken a
significant toll on the economic conditions of the region, Commonwealth, and Country as a whole. The updating of a STIP by the
Commonwealth every two years is a state law. DVRPC must comply with state and federal requirements for an update or risk a
complete freeze of federal funds and inability to advance any projects. During the update process we adhere to many state and
federal regulations, some of which are fiscal constraint, as you mention, but also air quality conformity, performance measures,
the Congestion Management Process, fiscal constraint, and others. Financial Guidance is administered by PennDOT and requires
buy-in and approval from the majority of planning partners around the state, as well as federal partners. Financial Guidance is a
guidance outlining what the region and the state can reasonably expect to receive during the years of an adopted S/TIP. With that
said, the Guidance is a snapshot in time for a planning document. The world is ever changing, as we have borne witness to over
the last six months. We acknowledge that there are declining revenues of the State Motor License Fund. We acknowledge that
the FAST Act expires on September 30, 2020. We also acknowledge that changes are happening daily and we are nowhere near
the end of this pandemic. As more is learned about the details of revenue impacts, whether impacts fall primarily on capital or
maintenance or discretionary projects, and whether there is any federal response such as re-authorization or an infrastructure
stimulus, DVRPC will continue to work with PennDOT to determine what the specific impacts will be in the coming year, and that
information will be public. The bulk of financial resources to the region has been and will continue to be focused on maintaining
the current transportation infrastructure. DVRPC will continue to monitor the state and federal revenues and discussions and will
act accordingly once a plan is developed for the state. We know that change is coming but we do not know what that will look like
or even when that will happen. Until then, DVRPC will work towards making sure the region is eligible to receive and spend
federal transportation funds.
Agency Response by PennDOT:
Funding for the Headquarters Road project is in place on the TIP totaling $4,404,000. Once the project enters construction, the
full funded amount will be available for the project. Construction is anticipated to take one construction season, approximately 7-9
months, not 3 years.
The current estimated construction cost for the Headquarters Road project is approximately 3.3 million.
Dear Ms. Van Rossum:
Thank you for the comments that you submitted in the Draft 2021 Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) dated June 3, 2020 and
specifically your request to remove this project from the TIP.
Regarding the specific objections you have to the project, numbered 1 through 9, we have on numerous occasions responded to
each individually both through comment response documents and during public and consulting party meetings. Please reference
the following comment response documents for our response on these issues:
1. Rehabilitation of the Bridge: See the Responses to Comments Submitted on the Draft CE (2017), Response ‘e’ to Maya Van
Rossum, page 37.
2. Erosion of stream banks: See Responses to Comments Submitted on the Draft CE (2017), Response ‘III.b’ to Maya van
Rossum, page 40.
3. Effect to historic district: See Responses to Comments Submitted on the Draft CE (2017), Response ‘b’ to Maya van Rossum,
page 37.
4. New bridge resulting in “inappropriate” commercial and residential development: See “Responses to Consulting Party
Comments Received by July 30th, 2013 (2013), General Responses to Consulting Party Comments, Response C., page 3.
5. Two-lane bridge is inconsistent with rural character of surrounding area: See “Responses to Consulting Party Comments
Received by July 30th, 2013 (2013), Response to Dr. John Salerno, Response ‘a’, page 34.
6. Safety issues with a one lane bridge: See our letter to the Delaware Riverkeeper Network dated August 22nd, 2016 as well as
the Responses to Comments Submitted on the Draft CE (2017), Response ‘d’ to Maya Van Rossum, page 45.
7. Cost of rehabilitation vs. replacement: See “Responses to Consulting Party Comments Received by July 30th, 2013 (2013),
General Responses to Consulting Party Comments, Response D., page 3.
8. Context sensitive solutions and community character: See Response to Comments Submitted on the Draft CE (2017),
Response ‘b’ to Maya van Rossum, pg. 37.
9. Stone Arch Maintenance Manual and rehab/repair: See Determination of Effects Report (November 2015) Comment Response
Document (June 23, 2016), Response to the Delaware Riverkeeper Network, Response #15, page 7.
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The above referenced documentation is available to view publicly at the following locations:
Responses to Consulting Party Comments Received by July 30th, 2013:
https://path.penndot.gov/Documents/8879.pdf
Determination of Effect Report Comment Response Document:
https://path.penndot.gov/Documents/17640.pdf
Draft CE Comment Response Document:
https://path.penndot.gov/Documents/20324.pdf
Regarding your comment on the draft TIP and the COVID-19 Pandemic, it is certain that the extraordinary situation we find
ourselves in will leave a lasting impact on not just Pennsylvania’s transportation infrastructure funding but the whole nation’s. We
are confident however that the programmed funding on the TIP for the Headquarters Road project is sufficient to complete the
project. We are committed to delivering a safe structure which meets current required design criteria and the needs of the
surrounding community which has been strained by the continued closure.
If you would have additional questions or comments on the project please feel free to contact the Consultant Project Manager,
Ryan Whittington, at c-rwhittin@pa.gov or 610.205.6871.
Sincerely,
Kenneth M. McClain
District Executive 6-0
Agency Response by Bucks County:
The county has coordinated with the Township and supports the Township’s desire to have the project remain on the TIP.
MPMS #88083 - Stoopville Road Improvements - Phase 2 (Residents for Regional Traffic Solutions, Inc.)
Item ID: 0596
Agency Response by PennDOT:
Bucks County
Newtown, Lower Makefield, Upper Makefield & Wrightstown Townships
S.R. 2028, Section SP2—Stoopville Road Phase II
Draft DVRPC FY2021 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for Pennsylvania
Dear Ms. Herman,
In response to your draft DVRPC FY2021 TIP for Pennsylvania written testimony for the Stoopville Road Phase II project
(MPMS#88083), we offer the following:
According to information provided to the Department by the project sponsors (the municipalities listed above), on March 28, 2012,
the Newtown Township Board of Supervisors held a special meeting to discuss the Stoopville Road Phase II project. At this
meeting, the former design consultant, Gilmore & Associates, Inc., presented the design of the project.
The main subject that you discussed in your written testimony was an association of the Stoopville Road Phase II project with a
future “Northern Bypass” project and the subsequent abandoning of the original plan to address serious public safety issues along
Stoopville Road. While we hear your concerns, at no time was the original plan for Stoopville Road as outlined by the project
sponsors abandoned. The scope of the project has remained essentially the same since its inception. The Stoopville Phase II
project has been designed as a separate and independent project to address concerns and needs along that corridor.
It is the Department’s belief that the Stoopville Road Phase II project addresses vehicular and pedestrian traffic safety issues
which is the initial intended purpose of the project as presented by the project sponsors to DVRPC and its members. It is for this
reason that the Department continues to support the inclusion of the project on DVRPC’s FY 2021-2024 TIP for Pennsylvania.
We hope the information provided above sufficiently addresses your concerns. If you have any additional questions, please
contact Brian D. Rasiul, P.E., District Consultant Project Manager, at 610-422-2378 or c-brasiul@pa.gov.
Agency Response by Bucks County:
The county has coordinated with the Township and supports the Township’s desire to have the project remain on the TIP.
Philadelphia County
MPMS #102134 - Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase 2 (Bicycle Coalition of Greater Philadelphia)
Item ID: 0598
Agency Response by PennDOT:
The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, in coordination with the City of Philadelphia and the Delaware Valley Regional
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Planning Commission, is developing two safety improvement projects along the Henry Avenue Corridor in Philadelphia, PA. This
multi-year project has been developed through several public meetings and other public outreach means. As a result of extensive
public input, the following are key facets of the projects to enhance multi-modal safety and travel:
- Building a separate shared-use bicycle and pedestrian path along the eastern side of Henry Avenue between Walnut lane and
Schoolhouse Lane;
- Constructing raised and widened median areas throughout the corridor to encourage slower travel speeds and to provide trafficcalming along the corridor;
- Reconstructing curb ramps throughout the corridor to meet ADA compliance;
- Installing curb bump-outs to reduce the distance pedestrians must traverse within the crosswalk. Bump-outs are also a
recognized traffic calming measure;
- Adding 35 mph pavement markings adjacent to speed limit signs along with electronic speed limit feedback signs;
- Installing oversized speed limit signs with orange diamonds; and
- Installation of wider pavement marking line striping, raised pavement markers, center line and edge line rumble strips.
Specifically, at the intersection of Henry Avenue and Barnes Street, the plan includes:
- Adding a traffic signal at the intersection of Barnes Street and Henry Avenue, including bump-outs, sidewalk, and ADAcompliant curb ramps;
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs on Henry Avenue south of Barnes Street;
- Placing High-Friction surface treatments on Henry Avenue at the curves between Hermit Lane and the Wissahickon Bridge;
- Constructing vegetated raised center median to deflect travel lanes onto the shoulder from the Wissahickon Creek bridge to
Barnes Street;
- Installing high visibility continental crosswalks;
- Constructing a separate shared-use bicycle and pedestrian path along the east side of Henry Avenue from the Wissahickon
Creek bridge to Walnut Lane; and
- Installing a green stormwater bumpout south of Barnes Street to provide water quality benefits.
The Henry Avenue safety-improvement projects also includes the following safety measures:
- Signalized Intersection Modifications
- Upgrading traffic signals at: Abbotsford Avenue; the Medical College Driveway; Queen Lane; Midvale Avenue; Coulter Street;
Schoolhouse Lane; the Jefferson University driveway; Hermit Street; Roxborough Avenue; Monastery Avenue; Dupont Street;
Gates Street; Livezey Lane; Cinnaminson Street; Wigard Avenue; Wise Mill Road; Summit Avenue; and Port Royal Avenue. Traffic signal improvements include new mast arms, controllers, and signal heads; timing optimization; and the addition of
pedestrian countdown timers. The plan includes new ADA-compliant curb ramps if not previously updated by the city.
- Adding bump-outs, sidewalk and/or ADA compliant curb ramps at the following intersections: Roberts Avenue; Abbotsford
Avenue; Medical College driveway; Indian Queen Lane; Bowman Street; Ainslie Street; Tilden Street; Queen Lane; Penn Street;
Midvale Avenue; Coulter Street; Warden Drive; Schoolhouse Lane; the Jefferson University driveway; Hermit Street; Seville
Street; Markle Street; Walnut Lane; Wendover Street; Jamestown Avenue; Rector Street; Gerhard Street; Monastery Avenue;
Dupont Street; Leverington Avenue; Hermitage Street; Gates Street; Valley Avenue; Livezey Lane; Crease Lane; Cinnaminson
Street; Valley Green Court; Wigard Avenue; Wises Mill Road; Palairet Road; Henry on the Park Apartment Complex Driveway;
Cheswick Road; Summit Avenue; Crestview Road; Keely Court; and Port Royal Avenue.
- Adding street lighting at the Schoolhouse Lane intersection.
- Installing interconnect and coordination infrastructure at the traffic signals.
- Adding a southbound left turn lane on Henry Avenue at its intersection with Midvale Avenue.
- Updating traffic signal timing at Walnut Lane and Henry on the Park.
- Maintaining Automated Red-Light Enforcement Camera at Walnut Lane.
- Eliminating the channelized right turn lanes at the Gates Street and Wigard Avenue intersections by extending the curb radius
into the intersection and eliminating the raised concrete island.
- Lengthening the northbound left turn lane at Livezey Lane to account for the additional left turns due to adding the median at
Valley Avenue.
- Installing a red “flashing signal ahead” sign north of the Port Royal intersection.
Traffic Calming Measures
- Adding vegetated raised center medians south of Abbotsford Avenue, south of the Medical College Driveway, and north of
Schoolhouse Lane.
- Adding concrete raised center medians at the Medical College driveway, Queen Lane, and Coulter Street.
- Installing a median deflection south of Abbotsford Avenue.
- Enlarging the traffic island at Warden Drive to reduce the turning radius for vehicles traveling south on Henry Avenue and
turning right onto Warden Drive.
- Providing a raised intersection at Schoolhouse Lane.
- Adding a raised concrete median at Valley Avenue to eliminate left turns entering and exiting Valley Avenue.
- Widening the median to deflect travel lanes onto the shoulder south of Hermitage Street, north of Gates Street, and north of
Cinnaminson Street.
Signing and Pavement Marking Upgrades
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- Installing gateway signing south of Abbotsford Avenue and south of the Wissahickon Creek Bridge.
- Installing speed reduction pavement markings south of Ainslie Street and north of the Jefferson University driveway.
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs on Henry Avenue south of Bowman Street, south of Tilden Street and north of the
Jefferson University driveway.
- Updating signs, delineators and pavement markings to meet current standards.
- Installing “Hidden Driveway” signs between Coulter Street and Warden Drive.
- Extending the southbound restricted parking lane (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) between Monastery Avenue and Walnut Lane south to
Hermit Street.
- Placing electronic speed feedback signs north of Leverington Avenue and north of Cinnaminson Street.
- Placing speed limit signs on the median side of the road with 35 mph pavement markings south of Cinnaminson Street, and
installing “Hidden Driveway” signs between Cinnaminson Street and Livezey Lane.
Roadway Improvements
- Placing High-Friction surface treatments and advisory speed pavement markings on Henry Avenue at the curves north of
Coulter Street.
- Tree trimming along the entire corridor.
- Updating guide rail and end treatments to meet current standards.
- Milling and resurfacing the entire corridor to match existing grades and cross slopes.
- Installing green stormwater bump-outs north of Roberts Avenue, north of Warden Drive, and south of Port Royal Avenue to
provide water quality benefits
Additionally, the possibility of implementing a Road Diet approach for this corridor is not feasible due to operational
considerations. Such an approach would result in unintended consequences such as diversion of traffic to other local residential
streets. Further, Automated Speed Limit Enforcement is currently not permitted by regulation; and thereby, cannot be included
within these corridor improvements.
The anticipated schedule for the commencement of construction activities along Henry Avenue is:
- Spring 2021 for the northern portion of the corridor, MPMS 080104, which runs from the Wissahickon Bridge north to Port Royal
Avenue, and
- Late Summer 2021 for the southern portion of the corridor, MPMS 102134, which runs from Abbotsford Avenue to the
Wissahickon Bridge.
Agency Response by Philadelphia County:
The City supports increased traffic calming, high quality bicycle facilities, and automated enforcement on Henry Avenue.
MPMS #107198 - Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected Bicycle Network (TAP) (Bicycle Coalition of Greater
Philadelphia)
Item ID: 0599
Agency Response by PennDOT:
The Safe Spaces for Cyclists project MPMS 107198 & 108012 is currently wrapping up the design phase and should be in
construction late 2020 or early 2021.
Agency Response by Philadelphia County:
The City is commited to building a high quality bicycle network. The Safe Spaces for Cyclists projects are in final design and
moving forward towards construction. There are parking protected bike lanes as part of this project and the City is examining curb
protection for other projects.
MPMS #111194 - Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements (Bicycle Coalition of Greater Philadelphia)
Item ID: 0600
Agency Response by PennDOT:
The project is in the design phase and protected bike lanes are being evaluated.
Agency Response by Philadelphia County:
The City is working with PennDOT and SEPTA to incorporate complete streets treatments into the project.
MPMS #111496 - Franklin Square Pedestrian Access Project
Item ID: 0601
Agency Response by Philadelphia County:
The City looks forward to continuing to work with local stakeholders and community members to move both of these projects
forward.
MPMS #115442 - Vine Street Corridor Safety Improvements
Item ID: 0602
Agency Response by Philadelphia County:
The City looks forward to continuing to work with local stakeholders and community members to move both of these projects
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Recommended Changes to the Draft DVRPC FY2021 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for Pennsylvania
Final for the July 23, 2020 DVRPC Board Meeting
DVRPC Highway Project Schedule Adjustments or Cost Restructuring
COUNTY
MPMS #
TITLE
CHANGE

REMARKS

Bucks

12965

Lawn Avenue

Switched FY21 Utility phase $2,016,000 ($1,6130,000 STU/$403,000 State 581) from 80%federal/20% state to
100% federal (FY21: $2,016,000 STU/toll credit; FY22: $403,000 STU/toll credit).

For balancing purposes.

Bucks

110310

Almshouse at Jacksonville Road

Switched FY22 Utility phase $109,000 State 581from 100% state funded to 100% federal funded ($109,000
STU/toll credit).

For balancing purposes.

Delaware

69665

South Creek Road Bridge Over
Brandywine Creek

Add Final Design back into the TIP in FY21 for $900,000 ($720,000 STU/$180,000 State 581).

Add FD back into
program.

Montgomery

106068

Barbadoes Street Connector Road

Shift $1,707,000 STU from FY21 to FY22 ($730,000 STU), FY23 ($932,000 STU), and FY24 ($45,000 STU).

For balancing purposes.

Philadelphia

70231

Swanson Street Reconstruction

Add Final Design phase back into the TIP in FY21 in the amount of $$1,140,000 ($912,000 STU/$$228,000
Local)

Add FD back into
program.

Philadelphia

80104

Henry Ave Corridor Safety
Improvements, Phase 1

Increase Construction phase by $800,000 NHPP/Toll Credit, in FY21.

Philadelphia

102134

Henry Ave Corridor Safety
Improvements, Phase 2

Increase Construction phase by $897,000 NHPP/Toll Credit in FY21.

Philadelphia

78757

JFK Blvd @ 32nd St. o/ SEPTA (30th
Street Station) (Bridge)

Switched FY21 UTL funding from 80% federal/20% state to 100% state, per PennDOT request. Funding is now
programmed as follows: FY21: $424,000 State 185/$97,000 State 581, FY22: $265,000 State 185, FY23:
$1,335,000 State 185.

Philadelphia

108098

Citywide ADA Ramps 2

Add Final Design phase back into TIP in FY21 in the amount of $75,000 STU/Toll Credit.

Various

57927

Various

84318

Regional Safety Initiatives Line Item
(HSIP)

Add $33,000 HSIP to FY21, $31,000 HSIP to FY22, $69,000 HISP to FY23, $628,000 HSIP to FY24, $787,000
HSIP to FY25, and $12, 155,000 to FY26.

Various

For non-HSIP eligible
expenses, stormwater
infiltration facilities along
the project length.
For non-HSIP eligible
expenses, stormwater
infiltration facilities along
the project length.
Phase was funded 100%
state under 2017 and
2019 TIP and UTL cost
are being paid this way.

Add FD back into
program.

Add funds to Line Item for
balancing purposes.

CAQ Reserve Line Item

Reduce FY21 by $408,000 CAQ, FY22 by $408,000 CAQ

For balancing purposes

82216

NHPP Reserve Line Item

Increase FY21 by $24,000 State 581, and FY22 by $7,000 State 581.

For balancing purposes

Various

79929

Bridge Reserve Line Item

Decrease FY22 by $265,000 State 185, and FY23 by $1,335,000 State 185.

For balancing purposes

Various

79980

STU Reserve Line Item

Reduce FY22 by $1,242,000 STU, FY23 by $932,000 STU, and FY24 by $45,000 STU.

For balancing purposes
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DVRPC Highway Project Additions
COUNTY

MPMS #

TITLE

CHANGE

REMARKS

Various

114967

Transportation Operations

Add new MPMS # for a current UPWP project to the TIP, in FY21 $300,000 ($208,000 CAQ/$52,000 State
581), and FY22 $300,000 ($208,000 CAQ/$52,000 State 581).

Various

114939

Regional TDM Program

Add new MPMS # for a current UPWP project to the TIP, in FY21 $250,000 ($200,000 CAQ/$50,000 State
581), and FY22 $250,000 ($200,000 CAQ/$50,000 State 581).

To be consistent with the
current DVRPC FY21
UPWP and FY2019 TIP
carryover.
To be consistent with the
current DVRPC FY21
UPWP and FY2019 TIP
carryover.

DVRPC Transit Project Cost Changes and Project Additions
COUNTY

SEPTA

MPMS #

TITLE

77183

Transit and Regional Rail Station
Program

15407

Villanova Intermodal Station

60540

Parking Improvements

90512

SEPTA Bus Purchase Program

93588

Exton Station

CHANGE

Increase FY23 by $3,544,000 ($3,430,000 State 1514/$114,000 Local), FY24 by $721,000 ($698,000 State
1514/$23,000 Local), and decrease FY24 by $2,560,000 ($2,478,000 State 1514/$82,000 Local), increase
FY27 by $8,851,000 ($8,566,000 State 1514/$285,000 Local), FY28 by $2,000,000 ($1,936,000 State
1514/$64,000 Local), FY29 by $14,001,000 ($13,550,000 State 1514/$451,000 Local), FY30 by $1,115,000
($1,079,000 State 1514/$36,000 Local), FY31 by $7,501,000 ($7,259,000 State 1514/$242,000 Local), and
FY32 by $7,504,000 ($7,262,000 State 1514/$242,000 Local for an overall increase by $42,677,000.
Decrease FY23 by $1,570,000 ($1,519,000 State 1514/$51,000 Local), FY24 by $721,000 ($698,000 State
1514/$23,000 Local), and increase FY23 by $2,560,000 ($2,478,000 State 1514/$82,000 Local) for an overall
increase of $269,000.
Decrease FY23 by $1,974,000 ($1,911,000 State 1514/$63,000 Local, FY29 by $8,000,000 ($7,742,000 State
1514/$258,000 Local), increase FY30 by $31,000 Local, decrease FY31 by $7,500,000 ($7,258,000 State
1514/$242,000 Local), FY32 by $7,500,000 ($7,258,000 State 1514/$242,000 Local) by an overall
Increase FY30 by $2,000,000 Section 5307, Decrease FY30 by $3,144,000 ($3,012,000 State 1514/$132,000
Local), FY31 by $41,282,000 ($33,026, 000 Section 5307/$7,990,000 State 1514/$266,000 Local), and FY32
by $53,881,000 ($43,105,000 Section 5307/$10,428,000 State 1514/$348,000 Local) for an overall decrease of
$96,307,000.
Increase FY31 by $16,000,000 ($12,800,000 Section 5307/$3,097,000 State 1514/$103,000 Local), FY32 by
$16,640,000 ($13,312,000 Section 5307/$3,221,000 State 1514/$107,000 Local) for an overall increase of
$32,640,000.
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REMARKS

Funding increased to
reflect SEPTA FY 2021
Capital Budget and the
addition of the
Swarthmore Station
Project in the outer years
Funding increased to
reflect SEPTA FY 2021
Capital Budget.
Funding decreased to
reflect SEPTA FY 2021
Capital Budget.
Funding decrease to
reflect SEPTA FY 2021
Capital Budget

Funding added in FY31
and FY32 to support
Phase 3 parking
expansion and reflect
SEPTA FY 2021 Capital
Budget.

Recommended Changes to the Draft DVRPC FY2021 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for Pennsylvania
Final for the July 23, 2020 DVRPC Board Meeting
DVRPC Transit Project Cost Changes and Project Additions (continued)
COUNTY

MPMS #

60574

TITLE

CHANGE

Paoli Transportation Center

Increase FY31 by $25,282,000 ($20,226,000 Section 5307/$4,893,000 State 1514/$163,000 Local), FY32 by
$20,000,000 ($16,000,000 Section 5307/$3,871,000 State 1514/$129,000 Local) for an overall increase of
$45,282,000.

102567

Roof Program

102565

Track Improvement Program

60651

Substations and Power Program

102569

Maintenance & Transportation
Facilities

SEPTA

REMARKS

Decrease FY28 by $570,000 ($551,000 State 1514/$19,000 Local), FY29 by $3,996,000 ($3,867,000 State
1514/$129,000 Local), FY30 by $4,002,000 ($2,000,000 Section 5307/$1,938,000 State 1514/$64,000 Local),
FY31 by $3,985,000 ($1,584,000 Section 5307/$2,323,000 State 1514/$78,000 Local), and FY32 by
$1,260,000 ($1,008,000 Section 5307/$244,000 State 1514/$8,000 Local) for an overall decrease of
$13,813,000.
Increase FY28 by $570,000 ($551,000 State 1514/$19,000 Local), FY29 by $3,995,000 ($3,867,000 State
1514/$128,000 Local), FY30 by $4,000,000 ($3,871,000 State 1514/$129,000 Local), FY31 by $4,000,000
($14,801,000 Section 5307/$2,338,000 State 1514/$78,000 Local), and FY32 by $18,497,000 ($14,801,000
Section 5307/$3,576,000 State 1514/$120,000 Local) for an overall increase of $31,062,000.
Reduce FY27 by $8,851,000 ($8,566,000 State 1514/$285,000 Local), FY28 by $2,000,000 ($1,936,000 State
1514/$64,000 Local), and FY29 by $6,000,000 ($5,808,000 State 1514/$192,000 Local) for an overall decrease
of $16,851,000.
Decrease FY31 by $16,000 State 1514.

Funding added in FY31
and FY32 to support
Phase 2 parking
expansion and reflect
SEPTA FY 2021 Capital
Budget.
Funding decreased to
reflect SEPTA FY 2021
Capital Budget.
Funding increased to
reflect SEPTA FY 2021
Capital Budget.

Funding decreased to
reflect SEPTA FY 2021
Capital Budget.
Funding decreased to
reflect SEPTA FY 2021
Capital Budget.

Highway and Transit Project Title and Description Changes
COUNTY
MPMS #
TITLE
CHANGE

I-95: Bridge Street Ramps (Section
BS5)

Change title to I-95: Delaware Avenue Extension (BS5) to more accurately describe the project.

Technical Corrections
COUNTY
MPMS #

TITLE

CHANGE

Various

Various

Make technical correction to the program as necessary, including project descriptions, limit corrects, title edits, AQ codes, and CMP
Codes, etc.

Philadelphia

103563

Various

Page 3

Recommended Changes to the Draft DVRPC FY2021 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for Pennsylvania
Final for the July 23, 2020 DVRPC Board Meeting
Special Discretionary Funded Projects
COUNTY
MPMS #
TITLE
60582

SEPTA’s Vehicle Overhaul
Program

Increase FY21 by $13,950,000 CARES Act funding to support installation of Automatic Passenger Counters on more than
1,100 vehicles.

107011

Safety and Security
Improvements Program

Increase FY21 by $10,900,000 CARES Act funding to support Trolley Operator Protective Barriers on 188 vehicles
($1,400,000) and installation of Fencing along the Center City Concourse & Fare Line Relocation at Frankford, Norristown,
and 69th Street Transportation Centers ($9,500,000).

SEPTA

Various

CHANGE

Various

Various

Add new projects to the TIP that received special discretionary funds from FAST Act or Annual Appropriations as long as
the following requirements are met: Financial constraint is not impacted because the project is fully funded by the
discretionary and local match funding, with no additional federal or state transportation dollars, except for Toll Credit
Match; The region's air quality conformity finding is not impacted because the project is exempt from analysis or is a signal
system which can be included in subsequent analysis per the current regulation; the project is consistent with the DVRPC
long range plan; the project is consistent with the DVRPC Congestion Mitigation Process.
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THE DELAWARE VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
ANNOUNCES FOR PUBLIC REVIEW:
Draft DVRPC FY2021 Transportation Improvement Program for Pennsylvania (FY21-FY24)
and Draft Connections 2045 Long-Range Plan Amendment
The Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) is seeking your input and will open a public
comment period for the Draft DVRPC Federal Fiscal Year (FY) 2021 Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP) for Pennsylvania (FY21-FY24). This also serves as the public comment period for the Draft Connections
2045 Long-Range Plan (LRP) Amendment. DVRPC will accept comments on both draft documents from May
26, 2020 until June 29, 2020 at 5:00 PM local time.
Public notice of public participation activities and time established for public review of and comments on the
TIP also satisfies Program of Projects requirements for NJTransit, Port Authority Transit Corporation (PATCO),
Pottstown Area Rapid Transit (PART), and Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA).
An electronic version of DVRPC’s Draft FY2021 TIP for PA is available at www.dvrpc.org/TIP/Draft. An
electronic version of the Draft Connections 2045 Long-Range Plan (LRP) Amendment is available at
www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan. If requested, the Draft TIP and Draft LRP Amendment can be translated into
an alternative format or language.
The TIP represents the region's federally funded transportation improvement priorities and is required by
federal law in order for the region to receive and spend federal transportation funds. The TIP also includes
non-federally funded projects that are regionally significant in order to provide a broad picture of the region's
transportation improvements.
The Connections 2045 Plan is the region’s long-term vision for prioritizing transportation investments. DVRPC
periodically amends the LRP to incorporate changes to regionally significant projects, reflect changes to the
financial plan, and to maintain fiscal constraint. This update to the Plan accounts for major funding changes to
the region, and also reports on new Transportation Performance Management (TPM) requirements set forth in
federal transportation legislation.
To abide by stay-at-home orders and public health guidelines for public gatherings, public meetings will be held
online at two different times. These online public meetings will also include a presentation of the Draft
Transportation Conformity Demonstration, which has an overlapping public comment period. The online
meetings will be recorded and posted online about a day after.
Wednesday, June 17, 2020
2:00 PM to 3:00 PM
Registration: https://dvrpc.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_l8Hr6IsaTk--nFbKxD1lLw
Call-in information: 646-558-8656; webinar ID: 928 8347 2086; Password: 0b1&E1fB
Or
Wednesday, June 17, 2020
7:00 PM to 8:00 PM
Registration: https://dvrpc.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_oFLiQk-eRnyyOEpHu4wdOQ
Call-in information: 646-558-8656; Webinar ID: 969 5255 6273; Password: 0b1&E1fB
Registration information is also available on DVRPC’s events calendar at ww.dvrpc.org/Calendar/2020/06.

Attendees can join via webinar or by phone in listen-only mode. For any accommodations, including closed
captioning and interpretation, please email public_affairs@dvrpc.org or call 215-238-2929.
Written comments and questions must be submitted in one of four ways listed below:
Electronically through a web application available at:
- Draft PA TIP: www.dvrpc.org/TIP/Draft
- LRP Amendment: www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/
By Email:
- Draft PA TIP Comments: TIP@dvrpc.org
- LRP Amendment Comments: LRP@dvrpc.org
By Mail:
- Public Comments
c/o DVRPC Office of Communications and Engagement
190 N. Independence Mall West, 8th Fl.
Philadelphia, PA 19106-1520
Or by Fax: 215-592-9125.
Questions and comments must be submitted in writing. If you need assistance in providing a written comment,
please contact the DVRPC Office of Communications and Engagement at 215-238-2929 or
public_affairs@dvrpc.org.
DVRPC must receive comments for the Draft TIP and LRP Amendment documents by 5:00 PM (local
time) on June 29, 2020. Comments received via mail must be postmarked by June 29, 2020.
Responses will not be provided unless comments are submitted in writing during the public comment
period.
The Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) fully complies with Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987, Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice, and
related nondiscrimination statutes and regulations in all programs and activities. DVRPC's website,
www.dvrpc.org, may be translated into multiple languages. Publications and other public documents can be
made available in alternative languages and formats, if requested. DVRPC public meetings are always held in
ADA-accessible facilities, and in transit-accessible locations when possible. Auxiliary services can be provided
to individuals who submit a request at least seven days prior to a public meeting. Requests will be
accommodated to the greatest extent possible. Any person who believes they have been aggrieved by an
unlawful discriminatory practice by DVRPC under Title VI has a right to file a formal complaint. Any such
complaint may be in writing and filed with DVRPC's Title VI Compliance Manager and/or the appropriate state
or federal agency within 180 days of the alleged discriminatory occurrence. For more information on DVRPC's
Title VI program or to obtain a Title VI Complaint Form, please visit: www.dvrpc.org/GetInvolved/TitleVI, call
(215) 592-1800, or email public_affairs@dvrpc.org.
Important Notice: DVRPC is committed to providing open and competitive procurement opportunities and that
Disadvantaged Business Enterprises (DBEs), as defined in 49 CFR part 26, have an equal opportunity to

receive and participate in federally funded contracts. For information about opportunities to do business with
DVRPC, please visit www.dvrpc.org/Business/.

8LMW4EKI-RXIRXMSREPP]0IJX&PERO

Contact: Andrew Busch
Chief Press Officer

SEPTA Providing Multiple Options for Participation in Virtual Budget Hearings
Hearings for Fiscal Year 2021 Capital & Operating Budgets Start This Week;
Public Can Attend Online, By Phone & Submit Written Comments
PHILADELPHIA (May 19, 2020) – SEPTA is inviting the public to participate in virtual hearings on the
proposed Fiscal Year 2021 Operating and Capital Budgets through several newly available options. Due
to the public health emergency related to the COVID-19 crisis, in-person attendance is not possible.
Multiple sessions will be held for both budgets over the next two weeks. Capital Budget virtual hearing
sessions will be held on Wednesday, May 20 at 11:30 a.m. and 5 p.m. Hearings on the Operating Budget,
which includes the Fare Restructuring Plan, will be held on Tuesday, May 26 at 11 a.m. and 6 p.m., and
on Wednesday, May 27 at 10 a.m. and 4 p.m.
The virtual public hearings will provide for the ability to provide comments by phone and email in three
different languages – ensuring a greater inclusivity and creating more opportunity for input than ever
before.
“SEPTA encourages everyone to use one of the options we have made available for participating in the
public hearing process,” said SEPTA General Manager Leslie S. Richards. “We are all navigating through
this difficult time together, and public feedback will play a critical role as we move forward. We have put
an emphasis on making this process as accessible as possible for all customers, whether they are
interacting with us online, over the phone or in writing.”
In an effort to provide as much information to customers and the public ahead of the virtual public
hearings, SEPTA has posted videos, presentations and other information online for both the Capital and
Operating Budget/Fare Restructuring hearing. Please click the following links for these supplemental
materials:
• Capital Budget: http://septa.org/notice/fy21-capbudget-supp-info.html
• Operating Budget/Fare Restructuring Plan: http://septa.org/notice/fy21-opbudget-suppinfo.html
Real-Time Participation Via WebEx
For those who want to participate in real-time, including testifying, SEPTA has added an online option
through WebEx. Everyone who plans to use WebEx will need to pre-register through SEPTA’s website,
and those who want to comment during one of the hearing sessions will be asked to select a preferred
time slot when they register. For details on registering, please see the meeting notices posted online:
• Capital Budget: https://www.septa.org/notice/fy21-capbudget-development.html
• Operating Budget/Fare Restructuring Plan: http://septa.org/notice/fy-21-operating-budgethearing-notice.html
(Continued)

-2-

Call-In Options
There are also call-in options for those who do not have access to a computer or do not want to
participate online. Members of the public can listen to each of the hearings by calling (866) 796-7535
and use participant code 26811232. Callers will not be able to make comments during the hearings,
however, feedback can be recorded via voicemail:
• To provide comments or testimony for the Capital Budget, call (215) 580-7771. Callers will be
asked to press #1 for English, #2 for Spanish and #3 for Mandarin. Messages must be received by
May 27.
• To provide comments or testimony for the Operating Budget/Fare Restructuring Plan, call (215)
580-7772, and follow the same prompts for English, Spanish or Mandarin. Messages must be
received by May 31.
Email and Written Comments
Members of the public can submit written comments via email, or send written testimony through
regular mail.
• Capital Budget: Email written comments to capbudget@septa.org, or mail to Director, Capital
Budgets, Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority, 1234 Market Street, 9th Floor,
Philadelphia, PA 19107. Written feedback must be received by May 27.
• Operating Budget/Fare Restructuring Plan: Email to operatingbudget@septa.org. Mail to
Director, Operating Budgets, Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority, 1234 Market
Street, 9th Floor, Philadelphia, PA 19107. Written feedback must be received by May 31.
All comments, testimony and other feedback will be reviewed by an Independent Hearing Examiner,
who will make recommendations to the SEPTA Board. It is expected that the SEPTA Board will consider
the Operating and Capital Budgets at its June meeting. If approved, the budgets would go into effect on
July 1, which is the start of Fiscal Year 2021.
###
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The Delaware Valley Regional
Planning Commission is the federally

designated Metropolitan Planning Organization
for a diverse nine-county region in two states:
Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and
Philadelphia in Pennsylvania; and Burlington,
Camden, Gloucester, and Mercer in New Jersey.

DVRPC's vision for the Greater Philadelphia
Region is a prosperous, innovative, equitable,
resilient, and sustainable region that increases
mobility choices by investing in a safe and modern
transportation system; that protects and preserves
our natural resources while creating healthy
communities; and that fosters greater
opportunities for all.
DVRPC's mission is to achieve this vision

by convening the widest array of partners to inform
and facilitate data-driven decision-making. We are
engaged across the region, and strive to be leaders
and innovators, exploring new ideas and creating
best practices.

TITLE VI COMPLIANCE DVRPC fully complies with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Civil Rights Restoration
Act of 1987, Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice, and related nondiscrimination mandates in all programs and
activities. DVRPC's website, www.dvrpc.org, may be translated into multiple languages. Publications and other public
documents can usually be made available in alternative languages and formats, if requested. DVRPC’s public meetings are
always held in ADA-accessible facilities, and held in transit-accessible locations whenever possible. Translation, interpretation,
or other auxiliary services can be provided to individuals who submit a request at least seven days prior to a public meeting.
Translation and interpretation services for DVRPC’s projects, products, and planning processes are available, generally free
of charge, by calling (215) 592-1800. All requests will be accommodated to the greatest extent possible. Any person who
believes they have been aggrieved by an unlawful discriminatory practice by DVRPC under Title VI has a right to file a
formal complaint. Any such complaint must be in writing and filed with DVRPC's Title VI Compliance Manager and/or the
appropriate state or federal agency within 180 days of the alleged discriminatory occurrence. For more information on
DVRPC's Title VI program or to obtain a Title VI Complaint Form, please visit: www.dvrpc.org/GetInvolved/TitleVI,
call (215) 592-1800, or email public_affairs@dvrpc.org.
DVRPC is funded through a variety of funding sources including federal grants from the U.S. Department of Transportation's
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the Pennsylvania and New Jersey
departments of transportation, as well as by DVRPC's state and local member governments. The authors, however, are solely
responsible for the findings and conclusions herein, which may not represent the official views or policies of the funding agencies.
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CHAPTER 1:

General Overview

The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is the regionally agreed upon program of multimodal
federal funded priority transportation projects over a four-year period, as required by federal law. The
Draft DVRPC Fiscal Year 2021 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for Pennsylvania (FY21-FY24)
covers the counties of Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and Philadelphia in Pennsylvania. The
program reflects estimated costs and schedules for more than 380 highway and transit projects and
represents over $5.4 billion of transportation infrastructure investment in the 5 county PA DVRPC region.
DVRPC prepares a major update to the Pennsylvania TIP every other year to coincide with the update of
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation’s fiscally constrained statewide Twelve‐Year Program, and
releases a draft program for a review and comment period prior to recommending it for adoption by the
DVRPC Board. This year, the Public Comment period begins on May 26, 2020 and will close at 5:00 PM on
June 29, 2020. See further details regarding the comment process at the end of this document.
DVRPC works to proactively shape a comprehensive vision for the region’s future growth. The agency
does so by: providing technical assistance and services; conducting high priority studies that respond to
the requests and demands of member states and local governments; fostering cooperation among
various constituencies to forge a consensus on diverse regional issues; determining and meeting the
needs of the private sector; and continuing public outreach efforts that promote two ‐ way
communication and enhance public awareness of regional issues and DVRPC.

What is the TIP?
By way of congressional mandate, federal transportation legislation requires that DVRPC, as the
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the region, develop and update a Transportation
Improvement Program or TIP in order for the region to be eligible to receive and spend federal
transportation funds.
The DVRPC TIP lists all transportation projects that intend to use federal funds, as well as state‐funded
capital projects that are transportation improvement priorities for this region. It is a multimodal, four year
program that shows estimated costs and schedules by project phase. Most importantly, the TIP is
financially constrained to the amount of funds that are expected to be available. In order to add projects
to the TIP, others must be deferred, or additional funding to the region must be identified. As a result, the
TIP is not a "wish list;” competition between projects for a spot on the TIP clearly exists. The TIP not only
lists specific projects, but also documents the anticipated schedule and cost for each project phase
(preliminary engineering, final design, right ‐ of ‐ way acquisition, utility, and construction). Although it is
not a final schedule of project implementation, inclusion of a project phase in the TIP means that it is
seriously expected to be implemented during the TIP time period.
The production of the TIP is the culmination of the transportation planning process and represents a
consensus among state and regional officials as to what near term improvements to pursue. Consensus
is crucial because the federal and state governments want assurances that all interested parties have
participated in developing the priorities before committing significant sums of money. A project’s
inclusion in the TIP signifies regional agreement on the priority of the project and establishes eligibility for
federal funding.
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The TIP is a requirement of federal transportation legislation, most recently, the Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation Act (FAST Act), or Public Law 114 ‐ 94. The FAST Act was signed into law on December 4,
2015 and will expire on September 30, 2020. The FAST Act was the first federal law in over ten years to
provide long ‐ term certainty for surface transportation funding, after multiple extensions of the Moving
Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP ‐ 21) which began on October 1, 2012 and originally was
set to expire on September 31, 2014. The FAST Act built on the initiatives established in MAP ‐ 21, the
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA ‐ LU), the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA ‐ 21), and the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA). Transportation investment has been prescribed in a balanced approach
through a guaranteed commitment to highways and bridges, public transit, safety, intermodal projects,
and advanced technologies, such as Intelligent Transportation Systems.

What Is the Timeline to Develop the TIP?
The TIP development (or update) typically begins approximately 10 months prior to adoption and involves
intensive staff work and negotiations by PennDOT; SEPTA; Pottstown Area Rapid Transit PART; Delaware
River Port Authority (DRPA)/Port Authority Transit Corporation (PATCO), DVRPC staff, FHWA, and
representatives of DVRPC city and county member governments, which constitute the DVRPC PA TIP
Subcommittee. For the Draft DVRPC FY2021 TIP, the process commenced during the late summer of
2019 with review of current conditions of the transportation network. Then in the fall of 2019 the review
of costs and schedules of current FY2019 TIP projects commenced. By March 2020, the result was a
constrained, preliminary draft program (“preliminary Draft TIP”) based on reasonable, anticipated revenue
projections for the next 12 years (FY21−32) and based on feedback from the PA TIP Subcommittee. At
the end of March 2020 the Subcommittee arrived at a final list of projects for the Draft TIP (“final Draft
TIP”) that could be evaluated for impacts on air quality. DVRPC has opened a 30 plus-day public comment
period, in which the draft document is shared with the public for feedback. The DVRPC Board is the final
decision‐making body of the MPO, and DVRPC staff will request the DVRPC Board to adopt the Draft TIP
(with a List of Recommended Changes that came from the public comment period) in July 2020. After the
DVRPC Board adoption, DVRPC staff will submit the document to PennDOT for approval and inclusion in
the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), which will then be submitted to federal
partners (e.g., FHWA, FTA) for review and approval. After the federal partners formally approve the
PennDOT FY2021 STIP, the new DVRPC TIP and PennDOT STIP will become effective and will replace the
DVRPC FY2019 TIP and PennDOT FY2019 STIP.
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CHAPTER 2:

Program Summaries
The Draft DVRPC FY2021 TIP for Pennsylvania contains 384 projects (including the Interstate
Management Program), totaling over $5.4 billion for the phases to be advanced during the next
four years, an average of $1.3 billion per year. Programmed funds include $1.9 billion for projects
primarily addressing the non-Interstate Highway System, and almost $860 million for projects
addressing the Interstate Management Program, resulting in an overall four-year total for the
Highway Program of over $2.8 billion. Additionally, there is a Transit Program for SEPTA, and
Pottstown Area Rapid Transit (PART) that totals $2.5 billion. Table 1 presents a funding summary
for the DVRPC region by county and transit operator for each of the four TIP years in
Pennsylvania, which includes federal, state, local, and the Pennsylvania Statewide Interstate
Management Program funding for the DVRPC region. Tables 2 and 3 provide a breakdown of
various state and federal funding sources and their distributions, including local matches, while
Table 4 shows the grand total of the highway and transit program.

Table 1: Cost Summary by County and Transit Operator in Pennsylvania ($000)
FY2021

FY2022

FY2023

FY2024

4-Year Total
(FY2021–
2024)

H i g hw a y Pro g r a m
Bucks County
Chester County

61,303

68,430

49,383

40,250

97,258

80,928

43,845

68,881

219,366
290,912

Delaware County

44,355

37,610

58,584

98,074

238,623

Montgomery County

101,799

106,892

66,727

28,487

303,905

Philadelphia County

171,536

212,887

103,909

106,519

594,851

85,776

93,331

80,859

64,614

324,580

562,027
11,750

600,078
10,300

403,307
1,850

406,825
12,300

1,972,237

Various Counties
Regional Highway Program
Interstate—Delaware County

36,200

Interstate—Montgomery County

27,000

6,400

21,400

26,400

81,200

Interstate—Philadelphia County

132,671

160,232

226,807

222,225

741,935

Interstate Program Subtotal Cost

171,421

176,932

250,057

260,925

859,335

Regional Highway and Interstate
Program Subtotal Cost

733,448

777,010

653,364

667,750

2,831,572

2,781

2,182

2,241

2,307

9,511

SEPTA

668,386

610,608

645,559

640,439

2,564,992

Transit Program Subtotal Cost

671,167

612,790

647,800

642,746

2,574,503

1,404,615

1,389,800

1,301,164

1,310,496

5,406,075

Transit Progr am
PART

Grand Total Cost of TIP
Source: DVRPC, 2020
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Table 2: Cost by TIP and Interstate Funding Category ($000)

Fund Type

FY2021

FY2022

FY2023

4-Year
Total

FY2024

(FY2021–
2024)

2nd 4 Years
LFY

3rd 4 Years
LFY

2025−2028

2029−2032

Total
LFYs
2025−2032

H i g hw a y Pro g r a m
Bridge State
Bridge State—
Interstate
Highway State
Highway
State—
Bridge Off
CAQ
e581
FLEX
HSIP
LOC
NFP
NHPP
NHPP—
Interstate
Other
Private
RRX
sHSIP
SPK-NHPP
SPK-STP
sSTP
STP
STU
SXF
TAP
TAU
TIGER
Toll
TPK
Highway

62,256

62,154

44,238

44,028

212,676

176,626

176,094

352,720

1,025

1,025

2,050

2,870

6,970

14,801

0

14,801

44,062

47,545

47,259

53,170

192,036

212,674

212,662

425,336

7,087

6,942

17,951

20,174

52,154

39,130

500

39,630

13,498
36,881
2,000
17,083
17,922
29,518
10,000
121,001

13,498
36,881
0
17,083
17,924
68,902
0
106,947

9,231
36,881
0
17,083
17,886
6,708
0
77,675

9,231
36,881
0
17,083
17,327
7,542
0
65,745

45,458
147,524
2,000
68,332
71,059
112,670
10,000
371,368

36,924
147,524
0
68,332
58,878
17,864
183,297
153,745

36,924
147,524
0
68,332
71,820
17,556
61,099
102,544

73,848
295,048
0
136,664
130,698
35,420
244,396
256,289

121,059

160,065

208,106

200,481

689,711

1,001,496

673,524

1,675,020

23,126
0
20
12,871
56,000
4,500
7,304
30,405
76,160
14,939
8,799
3,932
12,000
0
0
733,448

0
45,000
0
13,252
33,400
17,000
5,336
30,282
76,160
0
6,182
3,932
0
0
7,500
777,010

0
0
80
262
21,400
20,000
3,510
26,568
76,160
0
8,884
3,932
0
0
7,500
653,364

0
0
1029
0
41,400
20,000
11,650
26,397
76,160
12,650
0
3,932
0
0
0
667,750

23,126
45,000
1129
26,385
152,200
61,500
27,800
113,652
304,640
27,589
23,865
15,728
12,000
0
15,000
2,831,572

0
0
0
0
165,000
20,000
43,000
105,588
304,640
0
0
15,728
0
0
0
2,765,247

0
0
0
0
108,536
0
0
105,588
304,640
0
0
15,726
0
0
0
2,103,069

0
0
0
0
273,536
20,000
43,000
211,176
609,280
0
0
31,454
0
0
0
4,868,316

Source: DVRPC, 2020
Note: The funds that are highlighted in green are state transportation funds; the funds highlighted in blue are FHWA
funds; the funds highlighted in purple are local/Other funds. See Figure 2:, “Cost Summary by Funding Source in
Pennsylvania ($000),” on page 6
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Table 3: Cost by Transit TIP Funding Category ($000)
Fund Type

FY2021

FY2022

FY2023

FY2024

4-Year
Total
(FY2021–
2024)

2nd 4 Years
LFY
2025−2028

3rd 4 Years
LFY
2029−2032

Total
LFYs
2025−2032

Transit Progr am
1513
1514
1517
5307
5337
5339
LOC
Other
PTAF 44
Transit
Subtotal

1,150
325,223
50
105,704
121,492
9,206
20,839
63,445
24,058

1,150
338,717
140
105,027
121,492
9,206
25,335
0
11,723

1,150
370,952
34
105,191
121,492
9,206
28,047
0
11,728

1,150
370,950
61
105,226
121,492
9,206
22,931
0
11,730

4,600
1,405,842
285
421,148
485,968
36,824
97,152
63,445
59,239

0
1,496,753
0
416,980
485,968
36,824
91,249
0
33,967

0
1,530,720
0
416,980
485,968
36,824
91,212
0
0

0
3,027,473
0
833,960
971,936
73,648
182,461
0
33,967

671,167

612,790

647,800

642,746

2,574,503

2,561,741

2,561,704

5,123,445

Source: DVRPC, 2020
Note: The funds that are highlighted in green are state transportation funds; the funds highlighted in blue are FTA funds;
the funds highlighted in purple are local/other funds. See Figure 2:, “Cost Summary by Funding Source in Pennsylvania
($000),” on page 6.

Table 4: Grand Total Highway and Transit Program
Program

FY2021

FY2022

FY2023

FY2024

4-Year
Total
(FY2021–
2024)

2nd 4 Years
LFY
2025−2028

3rd 4 Years
LFY
2029−2032

Total
LFYs
2025−2032

Gr and T otal C ost : Four -Year Hig hw a y a nd T r a n sit P r ogr a m
Highway
Transit
DVRPC
Total

733,448
671,167

777,010
612,790

653,364
647,800

667,750
642,746

2,831,572
2,574,503

2,765,247
2,561,741

2,103,069
2,561,704

4,868,316
5,123,445

1,404,615

1,389,800

1,301,164

1,310,496

5,406,075

5,326,988

4,664,773

9,991,761

Source: DVRPC, 2020
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Figure 1: Cost Summary by County and Transit Operator in Pennsylvania ($000)
Source: DVRPC, 2020

SEPTA, 47%

IMP, 16%

Various, 6%
Philadelphia, 11%
Montgomery, 6%
Delaware, 4%
Chester, 5%
Bucks, 4%

Pottstown, 1%

Figure 2: Cost Summary by Funding Source in Pennsylvania ($000)
Source: DVRPC, 2020

FHWA, 40%

FTA, 17%

STATE, 36%
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Figure 3: Four Year DVRPC Regional Highway Program Cost by Phase
Source: DVRPC, 2018
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Figure 4: Four-Year DVRPC Regional Transit Program Cost by Phase
Source: DVRPC, 2018
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CHAPTER 3:

Performance-Based Planning and Programming
(PBPP)
Background
The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) and subsequent Fixing
America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act require State DOTs, Transit Operators, and MPOs to
establish and use a performance-based approach to transportation decision making. This
includes tracking performance measures, setting data-driven targets for each measure, and
selecting projects to help meet those targets. The FAST Act also requires that the TIP include a
description of its anticipated effect toward achieving the established performance targets, linking
investment priorities to those performance targets. This section in the main Draft TIP document
describes both highway and transit approaches to Performance-Based Planning and
Programming (PBPP) in the DVRPC region. The goal of PBPP is to ensure targeted investment of
federal transportation funds by increasing accountability and transparency and providing for
better investment decisions that focus on key outcomes.
The regulations required by FHWA are related to seven national goals:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Safety
Infrastructure preservation
Congestion reduction
System reliability
Freight movement and economic vitality
Environmental sustainability
Reduced project delivery delays

Regulations required by FHWA have established final rules on performance measures that
address the seven goals, accordingly:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Fatalities and serious injuries, both number and rate per vehicle miles traveled, on all
public roads
Pavement condition on the Interstate system and on the remainder of the National
Highway System (NHS)
Performance (system reliability) of the Interstate system and the remainder of the NHS
bridge condition on the NHS
Bridge condition on the NHS
Traffic congestion
Freight movement on the Interstate system
On-road mobile source emissions

The regulations required by FTA have established a strategic and systematic process of
operating, maintaining, and improving public capital assets effectively through their life cycle. The
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performance management requirements are a minimum standard for transit operators and
involve measuring and monitoring the following:

•
•
•
•
•

Transit safety
Transit rolling stock
Transit equipment
Transit infrastructure
Transit facilities

For more information about the development and implementation of Transportation Performance
Management (TPM) policy and rulemaking, see www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm for Highway and
www.transit.dot.gov/performance-based-planning for Transit. For the TPM implementation
timeline for all performance measures, see www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/rule/timeline.pdf for Highway
and www.transit.dot.gov/regulations-and-guidance/transportation-planning/timeframesperformance-basedplanning for Transit.

10
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CHAPTER 4:

Mapping Application and Listings Overview
Mapping Application and Geographic Information Systems (GIS)
The Draft FY2021 TIP does not contain printed static project location maps. Due to the ever-changing
nature of the TIP, the maps are out of date by the time the final version of the TIP is printed and
distributed. For this reason, DVRPC suggests using the TIP Web Search Tool, www.dvrpc.org/TIP, as the
primary mapping function to show the location of mappable projects for the highway, transit, and
Interstate projects.
Different types of projects, such as intersection improvements, bridge replacements, or transit facilities,
are shown using various colors and symbols in the TIP Web Search Tool. Certain types of projects, such
as roadway landscaping, lease payments for the use of railroad tracks, or preliminary studies, are not
mapped. These projects are listed on the right hand side of the application along with the mapped
projects. Only the mapped projects will show up in the map pane on the left hand side of the application.
For this TIP update, the TIP Web Search Tool has been enhanced. It is more user friendly, as well as able
to be used on mobile devices. As with the previous TIP Web Search Tool, not just TIP projects are shown,
but also overlays of Planning Centers, Freight Centers, Congestion Management Process Corridors, and
Indicators of Potential Disadvantage, as well as a “search by address or location” function. To go along
with the enhanced TIP Web Search Tool, DVRPC has made TIP GIS data available as well. Downloadable
GIS point, line, and polygon location features for TIP projects in the current adopted Pennsylvania and
New Jersey TIPs, as well as formal TIP Actions that the DVRPC Board approve are available via the
Transportation section of DVRPC’s GIS Data webpage, www.dvrpc.org/Mapping/Data. This webpage also
contains links to DVRPC’s GIS Portal, interactive maps, and a map gallery, in addition to other data
resources. The GIS Portal contains boundaries, demographic, planning, and transportation data which is
helpful for obtaining data that provides context for the TIP.

DVRPC Regional Highway and Transit Project Listings
The Draft TIP document includes various project listings. The project listings are drawn from the
Pennsylvania Highway, Transit, and Interstate Management programs, which are thoroughly explained in
the following paragraphs.
All projects within the four years of the Draft TIP period (FY21–24) are considered funded and are able to
be federally authorized for funding. By federal regulation, the TIP is the four-year constrained program for
which revenues are reasonably expected to be available. However, the region has worked to develop a 12year constrained programming horizon for highway and transit projects in order to provide more realistic
expectations and timeframes in which to expect advancement of TIP projects with more realistic costs.
Many projects that have phases within the four years also have phases (such as construction) that may
be out in Later Fiscal Years (LFY) FY 25–32. This 12-year constrained programming horizon is illustrated
on the project listings within the TIP document. Project phases that fall beyond the four-year TIP are
technically “unfunded,” but they are listed, as they represent the region’s planned commitment to fund
these phases in the future as funds become available.
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Table 5: through Table 10: includes highway projects for Bucks, Chester, Delaware, and Montgomery
counties; the City of Philadelphia; and a listing of projects that apply to more than one county called
“Various”. Table 11: includes transit projects for SEPTA, and Pottstown Area Rapid Transit (PART).
Finally, Table 12: includes the Interstate Management Program (IMP). Within each county grouping,
individual highway and transit projects are listed numerically by Pennsylvania Department of
Transportation ID number (MPMS). For full project descriptions, please see the Draft DVRPC FY2021 TIP
for Pennsylvania at www.dvrpc.org/TIP/Draft/
Projects bolded are “NEW” to the TIP. Projects bolded with an asterisk (*) are “NEW-B” projects that have
been “broken out of,” or derived from, an existing TIP project. Projects bolded and italicized are projects
indicated as “RETURN,” which were previously programmed in a prior TIP, but through a variety of
circumstances have returned to the FY2021 TIP.

12
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Table 5: Bucks County TIP Project List
M PM S#

Pr oject Title

M PM S#

Pr oject Title

H i g hw a y Pro g r a m – Bu c k s C ou nt y
12923

Bristol Road Extension

88083

Stoopville Road Improvements - Phase 2

12931

Worthington Mill Rd Br (Bridge)

90327

River Rd o/ Trib Delaware (Bridge)

12965

Lawn Avenue

93444

Route 1 Improvement-South (Section RC1)

13014

Clay Ridge Road Bridge Over Beaver Creek (CB
#30)

93445

Route 1 Improvement-North (Section RC2)

13240

Old Bethlehem Road Bridge Over Kimples Creek

93446

13440

Allentown Road and PA 663 Bridges (2) Over
Licking Creek

98221

Route 1 Improvement Frontage Corridor
(Section RC3)
Stock's Grove Road over Beaver Creek (CB#
333)

13549

US 1 (Bridges) Design (Section 03S)

102272

Holland Road at Buck Road and Route 532

13635

Oxford Valley Road/Lincoln Highway Intersection
Improvements

102598

Mill Creek Rd O/Martin’s Creek (CB #220)

13716

Headquarters Road Bridge Over Tinicum Creek

104365

New Falls Road Pedestrian Safety
Improvements

13727

Bristol Road Intersection Improvements

107794

Woodbourne Road (SR 2033) and LanghorneYardley Road (SR 2049) Improvements

17918

I-95, Transit Improvements/FLEX (Cornwells
Heights)

110091

King Road Bridge over Herkaken Creek (CB #54)

36475

Mill St. Grade Xing

110309

I-95/US 13/PA 132 Slip Ramp Operation
Improvement

49315

Portzer Road Roundabout

110310

Almshouse at Jacksonville Road

50634

County Line Road Restoration (M04)(3R)

110966

Old Lincoln Highway and Hulmeville Avenue
Safety Improvements

57619

Route 313 Corridor Improvements

111024

Easton Road Roundabout

64778

State Road

111464

Shady Retreat SRTS Trail

64781

Swamp Road/Pennswood Road Bridge Over
Branch of Neshaminy Creek

111468

Lower Makefield Township Community Trail
Connection

69823

Rosedale Rd o/ Br Unami Creek

111471

Aquetong Park Segment - Route 202 Cross-County
Trail

74827

Delaware Canal Enhancement

115418

Route 113 & Minsi Trail Road Roundabout

78516

Bridge Replacement Brownsville Road

115419

Buckingham Road and York Road (PA 263)
Roundabout

86244

River Road at Golden Pheasant over Delaware
Canal

115420

Penndel Borough Intersection Improvements

86923

PA 309, Sellersville Bypass, Resurfacing (PM1)
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Table 6: Chester County TIP Project List
M PM S#

Pr oject Title

M PM S#

Pr oject Title

Highwa y Progra m – Chest er C ounty
14134

West Bridge Street Bridge Over Amtrak

98224

Spring City Road over Stony Run (Bridge)

14236

Little Washington Road Bridge Over Culbertson
Run

102708

PA 41 at PA 841 Improvements

14532

US 30, Coatesville Downingtown Bypass
Reconstruction Design

102709*

PA 41 & SR 926 Improvements

14580

US 1 Expressway Reconstruction: PA 472 to PA 896

107551

SR30/SR10 to Business 30 Interchange
Improvement

14581

US 1 Expressway Reconstruction: PA 896 to PA 41

107553

SR30 & Airport Rd Interchange Improvement

14698

US 422, Reconstruction (M2B)

107554

US30 & PA82 Interchange Improvement

47979

North Valley Road over Amtrak

107945

Art School Rd O/ Br Pickering Creek (Bridge)

64220

US 422 Expressway Reconstruction (M03)

110311

PA 41 at State Road Intersection

85949

SR 896 Safety Improvement

110312

Baltimore Pike/Newark Road Intersection
Improvements

86064

Hadfield Road Bridge Over Beaver Creek (CB
#244)

110949

Horseshoe Pike and Manor Road Intersection

86276

Township Road over West Branch of Big Elk
Creek (CB #297)

110954

PA 10 Shoulder Widening

86301

Lancaster Avenue / Brandywine Creek

110963

Manor Road Roundabout

86302

Ewing Road over White Clay Creek Bridge

111474

My School on the Move Program

86696

Watermark Road Bridge Over Muddy Run (CB
#21)

111477

State Road Sidewalks

87781

US 30, Coatesville Downingtown Bypass (CEREastern Section)

111485

Route 82 Crosswalks and sidewalk

90612

Boot Road o/ Amtrak (Bridge)

113307*

US 1 Expressway Reconstruction: PA/MD Line
to PA 472

95430

US 202 at SR 926 Intersection Improvement

113312*

US 1 Expressway Reconstruction: PA 41 to
Schoolhouse Road

98036

Merlin Road over Pigeon Run (Bridge)

115422

West Chester Pike Safety Improvements

98039

Ship Road over Valley Creek (Bridge)

115423

Route 23 Corridor Safety Improvements

98041

Birchrun Road over Birch Run (Bridge)

115424

US 322 West Chester Bypass Safety
Improvements

98042

Conestoga Rd o/ Pickering

115425

High Street Pedestrian Improvements

98223

Creek Road over Pickering Creek (Bridge)

14
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Table 7: Delaware County TIP Project List
M PM S#

Pr oject Title

Highway Program – Delaw ar e Count y
15008

Folcroft Avenue Bridge Over Amtrak/SEPTA
Wilmington/Newark Rail Line

M PM S
#

Pr oject Title

98218

South Avenue over Muckinipattis Creek
(Mulford Bridge) (CB# 142)

Station Road Bridge Over Chester Creek (CB
#234)
US 1 and PA 352 Interchange, Intersection, and
R d
I
t
Sellers Avenue Bridge Over Amtrak and SEPTA
Wilmington Newark Rail Line

99668

PA 291 Drainage Improvement

103217

Main Street Grade Crossing

104343*

US 322 over CSX

47147

3rd Street Dam Over Broomall Lake

104879

Cheyney Road Bridge Replacement

47992

New Road Over West Branch of Chester Creek
(Crozierville Bridge)

107642

Smithbridge Road Corridor

57773

Lloyd Street Bridge Over Amtrak/SEPTA
Wilmington Newark Rail Line (CB)

108910

I-95 Noise Abatement

64791

PA 420, Kedron Avenue

110951

Macdade Blvd. Corridor Safety Improvements

69665

South Creek Road Bridge Over Brandywine Creek

110965

Marshall Road Corridor Safety Improvements

69817

US 322, Featherbed Lane to I-95 (Section 102)

111021

Bethal Road Roudabout

70228

I-476, MacDade Boulevard Ramp Improvements

111022

Chichester Avenue Corridor Safety
Improvements

79329

Bridgewater Road Extension

111167

Lansdowne Avenue Corridor Safety
Improvements

86370

111486

Octoraro Trail Construction - Phase 1

88400

Tribbitt Avenue Bridge Over Hermesprota Creek
(CB #237)
US 1, Chester County Line to Pole Cat Road

111487

Walkable Chadds Ford

92323

Wanamaker Ave o/ Darby Ck (Bridge)

111488

92739

Glenn Riddle o/Chrome Run (Bridge)

111762

Media Borough Ridge Road Stormwater
I
t
PA 3: Ellis to St Albans

92808

Marshall Rd o/ Cobbs Crk (Bridge)

113251

Highland Avenue Railroad Preemption

93105

State Rd o/Darby Creek (Bridge)

114034*

US 322: Chelsea Parkway to Market St.
Interchange (Section 103)

95429

US 202 and US 1 Loop Road

115426

Haverford Road Corridor Safety Improvements

98216

Michigan Ave over Little Crum Creek (CB# 210)

115427

Lansdowne Avenue Corridor Safety
Improvements

98217

Hilldale Road over Darby Creek (CB# 149)

15183
15251
15306
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Table 8: Montgomery County TIP Project List
M PM S#

Pr oject Title

M PM S#

Pr oject Title

Highwa y Progra m – Mont gomer y C ount y
16150

Tookany Creek Parkway Bridge Over Tookany
Creek

64798

North Narberth Avenue Bridge Over
Amtrak/SEPTA (CB)

16214

PA 611, Old York Road Over SEPTA R3

66952

PA 23/Valley Forge Road and North Gulph Road
Relocation (2NG)

16239

New Hanover Square Road Bridge (Bridge)

72355

Valley Green Road Bridge Over Wissahickon
Creek

16334

PA 73, Church Road Intersection and Signal
Improvements

74813

Ambler Pedestrian Sidewalk Improvements

16408

Fruitville Road Bridge Over Perkiomen Creek (CB
#232)

74816

Whitemarsh Street Imprv (TE)

16438

PA 309, Connector Project - Phase I

74937

Whitemarsh Township Street Improvements

16577

Ridge Pike, Butler Pike to Crescent Avenue
Reconstruction and Signal Upgrade

77211

PA 309 Connector: Allentown Road to
Souderton Pike (HT2)

16665

US 202, Markley Street Southbound (Section 500)

80021

US 202, Markley Street Improvements (Section
510)

16705

Chester Valley Trail Extension (C036)

80052

Fetters Mill Bridge Over Pennypack Creek

16726

WarminsterRd/Pennypack Ck (Bridge)

83742

Keim Street Bridge Over Schuylkill River

16738

US 422 Expressway Section M1B

86336

Congo Road Bridge Replacement

48172

PA 23 Moore to Allendale and Trout Crk Rd
Bridge

92807

PA 73 - Skippack Pike Bridge Replacement

48174

PA 63, Welsh Rd.

92839

48175

Ridge Pike, PA Turnpike to Butler Pike

98037

Ridge Pike over Norfolk Southern RR bridge (CB:
#257)
Niantic Road over Perkiomen Creek (Bridge)

48187

Henderson/Gulph Road Widen near I-76 Ramps

98225

Butler Pike over Prophecy Creek (Bridge)

57849

PA 29, Main Street Bridge Over Reading Railroad
Tracks (Removal)

102273*

Ridge/Germantown Intersection Re-Alignment
- Phase 1, Perkiomen Crossing

63486

US 202, Johnson Highway to Township Line Road
(61S)

103372

Waverly Road over Tacony Creek (County
Bridge #275)

63491

US 202, Morris Road to Swedesford Road (65S)

105803

PA 309 Connector: Souderton Pike to PA 309
(HT3)

63493

PA 309, 5-Points Intersection Improvements
(71A) (Old US 202, 5-Points Intersection
Improvements (71A))

106068

Barbadoes Street Connector Road

64795

Belmont Rd/Rock Hill Rd Widening: I-76 Ramps to
Rock Hill Road

106326

Union Street Grade X-ing
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Table 8: Montgomery County TIP Project List (continued)
M PM S#

Pr oject Title

M PM S#

Pr oject Title

Highwa y Progra m – Mont gomer y C ount y
107180

Powerline Trail Connection - Phase 1 (TAP)

111491

Corinthian Trail

107996

Abington Township Trail (TAP)

111492

Limekiln Pike Multimodal Safety Initiatives

108006

Limerick Township Trails (TAP)

111493

108008

Tookany Creek Trail Phase 3 (TAP)

111494

Lower Salford Sidewalk for SR 113 and Park
A
Kriebel Road Trail

110313

Belmont Avenue Bridge over Schuylkill River (CB
#200)

111495

Main Street Pedestrian Improvements

110315

Philmont Avenue/Tomlinson Road/Pine Road
Improvements - 6 Point Intersection

112232

I-76 Slope Repair Westbound

110444*

Ridge Pike - School Lane to Belvoir Road (CB #0
and TPK Bridge DB-116)/Interchange Area

112233

I-76 Rock Slope Stabilization Eastbound

110762

Perkiomenville Road over Sciota Creek Bridge
Replacement

114270

Wynnewood Road Road Diet

110961

Old Skippack Rd. Roundabout

114944

Bethlehem Pike Safety Improvements

110971

Main Street Safety Improvements

114948

111005

Conshohocken Garage (I-76 ICM)

115428

Lancaster Avenue and Remington Road
Intersection Improvements
Sumneytown Pike Intersections Safety
Improvements

111129

Cannon Ave. Grade Xing

115429

111490

Whitpain Twp. Trail Network - Core Connector III

Belmont Avenue and St. Asaphs Road
Roundabout

Table 9: Philadelphia County TIP Project List
M PM S#

Pr oject Title

M PM S#

Pr oject Title

Highway Program – Philadelphi a Count y
12824

2019 Philadelphia ADA Ramps

69909

Willits Road Bridge Over Wooden Bridge Run

12886

ADA Ramps 2020 Philadelphia

70231

Swanson Street Reconstruction

17409

Coulter St/SEPTA *B2 (Bridge)

72597

Benjamin Franklin Bride Safety Improvements

17511

City Ave o/ SEPTA (Bridge)

74828

American Cities/Safe Routes to School -

17697

Island Avenue Signal Upgrade

75804

University Av/CSX Rail (Bridge)

17816

Chestnut Street Bridges, Ramps, (8) at 30th
Street

78757

JFK Blvd @ 32nd St. o/ SEPTA (30th Street
Station) (Bridge)

57276

Montgomery Avenue Bridge over Amtrak at 30th
Street (CB)

79686

I-95, Columbia Avenue to Ann Street (GR1)

57902

City Wide 3R Betterments Line Item

79830

North Delaware Riverfront Greenway Project,
Sec 1 (TAP)

69828

Market Street Bridges (2) Over Schuylkill River
and CSX Railroad (MSB)

79832

North Delaware Riverfront Greenway project,
Sec 3
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Table 9: Philadelphia County TIP Project List (continued)
M PM S#

Pr oject Title

M PM S#

Pr oject Title

Highway Program – Philadelphi a Count y
108098

Citywide ADA Ramps 2

81292

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase
1
Frankford Av/Frankford Ck (Bridge)

108099

Falls Road Bridge

83736

Roosevelt Blvd over Wayne Junction (WAV)

108129

MLK Drive over Schuylkill River (Bridge)

87784
88085

Aramingo/Harbison: Church Street to Amtrak
(Section BS3)
Byberry Road Bridge Replacement

91490

Expressway Service Patrol - Philadelphia

92147

80104

110415

30th Street Viaduct over 30th Street Lower
(Bridge)
Schuylkill Banks Christian to Crescent (TIGER)

110781

Renewing Philadelphia's Historic Streets

Broad St over Loading Dock (Bridge)

110782

Historic Shawmont Station

92554

Ridge Ave Over Amtrak (Bridge)

110958

Castor Avenue Roundabout

92809

Roosevelt Blvd Exit (Bridge)

111062

University Avenue and I-76 Off Ramp
Intersection Safety Improvements

96223

Philadelphia Signal Retiming

111194

Castor Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

98229

59th Street over AMTRAK

111496

Franklin Square Pedestrian Access Project

98230

Tabor Road over Tacony Creek

111500

Manayunk Canal Lower Locks Preservation
Project

102134

Henry Ave Corridor Safety Improvements, Phase
2
I-95: Bridge Street Ramps (Section BS5)

111501

Broad & Locust Modified Urban Intersection

111503

North Broad Street - Vision Zero Priority Corridor

Ben Franklin Bridge Eastbound Operational
I
t
Citywide Resurfacing 105

111505

103563

110314

106264

I-95 Central Access Philadelphia (CAP) /
Waterfront Access

111507

Mid-block Crossing in University City - Drexel
U i
it
Blvd Pedestrian Safety & Direct Bus
I
t
Cramp Elementary School Traffic Safety
Improvements

106708

I-95 Planning Assistance

111508

South Broad Street Sidepath, Phase 1

106993

Frankford Ave Signal Improvements

111509

City Avenue Project - City Avenue Special
Services District

107183

Make Way for Children, Expanding Pedestrian
Infrastructure to Philadelphia Schools (TAP)

111510

Frankford & Belgrade Improvements

107198

Safe Spaces for Cyclists: Building a Protected
Bicycle Network (TAP)

111511

Riverfront Gateway Sidewalk Project

107631

Navy Yard Contra Flow Loop Shuttle

111515

Cherokee Street Bridge over Valley Green Road

108092

Citywide Resurfacing 107

112500*

Citywide Resurfacing 110

108095

Citywide Resurfacing 108

112527*

Citywide ADA Ramps 3

108097

Citywide Resurfacing 109

114942

SR 0001 Roosevelt Blvd IHSDM Study

105290
105488
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Table 9: Philadelphia County TIP Project List (continued)
M PM S#

P r oj e ct T i t l e

M PM S#

P r oj e ct T i t l e

115440

Washington Lane Corridor Safety
Improvements

115442

Vine Street Corridor Safety Improvements

115444

Wyoming Avenue Corridor Safety
Improvements

115445

5th Street Corridor Safety Improvements

Highway Program – Philadelphia County
115430

Broad Street Corridor Safety Improvements

115431

Verree Road Corridor Safety Improvements

115433

Welsh Road Corridor Safety Improvements

115434

Frankford Avenue Corridor Safety Improvements

115435

63rd Street Corridor Safety Improvements
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Table 10: Various Counties TIP Project List
M PM S#

Pr oject Title

M PM S#

Pr oject Title

Highway Program – Vari ous Counti es
12842

ADA Ramps 2020 Bucks and Montgomery
Counties

95447

County Bridge Line Item

12885

ADA Ramps 2020 Chester and Montgomery
Counties

97311

Transportation Community Development
Initiative (TCDI) Administration

16178

Construction Management Tasks

102105

Municipal Bridge Line Item

17876

Road/Resurfacing/Rehabilitation

102106

Poor Condition Bridge Line Item

17928

Air Quality Action Supplemental Services

102107

Bridge On Demand Line Item

48201

DVRPC Competitive CMAQ Program

102275

Study Line Item

48202

Regional GIS Support - DVRPC

102320

District Wide Bridge Rehab Group P

51095

ITS Program Integrator

102665

Signal Upgrade Line Item

57927

Regional Safety Initiatives (HSIP)

104639

Travel Monitoring

63406

Retrofit for Bike Lanes and Shoulders

105291

The Circuit Line Item

64652

Transportation Community Development
Initiative (TCDI)

106648

Sink Holes Line Item

64984

Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) Line
Item
Transit Flex - SEPTA

106649

Stormwater Permits/Environmental Mitigation

106651

Sign Structure Repair

65109
66460

TAP Project Engineering and Management DVRPC

106654

I-95 Transportation Demand Mgt (TMA)

66461

CMAQ Project Engineering and Management DVRPC

109847

ROW Divestment 6-0

72738

Transportation Systems Management and
Operations (TSMO)

109848

LED Lighting Conversion 6-0

75854

District Program Management Services "A"

110127

District 6 Modeling Assistance

75855

District Program Management Services "B"

110429

Mobility Alternatives Programs (MAP)/Share a
Ride Program (SAR)

79927

Highway Reserve Line Item-STP

110460

Commuter Services

79929

Bridge Reserve Line Item

110494

Regional Traffic Management Center (RTMC)

79980

STU Reserve Line Item

110660

Bridge Group V

82216

NHPP Reserve Line Item

111424

Transportation Management Associations

83743

ADA Ramps Line Item

113257

Outdoor Advertising Control

84318

CAQ Reserve Line Item

114949

Replacement of Antiquated Permanent DMS

84457

Signal Retiming Program

114960

I-476 Ramp Meter Upgrade

86077

Enhance and Maintain Travel Forecasting Tools Expressway Service Patrol - Suburban Counties
(2022-2026)

115416

2020 Districtwide High Friction Surface
2021 Districtwide High Friction Surface
Treatment

92182
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Table 11: Transit TIP Program List
M PM#

Pr oject Title

M PM S#

Pr oject Title

South east er n Pennsylv ani a Tra nsportati on
A ut h ori t y - S E PTA

Pottstown Area Rapid Transit

15407

Villanova Intermodal Station

59935

Capital Operating Assistance - Pottstown Area
Rapid Transit (PART)

59966

Capital Asset Lease Program

95739

Transportation Capital Improvements

59973

Utility Fleet Renewal Program - Non Revenue
Vehicles

60275

Debt Service

60317

Federal Preventive Maintenance

60335

City Hall / 15th Street Stations

60540

Parking Improvements

60574

Paoli Transportation Center

60582

Vehicle Overhaul Program

60599

Paratransit Vehicle Purchase

60611

SEPTA Key (Fare Collection System/New
Payment Technologies)

60636

Elwyn to Wawa Rail Restoration

60638

Regional Rail Car & Locomotive Acquisition

60651

Substations and Power Improvements

73214
77183

Ardmore Transportation Center
Transit and Regional Rail Station Program

90497

Infrastructure Safety and Renewal Program

90512

SEPTA Bus Purchase Program

93588

Exton Station

95402

Bridge Program

102565

Track Improvement Program

102567

Roof Program

102569

Maintenance & Transportation Facilities

102571

Communications, Signals, & Technology

107011

Safety and Security Improvements

115472

Projects of Significance

107011

Safety and Security Improvements
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Table 12: Interstate Management Program List
M PM S
#
In t erst at e Ma na g em en t P rogr a m - D elawar e C ou nt y
M PM S#

Pr oject Title

15477

I-95/322/Conchester Hwy. Interchange/Impvts. (322)

92581

I-95: Pavement Preservation NB

104821

I-476 Travel Management

112298

SR 476: I-76 Interchange to MacDade

Pr oject Title

In t erst at e Ma na g em en t P rogr a m – M ont gom ery C o unty
106662

I-76 Integrated Corridor Management

In t erst at e Ma na g em en t P rogr a m – Phil ad elp hia C ou nty
17821

I-95, Shackamaxon Street to Ann Street (GIR) Design

98207

I-95 Congestion Management

46959

I-95 Design Review Manager

103553

I-95: Race-Shackamaxon 2 (GR6)

47811

Bridge Street Design (Section BSR)(IMP)

103555

I-95 Corridor ITS (GR8)

47812

I-95: Betsy Ross Interchange (BRI) - Design(IMP)

103556*

I-95 ATMS (GR9)

47813

I-95: Ann Street to Wheatsheaf Lane (AFC)

103557

I-95N Ann St-Wheatsheaf Lane (AF3)

79827

I-95 Southbound: Columbia-Ann St N (GR4)

103558

I-95SB: Ann St -Wheatsheaf Lane (AF4)

79828

I-95 Northbound: Race - Shackamaxon (GR5)

103559

I-95: Betsy Ross Mainline Southbound (BR4)

79904

103560

I-95: Betsy Ross Section Conrail Bridges (BR5)

79905

I-95: Betsy Ross Section Overhead Bridges,
R
Ad
A (BR2)
I-95: Betsy Ross Mainline (BR3)

103561

I-95: Betsy Ross Interchange Drainage (BR6)

79908

I-95: Kennedy to Levick (Section BS1) (IMP)

103562

I-95: Betsy Ross Ramps/Adams Avenue
Connector (Section BS4)

79910

I-95: Margaret to Kennedy (Section BS2) (IMP)

107698

I-76 Bridge Repair Section SRE

79912

107709

I-95 Bridge Repairs (95/MB4)

80014

I-95: Allegheny Ave and Castor Ave Interchanges
ti (AF2)
I-95, Utility Relocation & Surface Sts (CP3)

112299

I-76: Route 1 - I-676

92289

I-95 Consultant Mgmt

114876

Studies Line Item
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CHAPTER 5:

Learn More and Share Your Ideas!
DVRPC encourages the public to provide comments about the Draft TIP and specific projects to state,
county, transit, and DVRPC staff through its ongoing public involvement process.

The public comment period for the Draft DVRPC FY2021 TIP for Pennsylvania is
open as of May 26, 2020 and will close on June 29, 2020 at 5:00 p.m. (local
time)
Comments should be submitted online via the TIP comment/search/map application at
www.dvrpc.org/TIP/Draft/

DVRPC firmly believes in public participation and reaches out to as many populations as possible in an
equitable and timely manner. Public participation is a way to ascertain the interests of a wide variety of
residents, including the under involved, the private sector, special-interest groups, older adults, educators
and parents, public officials, and the mentally and physically disabled, and economically disadvantaged.
While today’s residents may be more sophisticated, and modern standards are more inclusive, the need
for public involvement is inherent to sound decision-making.
Every resident is responsible for becoming involved in regional issues and informing the decision-making
process; therefore, DVRPC strives to provide as many opportunities as possible for residents to be
informed and aware of the decisions that will affect the future of this region.
Two online open houses will be held at the following web addresses for the purpose of informing
interested parties on how to make public comments on the Draft DVRPC FY2021 TIP:
Wednesday, June 17, 2020
2:00 PM to 3:00 PM
Registration: https://dvrpc.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_l8Hr6IsaTk--nFbKxD1lLw
Call-in information: 646-558-8656; webinar ID: 928 8347 2086; Password: 0b1&E1fB
Or
Wednesday, June 17, 2020
7:00 PM to 8:00 PM
Registration: https://dvrpc.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_oFLiQk-eRnyyOEpHu4wdOQ
Call-in information: 646-558-8656; Webinar ID: 969 5255 6273; Password: 0b1&E1fB
While participants need to register beforehand, they are approved automatically and can register and join
the meetings up until the meetings end. Additionally, people who would like to participate but do not have
internet access or smart phones can call in. Anyone who needs accommodations, such as closed
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captioning or interpretation, can contact DVRPC’s Office of Communications & Engagement at
public_affairs@dvrpc.org or 215-238-2929.

DVRPC's website (www.dvrpc.org) is a vital tool in public outreach and serves a useful purpose during the
TIP update cycle. The entire Draft TIP document is available on the DVRPC website, including the date
and location of how to access the virtual public meetings and other general information. Individuals can
download or access current TIP materials at any time. Public comments can be submitted four ways.
The best way to submit comments is online, as part of an enhanced interactive mapping and public
comment web-based tool located at www.dvrpc.org/TIP. Users are able to click on the “Submit a
comment on the Draft DVPRC FY2021 TIP for Pennsylvania” button to make general and project-specific
comments. DVRPC staff will then acquire responses from the appropriate agencies. Responses will not
be provided unless comments are submitted in writing during the public comment period.
In addition, the public is able to submit comments via e-mail to tip@dvrpc.org, by fax (215-592-9125), or
through U.S. mail, addressed to:
T I P C o m me n t s
℅ O f fi c e of C om m u nic a ti o n s a n d E ng a ge m e n t
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
1 9 0 N . I nd e pen d e nc e M a l l W e s t , 8t h Flo o r
P h i l ad e l p hi a , P A 1 91 0 6
Furthermore, DVRPC frequently utilizes social media (Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram) during the public
comment period to raise the public’s awareness and interest. For example, different projects and facts
about the Draft TIP will be highlighted via social media posts.
The draft TIP document will be released during a worldwide public health crisis. The DVRPC region is
under various stay-at-home orders issued by the Pennsylvania Governor, the New Jersey Governor, and
the Mayor of Philadelphia. DVRPC’s offices in Philadelphia are closed and when reopened, will have
limited access due to social distancing guidelines.
At the time of release, public libraries remain closed. DVRPC’s Office of Communications & Engagement
is reaching out to a subsection of public libraries to see if they have recommendations for how we can
bridge the “digital divide” and ask if they might be able to use their online platforms to promote the public
comment period.
DVRPC is expecting to send a communications toolkit to libraries and other community partners with
sample social media posts and newsletter stories with the hopes of reaching audiences outside of
DVRPC’s current network. Additionally, tribal government contacts will receive the TIP document via
direct emails.
Questions and comments must be submitted in writing. If you need assistance in providing a written
comment, please contact the DVRPC Office of Communications and Engagement at 215-592-1800 or
public_affairs@dvrpc.org.
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Comments for this document must be received no later than 5:00 PM (local time) on June 29, 2020.
Comments received via mail must be postmarked by June 29, 2020. Responses will not be provided
unless comments are submitted in writing during the public comment period.
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July 7, 2020
Tribal President
Deborah Dotson
Delaware Nation
PO Box 825
Anadarko, OK 73005
Sent via email:
DDOTSON@DELAWARENATION-NSN.GOV
EC@DELAWARENATION.COM
Dear Tribal President Dotson:
Please allow this emailed letter to serve as a formal introduction. My name is Alison Hastings and I am the
Associate Director of Communications & Engagement at the Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission (DVRPC), the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Delaware Valley region.
DVRPC was formed in 1965, and covers Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and Philadelphia
counties in Pennsylvania and Burlington, Camden, Gloucester, and Mercer counties in New Jersey.
DVRPC serves as a technical advisor, provides access to federal transportation funding, and works with
local elected officials, participating federal, state and county agencies, transit operators, and the public to
coordinate planning activities and prioritization of transportation infrastructure projects, among other
tasks.
In the recent past, we have mailed hard copies of DVRPC’s core planning activity documents. Due
COVID-19 and stay-at-home orders, we are unable to produce hard copies and could not mail these
materials to you. This email takes the place of distributing hard copy materials to you. Each of the core
planning activity documents below present opportunities for coordination with the DELAWARE
NATION:
●

Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) - www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/ (updated every
four years)
The LRTP serves as the long-term vision for the region, detailing the ways the region aims to
invest in the transportation system. It identifies the region’s long-term needs and the goals,
strategies, and projects that will address those needs. An amendment to the LRTP was recently
released for public comment and will be reviewed by the DVRPC Board for adoption at its July
23, 2020 meeting. The proposed amendment, which also includes a list of regionally significant
transportation projects, is available here:
https://www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/pdf/4991_Amendment_PublicCommentVersionFinal_5.2
2.pdf and here: https://www.dvrpc.org/webmaps/MRP2045_Amendments/.
DVRPC is in the midst of updating its LRTP to the planning horizon year of 2050. We are
conducting extensive public outreach throughout the calendar year of 2020, with the draft plan
released for public comment in calendar year 2021. More information is available at

https://www.dvrpc.org/2050/.
●

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) - www.dvrpc.org/TIP/ (updated every other year)
The TIP is a list of priority projects for the region agreed upon by state and regional officials, and
manages funding for the reconstruction, improvement, and expansion of the region’s
transportation system. It covers a four-year period and includes traditional highway and public
transit projects, as well as bicycle-, pedestrian-, and freight-related projects. The current TIP for
Pennsylvania was approved on June 28, 2018, and is in effect until September 30, 2020. The
current TIP for New Jersey was approved on September 29, 2019, and is in effect until September
30, 2022.
The draft FY2021 TIP for Pennsylvania is expected to be approved by the DVRPC Board at its
July 23, 2020 meeting. An interactive map with proposed projects and the full narrative document
divided into smaller documents are both available at https://www.dvrpc.org/TIP/Draft/.

●

Planning Work Program - www.dvrpc.org/WorkProgram/ (approved annually)
The Work Program details the work to be undertaken by the Commission with federal funds, in
accordance with directives established in federal transportation legislation and priorities identified
by the DVRPC Board. The most recent work program was most approved on December 5, 2019
by the DVRPC Board and went into effect on July 1, 2020. The Commission starts planning the
new year’s program in the summer.

In consultation with FHWA-NJ, DVRPC is requesting the involvement of your Tribal Nation in the core
planning activities. DVRPC would appreciate your input on any of the above mentioned planning
documents and projects that are of concern to your tribal nation either because of the type of the project or
the specific location. It should be noted that all projects within the LRTP will be subject to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and Section 106 consultation when the project development
process is initiated.
We welcome coordination with your Tribal Nation, as you find appropriate. DVRPC is utilizing lists of
tribal contacts that were recently prepared by NJDOT and PennDOT. Should there be any additional tribal
representatives that should be included in future correspondence and coordination, please advise. I ask that
if you have any questions, concerns, or comments, please respond to DVRPC’s FHWA contacts for each
state.
For New Jersey:
Sutapa Bandyopadhyay, A.I.C.P., Ph.D.
Planning & Program Development Manager
FHWA-New Jersey Division
Office: (609)637-4230 | Cell: (908)361-1831
Email: sutapa.bandyopadhyay@dot.gov
For Pennsylvania:
Gene Porochniak
Community Planner
FHWA-Pennsylvania Division
Office: (717) 221-4468
Email: Eugene.Porochniak@dot.gov

Sincerely,
Alison Hastings, PP/AICP
Associate Director, Communications & Engagement
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
ahastings@dvrpc.org
Sent via email
CC:

Erin Thompson-Paden, Delaware Nation
Elizabeth Schoonmaker, Rick Murphy, John Ward, Barry Seymour, Natalie Scott, DVRPC;
Mike Russo, Lauralee Rappleye, NJDOT;
Larry Shifflet, Jim Mosca, PennDOT;
Sutapa Bandyopadhyay, Brian Goodson, FHWA-NJ;
Gene Porochniak, FHWA-PA

July 7, 2020
Chief Chet Brooks
Delaware Tribe of Indians
5100 Tuxedo Blvd.
Bartlesville, OK 74006
Sent via email:
CBROOKS@DELAWARETRIBE.ORG
Dear Chief Brooks:
Please allow this emailed letter to serve as a formal introduction. My name is Alison Hastings and I am the
Associate Director of Communications & Engagement at the Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission (DVRPC), the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Delaware Valley region.
DVRPC was formed in 1965, and covers Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and Philadelphia
counties in Pennsylvania and Burlington, Camden, Gloucester, and Mercer counties in New Jersey.
DVRPC serves as a technical advisor, provides access to federal transportation funding, and works with
local elected officials, participating federal, state and county agencies, transit operators, and the public to
coordinate planning activities and prioritization of transportation infrastructure projects, among other
tasks.
In the recent past, we have mailed hard copies of DVRPC’s core planning activity documents. Due
COVID-19 and stay-at-home orders, we are unable to produce hard copies and could not mail these
materials to you. This email takes the place of distributing hard copy materials to you. Each of the core
planning activity documents below present opportunities for coordination with the DELAWARE TRIBE
OF INDIANS:
●

Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) - www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/ (updated every
four years)
The LRTP serves as the long-term vision for the region, detailing the ways the region aims to
invest in the transportation system. It identifies the region’s long-term needs and the goals,
strategies, and projects that will address those needs. An amendment to the LRTP was recently
released for public comment and will be reviewed by the DVRPC Board for adoption at its July
23, 2020 meeting. The proposed amendment, which also includes a list of regionally significant
transportation projects, is available here:
https://www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/pdf/4991_Amendment_PublicCommentVersionFinal_5.2
2.pdf and here: https://www.dvrpc.org/webmaps/MRP2045_Amendments/.
DVRPC is in the midst of updating its LRTP to the planning horizon year of 2050. We are
conducting extensive public outreach throughout the calendar year of 2020, with the draft plan
released for public comment in calendar year 2021. More information is available at
https://www.dvrpc.org/2050/.

●

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) - www.dvrpc.org/TIP/ (updated every other year)
The TIP is a list of priority projects for the region agreed upon by state and regional officials, and
manages funding for the reconstruction, improvement, and expansion of the region’s
transportation system. It covers a four-year period and includes traditional highway and public
transit projects, as well as bicycle-, pedestrian-, and freight-related projects. The current TIP for
Pennsylvania was approved on June 28, 2018, and is in effect until September 30, 2020. The
current TIP for New Jersey was approved on September 29, 2019, and is in effect until September
30, 2022.
The draft FY2021 TIP for Pennsylvania is expected to be approved by the DVRPC Board at its
July 23, 2020 meeting. An interactive map with proposed projects and the full narrative document
divided into smaller documents are both available at https://www.dvrpc.org/TIP/Draft/.

●

Planning Work Program - www.dvrpc.org/WorkProgram/ (approved annually)
The Work Program details the work to be undertaken by the Commission with federal funds, in
accordance with directives established in federal transportation legislation and priorities identified
by the DVRPC Board. The most recent work program was most approved on December 5, 2019
by the DVRPC Board and went into effect on July 1, 2020. The Commission starts planning the
new year’s program in the summer.

In consultation with FHWA-NJ, DVRPC is requesting the involvement of your Tribal Nation in the core
planning activities. DVRPC would appreciate your input on any of the above-mentioned planning
documents and projects that are of concern to your tribal nation either because of the type of the project or
the specific location. It should be noted that all projects within the LRTP will be subject to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and Section 106 consultation when the project development
process is initiated.
We welcome coordination with your Tribal Nation, as you find appropriate. DVRPC is utilizing lists of
tribal contacts that were recently prepared by NJDOT and PennDOT. Should there be any additional tribal
representatives that should be included in future correspondence and coordination, please advise. I ask that
if you have any questions, concerns, or comments, please respond to DVRPC’s FHWA contacts for each
state.
For New Jersey:
Sutapa Bandyopadhyay, A.I.C.P., Ph.D.
Planning & Program Development Manager
FHWA-New Jersey Division
Office: (609)637-4230 | Cell: (908)361-1831
Email: sutapa.bandyopadhyay@dot.gov
For Pennsylvania:
Gene Porochniak
Community Planner
FHWA-Pennsylvania Division
Office: (717) 221-4468
Email: Eugene.Porochniak@dot.gov

Sincerely,
Alison Hastings, PP/AICP
Associate Director, Communications & Engagement
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
ahastings@dvrpc.org
Sent via email
CC:

Susan Bachor, Dr. Brice Obermeyer, Delaware Tribe of Indians
Elizabeth Schoonmaker, Rick Murphy, John Ward, Barry Seymour, Natalie Scott, DVRPC;
Mike Russo, Lauralee Rappleye, NJDOT;
Larry Shifflet, Jim Mosca, PennDOT;
Sutapa Bandyopadhyay, Brian Goodson, FHWA-NJ;
Gene Porochniak, FHWA-PA

July 7, 2020

Tribal Chairperson Mark Gould
Nanticoke Lenni-Lenape Indians of New Jersey
18 East Commerce Street
PO Box 544
Bridgeton, NJ 08302
Sent via email:
MGOULD24@AOL.COM

Dear Tribal Chairperson Gould:
Please allow this emailed letter to serve as a formal introduction. My name is Alison Hastings and I am the
Associate Director of Communications & Engagement at the Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission (DVRPC), the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Delaware Valley region.
DVRPC was formed in 1965, and covers Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and Philadelphia
counties in Pennsylvania and Burlington, Camden, Gloucester, and Mercer counties in New Jersey.
DVRPC serves as a technical advisor, provides access to federal transportation funding, and works with
local elected officials, participating federal, state and county agencies, transit operators, and the public to
coordinate planning activities and prioritization of transportation infrastructure projects, among other
tasks.
In the recent past, we have mailed hard copies of DVRPC’s core planning activity documents. Due
COVID-19 and stay-at-home orders, we are unable to produce hard copies and could not mail these
materials to you. This email takes the place of distributing hard copy materials to you. Each of the core
planning activity documents below present opportunities for coordination with the NANTICOKE LENNILENAPE INDIANS OF NEW JERSEY:
●

Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) - www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/ (updated every
four years)
The LRTP serves as the long-term vision for the region, detailing the ways the region aims to
invest in the transportation system. It identifies the region’s long-term needs and the goals,
strategies, and projects that will address those needs. An amendment to the LRTP was recently
released for public comment and will be reviewed by the DVRPC Board for adoption at its July
23, 2020 meeting. The proposed amendment, which also includes a list of regionally significant
transportation projects, is available here:
https://www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/pdf/4991_Amendment_PublicCommentVersionFinal_5.2
2.pdf and here: https://www.dvrpc.org/webmaps/MRP2045_Amendments/.

DVRPC is in the midst of updating its LRTP to the planning horizon year of 2050. We are
conducting extensive public outreach throughout the calendar year of 2020, with the draft plan
released for public comment in calendar year 2021. More information is available at
https://www.dvrpc.org/2050/.
●

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) - www.dvrpc.org/TIP/ (updated every other year)
The TIP is a list of priority projects for the region agreed upon by state and regional officials, and
manages funding for the reconstruction, improvement, and expansion of the region’s
transportation system. It covers a four-year period and includes traditional highway and public
transit projects, as well as bicycle-, pedestrian-, and freight-related projects. The current TIP for
Pennsylvania was approved on June 28, 2018, and is in effect until September 30, 2020. The
current TIP for New Jersey was approved on September 29, 2019, and is in effect until September
30, 2022.
The draft FY2021 TIP for Pennsylvania is expected to be approved by the DVRPC Board at its
July 23, 2020 meeting. An interactive map with proposed projects and the full narrative document
divided into smaller documents are both available at https://www.dvrpc.org/TIP/Draft/.

●

Planning Work Program - www.dvrpc.org/WorkProgram/ (approved annually)
The Work Program details the work to be undertaken by the Commission with federal funds, in
accordance with directives established in federal transportation legislation and priorities identified
by the DVRPC Board. The most recent work program was most approved on December 5, 2019
by the DVRPC Board and went into effect on July 1, 2020. The Commission starts planning the
new year’s program in the summer.

In consultation with FHWA-NJ, DVRPC is requesting the involvement of your Tribal Nation in the core
planning activities. DVRPC would appreciate your input on any of the above-mentioned planning
documents and projects that are of concern to your tribal nation either because of the type of the project or
the specific location. It should be noted that all projects within the LRTP will be subject to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and Section 106 consultation when the project development
process is initiated.
We welcome coordination with your Tribal Nation, as you find appropriate. DVRPC is utilizing lists of
tribal contacts that were recently prepared by NJDOT. Should there be any additional tribal representatives
that should be included in future correspondence and coordination, please advise. I ask that if you have
any questions, concerns, or comments, please respond to DVRPC’s FHWA contact FOR New Jersey,
listed below:
Sutapa Bandyopadhyay, A.I.C.P., Ph.D.
Planning & Program Development Manager
FHWA-New Jersey Division
Office: (609)637-4230 | Cell: (908)361-1831
Email: sutapa.bandyopadhyay@dot.gov

Sincerely,
Alison Hastings, PP/AICP
Associate Director, Communications & Engagement
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
ahastings@dvrpc.org
Sent via email
CC:
Elizabeth Schoonmaker, Rick Murphy, John Ward, Barry Seymour, Natalie Scott, DVRPC;
Mike Russo, Lauralee Rappleye, NJDOT;
Sutapa Bandyopadhyay, Brian Goodson, FHWA-NJ;

July 7, 2020
Chief Ben Barnes
Shawnee Tribe
P.O. Box 189
29 S. HWY 69A
Miami, OK 74355
Sent via email:
BENBARNES@GMAIL.COM
Dear Chief Barnes:
Please allow this emailed letter to serve as a formal introduction. My name is Alison Hastings and I am the
Associate Director of Communications & Engagement at the Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission (DVRPC), the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Delaware Valley region.
DVRPC was formed in 1965, and covers Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and Philadelphia
counties in Pennsylvania and Burlington, Camden, Gloucester, and Mercer counties in New Jersey.
DVRPC serves as a technical advisor, provides access to federal transportation funding, and works with
local elected officials, participating federal, state and county agencies, transit operators, and the public to
coordinate planning activities and prioritization of transportation infrastructure projects, among other
tasks.
In the recent past, we have mailed hard copies of DVRPC’s core planning activity documents. Due
COVID-19 and stay-at-home orders, we are unable to produce hard copies and could not mail these
materials to you. This email takes the place of distributing hard copy materials to you. Each of the core
planning activity documents below present opportunities for coordination with the SHAWNEE TRIBE:
●

Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) - www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/ (updated every
four years)
The LRTP serves as the long-term vision for the region, detailing the ways the region aims to
invest in the transportation system. It identifies the region’s long-term needs and the goals,
strategies, and projects that will address those needs. An amendment to the LRTP was recently
released for public comment and will be reviewed by the DVRPC Board for adoption at its July
23, 2020 meeting. The proposed amendment, which also includes a list of regionally significant
transportation projects, is available here:
https://www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/pdf/4991_Amendment_PublicCommentVersionFinal_5.2
2.pdf and here: https://www.dvrpc.org/webmaps/MRP2045_Amendments/.
DVRPC is in the midst of updating its LRTP to the planning horizon year of 2050. We are
conducting extensive public outreach throughout the calendar year of 2020, with the draft plan
released for public comment in calendar year 2021. More information is available at

https://www.dvrpc.org/2050/.
●

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) - www.dvrpc.org/TIP/ (updated every other year)
The TIP is a list of priority projects for the region agreed upon by state and regional officials, and
manages funding for the reconstruction, improvement, and expansion of the region’s
transportation system. It covers a four-year period and includes traditional highway and public
transit projects, as well as bicycle-, pedestrian-, and freight-related projects. The current TIP for
Pennsylvania was approved on June 28, 2018, and is in effect until September 30, 2020. The
current TIP for New Jersey was approved on September 29, 2019, and is in effect until September
30, 2022.
The draft FY2021 TIP for Pennsylvania is expected to be approved by the DVRPC Board at its
July 23, 2020 meeting. An interactive map with proposed projects and the full narrative document
divided into smaller documents are both available at https://www.dvrpc.org/TIP/Draft/.

●

Planning Work Program - www.dvrpc.org/WorkProgram/ (approved annually)
The Work Program details the work to be undertaken by the Commission with federal funds, in
accordance with directives established in federal transportation legislation and priorities identified
by the DVRPC Board. The most recent work program was most approved on December 5, 2019
by the DVRPC Board and went into effect on July 1, 2020. The Commission starts planning the
new year’s program in the summer.

In consultation with FHWA-NJ, DVRPC is requesting the involvement of your Tribal Nation in the core
planning activities. DVRPC would appreciate your input on any of the above-mentioned planning
documents and projects that are of concern to your tribal nation either because of the type of the project or
the specific location. It should be noted that all projects within the LRTP will be subject to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and Section 106 consultation when the project development
process is initiated.
We welcome coordination with your Tribal Nation, as you find appropriate. DVRPC is utilizing lists of
tribal contacts that were recently prepared by NJDOT and PennDOT. Should there be any additional tribal
representatives that should be included in future correspondence and coordination, please advise. I ask that
if you have any questions, concerns, or comments, please respond to DVRPC’s FHWA contacts for each
state.
For New Jersey:
Sutapa Bandyopadhyay, A.I.C.P., Ph.D.
Planning & Program Development Manager
FHWA-New Jersey Division
Office: (609)637-4230 | Cell: (908)361-1831
Email: sutapa.bandyopadhyay@dot.gov
For Pennsylvania:
Gene Porochniak
Community Planner
FHWA-Pennsylvania Division
Office: (717) 221-4468
Email: Eugene.Porochniak@dot.gov

Sincerely,
Alison Hastings, PP/AICP
Associate Director, Communications & Engagement
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
Sent via email:
ahastings@dvrpc.org
CC:

Tonya Tipton, Cassie Harper, Shawnee;
Elizabeth Schoonmaker, Rick Murphy, John Ward, Barry Seymour, Natalie Scott, DVRPC;
Mike Russo, Lauralee Rappleye, NJDOT;
Larry Shifflet, Jim Mosca, PennDOT;
Sutapa Bandyopadhyay, Brian Goodson, FHWA-NJ;
Gene Porochniak, FHWA-PA

July 8, 2020
Governor John Johnson
Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
2025 S. Gordon Cooper Drive
Shawnee, OK 74801
Sent via email to:
JJOHNSON@ASTRIBE.COM

Dear Governor Johnson:
Please allow this email to serve as a formal introduction. My name is Alison Hastings and I am
the Associate Director of Communications & Engagement at the Delaware Valley Regional
Planning Commission (DVRPC), the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the
Delaware Valley region.
DVRPC was formed in 1965, and covers Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and
Philadelphia counties in Pennsylvania and Burlington, Camden, Gloucester, and Mercer counties
in New Jersey. DVRPC serves as a technical advisor, provides access to federal transportation
funding, and works with local elected officials, participating federal, state and county agencies,
transit operators, and the public to coordinate planning activities and prioritization of
transportation infrastructure projects, among other tasks.
In the recent past, we have mailed hard copies of DVRPC’s core planning activity documents.
Due COVID-19 and stay-at-home orders, we are unable to produce hard copies and could not
mail these materials to you. This email takes the place of distributing hard copy materials to you.
Each of the core planning activity documents below present opportunities for coordination with
the ABSENTEE SHAWNEE TRIBE OF OKLAHOMA:
● Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) - www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/ (updated
every four years)
The LRTP serves as the long-term vision for the region, detailing the ways the region
aims to invest in the transportation system. It identifies the region’s long-term needs and
the goals, strategies, and projects that will address those needs. An amendment to the
LRTP was recently released for public comment and will be reviewed by the DVRPC
Board for adoption at its July 23, 2020 meeting. The proposed amendment, which also
includes a list of regionally significant transportation projects, is available here:
https://www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/pdf/4991_Amendment_PublicCommentVersionFi
nal_5.22.pdf and here: https://www.dvrpc.org/webmaps/MRP2045_Amendments/.

DVRPC is in the midst of updating its LRTP to the planning horizon year of 2050. We are
conducting extensive public outreach throughout the calendar year of 2020, with the draft
plan released for public comment in calendar year 2021. More information is available at
https://www.dvrpc.org/2050/.
● Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) - www.dvrpc.org/TIP/ (updated every
other year)
The TIP is a list of priority projects for the region agreed upon by state and regional
officials, and manages funding for the reconstruction, improvement, and expansion of the
region’s transportation system. It covers a four-year period and includes traditional
highway and public transit projects, as well as bicycle-, pedestrian-, and freight-related
projects. The current TIP for Pennsylvania was approved on June 28, 2018, and is in
effect until September 30, 2020. The current TIP for New Jersey was approved on
September 29, 2019, and is in effect until September 30, 2022.
The draft FY2021 TIP for Pennsylvania is expected to be approved by the DVRPC Board
at its July 23, 2020 meeting. An interactive map with proposed projects and the full
narrative document divided into smaller documents are both available at
https://www.dvrpc.org/TIP/Draft/.
● Planning Work Program - www.dvrpc.org/WorkProgram/ (approved annually)
The Work Program details the work to be undertaken by the Commission with federal
funds, in accordance with directives established in federal transportation legislation and
priorities identified by the DVRPC Board. The most recent work program was most
approved on December 5, 2019 by the DVRPC Board and went into effect on July 1,
2020. The Commission starts planning the new year’s program in the summer.
In consultation with FHWA-NJ, DVRPC welcomes the involvement of your Tribal Nation in its
core planning activities. DVRPC would appreciate your input on any of the above-mentioned
planning documents and projects that are of concern to your tribal nation either because of the
type of the project or the specific location. It should be noted that all projects within the LRTP
will be subject to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and Section 106
consultation when the project development process is initiated.
We welcome coordination with your Tribal Nation, as you find appropriate. DVRPC is utilizing
lists of tribal contacts that were recently prepared by NJDOT and PennDOT. Should there be any
additional tribal representatives that should be included in future correspondence and
coordination, please advise. I ask that if you have any questions, concerns, or comments, please
respond to DVRPC’s FHWA contacts for each state.

For New Jersey:
Sutapa Bandyopadhyay, A.I.C.P., Ph.D.
Planning & Program Development Manager
FHWA-New Jersey Division
Office: (609)637-4230 | Cell: (908)361-1831
Email: sutapa.bandyopadhyay@dot.gov
For Pennsylvania:
Gene Porochniak
Community Planner
FHWA-Pennsylvania Division
Office: (717) 221-4468
Email: Eugene.Porochniak@dot.gov
Sincerely,
Alison Hastings, PP/AICP
Associate Director, Communications & Engagement
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
Email: ahastings@dvrpc.org
Cell: 856-278-9122
Sent via email
CC:

Devon Frazier, ABSENTEE SHAWNEE TRIBE OF OKLAHOMA;
Elizabeth Schoonmaker, Rick Murphy, John Ward, Barry Seymour, Natalie Scott,
DVRPC;
Mike Russo, Lauralee Rappleye, NJDOT;
Larry Shifflet, Jim Mosca, PennDOT;
Sutapa Bandyopadhyay, Brian Goodson, FHWA-NJ;
Gene Porochniak, FHWA-PA

July 8, 2020
Chief Glenna Wallace
EASTERN SHAWNEE TRIBE OF OKLAHOMA
PO Box 350
Seneca, MO 64865
Sent via email:
ESTOCHIEF@HOTMAIL.COM
Dear Chief Wallace:
Please allow this emailed letter to serve as a formal introduction. My name is Alison Hastings and I am the
Associate Director of Communications & Engagement at the Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission (DVRPC), the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Delaware Valley region.
DVRPC was formed in 1965, and covers Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and Philadelphia
counties in Pennsylvania and Burlington, Camden, Gloucester, and Mercer counties in New Jersey.
DVRPC serves as a technical advisor, provides access to federal transportation funding, and works with
local elected officials, participating federal, state and county agencies, transit operators, and the public to
coordinate planning activities and prioritization of transportation infrastructure projects, among other
tasks.
In the recent past, we have mailed hard copies of DVRPC’s core planning activity documents. Due to
COVID-19 and stay-at-home orders, we are unable to produce hard copies and could not mail these
materials to you. This email takes the place of distributing hard copy materials to you. Each of the core
planning activity documents below present opportunities for coordination with the EASTERN SHAWNEE
TRIBE OF OKLAHOMA:
●

Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) - www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/ (updated every
four years)
The LRTP serves as the long-term vision for the region, detailing the ways the region aims to
invest in the transportation system. It identifies the region’s long-term needs and the goals,
strategies, and projects that will address those needs. An amendment to the LRTP was recently
released for public comment and will be reviewed by the DVRPC Board for adoption at its July
23, 2020 meeting. The proposed amendment, which also includes a list of regionally significant
transportation projects, is available here:
https://www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/pdf/4991_Amendment_PublicCommentVersionFinal_5.2
2.pdf and here: https://www.dvrpc.org/webmaps/MRP2045_Amendments/.
DVRPC is in the midst of updating its LRTP to the planning horizon year of 2050. We are
conducting extensive public outreach throughout the calendar year of 2020, with the draft plan
released for public comment in calendar year 2021. More information is available at

https://www.dvrpc.org/2050/.
●

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) - www.dvrpc.org/TIP/ (updated every other year)
The TIP is a list of priority projects for the region agreed upon by state and regional officials, and
manages funding for the reconstruction, improvement, and expansion of the region’s
transportation system. It covers a four-year period and includes traditional highway and public
transit projects, as well as bicycle-, pedestrian-, and freight-related projects. The current TIP for
Pennsylvania was approved on June 28, 2018, and is in effect until September 30, 2020. The
current TIP for New Jersey was approved on September 29, 2019, and is in effect until September
30, 2022.
The draft FY2021 TIP for Pennsylvania is expected to be approved by the DVRPC Board at its
July 23, 2020 meeting. An interactive map with proposed projects and the full narrative document
divided into smaller documents are both available at https://www.dvrpc.org/TIP/Draft/.

●

Planning Work Program - www.dvrpc.org/WorkProgram/ (approved annually)
The Work Program details the work to be undertaken by the Commission with federal funds, in
accordance with directives established in federal transportation legislation and priorities identified
by the DVRPC Board. The most recent work program was most approved on December 5, 2019
by the DVRPC Board and went into effect on July 1, 2020. The Commission starts planning the
next year’s program in the summer.

DVRPC would appreciate your input on any of the above-mentioned planning documents and projects that
are of concern to your Tribal Nation either because of the type of the project or the specific location. It
should be noted that all projects within the LRTP will be subject to the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process and Section 106 consultation when the project development process is initiated.
We welcome coordination with your Tribal Nation, as you find appropriate. DVRPC is utilizing lists of
tribal contacts that were recently prepared by PennDOT. Should there be any additional tribal
representatives that should be included in future correspondence and coordination, please advise. I ask that
if you have any questions, concerns, or comments, please respond to DVRPC’s FHWA contact listed
below.
Gene Porochniak
Community Planner
FHWA-Pennsylvania Division
Office: (717) 221-4468
Email: Eugene.Porochniak@dot.gov
Sincerely,
Alison Hastings, PP/AICP
Associate Director, Communications & Engagement
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
Sent via email:
ahastings@dvrpc.org
CC:

Brett Barnes, EASTERN SHAWNEE TRIBE OF OKLAHOMA’
Elizabeth Schoonmaker, Rick Murphy, John Ward, Barry Seymour, Natalie Scott, DVRPC;
Larry Shifflet, Jim Mosca, PennDOT;
Gene Porochniak, FHWA-PA

July 8, 2020
Chief Sidney Hill
ONONDAGA NATION
4040 Route 11
Nedrow, NY 13120
Sent via email:
ADMIN@ONONDAGANATION.ORG
Dear Chief Hill:
Please allow this emailed letter to serve as a formal introduction. My name is Alison Hastings and I am the
Associate Director of Communications & Engagement at the Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission (DVRPC), the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Delaware Valley region.
DVRPC was formed in 1965, and covers Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and Philadelphia
counties in Pennsylvania and Burlington, Camden, Gloucester, and Mercer counties in New Jersey.
DVRPC serves as a technical advisor, provides access to federal transportation funding, and works with
local elected officials, participating federal, state and county agencies, transit operators, and the public to
coordinate planning activities and prioritization of transportation infrastructure projects, among other
tasks.
In the recent past, we have mailed hard copies of DVRPC’s core planning activity documents. Due to
COVID-19 and stay-at-home orders, we are unable to produce hard copies and could not mail these
materials to you. This email takes the place of distributing hard copy materials to you. Each of the core
planning activity documents below present opportunities for coordination with the ONONDAGA
NATION:
●

Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) - www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/ (updated every
four years)
The LRTP serves as the long-term vision for the region, detailing the ways the region aims to
invest in the transportation system. It identifies the region’s long-term needs and the goals,
strategies, and projects that will address those needs. An amendment to the LRTP was recently
released for public comment and will be reviewed by the DVRPC Board for adoption at its July
23, 2020 meeting. The proposed amendment, which also includes a list of regionally significant
transportation projects, is available here:
https://www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/pdf/4991_Amendment_PublicCommentVersionFinal_5.2
2.pdf and here: https://www.dvrpc.org/webmaps/MRP2045_Amendments/.
DVRPC is in the midst of updating its LRTP to the planning horizon year of 2050. We are
conducting extensive public outreach throughout the calendar year of 2020, with the draft plan
released for public comment in calendar year 2021. More information is available at

https://www.dvrpc.org/2050/.
●

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) - www.dvrpc.org/TIP/ (updated every other year)
The TIP is a list of priority projects for the region agreed upon by state and regional officials, and
manages funding for the reconstruction, improvement, and expansion of the region’s
transportation system. It covers a four-year period and includes traditional highway and public
transit projects, as well as bicycle-, pedestrian-, and freight-related projects. The current TIP for
Pennsylvania was approved on June 28, 2018, and is in effect until September 30, 2020. The
current TIP for New Jersey was approved on September 29, 2019, and is in effect until September
30, 2022.
The draft FY2021 TIP for Pennsylvania is expected to be approved by the DVRPC Board at its
July 23, 2020 meeting. An interactive map with proposed projects and the full narrative document
divided into smaller documents are both available at https://www.dvrpc.org/TIP/Draft/.

●

Planning Work Program - www.dvrpc.org/WorkProgram/ (approved annually)
The Work Program details the work to be undertaken by the Commission with federal funds, in
accordance with directives established in federal transportation legislation and priorities identified
by the DVRPC Board. The most recent work program was most approved on December 5, 2019
by the DVRPC Board and went into effect on July 1, 2020. The Commission starts planning the
next year’s program in the summer.

DVRPC would appreciate your input on any of the above-mentioned planning documents and projects that
are of concern to your Tribal Nation either because of the type of the project or the specific location. It
should be noted that all projects within the LRTP will be subject to the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process and Section 106 consultation when the project development process is initiated.
We welcome coordination with your Tribal Nation, as you find appropriate. DVRPC is utilizing lists of
tribal contacts that were recently prepared by PennDOT. Should there be any additional tribal
representatives that should be included in future correspondence and coordination, please advise. I ask that
if you have any questions, concerns, or comments, please respond to DVRPC’s FHWA contact listed
below.
Gene Porochniak
Community Planner
FHWA-Pennsylvania Division
Office: (717) 221-4468
Email: Eugene.Porochniak@dot.gov
Sincerely,
Alison Hastings, PP/AICP
Associate Director, Communications & Engagement
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
Sent via email:
ahastings@dvrpc.org
CC:

Elizabeth Schoonmaker, Rick Murphy, John Ward, Barry Seymour, Natalie Scott, DVRPC;
Larry Shifflet, Jim Mosca, PennDOT;
Gene Porochniak, FHWA-PA
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JOBS
THE DELAWARE VALLEY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
ANNOUNCES FOR PUBLIC REVIEW:

NATURAL GAS RATES TO CHANGE
BEGINNING JUNE 1, 2020

Draft DVRPC FY2021 Transportation Improvement Program for Pennsylvania (FY21-FY24)
and Draft Connections 2045 Long-Range Plan Amendment
The Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) is seeking your input and will open a public comment period for the Draft DVRPC
Federal Fiscal Year (FY) 2021 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for Pennsylvania (FY21-FY24). This also serves as the public comment
period for the Draft Connections 2045 Long-Range Plan (LRP) Amendment. DVRPC will accept comments on both draft documents from May
26, 2020 until June 29, 2020 at 5:00 PM local time.
Public notice of public participation activities and time established for public review of and comments on the TIP also satisfies Program of
Projects requirements for NJTransit, Port Authority Transit Corporation (PATCO), Pottstown Area Rapid Transit (PART), and Southeastern
Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA).
An electronic version of DVRPC’s Draft FY2021 TIP for PA is available at www.dvrpc.org/TIP/Draft. An electronic version of the Draft
Connections 2045 Long-Range Plan (LRP) Amendment is available at www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan. If requested, the Draft TIP and
Draft LRP Amendment can be translated into an alternative format or language.
The TIP represents the region's federally funded transportation improvement priorities and is required by federal law in order for the region to
receive and spend federal transportation funds. The TIP also includes non-federally funded projects that are regionally significant in order to
provide a broad picture of the region's transportation improvements.
The Connections 2045 Plan is the region’s long-term vision for prioritizing transportation investments. DVRPC periodically amends the LRP to
incorporate changes to regionally significant projects, reflect changes to the financial plan, and to maintain fiscal constraint. This update to the
Plan accounts for major funding changes to the region, and also reports on new Transportation Performance Management (TPM) requirements
set forth in federal transportation legislation.
To abide by stay-at-home orders and public health guidelines for public gatherings, public meetings will be held online at two different times. These
online public meetings will also include a presentation of the Draft Transportation Conformity Demonstration, which has an overlapping public
comment period. The online meetings will be recorded and posted online about a day after.
Wednesday, June 17, 2020
2:00 PM to 3:00 PM
Registration: https://dvrpc.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_l8Hr6IsaTk--nFbKxD1lLw
Call-in information: 646-558-8656; webinar ID: 928 8347 2086; Password: 0b1&E1fB
Or
Wednesday, June 17, 2020
7:00 PM to 8:00 PM
Registration: https://dvrpc.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_oFLiQk-eRnyyOEpHu4wdOQ
Call-in information: 646-558-8656; Webinar ID: 969 5255 6273; Password: 0b1&E1fB

Beginning June 1, 2020, natural gas rates for PECO residential customers will decrease by 5.547 cents
per 100 cubic feet (Ccf) of gas. The decrease is the result of a decrease in projected natural gas charges.
With these changes the monthly natural gas bill for a residential customer using an average of 80 Ccf
(hundreds of cubic feet) of natural gas will decrease by $4.43 per month, from $83.45 to $79.02, or by
about 5.3%. The monthly bill for a commercial customer using an average of 400 Ccf of natural gas (Rate
GC — General Service — Commercial and Industrial) will decrease by $21.95 per month, from $387.71 to
$365.76, or by about 5.7%.
The impact on your bill will depend on the actual amount of natural gas you use.
NOTICE OF PROPOSED ANNUAL NATURAL GAS
COST RATE CHANGE EFFECTIVE DECEMBER 1, 2020
On or around June 1 of each year, as directed by the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (PUC), PECO
makes a Purchased Gas Cost (PGC) filing with the PUC, submitting the company’s projection of natural
gas prices for the following year. This notice describes the company’s request, the PUC’s role and what
actions you can take.
After reconciling previous collections with projected natural gas charges, PECO is now proposing a
decrease in natural gas rates for residential customers beginning December 1, 2020, by 1.021 cents per
Ccf from the June 1, 2020 rate. Overall, there will be an annual decrease of approximately $4.8 million
for all customers.
If PECO’s entire request is approved, the total monthly bill for a residential customer (Rate GR - General
Service - Residential) using an average of 80 Ccf of natural gas would decrease by $0.80 per month,
from $79.02 to $78.22, or by approximately 1.0%. The total monthly bill for a commercial customer using
an average of 400 Ccf of natural gas (Rate GC - General Service — Commercial and Industrial) would
decrease by $4.23 per month, from $365.76 to $361.53, or by approximately 1.2%.
The overall impact on your bill will depend on the amount of natural gas you use.
Again, these changes are subject to PUC approval. If requested, PECO can tell you how your bill may
change. If you purchase the natural gas you use from another competitive supplier, the price you pay
will depend on the price and terms of your contract with your supplier.
These proposed prices are based on current wholesale market prices. PECO continuously monitors market
prices and may adjust prices on a quarterly basis (March 1, June 1, September 1 and December 1). The
charges requested by the company may be found in PECO Gas Service Tariff Number 3. You may examine
the material filed with the PUC which explains the requested decrease and the reasons for it. As a result
of the stay-at-home orders issued by the Governor and Philadelphia’s Mayor due to the ongoing COVID-19
pandemic, PECO’s Headquarters in Philadelphia is closed. A copy of this material can be viewed online at
https://www.peco.com/MyAccount/MyBillUsage/Pages/ProposedGas.aspx.
The PUC may schedule hearings to determine proper rates. The company has the burden of proof to
demonstrate that the proposed charges are reasonable. After its review, the PUC may grant all, some
or none of the request.
As COVID-19 has spread throughout Pennsylvania and with the Governor’s state-of-emergency
declaration, the PUC staff is working remotely until further notice and will continue to provide services
to you. The PUC is answering emails and receiving electronic mail. Please do not send USPS mail
since the PUC’s offices are closed.
To challenge PECO’s request to change its rates you can do one of the following:
• Register a Formal Complaint — If you would like to file a formal complaint against a utility company’s
proposed 		
rate change, you may fill out a Formal Complaint Form at https://www.
puc.pa.gov/general/onlineforms/		 pdf/official_complaint_
form_final.pdf. Filing this form will make you a party to a legal proceeding or case. 		
Please note this filing form includes directions for submission that includes U.S.
Mail, which 		
the PUC is not accepting at this time.
Complainants are required to include an email address 		
during the pandemic. If you do not wish to be a party to the case, consider filing a Comment
Form. If no formal 		
complaints are filed, the PUC may grant all, some or none of
the request without holding a hearing before a judge. 		
The effective date
of the new rates will be December 1, 2020.
• Register a Comment — If you wish to register your objection or comment to a proposed rate change
by your utility 		
company, you may fill out a Comment Form. Sometimes there
is information in these complaints/comments that 		
makes
the PUC aware of
problems with the company’s service or management. This information can be helpful 		
when the PUC investigates the rate request.
• In addition, a public input hearing may be scheduled to give consumers an opportunity to provide
Commission and what you think of the proposed rate change.
testimony to the 		
For more information, call the PUC at 1-800-692-7380.
Questions
For more information on any of these changes visit peco.com/rates or call 1-800-494-4000.
Small business customers can call PECO’s Business Customer Service Team at 1-800-220-PECO
(7326). Large business customers can contact their account representative directly.

Registration information is also available on DVRPC’s events calendar at ww.dvrpc.org/Calendar/2020/06.
Attendees can join via webinar or by phone in listen-only mode. For any accommodations, including closed captioning and interpretation, please
email public_affairs@dvrpc.org or call 215-238-2929.
Written comments and questions must be submitted in one of four ways listed below:
Electronically through a web application available at:
• Draft PA TIP: www.dvrpc.org/TIP/Draft
• LRP Amendment: www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/
By Email:
• Draft PA TIP Comments: TIP@dvrpc.org
• LRP Amendment Comments: LRP@dvrpc.org
By Mail:
• Public Comments
c/o DVRPC Office of Communications and Engagement
190 N. Independence Mall West, 8th Fl.
Philadelphia, PA 19106-1520
Or by Fax: 215-592-9125.
Questions and comments must be submitted in writing. If you need assistance in providing a written comment, please contact the DVRPC Office
of Communications and Engagement at 215-238-2929 or public_affairs@dvrpc.org.
DVRPC must receive comments for the Draft TIP and LRP Amendment documents by 5:00 PM (local time) on June
29, 2020. Comments received via mail must be postmarked by June 29, 2020. Responses will not be provided
unless comments are submitted in writing during the public comment period.

The Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) fully complies with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Civil Rights Restoration
Act of 1987, Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice, and related nondiscrimination statutes and regulations in all programs and
activities. DVRPC's website, www.dvrpc.org, may be translated into multiple languages. Publications and other public documents can be
made available in alternative languages and formats, if requested. DVRPC public meetings are always held in ADA-accessible facilities, and in
transit-accessible locations when possible. Auxiliary services can be provided to individuals who submit a request at least seven days prior
to a public meeting. Requests will be accommodated to the greatest extent possible. Any person who believes they have been aggrieved by
an unlawful discriminatory practice by DVRPC under Title VI has a right to file a formal complaint. Any such complaint may be in writing and
filed with DVRPC's Title VI Compliance Manager and/or the appropriate state or federal agency within 180 days of the alleged discriminatory
occurrence. For more information on DVRPC's Title VI program or to obtain a Title VI Complaint Form, please visit: www.dvrpc.org/
GetInvolved/TitleVI, call (215) 592-1800, or email public_affairs@dvrpc.org.
Important Notice: DVRPC is committed to providing open and competitive procurement opportunities and that Disadvantaged Business
Enterprises (DBEs), as defined in 49 CFR part 26, have an equal opportunity to receive and participate in federally funded contracts. For
information about opportunities to do business with DVRPC, please visit www.dvrpc.org/Business/.
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TRABAJOS
LA COMISIÓN DE PLANIFICACIÓN REGIONAL
DEL VALLE DEL DELAWARE
ANUNCIA PARA SU REVISIÓN PÚBLICA:
Borrador del Programa de Mejora del Transporte de Pensilvania DVRPC FY2021 (FY21-FY24)
y Proyecto de Conexiones 2045 Enmienda del Plan de Largo Alcance
La Comisión de Planificación Regional del Valle de Delaware (DVRPC) está buscando su opinión y abrirá un período de comentarios públicos para el Borrador del Programa de Mejora del
Transporte (TIP) del año fiscal federal 2021 de la DVRPC para Pensilvania (FY21-FY24). Esto también sirve como período de comentarios públicos para el Borrador de la Enmienda del Plan
de Largo Alcance (LRP) de Conexiones 2045. El DVRPC aceptará comentarios sobre ambos borradores de documentos desde el 26 de mayo de 2020 hasta el 29 de junio de 2020 a las 5:00
PM hora local.
La notificación pública de las actividades de participación pública y el tiempo establecido para la revisión pública y los comentarios sobre el TIP también satisface los requisitos del Programa
de Proyectos para NJTransit, la Corporación de Tránsito de la Autoridad Portuaria (PATCO), el Tránsito Rápido del Área de Pottstown (PART), y la Autoridad de Transporte del Sureste de
Pensilvania (SEPTA).
Una versión electrónica del Borrador FY2021 TIP del DVRPC para PA está disponible en www.dvrpc.org/TIP/Draft. Una versión electrónica del Borrador de la Enmienda del Plan de
Largo Alcance (LRP) de Conexiones 2045 está disponible en www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan. Si se solicita, el Borrador del TIP y el Borrador de la Enmienda del LRP pueden ser
traducidos a un formato o lenguaje alternativo.
El TIP representa las prioridades de la región para mejorar el transporte con fondos federales y es requerido por la ley federal para que la región reciba y gaste los fondos federales de
transporte. El TIP también incluye proyectos no financiados con fondos federales que son significativos para la región a fin de proporcionar un panorama amplio de las mejoras en el
transporte de la región.
El Plan Conexiones 2045 es la visión a largo plazo de la región para priorizar las inversiones en transporte. El DVRPC enmienda periódicamente el LRP para incorporar cambios en los
proyectos de importancia regional, reflejar los cambios en el plan financiero y mantener la restricción fiscal. Esta actualización del Plan da cuenta de los principales cambios en la financiación
de la región, y también informa sobre los nuevos requisitos de la Gestión del Rendimiento del Transporte (TPM) establecidos en la legislación federal de transporte.
Para cumplir con las órdenes de permanencia en el hogar y las pautas de salud pública para las reuniones públicas, las reuniones públicas se llevarán a cabo en línea en dos momentos
diferentes. Estas reuniones públicas en línea también incluirán una presentación del Borrador de la Demostración de Conformidad del Transporte, que tiene un período de comentarios
públicos que se superpone. Las reuniones en línea serán grabadas y puestas en línea alrededor de un día después.
Miércoles, 17 de junio de 2020
2:00 PM a 3:00 PM
Inscripción: https://dvrpc.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_l8Hr6IsaTk--nFbKxD1lLw
Información de llamada: 646-558-8656; ID del seminario web: 928 8347 2086; Contraseña: 0b1&E1fB
O
Miércoles 17 de junio de 2020
7:00 PM a 8:00 PM
Inscripción: https://dvrpc.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_oFLiQk-eRnyyOEpHu4wdOQ
Información de llamada: 646-558-8656; ID del seminario web: 969 5255 6273; Contraseña: 0b1&E1fB
La información sobre la inscripción también está disponible en el calendario de eventos del DVRPC en ww.dvrpc.org/Calendar/2020/06.
Los asistentes pueden unirse a través de un seminario web o por teléfono en modo de sólo escucha. Para cualquier tipo de alojamiento, incluyendo subtítulos e interpretación, por favor envíe
un correo electrónico a public_affairs@dvrpc.org o llame al 215-238-2929.
Los comentarios y preguntas por escrito deben presentarse de una de las cuatro maneras que se indican a continuación:
Electrónicamente a través de una aplicación web disponible en:
• Borrador del PA TIP: www.dvrpc.org/TIP/Draft
• Enmienda LRP: www.dvrpc.org/LongRangePlan/
Por correo electrónico:
Borrador de los comentarios del PA TIP: TIP@dvrpc.org
Comentarios de la enmienda del LRP: LRP@dvrpc.org
Por correo:
• Public Comments
c/o DVRPC Office of Communications and Engagement
190 N. Independence Mall West, 8th Fl.
Philadelphia, PA 19106-1520
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O por fax: 215-592-9125.
Las preguntas y comentarios deben ser presentados por escrito. Si necesita ayuda para proporcionar un comentario por escrito, por favor contacte con la Oficina de Comunicaciones y
Compromiso del DVRPC en el 215-238-2929 o public_affairs@dvrpc.org.
La DVRPC debe recibir comentarios para los documentos del Borrador del TIP y la Enmienda del LRP antes de las 5:00 PM (hora local) del 29 de junio
de 2020. Los comentarios que se reciban por correo deberán llevar el sello postal antes del 29 de junio de 2020. Las respuestas no se proporcionarán
a menos que los comentarios se presenten por escrito durante el período de comentarios públicos.

La Comisión de Planificación Regional del Valle de Delaware (DVRPC) cumple plenamente con el Título VI de la Ley de Derechos Civiles de 1964, la Ley de Restauración de Derechos Civiles de
1987, la Orden Ejecutiva 12898 sobre Justicia Ambiental y los estatutos y reglamentos de no discriminación relacionados en todos los programas y actividades. El sitio web del DVRPC, www.
dvrpc.org, puede ser traducido a varios idiomas. Las publicaciones y otros documentos públicos pueden estar disponibles en otros idiomas y formatos, si se solicitan. Las reuniones
públicas de la DVRPC siempre se celebran en instalaciones accesibles a la ADA, y en lugares accesibles de tránsito cuando es posible. Se pueden prestar servicios auxiliares a las personas
que presenten una solicitud por lo menos siete días antes de una reunión pública. Las solicitudes se atenderán en la mayor medida posible. Toda persona que crea que ha sido agraviada
por una práctica discriminatoria ilegal de la DVRPC en virtud del título VI tiene derecho a presentar una denuncia oficial. Cualquier queja de este tipo puede ser por escrito y presentada al
Gerente de Cumplimiento del Título VI de la DVRPC y/o a la agencia estatal o federal apropiada dentro de los 180 días de la supuesta ocurrencia discriminatoria. Para más información sobre
el programa del Título VI de la DVRPC o para obtener un formulario de queja del Título VI, por favor visite: www.dvrpc.org/GetInvolved/TitleVI, llame al (215) 592-1800, o envíe un
correo electrónico a public_affairs@dvrpc.org.
Aviso importante: La DVRPC se compromete a proporcionar oportunidades de adquisición abiertas y competitivas y a que las Empresas de Negocios en Desventaja (DBE), tal como se definen
en el 49 CFR parte 26, tengan la misma oportunidad de recibir y participar en contratos financiados por el gobierno federal. Para obtener información sobre las oportunidades de hacer
negocios con el DVRPC, por favor visite www.dvrpc.org/Business/.
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